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manner. Let one imagine, arbitrably, fow
straight lines, which enclose a plane, so
that the opposite sides are mot parallel, and
name this hgure a trapezium. The conception,
which I explain, is not given before the defi-
nition, but springs first from it. Whatever
signification a cone may elsewhere have, in
the mathematics it arises out of the arbitrable
representation of a rectangular triangle, which
15 moved round on one stde. The explication
here and in all other cases manifestly springs
from the svnthesis.

The definitions of phﬂosophy are of quite
another nature. There the conception of a
thing is given, but confused or not sufhciently
determined. I must dissect it, compare inall
sorts of cases the separated criterla with the
given conception, and render this abstract
thought copiousand detérminate. For example,
everv body has a conception of time: this
must be explained. I must .contemplate ths
1dea in all soris of references, in order to dis-
cover marks of it by dissection, to connect
difterent abstracted marks, whether they yield
a suflicient conception, and are coherent, whe-
ther the one does notin part include the other
in- itself, 'Did ‘I endeavaur here to come to
a defininon of time synthetically, what a
happy chance must it be, were this conception

directly that, whmh fu]ly expressed the idea

‘given us.

"~ But, it may be said, phﬂﬁSOphers somne-
“times explain synthetlcally likewise, and ma-
‘thematicians analytically.” For instance, when

“the phﬂasepher arbitrably conceives a sub-
- stance
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stance with the faculty of reason, and deno-
minates it a spuit. My answer however is, -
such determinations of the signification of a
word are never philosophical definitions, but
if they are to be termed explications, they are -
but grammatical ones. For it 1s not at all the
province of philosophy, to say, what sort of
a name I shall ¢ive an arbitrable conception.
LEIANITZ imaginetl a sumple substance, which
has nothing but obscure representations, and
named 1 a Slumnbering monade. Here he did
not explain, but imagine, this monas; for
the conception of it was not given to him, but
created by him. Whereas mathematicians have
sonmetimes explained analytically, I own it,
but.1t was always a fault. Thus Worr has
considered with a ‘philosophic eye the simili-
tude 1n geometry, 1n order to treat under the
universal conception of it that occurring in
geometry likewise. He might have omitted
1t; for when I coneeive figures, wherein the.
opposite angles, which the lines of the peri-
phery enclose, are equal, and the sides that
enclose them have the same relation, this may
always be considered as the definition of the
similitude of figures, and in like manner with
the other similitudes of space. The universal
defmitioni of similitude in general signifies
nothing to geometry. It is happyfor the ma- -
thematics, that, when, by an ill-understood .
duty, the geometrician sometimes embarks in
such analytical expositions, nothing is in fact
inferred therefrom by him, or his next conse-
quences constitute at the bottom- the mathe-
- matical definition, else!this science would be

Y ; exposed
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exposed to the very same unfortunate discord,
as pgalosophy.

The mathematician has to do with concep-
tions, which are often.capable of a philoso-
phical exposition; as for example with the
conception of space in general. But he as-
sumes such a conception.as given according to
its clear and cofymon representatmn Some-
times ph11050ph1ca1 expositions are given him
from other sciences, particularly in the applied
mathematics, exempl gratid, the exposition
of fluidity. Then however such definitions
do-not take their rise in the mathematics, but
are only used there. It is the business of philo-
sophy, to anatomise, to render copious and
determinate, conceptions that are given asim-
plicated; but of mathematics, to connect
and to compare given conceptions of quanti-
ties, which are clear and secure, in order to
see what can be inferred from them.. .

e, P
The Mathematics contemplate in their Solutions,

Demonstrations and Conseguences, the univer-
sal arnong the Signs in the concrete, Philosophy

the umiversal by the Signs in the abstract.

As we treat our propositions here but as
immediate inferences from experiences, I refer
on account of the present, first, to arithme-
tic, as well the universal of the undeterminate
quantities, as that of the numbers, where the
relation of the quantities it determined toa

unity.
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unity. In both are placed first, instead of the
things themselves, their signs, with the pe-
culiar marks of then' augmentatmn or diminu-
tion, their relations etc., and aftérwards pro-
ceeded with these signs ac cording to easy and
sure rules, by transpos.tion, connexion or
subtraction, and various alterations, so that
the marked things themselves are hereby to-
tally left out of thought, tll hnally. at the
conclusion the signification of the symbolical
figures 13 declphered Secondly, in geome-
try, in order, for instance, to cogmse the pro-
perties of a]l circles, one circle 13 described,
in which, instead of all possible lines inter-
secting one another within 1t, two lines are
dtawn. By these are demonstrated the rela-
tions, and 1in these are contemplated the uni-
versal rule of the relation of all the lines in
concreto crossing. or decussating one another
in all circles.

It the procedure of philosophy is compared
with this, it will be found totally difterent.
The signs of the philosophical contemplation
are never any thing else, than words,- which
neither show in their composition the com-
ponent conceptions, of which consists the
whole 1dea that the word denotes, nor are able
m their connexions. to mark the relations of
the philosophical thoughts. Hence in every
reflection in this species of cognition onemust
have the thing itself in view, and is obliged
to represent-to one’s self the universal in ab-
stracto, without being able to use the great
'1351stance of handlmﬂ' single signs mstead of

t]
the universal conceptwns of the things them-

s¢lves.
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selves. When, for example, the geomet-
cian wishes to evince, that space 1s divisible
to infinite, he takes a straight hne, which
stands perpendicularly between two parallels,
and draws from a point of one of these paral-
lel Iines other lines, which bisect in the same
manner. He cognises by this symbol with
the greatest certainty, that the division must
proceed without end. Whereas, when the
philosopher wishes to evince, that every body
consists of simple substances, he in the first
place assures himself, that there 1s in general
a whole out of substances, that in these the
composition 1s a contingent state, without
which they can exist, that therefore all com-
positionina body may be annulled in thought,
in such a manner however, that the substan-
ces, of which it consists, exist; and, as that,
which remains of a composite, when all com-
position in general 1s annulled, is simple,
that the body must consist of simple substan-
ces. Here neither diagrams or figures nor vi-
sible sioms can express the thoughts or ther
relations. Nor can any transposition of the
signs be performed according to rules in the
placeof theabstract contemplations,so that the
representation of the things themselves might
1n this procedure be permuted with the clearer
and easier representation of the signs, but the
universal must be pondered in the abstract,
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3,
In the Mathematics there are but few msolrvable

Conceptions and immensurable Propositions,

but in Philoso;:rhy mnurmerable.

The conception of quantity in general, of
~unity, of multitude, of space etc. 1s, at least
in the mathematics, insolvable, their dissec-
tion and exposition belong mnot at all to this
science. ‘I am well aware, that many geome-
tricians confound the boundaries of the scien-
ces, and in the doctrine of quantity are some-
times inclined to philosophise, for which rea-
son they éndeavour to explam such concep-
tions, though the definition 1n such cases has
no mathemaucal consequence whatever, But
it is certain, that every-one conception, which,
whether it can be elsewhere explained or not,
does not requireitin this science at least, with
regard to a discipline 1s insolvable. And I
have already said, that there are but few such
in the mathematics. But 1 oo st1ll fartherand
maintain, that indeed none at all can occur
in them, namely, in the sense, that their ex-
position by dissection of the conceptions per-
tains to the mathematical cognition; suppose
it were even possible. For the mathematics
never-explain by dissection a givem concep-
tion, but by arbitrable con]uncuon an obiect,

whase thought 1s just theieby hrst poamble |

Does one compare herewith philosophy,

what a distinction becomes evident? In 3l}
its disciplines, chiefly in metaphysm, €\ ery

one dissection that can take place is necessary,
for
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for as well the perspicuity of the cognition,
as the possibility of sure inferences depends
thereon. But it may be mnnedlate]v foreseen,
that it is unavoidable in the dissection to fall
on insolvable conceptions, which will be so
either in themselves or for us, and that there
will be an immense number of them, as it is
impossible , that universal .cognitions of so
oreat a variety should be composed but ofafew
rundamental conceptions. Hence many can
almost not be resolved at all, for example,
the conception of a representation, of sinul-
tancousness, or of successiveness, others but in
part, as the conception of space, of time, of
the various feelingsof the human soul, of the
feeling of the sublime, of the beautiful, of the
dis ﬂ-ustﬁzl etc. wuhout the premse ]mowledﬂe
and solution of which the springs of our na-
ture are not sufficientlv known, and where a
careful observer perceives, that the dissection
is by far not sufficient. I acknowledge, that
the expositions of pleasure and of displeasure,
of appetition and of aversation and numberless
such like, have never been delivered by sulli-
cient solutiens, and do ot wonder at this
insolubleness. For with regard to conceptions
of so different a nature distinctive elementary
concepiions must iorm _the basis.. The fault,
" which some have committed, to treat all si-
milar cognitions as such, whlch collectively
admit of bemgﬂ resolved into a few simple
conceptions, is similar to that, into which
fell the ancient natural phﬂcsophers to wit,

that ali the matter of nature consists of the
four
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four elements, commonly so named, which
thoug-hl: is annulled by better observation.

‘Besides, the mathematics are grounded but
gpon a few indemonstrable propositions,
which, were they elsevhere even susceptible
of a proof, are considered in this scienceasim-.
mediately certain. The whole is equal to all the
parts taker! together ; between two points can be
but one straight line etc. - Such-principles the ma-
thematics are accustomed tolay down in the be-
sinning of their disciplines,in order that it may
be perceived, that none but such self-evident
propositions are directly presupposed as true,
for all the others are strictly demonstrated.

If one compares with this philosophy, and
particularly metaphysic, I would be glad to
see a table of the indemonstrable posttions
drawn up, which form the basis of these sci-
ences through their ‘whole tract, ®They would
no doubt make up a plan that were immense;
however in theinvestigation of these 1mmense
fundamental truths consisls the most import-
ant aftair of the higher philosophy, and these
discoveries will never be brought to an issue,
so long as sucha sort of cognition shall extend.
itself.  For whatever be the object, those cri-
terta, which the understanding perceives in 1t
at first and immediately, are the data to just
as many indemonstrable positions, which
then constitute the groundwork, from which
the definitions can be discovered. Ere I pre-
pare myself to explain, what space is,1 clearly
perspect , that, as this conception is given me,
1 must before all seek by anatomizing forthose
marks, which are first and inunediately herein

thought. '
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thought. Accordingly I observe, that therein
there 1s much without one another, that these
many are not substances, for my object 1s not
to cognise the things in space, but space itself,
that space can have but three dimensions etc.
Such positions may be illustrated, by con-
templauing them in the concrete, m order to
cognise them intuitively; but they never can
be proved. For whence could this be done,
as thev make up the first and most smlple
thou‘_hts which I can have of my object,
when I begin to think of it. In the mathe-
matics the definitions are the first thought,
which I can have of the explained thing, be-
cause my conception of the object springs hrst
from the definition, and there it is absolutely
absurd, to CO‘DSIdE’I‘ them as evincible. In
philosophv, where the conception of the thing,
which I am to explain is given me, what is
immediatelv and first perceived init must serve
for an indemonstrable fundamental judement.
For as I have.not vet, but first seek, the
whole distinct conception of the thing, it
cannot be showwn from this conception,
but it rather serves, to generate this distinct
coenition: and definition. Therefore 1 must
have first fundamental judgments before
all philosophical exposition of things, and n
this no fault can be commtted, but that I
consider that as an original, which 1s buta
derived , mark. In the following contempla-
fion will occur ‘things, which-will put this

, o
beyond a doubt. * .t
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The Object of Mathematics is easy and simnple,
but that of Philosophy difficult and entangled.

As quantity is the object of the mathema-
tics, and in its contemplation it is considered
but how often something is posited or laid
down, so it is evident, that this cognition
must rest upon few and vety clear fundamen-
tal doctrines of the universal doctrine of guan-
tity (which is properly the universal arithme-
tic). Theremay be seen springing out of simple
and few fundamental conéeptions the aug-
mentation and diminution of the quantities,
and their dividing into equal factors in the
doctrine of the roots. A few fundamental
conceptions of space eftectuate the applications
of this universal knowledge of quantity to geo-
metry. For 1nstance, 1n order to convince
one’s self one needs compare but the easy con-
ceivableness of an arithmetical object, which
comprises in itself a prodigious plurality, with
the much more difhcult comprehensibility of
a philosophical idea, wherein one endeavours
to cognise but little, The relation of a ¢rillion
to the unity 1s quite distinctly understood,
while philosophers hitherto have mnot been
able to render intelligible the ‘conception of
liberty from its unities, id est, its simple and
known conceptions. That is, the qualities,
which constitute the proper object of philoso-
phy, are infAnitely mullifarious, whose dis-
tinction requires great exactness: as also it
15 much more difficult, to resolve implicated

Vor. I Z cognitions
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cognitions by dissection, thanto connect piven
simple cognitions by synthesis, and so to ar-
rive at consequences. There are many,1know,
who find philosophy very easy in comparison
with the higher mathesis. . But these name
philosophy every thing that is contained in
books, which bear that tatle. The distinction
will be discovered by the issue. Philosophi-
cal cognitions have for the most part the fate
of opinions, and are like meteors, whose lustre
bespeaks not their duration. They vanish,
but the mathematics are permanent. Meta-
physic is no doubt the most diflicult of all hu-
man Introspections; but a metaphysic has
neveryet been written. The problem of the Aca-
demy shows, that there 1s reason to inquire
after the way necessary to be taken, in order
first to search forit, -

CON-
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CONTEMPLATION THE SECOND,

THE ONLY METHOD OF ATTAINING THE
GREATEST POSSIBLE CERTAINTY IN META-~

PHYSIC.,

Metaphysic is nothing but a philosophv on
the first grounds of our cognition; there-
fore what was shown in the forcu‘omtr contem-
plation of the mathematical cogmtmn In com-
parison with philosophy, will IILEWIbE be
valid relatively to metaphysic. We have seen
considerable and essential distinctions, which
are L0 be met with between the cognition in both
sciences, and in regard of which one may say
with blShOP Warburton, That nothmtr has
been more pernicious to philosophy, than
mathematics, namely, the mitation of them, .
in the method of thinking, where they cannot
possibly be used; for as to the application of
them in the parts of philosophy, where the
knowledze of the quantities occurs, that is
quite different, and the usefulness immense.
In the mathematws Ibegin with the defini-
tion of my ob]ect for -example, a triangle,
circle etc., in the metaphysics I must never
begin therewith, and the definition here is.so
little the first that I cognise of the thing, that
it is rather almost always the last. In the
mathematics I have no sooner a conception of
my object, than the definition givesit; in.
the memph}rslcs I have a conception, which is

4 2 already
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already given me, though itricatély, I must
seek its distinct, ample and precise ohe. How
can I then begin with 1t? Augustinus sald,

1 know well what time 1s, but if any body
asks me, I know it not. Here must take place
many operations ot developing dark 1deas of

comparison, subordination and limitation, and
1 dare venture to say, That, though many
true and acute things have been said of time, the
real exposition of it has never been given; for
with regard to the nominal exposition, it is
of little or mo service to us, for withous it
cne understands this word sufficiently, not to
permute it. Had one as many right definitions
as vccur in books under this name, how
certainly could one draw 1inferences and
conclude therefrom. But exPerience teaches

the contrary.
In phﬂosophv and namely in metaphysic

much may be cognised of an object distinctly
and with certainty, also sure consequences be
therefrom drawn, before one 1s in possession
of its defrmition and even when one does not
at all undertake to give 1it. Of every one
thing we may be 1mmedlalely certain of diffe-
rent predlcates, though I do mnot yet know
enough of them, in-order to give the ample
determinate conception of the thmg, that 1s,
the defintion. Though I mever explained
what an appetition is, 1 could say with cer-
tiiude, that every appetite presupposes a re-
piesentation of the object of the appetite, that
thisvepresentation 1s a prevision of the future,
that with 1t 15 combined the sentiment or feel-

ing of pleasure eic. All this every one con-
stantly
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stantly perceives in the immediate conscious-
ness of the appetition. F¥From such compared
observations one might perhaps at last arrive
at the defimition of the appetrtion. But, as
long as without it that, which is sought for,
can be inferred from a few immediately certain
marks of the same thing, it 1s unnecessary to
risk an undertaking so hazardous. In the ma-.
thematics this is, as you lknow, very different.
The signification of the signs 1n the ma-
thematics 1s certain, because one may be easily
conscious to ome’s self of that which one
wished to give them. In philosophy 1n
genefal, and in metdphysic in particular, the
words have their signification by the use of
speech, except so far as it 1s more exactly
determined to them by logical limitation. But
as in very simtilar conceptions, which never-
theless involve a considerable hidden distine-
tion, the same words are ofien used, great
heed must be talen here in every application
of the conception, though its denomination
seems to accommodate itself exactly toj the
usage of speech, whether 1t.is ‘actually the
same conception, which is here conjoined
with the very same signs. - We say, a man
distinguishes gold from brass, when he cognis-
es, that in the one metal there 1s not' 5o much
massiveness, as in the other. ~Besides one
says, that brutes distinguish one food from an-
other, when they eat the one, and leave the
other. Here in both cases is used the word
to distinguish, though in the former it signi-
hes as-much as to cognise-the difference, which
never can take place, without judging;  but
Z 3 n
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in the latteritdenotes, only that the distinctive
representation 1s distinctively treated, where
it is not just necessary, that a judgment shall

recede. As we then percelve but in brutes,
That they are incited by different sensations
to different actions, which is very possible,
without their needmfr to judge 1n the smal-
lestdegree on either the agreement ‘or the dis-
sgreenient.

From this. flow quite naturally the rules
of that method, according to which the
sreatest possible metaphysical certainty can
be solely attained. They are very different
from those, which have been hitherto followed,
and promise a happy 1issue, insomuch that,
when they are brought to the application, such
could never have been expected in another
wav. The first and chief rule is, that the be-
ginning be not made from expositions, merely
the ex cpesitignof the word must then be sought,
for instance, necessary isthat, whose oppo-
site 1S impossible But there are but few cases,
where the clear determinate conception can be
s0 confidently . fixed directly at the beginning.
Rather let that; which 1s_1mmedlatuly cerlain
in the object,_ be sougcht with care, even be-
fore one has the dehnition of it. Draw con-
sequence$ therefrom, and endeavour princi-
pally to acquirebut .true and quite cer-
tain, judements of -the object, :even without
aepending -on a hoped for exposition which.
must never be vefitured, but, when it distinctly
ofiers iwself from. the evident judgments, fust
granted. The second rule 1s, that the umnie-
diate judgments of the objectrelatively to what

13
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is first met with in it with certitude be par-
ticularly noted, ‘and , when it is-certain, that
the one 1s ndt contained in the other, that
they, like the axioms of geometry, be let
precedeas the groundworkof all consequences.
Hence follows, _that in the contemplations of:
metaphysic that which one knows certainly,
were it but little, be always particularly noted,
though essays of uncertain cognitions may be
made, in order to see, whether they do not
conduct to thetrack of certain cognition, yet
in such a manner, as not to mingle them with
the former. I shall not mention the other
rales of conduct, which this method has in
common with every other. rational one, but
proceed to render it distinct by examples.
The genuine method of metaphysic 1s at
bottom. the same with that, which Newrox
introduced into natural philosophy,and which
was there productive of such beneficial conse-
quences. One ought, 1t is there said, by sure.
experiences, with the assistance of geomietry,
to search for the rules, according to which .
certain phenomena of nature happen. Though
their first ground is not perspected in the bo-
dies, it4s certain, that they act according to
these laws, and the involved events of nature
are explained, when it is distinctly shown,
how they are contained under these well-de-
monstrated rules. Just so in metaphysic, Seelk
by sure internal experience, thatis, an im-
mediate evident consciousness, those criteria,
which certainly lie in the conception of some
one universal quality, and though you do not
know the whole nature or essence of the thing,
- Ly you

'] A=y

o
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you may use 1t with certainty, in order to de-
duce therefrom a great deal in the thing,

EXAMPLE

of the only sure Method of Metaphysic, in the
Cognition of the Nature of Bodies.

For the sake of brevity I refer to a demon-
stration, which is shown in a few words in
the first contemplation towards the end of the
o. paragraph, in order first to lay as a founda-
tion here the proposition: Every body must
consist of simple substances. Without making
out, what a body 1s, I know for certain, that
it consists of parts, which would exist, though
they were not conjoined: and notwithstand-
ing the conception of a substance is an abstract
conception, it is without doubt of the corpo-
real things of the world. But itis not even
necessary to name them substances, it is sufli-
citent, that hence can be inferred with the
greatest certainty, that a body consists of sim-
ple parts,of which the plain dissection is easy,
but here too prolix. Now I can by means of
intallible proofs of geometry show, That space
consists not of simple parts, of which the ar-
guments are well known. Accordingly there
1s a determinate number of the parts of every
body, which are all simple,-and a like num-
ber of the parts of space it takes up, which
are altogether composed. Hence follows, that
every simple part (element) in the body takes
up a space. Inow ask, What means, to take
up a space? I perceive, without giving my-

, self
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self any trouble about the nature of space, that
if a space can be penetrated by every thing, ..
without any thing existing that resists it, mle
if he chose, might say, there 1s somelhmg N
this space, but never that this space 1s taken "
up by it. 'Whence I cognise, That a space 1s
taken up, when somellung exists, which re-
sists a moved body in the effort to penetrate
it. But this resistance 1s the impenetrability.
Therefore bodies take up space by 1mpenetra-
bility. Impenetrability, however, 1s a power.
For it manifests a resistance, that is, an aclion
opposed to an external force. And the power,
which belongs to a body, must belong to its
simple parts. Consequently the elements of
every body fill their space by the power of

1mpenetrab111ty But I ask farther, Whether
the first-elements then are not ex.pﬂnded as

every one in the body fills a space? Here I
may adduce an exposition, which is immediate-
ly certain, namely, that is expanded, which
posited of itself (absolutely) hlls a space, as
every single body, though I represent to my-
sclf, that there is nothing besides it, would
fill a space.” However if I contemplate an ab-
solutely simple element;, it 1s, when it is po-
sited alone (without eonnectmn with others),
impossible, that there should be much in it
without one another, and that it absolutely
takes up a space. Heneceit cannot be expanded.
But as a power of impenetrability applied to
many ~external things is the cause, that the
element talees up a space, I perceive, that
thence flows a plurality in its external action,
but no plurality relative to internal parts, by

AN COnse-
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consequence it is not expanded, .becatse it
takes up a space 1 the¢ body (in nexu cum

alus).
I shall bestow a few WDI‘dS su]l in order

to render evident, how shallow the proof:: of
metaphysic are, when it from its exposition
once laid as a foundation, conformably to as-
suetude, boldly draws conclusions, which are
lost, so soon as the expositon illudes, It is
known, that most Newtoneans go sti}l farther

than Newton, and maintain, that bodies attract
cne another immediately, even at a distance

(or as they denomuanate it, through the void
space). 1 let the rightness of this proposition,
which has certainly much reason on its side,
remain undetermined. But I maintain that
metaphvsic at least has not refuted 1t. First,
bodies are distant from each other, when they
do not touch one another.- This is exactly the
signification of the word. If I inquire now,
What doI understand by touching or contact?
I perceive, that, without troubling myself
about the definition . I always judge from the
resistance of the impenetrability of another
body, that I touch it. For I find that this
conception springs originally from feeling, as
1 but presume by the. ]udoment of the eyes, that
one matter 1s in contact with another, but {ist
know it certainly by the observed resistance
of impenetrability. Thus, whenIsay, A body
acts on a distant one immediately, this means,
that it acts upon it immediately, but not by
means of impenetrability, But it is not to be
conceived, why this should be impossible,

otherwise somebody must show, that either
impenc-
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impenetrability is the sole power of a body,
or that it can act at least with no other 1m--
mediately ,” without doing it at the same time
by means of impenetrability. But as this has
never becn demonstrated, and in all appear-
ance will hardly ever be demonstrated, meta-
physic has no proper ground for revolting
against the immediate attraction at a distance.
Iowever.let us hear the metaphysician’s argu-
ments. The first on the list is the definition,

The immmediate reciprocal presence of two bo-
dies s contact. Hence follows, when two

bodies immediately act upon one another,
they are 1In contact with one another., Things
that touch or are in contact with one another
are not distant. Therefore two bodies never
actimmedidtely al a distance etc, The definition
1s surreptittous. Notevery immedlate presence
isa contaction, butonly that by means of impe-
netrability,and the rest is butbuiltin theair.

From the above-mentioned examples it 1s
evident, that a great deal may he said oI an
object with . certainty, as well in metaphysic,
as in other sciences, without having ex-
plained it, For here it has been explained
neither what a body is, nor what space, and
yet of both there are certain positions, That
which I principally insist on 1s, That the pro-
cedure in metaphysic must be totally analyti-
cal, for its province is, in fact, to resolve
implicated cognitions. - If with this be com-
pared. the procedure of "philosophers, as it 1S
m vague in all schools, how perverted willit
be found ? The most abstract conceptions,
which reason mnaturally has at last in view,

’ make
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make with them the beginning, when they
have once adopted the mathematician's plan
which they are absolutely determined to imi.
tate. Hence a st:ange difference is found be-
tween metaphysic and every other science. In
ceometry and other canmtmns of the doctrine
of quantity the beginning is made-from that
which 1s easy, and one proceeds slowly to
more diflicult exercises. In mefaphysic the
beginning 1s made from the most difficulr:
from PDSblbl]ltV and existence, from necessity
and contingency in general, and so on, all
conceptions, to Wh.].ch are necessary both great
abstraction and attention, chiefly, as I:heu'
signs 1n the application admlt of many insen-
sible varieties, whose distinction must not be
neglected. The procedure must absolutely be
synthetic. One explains therefore directly in
the beginning, and infers therefrom with cer-
titude. 'The ph11080p11ers of this taste felici-
tate one another that they have learned from
the geometrician the secret of thinking solidly
and pmfoundl} , and do not at all observe,
that he acquires it by composed conceptions,
but they by solution only, which totally alters
the method of thinking. -

Whereas, as soon as philosophets will con-
descend to take the natural way of sound rea-
son, first to investigate that which they know
of the abstract conception of an object (ex-
empli gratia space or tllllf:), without yet laying
any claim to the expositions; when they comn-
clude but from these sure data, when 1n every
ajtered application of a conception theynotice

witether the conception itself, notwithstanding
1ts
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its sign .is the same, be not here altered: they
wouid not perhaps have sc many murospec-
tions to offer to-sale, but those, which they
exhibit, were of a sure value. Of the latter
I shall yet adduce an example. Most phiio-
sophers mention as an instance of obscure con-
ceptions that, which we may have in a pro-
found sleep. Obscure representations are those
of which one 1s not conscious to one’s self,
Now some experiences 'show, that we have
representatlors in even profound sleep, and
as we are nat conscious to ourselves of them,
they are obscure. Here the consciousness is of
a twofold signification. One is either not con-
scious to one’s self of a representation, that
one hasit, or that one had it. ‘The former denotes
the obscurity ot the representation, asitisin the
mind; the latter shows nothing but that one
do.s not rememberit. The above-mentioned
instance gives to cognise, only that there mav be
representations, which one does not remember
waking, but whence by no means follows,

that they in sleep should not have been clear
with consciousness; as In Mr, Savage’'s ex-
ample of a person seized with a catalepsis, or
in the usual actions of a noctambulo. How-
ever by concluding far too easily, without
having previously given at every time the
conception its meaning by attention to diffe-
rent cases, a probable great mystery of nature
15 inthis case passed over negligently, namely,
that perhaps in the deepest sleep the oreatest
habit of the soul in rational thinking may be
exercised, for there is no other ground for the

contrary, than that one does not remember it
, on
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on waking, but which ground evinces no-
thing

it is not yet the time, to proceed synthe-
tically in metaphysic, only when the analysis
shall have helped us to conceptions distinctly
and fully understood, will the synthesis be
able, as in the mathematics, to subordinate
the composed cognitions to the most simple

ones.
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CONTEMPLATION THE THIRD.

Y

OF THE NATUBRE OF METAPHYSICAL CERTAINTY.

1.
The philoso;:vhical Certainty 15 in generalo f an-

other Nature, than the mathematical.

(e is certain, so far as one cognises, that

1t is impossible, that a cognition is false.
The degree of this certainty, when it is ob-
jectively taken, depends on what is sufficient
in the critéria of the necessity of a truth, but
so far as it 1s subjectively contemplated, it
is so much the greater, as the cognition of
this necessity has more intuition. In both
considerations the mathematical eertainty isof
another species than the philosophical, This
1 will show in the most evident manner, = |

Human understanding, like every other
power of nature,’is tied to certain rules. One
does not err, because the understanding con-
nects the conceptions nrrregularly, but because
one negates that mark of a thing, which one
does not ‘perceive in the thing, and judges,
that that is not, of which one is not conscious
to one’s self in a thing. Now the mathema-
t1cs, in the first place, atiain their conceptions
synthetically and may say with certainty, that
what they did not intend to represent in their
object by the definition, is not therein con-

taned, For the eonception of the defined
springs

L
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springs first from the definition, and has no
signification any farther, than what the defi-
nition gives it. If philosophy 1s herewith
compared, and namely metaphysic, 1t willthe
found that 1t 1s far more insecure in its expo-
siions, when it inclines to venture on any,
For the conceptiow of whatis to be expounded
1s given. If one notices méither the one nor
the other mark, which appertains to its sufh-
cient dishinction, and judges, that to the am-
ple conceptivn no such mark is wanting, the
definition is false and illusory. We might ex-
hibit such errors by imnumerable examples,
but I refer with regard to them to what is
abovementioned of contact. Secondly,the ma-
thematics contemplate 1h their consequences
and demonstrations their universal cognition
under the signs in the concrete, but philoso-
phy together with the signs in the abstract
still. This constitutes a considerable diffe-

rence 1n the mode of both,to attain certainty.
For as the signs of mathematics are sensible

means of cognition, it may be known with
the same certainty, as one is assured of what
one sees, that no conception has been neglec-
ted, that every single comparison was made
according to easy rules etc. Whereby. the at-
tention is much facilitated, as it has not to
consider the things 1n their universal represen-
tation, but the signs in their single cognition
which 1s sensible. ‘Whereas the words, asthe
signs of the philosophical coonition, assist t0
nothing, but the remembrance of the denoted
conceptions. Their signihcation must always

be had immediately in view. The pure intel-
lect
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Ject must be kept on the stretch, and how ine
sensibly escapes a mark of an abstracted con-
ception, as nothing sensible can manifest to
us its ‘omission, but then difterent things are
held the same, and erroneous cognitions are
brought forth. |

Here now has been shown, That the
erounds, whence may be deduced that it is
impossible to have erred in a certain philoso-
phical cognition, in themselves never equal
those, which are to be had in the mathemati-
cal field. Butbesides this, the intuition of this
cognition, as to the rightness, is so much
greater in the mathematics, than in philoso-
phy;’ as in those the object-is contemplated.
in sensible signs in the concrete, but in this
never but in universal abstracted conceptipns;
whose clear impression cantot be by far so:
gregt , as the former. In geometry , where,
the signs have overand abovea similarity with

the things marked, the evidence is by conse-

quence st1l] greatefc , though in algebra the
evidence 18 just as certain.

b

2‘ | . i
Metaphysicis susceptible of a Certainty sufficient

for Conviction,

The certainty in metaphysic is of the very
same sort, as in every other philosophical
cognition, as’this cannot be certain, but so
far asit is conformable to the universal grounds,
which the former furmishes. It is known
through experience, That we can by grounds

Vox. I, Aa of
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of reason, even besides the mathematlcs, 1n
many cases becomie fully certain to conviction,
I\’Ietaph'ysw is but a phﬂosophy ‘applied to
more general introspections of reason, and it
cannot peﬂs:tb]y be otherwise cir cumstanced

Errours arise not only because we do not
know certain things, but because we under-
take to judge, though we do not yet know all
that is thereto requisite. A great many deceits,
nay, almost all of them collectively, have 1his
forwardness to thank for their origin. You
know a few predicates of a thing certainly,
Wel, bottom’ycur conclusions upon these,
and you will not err.  But you will absolute-
Iy have a definition; however you are not
sure, that you know all thatis thereto requi-
site, and as, notwithstanding that, you ha-
zard it,you fall into errours. “Hence it is pos-
sible to avold errgurs; when one seeks certain
and distinct cognitions, without however as-
suming so easily a dehmition. Again, you
can with surety infer a considerable part of a
certaln consequence., But do not allow your-
selves to draw the conclusion on the whole
consequence, how small soever the difference
may seem to be, I grant, that the proof is
good, in whose possession one is, to show,
That the soul 15 not matter. But beware to
infer therefrom, that the soul is not of a ma-
terial nature. For by this every one under-
stands, not only that the soul is not matter,
but not such a simple substance, which can
be an element of matter. This requires a par-
ticular proof, namely, that this thinking being
is not, like a corporeal element, in space, by
impene-
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impenetrability, mnor can:constitute together
with others an extended body and a miass, of
which indeed no proof has yet been add_ucea;
which, were it ‘discovered, would point out
the incomprehensible manner, in which a spirit
is present 1n space. e e

'
La E ' ‘ !h

j - | f -
v ‘ o * . | ~
The Certainty of. the first fundamental Truths

i Metaphysic 15 of no other Speci‘es ;' t]ian tha_c
in every other rational Cognition, except the

Mathematics,

In our days Crusius * imagined by his phis:
losophy to give quite another form to meta<:
physical cognitions, by not granting the pos
sition of contradiction the prerogative, to be:
the universal and chief principle of all cogni’
tion, by introducing many other immediately
certain and inevincible principles and main<
taining, that this rightiress would be compre-
hended from the nature of our understanding,’
according to the rule: WhatI cannot other-:
wise think than true, is true.. To such prin-:
ciples is numbered among others; What I

Aa 1 ' cannot

* I have found it' necessary here to make mention of the
method of this new philosophy. It is of late become so
célebrated, it has also relatively to the better enlightening °
of many introspections a merit 5o much ﬂﬂkﬂUWlEdgﬂd.i that
1t would be a real want, wliere metaphysic is treated, to
pass 1t over ir silence. WWhat I lere touch, is merely
the method peculiar to it, for the diffefence in single posis
tions is not enough to denote an essential diffexence of one

philosophy from another,
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cannot think ‘'as existing, has. never existed;
every thing must be somewhere and (if I may
so say) somewhen etc. I shallin a few words
show the true nature of the first fundamenta]
truths of metaphysic, as also the true form of
this method of Crusius, which in this point
does not swerve so much, as one may ima-
gine, from the philosophical cast of miny,
Hence may also be deduced, 1n general, the
degree of the possible certitude of metaphysic,

. All ue judgments must be either affirma.
tive or negative. As the form of every affir.
mation consists 1n something’s being repre.
sented as a mark of a thing, thatis, asthe
same with the mark of a thing, so i$every
affirmative judgment true, when the predicate
is identical with the subject. And as the form
of every negation consists in something’s being
represented as colliding with a thing, a nega-
tive judgment 18 true, when the predicate con-
tradicts the subject. The position, therefore,
which expressés the essence of every afirma-
tion, and by tonsequence contains-the chief
formule of all afirmative judgments, is, To
every subject belongs a predicate, which is
identical with'it. This 1s the position of iden-
tity. And as the position, which expresses
the essence of all negation, To no subject be-
longs a predicate that contradicts it, is the
position of contradiction, so is this the first
formule of all negaiive judgments. Both to-
gether constitute the chief and universal prin-
ciples, in the formal sense, of all hu-
man reason. And the most have erred in

granting the position of contradiction the
rank,
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rank, with regard to -all truths, which it hag
buit relatively to the negative,. " But every po-
sition, which 13 1mmed1ately thought under
one of these: chief principles, but cannot be
otherwise thought, - is inevincible; - namely;
when either the identity or the contradiction
immediately lies i1t the conceptions, and can
not by dissection.or must not by means of an
- intermedial- mark be perspected. All others
are evincible.. A body is divisible, is.a de-
monstrable proposition, for the identity of
the predicate and: subject may be shown by -
dissection and thus mediately: a body 15 comn-
posed, but what is composed, is divisible,
therefore -a body is divisible. " The mediating
mark hereis, to be composed.. Now in phi-
losophy there are. many inevincible positions,
as has been aforeméntioned. ' Indeed all these
rank under-the formal first principles, butim-.
mediately, so: far however as they at the same
time contain grounds of other cognitions, they
are the first material principles of human rea-
son. For instarnice; /4 bady i§ composed , 18
an indemonstrable proposition;  so far as
the predicate as an immediate and first mark
can be thought but in the conception of the
body. Such material principles, says: Crusiug
with reason, constitute the groundwork and
stability of humar reason. F or, asaforesaid,
they are the matter for definitions, and the
date, wherefrom, though -there is no defini-
ton, may be surely concluded.: :And in this
Crusius was in the right, when he blamed
other schools of: philosophers, . for having
passed by these! material principles, and ad-

Aa 3 hered
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hered to the forimal ones merely. For from
these only nothing at all can be actually prov-
ed, because Ppositions are required, whick
contain the middle term, whereby the louical
sefation of other conceptions must be able to

be cognised in a ratiocination; and among

these positions some must -be the first. But
one can never grant any positions the value
of material chief principles, - when they are
not evident to every human understanding,
But I hold that several of those, which Cru-
silus mentions, even allow of considerable
doubt. -
~ With regard to the chief rule of a certainty,
however, which this celebrated man thinks
of preposing to all cognition, :and conse-
quently the metaphysical - likewise, namely,
What I cdannot otherwise think thdn true; is true
etc, it 1is-easy to perspect, that this position
never can be a-ground of the truth of ‘any one
cognition whatever. For when it is owned,
thit no.other:ground of truth can beassigned,
than because it cannot possibly be otherwise
holden than true, one gives to understand,
th‘aﬁfno ground of truth at all is further as-
Sigjl'able. Now there are, it 1s true, many
ndenionstrable cognitions; . but the feeling of
coniviction relatively to them.is an avowal,
but not an argument, that they are true.
Metaphysicthen has no formal or material
srounds .of: certainty, -which 1is of .anpther
species than that of geometry: In both:the
formaliof the judgments takes place according
to the positions of agreement and contradics
tion. In both are indemonstrable propésili}?_nii
- whic
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which make the groundwork of concluding.
Only as the definitions 1n the mathematics are
the first indemonstrable conceptidons of the
things demonstrated, so must 1n their place
different inevincible positions in metaphysic
furnish the first.date, but which may be just

as sure, and which offer either the matter for
expositions or the ground. of sure consequen-

ces. A 'certainty, of which metaphysic 13
capable, is just as suflicient to conviction, ag
that of which are susceptible the mathematlcs, |
only, the latter is easier and participant of a
greater intuition.. ~

JE{I{JI-.‘ :‘

{l
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CONTEMPLATION THE FOURTH.
s
OF THE PERSPICUITY AND CEATAINTY, oF

WHICH THE FIRST GROUNDS OF NATURAL

THEOLOGY AND MORALARE SUSCEP;I'IBLE.

X.

The first Grounds of Natural Theology are
susceptible of the greatest: philosophical

Euvidence.

t1s both the easiest and the clearest distinc-
tion of a thing from all other things, when
this thing 1s an only one possible of-its kind.
The object of natural religion is the sole first
Cause; its determinations are SO clrcumstanc
ed, as not to be easily permuted with those
of other things. But the greatest conviction
is possible, where it is absolutely nzcessary,
that these and no other predicates belong to 2
thing. For in contingent determinations 1t
1s for the most part dificult to find out the
variable conditions of their predicates. Hence
the absolutely necessary Being is an object of
that nature, that when its genuine conception
1s once discovered, it seems to promise more
security than almost any other philosophical
Enowledge. In this part of the problem I can
do nothing but take into consideration the
| paossible
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possible philosophical cognition of God; for
it would bé much too prolix, to bring to thé
test the doctrines of the philosophers, who
have already handled this subject. - The chief
conception, which presents itself here to me<.,
taphysic, is, the absolutely necessary existence
of a being. In order to come to that it might
be first inquired, Whether it be possible, that
nothiﬁg at all exists. When 1t iS Now per-
ceived, that then no existence whatever 15 giv--
en, and nothing to be thought of , and no pos-
sibality has place, only the conception of the
existence of that which must form the basis of
all possibility’ needs be investigated, This
thought will enlarge itself and establish the
determinate conception of the absolutely ne-
cessary Being, But, without my engaging
particularly in this plan, as soon as the exis-
tence ‘of ‘the only most perfect and necessary
Being is coghised, the conceptions of his other
determinations will become more precise, be-
cause théy are the greatest and the most per-
fect, and mich more certain, as only
those, which -are there mecessary, can be
granted: I havé, for instance, to determine
the conception of the divine ubiquity or omni-
presence: I easily coghise, that that Béing,
on whom all others depend, independent him-
self, determines by his presence the place of all
other beings in the world, but to himself no
place among them, as he would then belong
to the world with them. Therefore God is
properly at no place, but he is present to all
things in all places, iwhere thethings are. In
like manner do I perspect, that, as the things

) Aa 5 of
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of the world subsequent to one another are in
his power, he doth not thereby determine to
himself a point of time in this series, conse-
quently, that relatively to him there is no-
thing either past or future. When [ then say,
God foresees the future, this doth not signify,
God sees that which 1s relatively to himself fus
ture, but what 1s future to certain things in
the world, that 1s, follows a.state of it. Hence
is to be cognised, that the cognition of the
future, of the past, and of the present relatively
to the action of the divine understanding are
by no means different, but that it cognises
them all as actual things ef the universe; and
this foreseeing may be much more precisely
and more distinctly represented in God, than
in;a thing which pertains to the whole of the
world. |

In all points, therefore, where an analo-
gon of contingency 1s not to.be met with,. the
metaphysical cognition of God may, be very
certain. But the ) u&gment on his, free actions,
on Providence, on the procedure of his justice
and goodness, as even in the conceptions
which we have of these determinations i owr-
selves there is yet.a great deal not developed,
in this science can have but a certitude by ap-
proximation, or one that is moral.

' Bll R * *
The first Grounds of Moral;according to their
present ‘Quality , dre not yet capable of all the
' : ' > e o intg 1%y T o
~ requisite Evidence,
In order.to render this ebviousI shall point

out, only how little obligation, even according
: to
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¢o the first conception, is ‘known,.and how
far distant therefore one must be from deliver-
ingi 1. pqacucal philosophy the perSplcm,ty
amd security of the fundamental conceptions

and _principles. necessary to evidence, One
ought %o do thlS or that, and forbear the other

thm -.this 1is the formule by which every
one ob]wauon 1s expressed. Now every ought
expresseés. @ necessity of the action, and is
susceptible of a twolold meanmg I ou ﬂ‘ht to
do something , (as a.mean) when I Wi]l‘ some-
thing else (as an end); or I ought unnediately
to do, and:to; realise, something else: (as an
end); The, former may be denominated the
necessity. of means, (nccessitatemn problemnati-
cam), theilatter that.of ends (necessitatem le-
galemt). . The first species of necessity indi-
cates no obligation at all, but only the pre-
cept.as the solution of a pmblem what are
the means I must use- 1f I wish to attain a cer-
tain end. Whoever dictates to another what
actions he1must either perform or forbear, if
he would promote his own happiness, hemight
mclude; among them perhaps all the doctrines
of moral, butthen they are no longer obliga-
tions, but s0, as if it were an obhfratlon ta
descrlbe two segments of a circle, when I 0=
tend to; bisect a straight line into -two. equal
parts,,that i3, they,are by no means obliga;
tions, but ,only directions for a proper con-
duct,. when an end, is designed. to be accom-
phshea,f As .now .the,use of means ‘has no
other ;necessity, than that which belongs to
the end, so .are, all the actions, Wluch moral
prescribes on condition of certain ends, con-

tlngent,
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fingent, and, so long as they are not subor.

dinated to an end necessary in itself, can ne-
ver be named obligations. I ought, for ins.
tance, to forward the common perfecuon or
I ourrhE to act agreeably to ‘the will of God;
to whichsoever of these two posil:ions the
whole practical philosophy were subordi.
nated, this position, if it shall be @ rule and
ﬂ*r.onnd of oblication, must command the ac-

fion as immediately necessary, and not on
condition of a certain end. And here we
find, that such an immediate chief rule of all

obligation must be absolutely inevincible. For
it is not possible to cognisé and to infer from
any contemplation of a thing or of 4 concep-
Hon, whatever it be, what ought to be doe,
if that which is presupposed 1s not an end

and the action a mean. This, however, it
must not be, because it would then be no for-

inule of obligation, but of problematical
address. ~

And now I can declare 1n a féw words,
that after long reflection on this subject I am
convinced, that the rule, Do what'is the most
perfect possible by thee, i1s the first formal
ground of all obhgatmn to act, 1n the same
manner as 1s the position, Forbear that, where-
by perfection, the greatest possﬂ)le by thee,
is hindered, telatwely to the duty to l{:cn'l:».ﬁ'ar.
And as nothmg triie flows from the frst for-
mal principles of our ]udgments , unless ma-
terial first grounds are ‘givén,-so- flows from
these two rules of the géod aloneno particular

. determinate’ obhgatmn ' unless inevincible
‘ . matenal
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material principles of- practical cognition are
therewith conjoined. )
The beginning has been first made in our
days to perspect, That the faculty to represent
the true is that of cognitien, but that to have
a sense of the good, feeling, and that they
must by no means be permuted.*, As there
are conceptions of the good notto be dissected,
that is, that which is met with 1n the objects
of cognition contemplated apart, so there is

also an insolvable feeling of the good, (this
is never met with in a thing absolutely, but

always relatively to a feeling being). It is
the province of the understanding, to resolve
and to render perspicuous the composed and
implicated conception.of the good, by point-
ing out, how it springs out of simple feelings
of the good. But, if this 1s simple, the judg-
ment, This'is good, 1s_fully inevincible, and
an. immediate effect of the consciousness of
the feeling of pleasure with the representation
of the object, And as many simple feelings.
of the good are miost certainly to be found in
us, there are many such like 1nsolvable repre-
sentations.  Accordingly when an action is
imniediately represented as good, without its
contalning in a concealed manner a certain
other good, which may be therein cognised
by anatomizing, and is on that account termed

' perfect,

_* The reader will be pleased to remember, that this Trea.
tise was written i the year 1763, twenty years at least be-
fore Kant's great works, namely, Tre Carric or rurs
Reason, ;THE CriTic or PRAacTicaL Reason, and Ths
Cngs[::c or JubeeMENT etc. which contain his systematical
WIitings, aud desper introspeciions -
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perfect, the mecessity of this action is an in.
evincible material principle ot obligation. For
example, Love him who loves thee,-1sa prac-
tical position, which indeed ranks under the
chief formal and affirmative rule of obligation,
but immediately. For as it cannot be further
shown by dissection whya peculiar perfection
lies in mutua! love, so this rule 1s not proved
- practically, that 15, by means of reducing to
the necessity of another perfect action, but
immediately subsumpted under the universa
rule of good actions. Perhaps my' adduced
example does not exhibit the matter distinctly
and convincingly enough; but the limits of
a treatise, like the present, which in all pro-
bability I have already exceeded, permit me
not that completeness, which I could have
wished. There is an immediate deformity in
the action, which -collides- with the will of
Him, from whom our existence and all good
proceed. This deformity is clear, though the
disadvantages, which may accompany as con-
sequences, of such a procedure, are not con-
sidered. Hence the position, Do what 13
agreeable to the will of God, 1s a material
principle of moral, which nevértheless ranks
formally under the atorementioned chief and
universal formule; but immediatelv. One
must not either in the practical philosophy,or
in the theoretical, so easily hold something,
which 1t 1s not, mevincible. However these
principles, which contain as postulates the
groundworks to the other practical positions,
are indispensable. Hutcheson and others have

delivered, under the name of moral sentiment
oF
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or feeling, a beginning to beautiful observa-
tions.” |

From this may be perceived, that, though
it must be possible to attain the greatest degree
of philosophical evidence in the first grounds
of morality,the chief fundamental conceptions
of obligation must first be more securely de-
termined, in regard of which the want of the
practical philosophy is sull greater than that
of the theoretical, as it must yet he first of all
made out, whether the cognoscitive faculty
merely or feeling (the first internal ground of

theappetitive faculty) determinethe first prin-
ciples thereof.**

These are the thoughts, which I submit to
the judgnent of the Royal Academy of Scien-
ces. I presume to hope,that the grounds here

propounded are of some consequence to the
desired elucidation of the object.

* But which Rant some years afterwards beautifully con-
futed. It is interesting to observe the progress of the human
understanding , which 1s fully displa_vedcby comparing this
little Troarise with Rant's subsequent doctrines,

* Rant has since determined these in the most mastexly
and satisfactory manner. ‘
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TO ORIENT ONE'S SELF IN THINKING ?

Letus employ our conceptions éver so sub-
limely, and thereby abstract ever so much
fromn the semsitive faculty, yet there still ad-
heres to them typical representations, whose
proper destination it 18, to make them, which
are not derived from experience, fit for the use
of experience. For how could we procure signi-
fication to our conceptions, were they not
built npon some one intuition orother (which
at last must always be an example from some
one possible experience)? When we after-
wards leave out from this concrete act of the
understanding the mixture of the type, first
of the contingent perception by sense, then
even the pure sensilive intuition in general;
that pure conception of understanding, whose
compass is now extended, and cohtains a rule
of thinking in general, remains. In like man-
neris the universal logicitself brought to pass;
and many heuristic methods of thinking lie per-
haps still concealed in the experiencé-ise of
our understanding and of reason, which me-
thods, if we understood to draw them care-
tully from that experience, mjght enrich phi-
losophy, even in abstract cogitation, with
many useful maxims. "

Bb a Of
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Of this nature 1is the principle, which the
late Mendelssohn expressly professed, as far
as I know, but 1n his last writings (the Mom-
ing-hours, page 165—66, and the Letter 1o
Lessing’s Friends p. 583 and 67); namely, the
maxim of necessity, in the speculative use of
reason (to which with regard to the cognition
of supersensible objects he trusted so much,
even to the evidence of demonstration) t
orient himself by a certain mean of guidance,
which he sometimes termed comunen sense
(Morning-hours), sometimes sound reason,
and sometimes sound understanding (to Les-
sing’s Friends). Who had thought, that this
acknowledgment. of the potency of the specu-
lative nse of reason would have been so perni-
cious 1n matters of theology (which in fact
was mevitable); but even the common sound
reason, on account of the ambiguity, in which
he left the exercise of this faculty in contra-
distinction to speculation, would be in danger
of serving asa principle of fanaticism and of the
total dethroning of reason? And yet this hap-
pened in the dispute between Mendelssohn
and Jacobi, chiefly by the by no means in-
sigmhicant conclusions of the acute author of
the Results;* however I will not impute to
either the intention of introducing a cast of

mind so pernicious, but rather comsider the
under-

* Jacobt’s Letterson the Doctrine of Spinoza, Breslau 1785
~ Jacobi against Mendelssohn’s Accusation, concerning the
Letters on the . of S, Leipzig 1786. ~ The Results of
the Jacobian and Mendelssohnean Philosophy critically

investigated by a Volumteer. Leipzig, 1786.
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undertaking of the latter as an argumentumn ad
honunem, which one 1s entitled to use as a
mere defence, 1n order to profit by the adver-
sary’s weaknesses to his disadvantage. Onthe
other hand I shall show, Thatin fact 1t1s reason
merely, not a pretended secret sense of truth,
no transcendent intuition under the name of
belief, upon which tradition or revelation mav,
without the consent of reason, be grafted, but,
as Mendelssohn maintammed steadfastly - and
avith a just zeal, merely the proper pure hu-
man reason, whereby he found necessary, and
recommended to orient one’s self; though the
oreat pretension of the speculative use of it,
and chiefly its sole commanding authority. (by
demonstration), must be dropped, and, so far
as 1t 1s speculative, nothing furtherleft it,than
the business of purifying the common concep-
tion of reason trom contradictions and the de-
fence against its own sophistical attacks on the
maxims of sound reason. — The extended
and more precisely determined conception of
se/f-orienting may assist us to exiibit distinct-
ly the maxims of sound reason in their elabo-
vations for the cognition of supersensible ob-
|€CLS. | .
To orient one’s self, in the proper sense of
the expression, is, From a given point (into
four of which we divide the horizon) to find
the other points, or the orient or east. IfI
see the sun, and know that it 1s at present
twelve a’clock, I know how to find all the cardi-
nal points, south, west,north and east. But for
this purpose I absolutely require the feeling
of a difference in my own subject, to wit, the

Bb 3 right
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right and lett hand. Iname it a feeling; be-
cause these two sides show no sensible diffe-
rence externally In the intwmtion. - Without
this faculty, in the describing of a circle, I
could not know, without needing in it some
one difference of the objects, to distinguish
the motion from the left to the right from that
in the opposile direction, and thereby to de-
-termine @ priori a difference in the situation
of objects, nor whether I should put west to
the right or to the left of the south point of
the horizon, and so complete the circle through
north and west to south again. I therefore
orient myself geographically in all objective
data 1n the heavens but bya subjective ground
of distinction; and, 1f one day by a miracle
all the constellations were altered in their direc-
tion, so that what was formerly eastern became
western, though they preserved the same fi-
gure and the very same sityation towards one
another, no human eye would the next star-
ligcht evening remark the smallest alteration,
and even the astronomer, if he attended to
that merely, which he sees and not at the same
time to what he feels, would unavoidably
disorient himself. But the faculty of distin-
cuishing by the feeling of the right and of the
Jeft hand, which 1s indeed bestowed by na-
ture, but become familiar by frequent exer-
¢ise, comes very naturally to his assistance;
and he will, when he fixes the polestar, not
only remark the alteration which has happen-
ed, but that notwithstanding, be able to orent
himself, I may now extend this geographiciﬂ

conception of the procedure of orienting one’fs
| seli,
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self, and understand by it, To orient one’s.
self in a given space in general, therefore mere-
ly mathematically. In the dark I orient my-
self in a room which I know, when I can lay
‘hold of but omne single object, whose place I
remember. But here it 1s evident thatnothing
assists me but the faculty of determining the
situations according to a subjective ground of
distinction: for I do not at all see the objects,
whose place I must find; and, if any one for
the sake of a joke should place on the left side
of a room all the objects which were before on
the right, though in the same order among
themselves, I, were the walls all alike, would
not know what to make of the room, But I
quickly orient myself by the mere feeling of a
difference of my two sides, the right and the
left. The same happens at night when'I must
walk and turn properly in dark streets, which
I know, hut in which I can distinguish no
house. Finally I may extend this conception
still more, where 1t would then consist in the
faculty of orienting one’s self, not merely in
space, thatis, mathematically, but in thinking
in general, that is, logicelly. It may be ea-
sily devined, according to analogy, that this
will be an affair of pure reason to direct its
use, if 1t, setting out from known objects

(of experience), is to extend itself beyond all
bounds of experience, and finds no object of

wntuition at all, but merely space for it; as
it is then no longer able, according to object-
ive grounds of cognition, but merely accord-
Ing to a subjective graund of distinction, in
Lhe determination of its own faculty of judg-

Bb 4 ing,
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g, to bring its judgments under a precise
maxim”  This subjective mean, which then
remains, is nothing but the feeling of the
proper want of reason. One may remain se-
cure from all errour, when one does not un-
dertake to judge, where one knows not so
much, as is requisite to a determining judg-
ment. Thus ignorance in itself is the cause
of the limits, but notof the errors in our cogni-
tion. But, where it is not so arbitrable,
whether one shall judge determinately or not
on something, where an actual want and even
such a one, as adheres to reason itself, renders
judging necessary; and yet want of know-
ledge in regard to the points requisite to the
judgment limits us; a maxim is necessary,
according to which we pass our judgment;
for reason will be satisfied. When it is then
previously made out, that here there can be
no intuition of the object, not even something
homogenal with it, by which we could ex-
hibit the object suitably to our extended con-
ceptions, and thus secure them their real pos-
sibility ; mnothing farther is left for us to do,
than, First to prove well the conception, with
which we have a mind to venture beyond all
possible experience, whether it be free from
contradictions; and then to bring the relation
of theobject at least to the objects of experience
under pure conceptions of understanding,

‘whereby

* To oriern* one's self in thinking in general, ‘is "then,
When the objective Prmciples of reason are insufficient, to
determine one's self 1 the holding-true according to a sub-

jecuve principle of it.
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whereby we do mot at all render it sensible,
but yet conceive of something supersensible,
suitable at least to the experience-use of our
reason: for without this precaution we could
maké no, use whatever of such a conception,
but instead of thinking extravagate.
However by the mere conceptlon there 1s
nothing yet effectuated with regard to the exist-
ence of this object and to Lhe actual connec-
tion of it with the world (the complex of all
objects of possible experience). But the right
of the want of reason, as a sub]ectw Uround
of presupposmﬂ‘ and assuming somethmg,
which 1t dares not pretend to know by objec-
tive grounds, presents itself now; and con-
sequemly to orient 1itself in thmluncr, in the

immense space of the supersensible thatls fill-

ed for us with dark night, merely by its own
waiit.

Many supersensible things may be con-
ceived (for objects of the senses do not fill up
the whole held of all possibility), where rea-
son however feels no want to extend itself to
them, and still less to:suppose their existence.
Reason finds employment enough with the
causes in the world, which manifest them-
selves to the senses, (or at least are of the same
sort, as those which manifest themselves to
them), not to stand in need, in their behalf,
of the influence of pure spiritual beings of na-
ture; whose supposition would rather be de-
irimental to its use. For, as we know nothing
of the laws, according to which such
beings may act, but of those, namely, the
objects of the senses, we know, at lcast

Bb 5 we
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wemay hope todiscoverstll, a great deal; the
use of reason would rather be injured by sucha
presapposition. it is therefore by no means 3
want, it is rather mere cuniosity, which tends
to nothing but reveries, to search after them,
or to play with such phantoms. The concep-
tion of a first Being, as suprenie intelligence
and at the same time as the chief good, is of
a totally different nature. For not only, that
our reason feels a want to lay as a foundation
the conception of the unlimited to the concep-
tion of all that is limited, therefore of. all
other things;* but this want extends to the

presupposition

* As reaton requires to the possibility of all things to pre-.
suppose reality as given, and considers the difterence of
thines by negarions adhering to them bur as limits: it finds
itself necessitated to lay down origivally as a foundation
one single possibility, namuely, that of the unlimited.Being,
but to consider all others as derived. As the thorough pos-
sibility of every one thing must absolutely-be met with in
the whole of all existence, at least the principle of the tho-
rongh determination renders possible the distinction of the
possible from the actual of our reason but in such a way;
sao wye find 2 subjective ground of necessity, that is, a want
of our reason itself, to bottom all possibility npon the ex-
istence of a most real (supremne) ]geing. Thus arises the
Cariesian proof of the existence of God, subjective grounds
of prﬂiuppnalng something for the use of reason (which at
bottom always remains but a use of experience) being holden
objective ones, consequeutly want for imsight. So is it
circumstanced with this, and so are circumstanced all the
proofs of the worthy Mendelssohn in his Morning-hours.
Thev vield nothing for the behoof of a demonstration. But
thev are on that account by no means useless. For not to
mention, the fine occasion which these extremely ingenious
developements of the subjective condicions of the use of our
reason give to the complete cogmition of this our faculty;
for the behoof of which they are permanent examples : chus
is the holding-true from subjective grounds of the use of rea-

gon, when objective ones are wanting to us and we are ne-

vertheless necessirated 1o judge, always of the greatest i
putiance; only, We must not give out what is but extorted

precu; position , ar free introspection, 1n order not to lay our-
sclves
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presupposition of its existence, without which
it can give itself no satisfactory ground at all
of the contingency of the existence of the
things in the world, but least of all of the
conformity-to-end and order, which 1s every-
where to be met with i1n a degree so admi-
~ yable (in the small, because it 1s near us, still
more, than in the great). “Without assuming
an intelligent Author, there cannot, without
falling into mere absurdities, be assigned the
smallestintelligible ground of those ; and, though
we cannot evince the impossibility of such a
conformity-to-end without a first intelligent
Cause, (for thenwe had had sufhcient objec-
tive grounds of this assertion,and not required
to appeal to the subjective one’s); notwith-
standing thas want of 1nsight, a sufhcient sub-
jective ground of supposition of it remains,
namely, that reason requires, To presuppose
something, that is intelligible to it, in order
to explain by it this given phenomenon, as
every thing else, with which 1t can combine
but a conception, doth not supply this want.

But

selves open without necessity to the opponent, with whom
we have engaged in dogmatising, who may use our weak-
ness to dur disadvantage, Mendelssohn certainly did not
think, that degmatising with pure reason in the l{cld of the
supersensible is the direct way to philosophical fanaticism, and
that nothing but a critic of this faculty of reason can cure
this evil radically. Indeed the discipiine of the scholastic
method (that of Wolf, for example, which he therciore
recommended), where all the conceptions must be determin-
cd and every step justified by principles, may stop this
mischief for a time; but by no means, withold it entirely.
For with what right will one hinder reason, which, acs
cording to his own acknowledgment, has succeeded s well

m that field, from rolng stiﬁ further in the same? and
where is then the boundary , where it must stop ¢



