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PREFACE T0 THE FOURTH EDITION.

Tae call of the publishers upon me to prepare another
edition of this work has given me the opportunity, and
imposed upon me the duty, of improving it as much as
possible. I have, therefore, carefully revised the trans-
lation according to the author’s last edition, which con-
tains numerous corrections and retrenchments, render-
ing the expression moro exact and more compact, I
have also added & considerablo number of new pieces
to the selections before made from the author's other
writings, making the work more fully conformed to the
title I have thought fit to give it. Although it has not
the form of aregular systematic treatise, and by its
title does not pretend to have, yet it comprises the
elements, and all the elements, of a complete system of
psychology, and of philosophy as contained in psychol-
ogy. It embraces the fundamental principles and
most important questions in ontology, in logic, in
morals, and in wsthetics.

In regard to the usc of this work in instruction : the
method of instruction by merely formal lectures is un-
suited to the undergraduate course in our colleges,
Books are therefore put into the hands of the student
to read, which are called‘ text-books—a term which

1



X PREFACE,

specially implies that they are to be made the basis of
instruction by the professor. Many years’ experience
has csfablished me in the conviction that no text-book
in the hands of our young students i8 good for much,
if for any thing, without thorough instruction—carnest
familinr exposition on the part of a competent pro-
fessor, who i8 master of the whole subject, as well as
acquainted with what this or that particular text-book
says ; and, with such instruction, almost any text-book
is good enough.

The student who attends on a philosophical course,
attends to very little purpose if that instruction
amounts to nothing but a catechetical examination,
and & dry repetition of what he remembers of a text-
book. It is a dead mechanical affair, with little clear
insight and comprehension of the subject, and conse-
quently little of that peculiar culture of the faculties,
for the sake of which philosophical studies arc made a
purt of his course of education, Contrary to all this,
the interest of the students should be aroused, their
attention directed, their perceptions quickened, by the
living voice of the competent, earnest teacher, who
knows and feels his subject himsclf in a living way, and
knows how to tell what he knows and feels, and to
make them know and feel with him ; to make them
grasp truth in its principles, to sce into the nature,
force and reach, the logical connection and systematic
consequences of principles ; to make them not only
understand his thought, but think for themselves, exert
their own critical faculties, form opinions, not merely
adopt them. There is in such a course a high and
noble culture of the faculties and of the soul, of infin-
itely more value than the amount of knowledge gained.
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It makes philosophers, not merely knowers of a phil-
osophy, of this or that set of opinions, adopting or re-
jecting the one or the other set, just according as they
happen to be in good or bad odor among this or that
particular set of men or—women. It is a consoling re-
ward to any one whose life has been devoted to such
labors to be humbly able to hope he has, in this way,
done some good in his day, has helped to form right
men.

But though no text-books are worth much without
such instruction, there are still reasons for choosing
among them. I will briefly express my preference, and
the reasons for it. I recommend Locke’s Essay on the
Human Understanding, this work of Cousin, and Reid’s
works, in Sir William Hamilton’s edition, This is the
smallest course of reading for the student, under the
guidance and instruction of the professor, that can well
be named ; yet, with competent instruction, it is suf-
ficient for the purposes of our academical culture, I
recommend this course hecause students in our colleges
have no time to study the ancient and middle age
philosophy any further than as they are resumed in
these works ; and modern philosophy may well enough
be said to date from Locke. TLocke should therefore
be read, and compared with Reid and Cousin, and
commented on. Reid is the first great opponent of
Locke in England, and & genuine thinker, Thus,
the student in our colleges is put upon a course at
what is for him a fitting beginning. e may go after-
ward as far as he pleases. I recommend this work of
Cousin, because in it the fundamental principles of
Locke arc subjected to o criticism more clear, com-
plete, and thorough, than they ever before received.
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His examination of the Essay on the Understanding is
acknowledged by the greatest authorities to be the
most admirable specimen of philosophical analysis ex-
tant ; and it is admirably adapted to cultivate the
power of analysis in the student ; while the other por-
tion of this volume contains discussions and suggestions
of great importance and interest in reference to com-
prehensive views of philosophy, and the solution of its
great problems, and will furnish opportunity for the
professor to give what historical and critical notices of
modern German speculation he may think needful.

In reference to our colleges, to the age of the students
generally, and to the time allowed, I do not know a
better course to recommend than the one I have ven-
tured to point out : it being always borne in mind that
the great object is not to secure an accomplished phil-
osophical erudition—a thing impossible under the cir-
cumstances—but to secure philosophical training and
mastery of great principles,

It remains only to say that I have thought fit to
retain in this edition that portion of the Preface to
the Third Edition which related to the attack of the
Princeton Review; and that I have added some new
remarks at the end of it,

C.8 H.

Nzw Yorx, November, 1855.



EXTRACT

: v
PREFACE TO THE THIRD EDITION,

REMARKS ON THE PRINCETON REVIEW.

It may perhaps be expected that I should say some-
thing respecting an article which appeared in a certain
religious journal shortly after the publication of the
second edition of this work.® I have never taken any
public notice of it, because for those who thoroughly
understand the mbeLct of which it treats, the article
itself is its own best refutation ; whilo to candid and
scnsible persons less familiar with philosophical studies,
though its numerous untruths and calculated appeals
to the prejudices of the ignorant may not be equally
apparent, yet its flippancies, personalities, and bad
temper (at variance alike with the true philosophical
and with the Christian spirit) arc sufficiently obvious
to produce the reverse of the intended impression (and
I may add that from both these classes of persons and
from various quarters I have received numerous testi-
monies to this effect) ; and, as to the remaining por-
tion of the public coming within the limited sphere of
the journal in question—persons, namely, with whom
ignorance of the subject and religious associations

* Biblical Repertory and Princeton Review, for January, 1839.
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would make that journal an authority—I certainly felt
no call to argue philosophical questions before such a
tribunal.

A few words will suffice for all that it is necessary to
say to the reader of this volume,

The article represents Cousin as a Pantheist, denying
the Personality 6f God ; as denying also the Essential
Difference of Right and Wrong ; and as maintaining a
scheme of Fatalism. I should dowrong to content
myself with simply saying that these representations
are totally false. Not only are they entirely destitute
of just foundation, and contradictory also to the system
of Cousin ; but, on cach and every one of those points,
Cousin STRENUOUSLY MAINTAINS DOCTRINES PRECISELY
THE REVERSE OF THOSE IMPUTED T0 HIM! The state-
ments of the article arc as laughably untrue as it
would be to call Athanasius an Arian, Bishop Berkeley
a Materialist, or Jonathan Edwards a believer in the
Self-determining power of the Will! It scems to me,
therefore, incredible that any person of ordinary good
sense, assuming to pass a public judgment upon such
subjects, should fall into an honest misconception of
Cousin’s doctrines on these points. 1 confess I can
scarcely in my own mind acquit the writer of the article
of deliberately imposing upon his readers representa-
tions which he knew to be not only unjustifiable as
toward Cousin personally, because contradictory to his
express and repeated official declarations, but also un-
just in thetselves, because not involved in his funda-
wmental principles, but contrary to his principles, to his
system, and to the whole strain of his systematic
teaching. This impression is rendered the more difficult
to resist by the mode in which the writer has endeav-
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- ored to support his representations—his logic being of
that pleasant and effectual sort sometimes called the
method of proving aliquid ex aliquo. The only sup-
position upon which the writer can bo freed from the
imputation of deliberate bad faith is, that his predeter-
mination to make out a case destroyed for the time his
capacity to perceive any thing that made against his
purpose. Why he should have wished to make out a
case is not hard to be conceived in this community, and
is apparent enough upon the face of the article,

For proof of the utter falschood of the charge of
Fatalism brought against Cousin, the reader need only
turn to the tenth chapter of the present volume, apd
to the notes connected with the fifth chapter. Else-
where, also, in various parts of his other writings, and
particularly in his lectutes on the foundation of the
absolute idea of moral good (occupying a considerable
portion of a volume which I presume the writer of the
article had not scen), the freedom of man, the absolute
frec will and sovereign Providence of God, are estab-
lished with great force against every form of the op-
posite doctrine, The writer of the article is forced
indeed to admit that “ Cousin does not teach what is-
commonly meant by fatalism ; that he is a strenuous
advocate for the freedom of the will, and talks much
about our free personality.” Now, Cousin not only
does not teach what is commonly meant by fatalism,
but he teaches nothing to which the term can be ap-
plied in any sense. He not only talks much about the
freedom of the will, but he makes it a fundamental
principle of his system, absolutely essential to any pos-
sible conception of moral obligation, of accountability,
and of the supreme free moral “government of Giod,



xvi PREFACE TO THE THIRD EDITION.

which latter truth he likewise teaches as expressly, an
in a8 good faith, as any writer that ever Wrote. Thi
is his systematic teaching : and he has advanced noth
ing in other connections which is subversive of it
nothing that is not compatible with it. The passage
adduced by his eritic in proof that Cousin’s “ freedow
is itself but one of the products of a deeper fatalisn
which pervades the universe” are merely some rapic
snd general expressions, in an animated rhetorica
style, respecting the development of humanity unde:
the laws of Divine Providence—a development whick
is spoken of as necessary not in relation to God, nor in
relation o the human will, but only in relation to an
order of moral causes established by God, which we
generalize in our conceptions ag laws, and which we
apply to explain the events of human history ; expres-
gions the like of which are continually occurring in
animated public discoursgs upon such subjects without
exciting a thought of fat ism ; expressions which can
be represented as futalism-oply when stupidly miscon-
ceived or willfully perverted.

The same course of remarks applies to the charge of
confounding moral distinctions. Abundant evidence
of the falsehood of the charge is contained in the fifth
chapter of this volume, and in the programme of a
. courso of lectures in the appendix. Any person in the

least degree conversant with such studies will instantly

perceive that if ever there was a doctrine clearly and
undeniably taught in the world, Cousin teaches the
. absolute and essential difference of right and wrong,
the eternal and immutable nature of moral distinctions;
and if ever there was a doctrine expressly and earnestly
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opposed, Cousin opposes every form of the doctrine
which confounds moral distinctions. The absolute idea
of right and wrong is made the indispensable basis of
any iden of obligation or duty, of merit and demerit,
and of reward and punishment ; no-motive of virtuous
action is allowed except the simple idga of absolute
obligation grounded upon and springing nesessarily and
immediately from the absolute conception of right and
wrong ; and every form of the selfish system, from the
grossest to the most refined, is repudiated ; every
motive of self-love (from that which makes the gratifi-
cation of the scnses the rule of action up to that which
obeys in form the will of God for the sake of the con-
sequent advantage) is excluded from the essence of
virtue. Do right for the sake of right, without regard
to consequences, is made the fundamental maxim of
cthics, All this may be seen in the present volume,
and the same views are expoynded systematically.and
thoroughly in the extendgd discussion of this &itbject
already referred to—the Motgres on the absolute idea
of moral good.  Cousin is one'of the most decided ad-
vocates of the principles of essential and immutable
morality that ever wrote : Cudworth, Butler, and Price,
have written nothing stronger, nothing clearer. It
would not be a grosser falschood, nor & more laughable
blunder, to agsert that the systems of Hobbes and
Jeremy Bentham recognize disinterested virtue and the
cssential difference of right and wrong, than has been
committed by this person in asserting that Cousin
denies them. Yet carefully withholding from his
readers all these abundant, unambiguous, systematic
statoments of Cousin, and presuming (one would sup-
pose) that they had never read, and would never read,
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the writings which he was perverting ; violating, also,
every rule of interpretation which renders it possible
cver to ascertain from language o writer’s opinions or
systent ; in his predetermination to make out a case,
he has culled a fow seattered expressions occurring in
the course of some rapid reflections upon historical and
political topics, on the ground of which he represents
Cousin as confounding moral distinctions by exalting
fact into right : expressions which no more justify the
charge than would the familiar political maxim that &
probubility of success is indispensable to justify an at-
tempt to revolutionize o government. . . . .,

RSo likewise with respect to the charee of Pantheism,
Apparently the writer of the article in question had no
precise coneeption of the meaning of the term,  Certain
it is that Consin i no Pantheist in any of the senses
in which the woud is ever used by persons entitled to
speik upon the subject,

Pantheism, in the strict sense of the term, is the
confomding of God with the universe-- denying His
distinet substantial existence, and making Iim merely
the collective Art of things, 1t mav be of two sorts :
materinl, when the substantial existence of spiritual
heing ix denied, and matter is made the only substance
of which the collsetive all of the universe is composed ;
or idial, when the substantial existenee of matter is
denied, and spiritual being made the only substance,

Pantheism, in the less proper meaning of the word,
is the eomfounding of the univere with (God—making
Goud the sale substantial existence, and the universe of
mind and matter merely phenomena ; thereby destroy-
ing human personality, freedom, etc.
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Now, Cousin not only does not teach Pantheism in
cither of these forms, but, on the contrary, clearly and
nbundantly exposes and confutes them all. - He main-
tains the substantial existence of (od and the substan-
tial existence of the universe of mind and matter ; of
Giod as distinet from the universe ; of God as the cause
and the universe the effect ; of God as superior to the
universe by all the superiority of an infinite uncreated
substance and cause over all finite and created sub-
stances and canses, Yet all that Cousin says expressly
and direetly on this subject is kept out of view by the
wiiter of the article, and some speculations respecting
the relation of the exeation to God, and some expressions
concerning the all-penvading presence and- energy of
G, e paraded as proof of Pantheism,

As to the speenlations abont the ereation considered
as the neecssary produet of the divine activity: I
should suppose it would be 1eadily admitted by any
thinker that it God had never ereated any thing, he
world never have exerted his power out of himself,
nover have manifested himself, T should suppose it
wonld be cqually admitted to be natural to the Inunan
mind to coneeive that Gady as an iofinite personal
canse, 4t free potential activity, would put forth or ac-
twalize his power - some determinate, and - therefore
finite: procduction, that is 1o say, would ereate, 1 do
not understand Cousin as asserting that ereation is
necessary in any other sense than this, relative, namely,
to our conception of an infinite canse personal and free,
If he intended the assertion as aheolute, 1 should not
a_«lupt it 2 but certainly I should never dream of con-
sidering it Pantheism ; it has no more to do with Pan-
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theism than with Polytheism ; and as to the rest is
perfectly harmless.® .

And as to the expressions relating to the all-pervad-
ing presence and energy of God in the universe: they
are the same sort of cxpressions as those in which all
elevated meditation on the Divine Being naturally

* In gaying that [ should not adopt it, I do not mean that it may not
be 50, or that there is not some ground for it in tho idea on which it
rests.  For our conception of the human will as an active power, &
power of volition, mvolves naturally the coneeption that it is a power
whieh, when the conditions of its activity are supplied, must pass into
action in the production of volitions—yet without destroying tho froe
personality of man.  Even the necessarians, who make these conditions
t0 bo ransrs ab extrd, do, still, wany of them, mawtain tho freo person-
ality of man.

With respeet to the lmman will, we all admit that there must bo con-
ditions of i« actwity | that these conditions are external to the will, and
primarily external even fo the mnd. But, prior to the first creative act

of tho Divine will, thero existed nothing but God,, and consequently the
conditions of the passing mto activity of the Dvine will (if such there
were) must hase been entirely withn the nature iself of the Divine
Bung

Now, with respect to Cousin's speculation abont ereation, it certainly
18 true that the Divine wall has passed into activity and ereated the
umverse; and i may be true that there was i the very natare of tho
Divine will 4 necessity of ats passing mto achivity, an activity wlich
must also he ereative—a neeessity equally eternal, groundless; and un-
fathomable to our comprehension as the necessity of the Divine existe
enco stselt, [ eertamly would not venture cither to assert or deny that
it iwahsolutely =0, for [am reverently averse to all speculations which
go back of the attrbutes of God and seck to penetrate his nature, or
which proceed upon ideas wath respect to his naturo not given or war-
ranted by revolation.  ** Who by searching can find out the Almghty to
peifection I"—But T should ko to hnow what there is in such a specu-
Iation that has the remotest conneetion with Pantheism.

At the same tune, T consider the necessity of ereation spoken of by
Cousin to be a purely hypothetical necessity, not absolute but relative
10 our limited concoptions; necessary, that is, unless we would conceivo
Giod to remain eternally solitary and inactive.
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utters itself; and the charge of Pantheism would lic
equally against nine tenths of the most accredited de-
votional poetry, and against the Holy Scriptures them-
selves, which speak of God as “all in all,” and of
creatures as “living, moving, and having their BEING
IN HIM,” ete., ete.

I repeat, then, summarily, that the person who wrote
the article in question has imputed to Cousin doctrines
directly the opposite of those which he explicitly and
positively teaches, doctrines which he distinctly and
strenuously opposes : and the mode in which he en-
deavors to justify his imputations involves a perversion
of thought and language scarcely less incredible. A
parallel argument equally valid might be constructed
to prove Cudworth an Atheist, Bishop Butler an In-
fidel, and Mr. Thomas Paine a Christian believer !

The article also attempts to confound Cousin with
certain (ierman philosophers,  As to this I have only
to say that the system of Cousin is distinguished from
each and all those German systems by fundamental
differences of principle, A professed exposition of
modern German philosophy is also given in this article,
putting it in as odious a light as possible, for the sake
of casting accumulated odiwmn upon Cousin and (per-
haps chiefly) upon myself.  Not adopting any of those
German systems, nor sympathizing with their theolog-
ical spirit and tendency, I do not lere feel concerned
to correct the mistakes of this exposition.  Besides, no
thinker tolerably well informed on the subject needs he
told what a superficial and insnfficient account it is.
It has every appearance of being an assemblage of
scraps gathered at sccond and thti{d hand from ency-

2, 37
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clopedias, reviews, and incidental notices. A moment’s
glance is sufficient to satisfy any competent judge that
it was never formed by a discriminating philosophical
mind froma careful examination of the original sources.

These are the leading and only material points in
the article, Almost every page of it, however, abounds
with particular instances of bad spirit and deficient
capacity. Its arrogance and flippant personalities, its
numerous perversions and blunders, both in logic and
fact, taken in connection with the fulsehood of its lead-
ing positions, form a combination equally pitiable and
ludicrous, But I have said enough, and perhaps more
than enough, respecting an article so little cntitled,
cither for its matter or its spirit, to the respect of any
true philosopher ; and whose only value to the genuine
Christian, who is, at the same time, thoroughly ac-
quainted with its subject, is in the example it furnishes
how far from truth and propriety one may be led who
attempts, under the banner of religion, to excite the
odium theologicum agninst another by presuming on
the ignorance and appealing to the prejudices of those
whom he addresses.

As to myself, I may be permitted to observe that
my own philosophical and religious opinions, and the
character of my instructions are well known, by my
friends, colleagues, and pupils, to be diametrically op-
posite to any of the false and dangerous principles with
which my humble name is attempted to be connected :
and I might add that they may be gathered distinctly
enough by the public even from the few things which I
have printed on these subjects.® I take leave to say

* Inaa article published in the Literary and Theological Review, in
1834, which was dovotod' to showing the impossibility ef any absolute
. - - -~
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that, in my opinion, I havé done no such wicked or
foolish thing as willfully or¢ighorantly to promote the
subversion of my own fundamental principles on points
of such vital importance ; and I can not but add that,
8o far as a mere opinion on such subjects is worth any
thing, fifteen years devoted to philosophical studies,
and for a considerable portion of the time in the way
of professional duty, may, perhaps, entitle my opinion
to as much provisional force as that of the individual
who has seen fit to become my assailant. It is not
pleasant thus to speak of one’s own opinions and writ-
ings; and I should not presume to refer to my slight
productions, but for the attempt made in the article
to connect my name with opinions so diametrically op-
posite to those I hold. I am not apprehensive, indeed,
that the attempt to represent me as introducing, either
knowingly or ignorantly into public instruction, a work
calculated to subvert the proper belief in God, in the
essential difference of right and wrong, and in the moral
accountability of men, will have its intended effect with
competent judges. Attempts like that of my assailant,
as they never in the long run do harm to the party as-

system of philosophy, of any speculative solution of the groat problems
of the human mind, and tho necessity of leaping by faith alone, tho
chasm which separates the inflnito from the finito—and exprosaly con-
demning the great modern German systoms.  Also, in an article in the
samo journal for 1836, defending tho essential and immutable difference
of right and wrong, on tho grounds of Cudworth and Butler, against the
principles of tho slfish system. Just before tho appearance of the ar-
ticle in the Princelon Review, I had also printed, in connection with
Whewell's Sormons on the Foundations of Morals (s work written in the
epirit of Butler), soveral pieces containing views respecting tho Divine
existence and tho nature of moral distinctions, directly in contradiction
With thoso which I am represented as promoting by the publication of
Cousin's examination of Locke,
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sailed, 8o neither do they do the assailant any gooc
and (which is of much greater importance) they wi
never in the long run promote the sacred causé of trut
and of God.

Non tali auxilio nec defensoribus istis.

T published this examimntion of Locke because, in
dependently of any systematic peculiarities of th
aushor, and independently of my own personal opinior
of his spstem, I believed it calculated to establish the
very foundations of morality and religion against the
subversive principles of Locke and Paley. In regard
to these great truths, as against the principles and sys-
tematic results of the Sensual philosophy, this work is
in perfect harmony with Cudworth, Price, Butler, Reid,

and Stewart, » C. 8. Hexry.
Naw Yorx Univeesrry, October, 1341

ADDITITIONAL REMARKS.

8o I wrote fourteen years ago, I should scarce be
able-to beliove it so long but for the date—so quickly
do the years pass, What I then wrote I have not read
in nearly as many years until now; and it is a satis-
faction to mo to find at this distance that in repelling
the false and odious charges brought against Cousin
and myself in the article in the Princeton Review, and
in characterizing its manner and spirit, I kept so far
within the allowable limits of self-defense against such
an arrogant and insulting attack. I have nothing now
to retract or regret in the positions I took, or in the
language I employed. There are, however, a few things
which I think it fit at this time to add.

As to the charges of Fatalism, Pantheism, and the
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confounding of moral distinctions, the readers of this
-+ volume will find withid its pages the clearest proof of
their untruth, and that not one particle of abatement
need be made from the utmost force and literal strict-
ness of the terms of contradiction and counter-assertion
which T employed. Thus much those who have never
scen the article in question will be able to judge : but
they can not, of course, have any conception of the
multitude of minor positions and coll~teral utterances
it contains, equally open, in the view of every well-in-
formed thinker, to contradiction, ar 1 cven, in many
cases, to counter-asscrtion ; nor can they have any
adequate impression of the exceedingly bad tone and
spirit which pervades it throughout : and so they may
not unnaturally be liable to do less than justice to the
exact fitness of the general terms in which I character-
ized it in these respects.  Something, therefore, I think
it right to add in my own justification, as well as in the
more important interests of truth and fairness,

Had the article in question .been, like that of Sir..
William Hamilton, the production of o learned and’
profound thinker, thoroughly comprehending, accurately
expounding, and honorably combating the system of
Cousin, iu the true philosophical spirit of candor and
respect, I should have readily yielded to it the same
homage of cordial admiration as I expressed for Sir
Williun Hamilton’s article, whether, as to the rest, I
acceded to its conclusions or not. Had it even been
the serious and candid utterance of an incompetent
thinker, disturbed by unaccustomed cxpressions and
sceming contradictions to the great religious convictions
which are 8o dear to the religious heart, and expressing
Lis fears withont dogmatit;m or contempt, it would have
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been entitled to the sincerest respect. But it waa
throughout a calculated -appeal to religious prejudices
and the spirit of theological hatred, calculated to the
purpose of exciting the pious alarm of the sincere and
sorious, and of provoking the “fool's laugh” of the
shallow and conceited.

I can not, perhaps, better make good what I say
then by putting in contrast the spirit of these two
articles,

Sir William Hamilton’s criticism of the system of
Cousin first appeared in the Edinburg Review in 1829;
and has gince been reprinted in his volume of “ Dis-
cussions in Philosophy, etc.,” London, 1852, and pub-
lished in this country by the Harpers, It is no less
remarkable for its admimble spirit than for its great
philosophical learning and profound speculative and
critical ability, The author does’ not attempt to ex-
pound a system which he at the same time professes
not to understand. He does not attempt to confute it
by imputing to Cousin opinions which he knows to be
repudiated by him ; nor by forcing upon his words a
meaning in which they are not used by him ; nor by
forcing upon his system consequences which it does not
contain ; nor by detached sentences torn alive asunder
from the living whole, where only they can be rightly
comprehended, and, perhaps, thus torn asunder, pre-
senting—or if not presenting of themselves, made by
further distortion to present—to the pious horror of
the unlearncd the ghastly semblance of some impious
error ; nor, by taking advantage of the popular pious
fear and hatred in which he knows the modern German
metaphysics are held, does he get up an exhibition of
grotesque absurdities and solemn horror-shows from
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that source, making his readers (who may know no
petter) believe, by insinuation or assertion, that these
absurdities and horrors are part and parcel of Cousin’s
gystem too ; nor does he take every opportunity which
o malicious ingenuity can find or make, by derogatory
charges, insinuations, and sneers, to pour contempt on
the persenal character of Cousin, and of those whom he
takes to be his followers ; nor, finally, does he at the
last leave his reader without any clew out of the tan-
gled labyrinth he had involved them in, that is, without
giving them any positive philosophical solution of the
great problems he had raised, or informing them
whether, in his opinion, a philosophical solution is or is
not possible.
Contrary to all this, Sir William Hamilton takes upon
himself to expound the system of Cousin, because he
sprofesses to understand it ; and he expounds it accur-
ately and adequately. He then fixes upon a prominegt
and distinguishing peculiarity of Cousin’s gystem, from
which he dissents, and which lie attempts to confute—a
point which constitutes nearly every thing that is at all
peculiar in Cousin’s system, namely, the assertion for
man of the pewer of attaining the infinite as a positive
in knowledge, grounded in the fundamental distinction
Cousin makes between spontaneous and reflective
reagon. On the question whether & philosophy of the
unconditioned be possible for man, or, in other words,
whether and how far & positive cognition of the infinite
is possible, he lays it down that four answers may be
given, ““1, The Unconditioned is incognizable and in-
conceivable ; its notion being only negative of the con-
ditioned, which last can alone be positively known or
conceived. 2, It is not an object of knowledge ; but
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its notion, as o regulative principle of the mind itself,
is something wore than a mere negation of the condi-
tioned. 3. It is cognizable, but not conceivable ; it
can bo known by a sinking back into identity with the
absolute, but is incomprehensible by consciousness and
reflection, which are only of the relative and the differ-
ent. 4. It is cognizable and conceivable by conscious-
ness and reflection, under relation, difference, and plu-
rality.—The first of these opinions we regard as true ;
the second is held by Kant ; the third by Schelling ;
and the last by our author [Cousin.]”

Of these four opinions, it will be scen, the two first
deny, and the two last assert, the possibility of a pos-
itive cognition of the absolute and infinite, Hamil-
ton proceeds to expound and enforce his own view, in
itself, and with a profound criticism of the other opin-
ions ; and he as accurately and carefully discriminates
Gousin’s system in ity contradiction to Kant’s and
Schelling’s, as to his own,

Now, sec the spirit which animates him as a phil-
osophical controversialist.

In 1829, he thus speaks: “Condemned to silence
during tho reign of Jesuit ascendancy, M. Cousin, after
eight years of honorable retirement, not exempt from
persecution, had again ascended the Chair of Philosophy,
and the splendor with which he recommenced his aca-
demical career moro than justified the expectation
which his recent celobrity as a writer, and the memory
of his earlier productions had inspired. Two thousand
auditors listened, all with admiration, many with en-
thusinsm, to the cloquent exposition of doctrine in-
telligible only to the few ; and the oral discussion of
philosophy awakened in Paris, and in France, an in-
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terest unexampled since the days of Abelard. The
daily journals found it necessary to gratify, by their
carlier summarics, the impatient curiosity of the public;
and the lectures themselves, taken in short-hand and
corrected by the professor, propagated weekly the in-
fluence of his instruction to the remotest provinces of
the kingdom, . . . . M. Cousin is the apoggle
of Residhalisrein France, and we are willing to admit
that the doctrine could not have obtained a more elo-
quent or devoted advocate. Kor philosophy he has
suffered ; to her ministry he has consecrated himself—
devoted, without reserve, his life and labors, Nor has
he approached the sanctuary with unwashed hands.
The editor of Proclus and Deseartes, the translator and
interpreter of Plato, and the promised expositor of
Kant, will not be nceused of partiality in the choice
of his pursuits ; while his two works, under the title of
“Philosophical F'ragments,” bear ample cvidenco «to
the learning, elegance, and distinguished ability of their
author,  Taking him all in all, in I'rance M. Cousin
stands alonc; nor can we contemplate his character and
accomplishments without the sincercst admiration, even
while we dissent from the most prominent principle of
his philosophy. “The development of his system, in
all its points, betrays the influence of Gierman specula~
tions on his opinions. His theory is not, however, a
scheme of exclusive Rationalism ; on the contrary, the
peculiarity of his doetrine consists in the attempt to
combine the philosophy of experience and the philosophy

* “ From the most prowminent principlo of hig philosophy.”  So it now
stands in the volumo of his Discussions, 1852 ; originally in the Edin.
burg Review it stood, “ from almost every principle.’ The alteration ex-

Presses what I thought it necessary to indicato as the oxtent of his
meaning iu tho introduction to the first edition of this work in 1834,



Ixx ADDITIONAL REMARKS

of pure reason into one.” So wrote Sir William Ham-
ilton in 1829, Let us sec how he speaks after an in-
terval of twenty-three years,

In a note to the reprint of this article, in the volume
of * Philosophical Discussions,” etc., in 1852, speaking
of the reluctance with which he undertook the article,
at the request of P'rofessor Napier, then editor of the
Edinburg Review, he goes on to say: & , 574

“ Moreover, I was still further disinclined to the un-
dertaking, because it would behoove me to come for-
ward in overt opposition to a certain theory, which,
however powerfully advocated, I felt altogether unable
to admit ; while its author, M. Cousin, was a philoso-
pher for whose genius and character I alveady had the
warmest admiration—an admiration whick every suc-
ceeding year has only augmented, justified, and con-
Jirmed.  Nor, in saying this, need I make any reserva-
tion, For I admire even where I dissent ; and were M,
Cousin’s speculations on the absolute utterly abolished,
to him would still remain the honor of doing more
hmself, and of contributing more to what has been
done by others, in the furtherance of an enlightened
philosophy than any other living individual in France
—1I might say in Europe. Mr. Napicr, however, was
resolute ; it was the first number of the Revicw under
his direction, and the criticism was hastily written,

The illustrious thinker, against one of whose
doctrines its argument is dirccted, was the first to
speak of it in terms which, though I feel their geacros-
ity, I am ashamed to quote. I may, however, state
that, maintaining always his opinion, M. Cousin (what
is rare, especially in metaphysical discussions) declared
that it was ncither unfuirly combated nor imperfectly
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anderstood.”—This is noble ! And it is a noble spee
tacle to sce two such men, pre-cminent above all other
men of the age for philosophical learning and ability,
thus illustrating the beautiful utterance with which
Cousin concludes his criticism of Locke: “The true
Mause of History”—the critical history of philosophy—
“is not Hatred but Love.”

Add to this the dedication prefixed by Sir William
Hamilton to his great edition of Reid’s Works :

“To Victor Cousiy,

“Pecr of France, late Minister of Public Instruction,
Professor of Philosophy, etc., ete., this Edition of the
Works of Reid is dedicated, not only in token of tho
editor’s admiration of the first Philosopher of Irance,
but ay o tribute, due appropriately and pre-eminently
to the Statesman, through whom Scotland has been
again united intellectually to her old political ally,
and the Author’s Writings (the best result of Scottish
speculation) made the basis of Academical Instruc-
tion in Philosophy throughout the central nation of
Europe.”

The reader may thus sce in what estimation Cousin
is held by Sir William Hamilton, the follower and
great expositor of Reid, occupant of the philosophical
chair in the University of Edinburg, once filled by
Reid, speaking, too, at the intellectual center of Pres-
byterian Scotland, himsclf (as I gather) o Calvinist,

Now, let us contrast the language of respect and
admiration held by Cousin’s great Scottish compeer
with the arrogant and contemptuous terms employed
by the writer of the article in the Princeton Review.
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There is a tone of arrogance and contempt pervading
the whole article which can not be adequately exhibited ;
but specimens of the sncering insinuations, odious im-
" putations, and unbecoming persqualities with which
it abounds, and of its numerous blunders in logic and
in fact, may be given,

After an introduction, which is somewhat largely oc-
cupied with giving his views about utilitarianism, Ed-
wardsism, Emmonsism, and Taylorism, the writer enters
upon the task of overwhelming Cousin with the odium
of Deing a pantheist, a fatalist, a denier of moral dis-
tinctions, n rejecter of the sacred Scriptures, and a
subverter of Christianity, cte., cte. But, a8 prelimin-
ary to this, well knowing that German metaphysics
wag. & thing already in extremely bad odor in this
country, he gives o professed exposition of the systems
of Kant and the later German philosophers, the man-
ner and object of which I have characterized in the
preface to which these remarks are added. It isagrand
horror-show, o set of mosaic pictures wrought up mainly
out of detached sentences from the judgments of cer-
tain theologiang, and of absurd utterances of certain
alleged disciples of those systems, designed to awaken
the contempt and hatred of pious souls ; and, all along,
the reader is expected, and at intervals admonished,
to bear in mind that between theso German systems
and Cousin’s system there is little difference, and
nothing to choose, Then comes the more extended
and formal criticism of Cousin’s doctrines, although at
overy convenient point the box of German horror-shows
is turned round again, in order that the identity of the
ghastly lincaments of Teutonic and of French impicty
may be disclosed. Such is the planand purpose of the
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article. Now more particularly for the manner and
spirit of its procedure:

Since it is undeniable that Cousin expressly claims
to hold the Personality of Grod, the personal Freedom
hoth of God and man, the absolute and eternal Dis-
tinction of Right and Wrong, and the Divine origin of
Holy Seripture and Christianity, the'only open question
for a fair-minded critic i8, whether he holds them by a
happy inconsistency, while his system does not allow
him to hold them; and the only fair way of scttling
this question is by a rigorous deduction of the con-
sequences which flow by logical necessity from his
grounding principles. But tho writer of the article in
question has not so proceeded, In fixing upon Cousin
the odious charges he brings, his method is mainly that
of furcing upon passages, detached from the connections
where they sufficiently explain themselves, a sense not
intended by the author ; or, in cages where it is just
possible to put a bad interpretation upon them, assum-
ing it to be the true interpretation—construing col-
lateral and unsystematic utterances, not by the system
or by the systematic utterances of the author, as
fairness requires, but the system by them, forcing from
words and sentences inferences not contained in them,
and contrary to the author’s express assertions ; and
finally, culling and picking with special .pains every
expression that could be distorted into some odious or
ridiculous point of view, There is no thinker in the
world who might not in this way be made odious or
contemptible in the eyes of the superficial and ignorant,

And here I may refer to one of those numerous notes
in which all along the reviewer strives to throw personal
odim upon those he Opposes: “Dr. Henry, who sccrs

2
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anxious to give his readers an exalted idea of the
philosophic temperament of M. Cousin, says that ‘he
rarely speaks in the Chamber of Peers, that he takes
part in the discussions of that body only when some
question relating to public instruftion is before the
Ohamber, or on extremely rare occasions, etc.” Dr.
Henry calculates rather largely upon the ignorance of
his readers as to tho transactions and debates of the
French Chamber of Peers. We need only refer, in
illustration of the philosophic elevation of M. Cousin,
to one of the most disgraceful scenes that ever occurred
in any legislative body, in which this gentleman, ina
debate upon the question of Spanish intervention, gave
the lie direct to Count Mol one of the ministry.”

A man myst be anxious to find occasion for sneering
insinuations who could write such a comment upon
such a statement as mine, I do not think it evinces
any anxiety of any sort. But a person disposed to
think ovil, and say evil can always find something evil
to think and to say; and so the reviewer contrives to
make out of this little sentence several derogatory
charges against Consin and myself, And his logic in
the case is s admirable as his spirit is amiable, Cousin,
it would scem, once lost his temper.  Suppose it to be
80. Can this be fairly called an “illustration” of his
character? Does it justify the sweeping charge of
liabitual want of self-control, and even of moderation ?
But suppose it docs. What has.that to do with what
<said 7 If the reviewer had quoted the whole of my
intence—of which, Lowever, he chose to quote only
2nlf—his readers would have seen that I was speaking

,of Cousin us “ destitute of political ambition,” What
then if Cousin did on onc occasion lose his temper ;
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what if he be moredver the generally infirm-tempered
man his critic insinuates 7 That does not prove me
in the wfong in speaking of his want of political am-
Dition. Still less does it justify the insinuation that I

am anxious to gain him credit formoderation of tem-
per. And least of all does it Justify the charge that I
have attempted to do so knowing it ‘to be undeserved,
and with a calculated reliance upon the ignorance of
my readers. What a complication of unfairness of
spirit and of logical blundering! -A particular incident
first made the basis of a swecping judgment against
Cousin, and then, by an irrelevant application—an un-
conscious or a willful ignoratio elenchi-—made the basis
of o twofold odious charge against me! The nrticle
abounds with such things. :

The reviewer speaks of Cousin’s philosophy as “ to
the last degree superficial and conceited.
making pretensions to extraordinary profoundness, but
skimming the surface of things” . . . employing
“a witch jargon, which, when pcactrated with infinite
paing, contains only some old truth then ¢made usc of
to pass off a thousand nothings with ;"” yet he pro-
nounces it a “system of abominations,” although he
finds it “difficult to define preciscly how far” it “agrees
with the misshapen phantasies” of German philosophy
he had produced to view, because, “ when language
ceases to be the representative of ideas, it is not casy
to tell what are intended to be equivalcnt forms of
speech,”

“We are further embarrassed,” he goes on to sgy,
in the interpretation of this system, by the material
consideration that no full cxposmon of it has yet been
given to the world, . . . . It is too carly to pro-
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nounce of it, ag Dr. Henry has done, ¢ that it is a dis-
tinet scientific theory, having its method, its principle,
and its consequences” . . . . Nor are we will-
ing to defer to the judgment of Dr, Henry, unless
some of the letters of- M. Cousin ‘to the present trans-
lator,’ contain a mere full and systematic exposition of
tho principles of eflecticism than is to be found in his
published writings.”* .

In the same tone, by way of justifying, perhaps, his
want of deference to my judgment, he proceeds to point
out & contradiction, as he supposes, hetween my state-
ment of the distinguishing peculiarity of Cousin’s sys-
tem, contained in the first edition of this work, and
that in the sccond—namely, that [ had represented it
in the first ‘edition to consist in Cousin’s “ distinction
between the spontancous and reflective reason,” and in
the second, in his “ attempt to fix the infinite as a posi-
tive in knowledge,” This criticism shows not only his
want of deference for my judgment, hut some other
things besides, The intelligent and eandid reader will
see, however, that the two things thus put in contra-
dietion are only two points of view of one and the same
thing ; it is in the “ distinction between the spontane-
ous and reflective reason,” that Cousin’s assertion of

* In this conncction ho has a note sncering at Cousin and myself for
our vanity: “Dr. Henry,” he says, “may have sources of information
that are not open to tho public. 1le has taken caro not to leavo his
readers ignorant that he is in correapondence with M. Cousin. It was
hardly nocessary to inform the public that he was *indebted to M. Cousin
himself' for a copybof the Lighly culoygitic memoir from which he has
compiled his biographical fotices of this plulosopher.” The fact of my
corfbspondenco with Cousin is also snecringly referred to in several
other places. I hope candid and hindly-disposed persons will not on

this account impute to mo o vain-gloriousness of which I certainly was
not conscious.
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“the infinite a8 a positive in knowledge” is grounded—
the former is the principle of which the latter is the
consequence ; moreover, the roviewer might have en-
abled his readers to see this in the very sentenco he
quotes from in the first edition, if he had quoted the
whole of it ; for it is there said: “ip this distinction
between the spontancous and reflective intelligence ;
in the recognition of the former as anterior, , ¢ . .
and dmmediately and positively cognizant of the infiniie,
1o less than of the finite ; it is here that we find the
principle which with its consequences constitutes and
determines the peculiar system of M, Cousin.”

In a similar spirit, and with like justice, he character-
izes ““the affectation and charlatanry” of the title of
cclecticism, as applied to M. Cousin’s philosophy, deny-
in its fitness (after misconceiving its import), laugh-
ing at the reasons assigned for it by the author, and
finally signalizing his humble editor as guilty of a
“stranze confusion of ideas” because I had said that
the eclectie character of Cousin’s philosophy © consists
precisely in the pretension of applying its own distinct-
ive principles to the criticism of all other systems, dis-
criminating in cach its part of truth and its part of
error—and combining the part of truth found in every
partial, exclusive, and therefore erroncous system, into
a higher comprelensive system.” And the contradjc-
tion hie finds here is, in his view, “ that the test to bo
applied implics the existence of o philosophical creed,
and yet this creed is still to e formed from the parts
of truth extracted, by the upplication of itself to all
others!” If this were a right Iepresentation of my
meaning, his point would certainly be well taken ; but
I'said nothing which indicates that the object of the
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eclectic process is to “form a creed.” It i8 a critical
method of applying to the history of philosophy a sys-
tem already formed by psychological observation, tlie
vesult of which wi a comprehensive system that
will be found to beith$ counterpart of the system pre-
viously derived fom the analysis of consciousness.
This ought to have been clear enough; for Cousin
(votwithstanding the declaration of the reviewer to the
contrary) gives a complete exposition of his system,
and of all that is peculiar in it, a8 found in the analy-
sis of consciousness, before he applies it to the criticism
of other systems as & method of eclecticism. But on
this point enough is elsewhere said. I will only add
that Sir Willism Hamilton found no difficulty in mak-
ing the proper discrimination, and saw no absurdity to
signalize. In fine, as to his alleged inability fo “put
his readers in possession of M. Cousin’s complete sys-
tem,” I have merely to say that ample materials for
doing 8o were before him in the two works from which
he quotes. Hamilton, writing ten years carlier, found
no troublo on this score.

But notwithstanding the difficulty, embarrassment,
and inability he professes, tho reviewer doces at length
proceed to an exposition of Cousin’s system ; but, oddly
enough, ho adds at the end : “it is perhaps a work of
supererogation to say that it is given in the author’s
own phrascology, though abridged, since we are sure
our readers will acquit us of the ability to construct it
ourselves” | It might be asked what he means by
this? That he does not understaud the system ho
thus scts forth in the author's phraseology ? By what
right, then, assume to criticise it 7 But to the work of
criticism he proceeds ; and a marvelous criticism it is.
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“We cannow,” he says, ““show the reader the ground
which M. Cousin’s philosophy affords him for a belief
in the objective existence of the world and of God,”
namely, in the pure affirmation oWMnmus, unre-

flective perception of reason. iy
~ Passing over a number of miscongioptions or perver-
- sions, which it would take up too much room to signalize
and expose, we come to the consequence he deduces
from Cousin’s doctrine: “We must, therefore,” says
the critic, “find this ‘ pure affirmation’ in our con-
sciousness, or admit, in deference to M. Cousin’s logic,
that it exists there, though so brightly that we can not
see it, before we can believe in any objective existence”!
This logic is to me most wonderful, going, as it does,
upon an assumption contradicted in the experienco of
the great mass of men every day and hour—the as-
sumption that men can not excrcise faculties whoge
operations they do not analyze! Just as if men can not
aceept the truth imposed upon them by the necessary
convictions of reason, even though they may not be
able to state those convictions in the shape of form-
ulated principles, and may perhaps be still less able to
ree at once into the fact (so very obvious, however, to
the thinker) that the operations of the mind which re-
flecetion now recognizes and formulates as necessary
laws of thought, or fundamental principles of belief;
must have taken place in the mind anterior to reflec-
tion (clse they never could have become matter for .
retlection), and must, therefore, primitively have been
preciscly of the nature Cousin assigns to them, namely,
spontancous, unreflective; and finally, just as though
the necessary laws of the human mind can not be for
men a ground of belief in God, even though they
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should be as unable, as the critic supposes, ever o see
into or be satisfied of the truth of Cousin’s further
speculation, by which he attempts to show that the
Divine existendd i not only & belief, but a cognition !
It is precisely sthdy=speculation about the immediate
and positive cdgnition of the infinite as primitively
given in tho spontaneous reason, that Hamilton com-
bats; but he does not dream of deducing from it any
guch consequence as this reviewer’s. He never imagines
that it removés any of the old grounds of human faith
in God ; if it adds nothing, it takes nothing away. As
to the rest, thisis a point on which, as I have elsewhere
snid, there will perhaps always be a difference of
opinion. Truly great men and truly profound thinkers
will, however, I hope, follow the example of Hamilton
and Cousin, and differ with a clear intelligence and fair
trentment of cach other’s doctrines and arguments, and
with mutual respect and admiration for each other’s
persons; while those who are neither truly great men,
nor profound thinkers, such of them as enter into {he
controversy at all, will probably continue to take sides
as the prejudices of education incline them, or the
imagined interests of religion impel them, and will
continue to display their incapacity to comprehend the
great men who difter from each other, or to respect the
persons of those who differ from themsclves—making
up too often for the want of the true philosophical
spirit by the abundance of their Christian zeal in plying
the argumentum ad invidiam, by caleulated appeals to
the prejudices of the unreflecting multitude. But the
reviewer goes on to point out “other results of the
non-subjectivity of the spontaneous reason which aro
moro startling.”  Here we have the charge of panthe-
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. ism—a startling charge, but more startling as & gro-
tesque perversion of the principle than as a legitimate
result of it. At the same time it may be readily ad-
mitted, that in the passages quoted ingghis conncction,
there are some expressions vkv"'_ £-§ Jgrson, predeter-
mined to make out a point, might plausibly put for-
ward as pantheistic, and which a reader predisposed to
believe the charge, and not thoroughly acquainted with
the author’s writings, might naturally receive as such,
And the same may be said of humerous passages of
Holy Seripture. ~ But to any candid and competent
thinker, who proceeds upon the only fair rule of inter-
pretation in the case of ambiguous or unguarded cx-
pressions—namely, that of explaining what an suthor
says by its special purposc, and by what he says more
ofticially and expressly in other places, it will be evident
that these expressions, occurring where thoy do, are
directed against the Scholastic way of considering God,
which tends to make him but an abstraction instead
of the Living God ; and so in the unguarded fervor
with which he repudiates the “dead God” of the
Schoolmen, he may scem to set forth “the grosser Grod
of pantheism,”

Now, the principal passage which the reviewer quotes
in proof of Cousin’s pantheism, is only the latter part
of a sentence, of which the first part—not quoted—
expressly shows the special purport, and limits the
sense of the expressions he does quote.  Hig object is
precisely to repudiate the idea of “an abstract God, a
solitary king, exiled away from the creation upon the
solitary throne of a silent cternity, and of an absolute
existence which resembles the annihilation of existence.”
Then follow the expressions quoted by the reviewer :
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“Ho 18  God at once true and real, at once substance
and cause, always substance and always cause, being
substance only so far as he is cause, and cause only go
far as he is subsgance ; that i8 to say, being absolute
cause, one andy ernity and time, space and
number, essence™ , indivisibility and totality,
principle, end, and center, at the summit of being and
at its lowest degree, infinite and finite together, triple
in word ; that is to say, at the same time God and
nature and humanity. In fact, if Glod be not every
thing, he i8 nothing,”

Now, no matter how startling these expressions may
seem (and they are any thing but agreeable to me), yet
thus torn from the preamble which should govern their
interpretation and presented alone—the juridical mind
will appreciate the remark—it is & violation of the
simplest rule of just criticism to insist that they mean
pantheism, and can mean nothing else, especially since
Cousin elsewhere in the strongest terms combats and
confutes every form of the pantheistic conception of
God. The reader will find the proof of this in the
additional pieces in this volume. Many others might
be cited where he speaks directly on this point, I will
adduee but two :

Combating pantheism (Works, 1st series, vol. il
Course of 1818, p. 888), he says :

“God is infinite, absolutely infinite in his essence,
and it is & contradiction to say that an indefinite series
equals the infinite ; for, after all, the indefinite is only
the finite multiplied by itself. The world is & whole
which has its harmony, for God could have produced
only a work complete and harmonious, The harmony ot
the world reflects the unity of God, just as its indefinite
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quantity is the defective sign of the infinitude of God.
To say that the world is Giod, i8 to admit nothing but
the world ; it is to deny God. Give, it any name you
please, it is at bottom atheism.” * -

80 in his Introduction to P his, p. xiii.,
he says : ¢ Let us speak with ocution, What

is pantheism ? It is not a disguised atheism, as it has
been called. No: it is avowed atheism. To say, in
the presence of this universe, vast, beautiful, magnifi-
cent a8 it is : God is there entird, behold God, there is
no other—tliis is to say, as clearly as possible, that
there is no God, for it is to say that the universe has
not a cause essentially different from its effects.” Many
similar citations, as I have said, might be. made,

Cousin, then, is no Pantheist. We have his ex-
plicit condemnation of it. He does not confound God
with the universe, And to say that he is a pantheist
in the improper sense in which the word is sometimes
used, to say, that is, that he confounds the universe
with God, is equally at variance with hundreds of ex- -
plicit utterances of his. It would be suicidal to his
system ; it would be in palpable contradiction with the
numerous critical confutations he has constructed
agninst every form of resolving the universs of mind
and matter into mere phenomena, It is the very scope
of his philosophy to establish the objective reality and
the substantial existence of the universe of mind and
matter, as distinct from God,

The candid thinker will, thercfore, sce that the ex-
pressions quoted by the reviewer, whatever they may
mean, must not be taken to mean pantheisn, in the
intention of their author. The attempt to harmonizo
them with his manifold explicit declarations, is re-
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quired by the simylest rule of justice. And the candid
thinker will, I apprehend, find no more difficulty in
considering them,gs fervid, exaggerated expressions of
the nll-pervadinu%esence and energy of the living God
in the universe,'thag he does in putting the like inter-
prétation upon manygimilar passages of holy Scripture.
Yet it is in keeping with the characteristic spirit of the
article under consideration, that the writer should speak
of Cousin a8 “not permitting the shadow of a doubt to
rest upon the pantheistical tendency of his philosophy,”
and of his “attempting to forestall the charge of pan-
theism,” by the “not very creditable artifice of pro-
nouncing it the bugbear of feeble imaginations”—
thereby intimating to his readers that Cousin speaks
a8 oho having taken pantheism under his protection,
and 86 wishing to discredit the intelligence of those
who dislike it ; whereas, the very reverse (as may be
séen ubove) is the case, and Cousin, disliking it as
much o8 they, only wishes to guard his readers from
the folly of seeing pantheism in every thing, and not
knowing when it is uttered or when it is combated.
Then follows a representation of Cousin’s views on
the question of the relative comprehensibility of the
Divino being—made up partly of quotations quite un-
objectionable, I apprehend, to most thinkers, but which
the reviewer appears to liave made because he thought
they would be considered otherwise, and partly of gross
perversions of Cousin’s views, cffected by leaving out
some material part of Lis expression of them., But on
this point the reader is referred to the last piece in this
volume. In this connection the reviewer talks of the
“admirable contrast between the pert sclf-sufficiency
of M. Cousin and the hurble truth-loving spirit of the
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illustrious Descartes, who is honored and lauded [by
Cousin] as the author of the psychological method, and
the founder of the ideal school of philosophy. Cousin
calls himself one of the sons 6f Deggilites. Degenerate
son of a noble sire! Compare thgodest caution of
the one with the all-embracing axrogapce of the other.”
Then he gives a quotation from dacartes, containing 8
very sound remark, almost a philosophical common-
place, which Cousin would be the last man in the world
to deny. “ We could quote much,” he goes on to add,
“ty the same effect from Leibnitz, to whom M. Cousin
does homage ‘as the greatest of modern philosophers”
These were men who were secking, with passionate
carncstness after truth ; they were not founding new
schools'in philosophy. They were men of large powers
and large attainments, and could afford to confess igs
norance where it is folly to be wise.” This of course is
intended to imply that Cousin is wanting in carnest-
ness after truth, in large powers, ctc., and can not afs
ford to confess ignorance where it is folly to be wise.
It will, perhaps, be news to the learned teader that
Descartes and Leibnitz were “not founding schools in
philosophy ;” and it may puzzle him to see why Cousin
should be jeered at even if he were, as is insinuated
engaged in that business,

We are told by the reviewer ¢ that with this for his
point of departure”—his view on the relative compre-
hensibility and incomprehensibility of God—it is not
surprising that M, Cousin should be led to reject en-
tirely the God of the Scripturcs, and substitute in his
Place a shadowy abstraction” ! But such a point-blank
slander as this is surprising to me, even from the writer
of this article. Cousin’s God & shadowy abstraction !
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This is the last charge in the world I should ever im-
agine would be made. God turned into an abstraction
1t is the very thing of all others he combats. I confess
myself totally ugghle to* comprehend how any man
should have any otion of what he is talking abou
who makes such a charge.

Next we have a long jeering comment upon Cousin’s
assertions about the impossibility of atheism, which,
however, he takes as amounting to nothing, and in spite
of which he declares Cousin to be quite as much an
atheist a8 Leucippus, Spinoza, and La Place, only the
latter were more “candid!” This is connected with
some curious criticisms on the ideas of Spinoza and
others about creation out of nothing, and their de-
monstration of fts impossibility, as compared with
Cousin’s demonstration of its possibility and necessity,
going to show that there is not & pin to choose between
Lis ground and theirs, This will be edifying to the
learned reader. On this point, of the idea of creation
a8 necessary, enough is clsewhere said.

Again: while Cousin is charged with dtheism, it is
admitted that  ho never fails in polite respect to relig-
ion ;” but his expressions of respect and veneration are
jeeringly characterized as the “deferential and smirk-
ing politeness of a French petit mattre.” o, too, it is
said, “he is studiously polite to Christianity ;” but his
politeness is represented, in one place, as & “conde-
sconding patronage,” and in another, as a Aypocritical
guise, like that of the old French Encyclopedists,
assumed in order the more easily to overthrow it ;
“Dut,” continues the reviewer, “unless it be to blind
the eyes and evade the arm of the ecclesiastical power,
which in Catholic countries holds watch over the press,
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we do not see what good purpose can be effected by so
"thin a disguise as that assumed by M. Cousin. He
‘surely can not imagine that the most ordinary intelli-
gence could fail to penetrate'the ﬂm hypoerisy”! 1
wonder if the writer was unconsciogd of the enormity
of this charge. I wonder if he ﬁsfunaware that it
- was a violation of the proprieties of philosophical con-
troversy. I wonder whether he did not know that it
was an outrage upon the decencies of any kirid of public
debate, such as upright and honorable men every whero
look upon with reprobation, such as they expect to see
only in the lowest organs of political party rancor. In
my judgment, it will take a long time for any intelli-
gence, ordinary or cxtraordinary, to see from Cousin’s
writings, that this atrocious charge of “hypocrisy,” is
one to which Cousin is justly obnoxious—his very tem-
perament makes it incrediblo ; on the contrary, it may
readily be believed he speaks with his whole heart when
he speaks (as in the preface to the last edition of is
work on the True, the Beautiful, and the Good) to the
young men of France on this wise: “Far be from
you that sad philosophy which preaches to you mate-
rislism and atheism as doctrines to regencrate the
world ; they kill, it is true, but they do not regenerate.
Nor listen you to those superficial spitits who give
themselves out as profound thinkers, because, after
Voltaire, they have discovered difficulties in Christian-
ity ; measure your progress in philosophy by your prog-
ress in tender veneration for the Gospel.” They will
readily believe him sincere in that noble passage (too
long to quoto here) in which he explains himself con-
cerning true religion and true philosophy, as naturally
and necessarily allied, differing in form, in language,
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But to take a more direct instance of the way in
whichi Cousin’s hostility to divine revelation in Holy
Seripture is made oit. Sgeaking of those truths
which are disclosed to us absolutely, universally, and
necessarily, in the spontaneous convictions of the
human mind, Céusin has these expressions, which are
quoted by the reviewer: * When man refers to God
the truth which he can not refer either to this world or
to his own personality, he refers it to him to whom he
ought to refer it ; and this affirmation of truth without
reflection—this inspiration—this enthusiasm—is verit-
able revelation, . . . . Every where, in its in-
stinctive and spontancous form, rcason is equal to
iteelf, in all the generations of humanity, and in all
the individuals of which those different generations are
composed.”®  Now, these scntences, I apprehend,
taken in their connection, and with reference to the
poipt on which they bear, contain nothing either

ge or untrue—nothing that is not quite in har-
mony with what 8t. Paul (Rom. i.19; ii. 14-16) is
directed by special inspiration to call our attention to
a8 a fact lying in the constitution of. the human mind,
and also with what St. John says John 1. 9,

But seo how they strike the reviewer: “It is too
plain for argument,” says he, “that these principles
destroy all that is peculiar or valuable in the Sacred
Scriptures. The distinctive claim which they put
forth of containing a revelation from God, is set aside
by a similar claim in behalf of all men” Admirable
logic this) Because God has revealed himeelf in
one way, therefore he can not reveal himself in any

# All the quotations made by the reviewer from Cousin's Introduce
tion are from Linberg's translation, Boston, 1832,
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“other way! Because he has made & special revelation
in the Holy Scriptures, therefore he can not have made
a general one in nature or in thé mind of man ; and
80 to say, a8 Cousin says, that he has revealed himself
to all men in the constitution of geir minds, and - is
thereby, as 8t. Paul says, “manifest in them,” is in
effect to deny that he has révealed himself in the Holy
Scriptures! I do not think that this criticism of the
reviewer will gain general acceptance among good.
thinkers, or be admitted as proving Cousin to be a sub-
verter of the Bible. I do not think that the notion of
a revelation—call it even & Divine revelation—of cer-
tain things in the spontaneous convictions of the reason
which God has put into the universal heart of human-
ity, will be considered by our best minds as incom-
patible with the notion that God has also made a
special revelation of certain other things in Holy Scrip-
ture. If I did, I should be sadly troubled to know
on what grounds this special revelaiion can be authen-
ticated to us, -

But tho reviewer is apparently satisfied with his
logic ; and so he goes on to draw out a long train of
the frightful consequences of calling the spontaneous
intuition of truth an inspiration, a revelation ; that it
makes it impossible for the truths declared by Christ
and his apostles to be a revelation in any more special
sense ; makes the Koran and all other pretended special
revelations of equal authority with the Bible; makes
Strause’s Life of Jesus ; makes ¢ Marheineke and Rohr,
like Herod and Pilate, agree when the Son.of God is
to be crucified ;”—until at last, overcome with profound
emotion, he cries out : “ Would to Giod that our fellow
Christians in Americs, before abandoning as shallow
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the philosophy of the great English fathers, would take
the.trouble to eagmine the issues of the paths on which
they are entering! “Tié ushave any philosophy, how-
over shallow, that leaves us jn quiet possession of the
Gospel, rather than the dark-and hopeless bewilder-
ment into which we are thrown by the deep metaphys-
ics of Cousin.” If the whole article had been written
in the same strain as this ; if it had been a statement,
calm or pathetic, of the points wherein the writer found
his faith disturbed by the metaphysics of Cousin (which
he here pronounces deep, but which he elsewhere calls
“ghallow and superficial to the last degree”); if it had
been made without dogmatism, invidious arguing and
set effort to make the worst of every thing, and free
from arrogance and contempt, odious personal charges
and insinuations ; I should have felt only sincere sym-
pathy—pity mingled with respect ; and I would have
tried to put his disturbed mind at rest, in a provisional
way at least, by showing him that as he can not mean
to stand on all the “great English fathers;” secing
they are divided into two great schools mutually de-
structive of each other—and must make an election
between them ; so if he should bo willing to take the
truly great Reid for his guide, he may free himself
from alarm, since Cousin and Reid are in entire har-
mony, save on the question whethersour conviction of
the objective existence of God be a faith or a knowl-
edge ; and, moreover, that so well persuaded is Cousin
himself of this, that, as Minister of Public Instruction,
he caused the writings of Reid to be made the basis of
aoademical instruction in philosophy throughout all the
colfeges and schoots in France.

Bt the respéctable spirit evinced in the paragraph



ON THE PRINCETON REVIEW. Bt

just quoted, is but & transient mood. In the very
next sentence, he brings down a remiorseless blow on
Cousin’s head and on mine tog; with & heavy club bor-
rowed from the hands of Edmund Burke, wherewith
he cudgeled the heads of the French jnfidels of his day,
to the effect that we aré “infidel” "expounders whose
expoundings he does not want, dealers in * unhallowed
fire,” which he will not have to light his temple withal,
“smugglers of adulterated metaphysics,” whose *in-
fectious stuff” he will not have to perfume it withal,
No; he “has a wide charity” he tells us, “for what
seems” to him ‘““nonsense, and can extend even an
amiable and silent tolerance to the pretensions of those
who utter it to be the depositaries of all wisdom. But
when this nonsense begins to ape the German impiety,
when it openly professes to cast off all subordination to
- religion, and prates in dogmatic superiority to revela-
'~ tion,” he “can not but lift up his solemn protest
against it.” - '

Now when & man talks in this arrogant way, and .
brings such charges as these, and others such ag we
have already seen and shall see, affecting not only the
opinions but the ‘moral characters of men who have,
perhaps, studied philosophy and theology s much as L
he, it is very important that he should be in the right
in his charges ; for it is not very likely nor justly to be
required, that those who are thus asssiled, while pre-
serving their own self-respect, should be studious to
manifest much respect for their assailant in defending
themselves,

We now come to what, on the whole, I consider the
worst part of the article—that whichrelates to Cousin’s
ethical principles, and containg the reviewer’s mbde of
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making good the charge, summarily expressed in an-
other place, that his ‘“system erects a false standard
in morals, and confounds#he distinction between right
and wrong” Wher' I ssy the worst, I do not mean
that the misconceptions:or pgfversions of Cousin’s lan-
gusge and meaning arm ga:er, or the charge more
monstrous, for in this respect scarcely any thing can
be worse than what we have already seen ; but that
the misconceptions or perversions are so palpable, and
the odious charge so palpably wanting in truth. Lan-
guage does not contain terms more exact and clear,
nor is it possible to frame terms into statements more
precise, more full, more unambiguous or impossible to
be mistaken in their meaning, than those in which
Cousin, in almost innumerable ways and places, pro-
pounds & doctrine the very reverse of that imputed to
him, I can conceive no excuse for the reviewer. He
stbjeets himself, in my opinion, to the reprobation of
every honerable man. Supposing it to be conceivable
"that & man, with limited acquaintance with philosoph-
ical systems, and limited ability for the critical appre-
ciation of them, coming to the eriticism of Cousin’s
system, under the bias of strong predetermined relig-
ious prejudices, might be able, without deliberate bad
faith, to get up such a representation of Cousin’s pan-
theism, atheism, denial of revelation and of Christian-
ity, aa we have seen ; yet that any man of ordinary
oapacity and ordinary intelligence of the subject, with
merely that before his eyes which the volume I put
forth contained, should be able, from detached and
gerbled passages out of the volume translated by Mr.
Linberg, to prombunce such a judgment on Cousin’s
views on moral distinctions ; that ho should be able to
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“do it in good faith, or at least without perceiving such
o contradiction between his représentation and the
official systematic utteranoes of Cousin on the point,
88 ought to make an hohest mdn pause—this is to me
inconceivable, and I frafikly say T80 not believe it. 1
think the man guilty of*elander ; and I think that in
the clear-sighted judgment of our Lord Giod, there are
many inmates of the state prison less morally guilty
than the slanderer. I am not one of those dainty re-
ligionists who have a greater horror of sins of infirmity
of the flesh than of sins of the spirit; and I would
sooner withhold my hand from the deliberate maligner, .
than from many a less réputable sinner in the scale of
social estimation, I think our Lord feels as I do;
when on earth, % was precisely upon the heads of the
high religious professors of the age, the holiest separat-
ists from publicans and sinners, that He lanched his,
severest denunciations: “ Woe unto you stbives and
pharisees ;” and to these who nov-a-days seek o advar
cate his cause by unrighteous imputations, I farty the -
Lord God still, as of old, putting the stern interroga-’
tion ;

“ What hast thou b0 do o declare my statutee?
Thou sittest and speakest againat thy brother;
Thou slanderest thine own mother's son.”

If what I have said oh this point be strongly said,
let it be remembered that I speak in defense of Cousin
and- of myself too, against a charge which, if not true,
and if not undeniably made out to be true, must be
held to be a slander, affecting ssman’s character in
that which most dearly concerns & public teacher, his
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moral and veligious convictions, The justification of
my language depends on the issue I make, that the
charge is untrue and net at all justifiably made out—
an issue I am ready to submi¢ to any body of compe-
tent and impartial thinkers.

But to proceed : in manp gases where the spirit of
petty eneering is evident éﬁough, it would take whole
pages to expose fully the strange mixture either of
misconception or of perversion by which Cousir's
views are distorted into something at once odious and
ridiculous, An instance may be seen in the mode by
which the charge of fatalism is made out. There is
not room here for the whole grotesque representation.
The reviewer finds something monstrous, and at the
sape time laughable, in Cousin’s ides that the develop-
ment of the human mind in history and in philosophy
should have its necessary laws, and particularly that
the movethent of the spirit of independence in philoso-
phy, represented by Descartes, and carried forward by
Malebranche, Spinozs, and Leibnitz, should come at

"length to need a great professor,” because, forsooth,
according to his representation of Cousin’s reasoning,
“Descartes was a gentleman and a soldier, Male-
dranche a monk, Spinoza a recluse, and Liebnitz a
"statesman”! But he takes care not to give Cousin’s
veason for saying so, which was; that these great
thinkers, being what they respectively were—soldier,
monk, recluse, and statesman—naturally failed to give,
and did not aim to give to Cartesianism the full and
regular exposition, which would “imbtie new genera-
"ions with its spirit by introducing it into instruction.”
“There was.needed for Cartesianism,” Cousin con-
cludes, “s great professor: such is the place and
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destiny of Wolff,” It seems to me there is nothing
here that smacks either of “ fatalism” or of any thing
ridiculous, But perhaps, Mpﬂ, it was the sting in
the tail of the critic’s lgles&bﬁpn that plgased him
most ; for, to Cougjnr’s statemyent of the déed of & great
professor, such as Wolff, ‘the zeviewer adds : ¢ the in-
ference is obvious, There ‘still remajned & necessity
in the philosophy of the age for a ¢ Peer of France ;'
quere : does the same principle of necessary emanatig?
from the age ang circumstances hold in the case
translators?  Or could M. Cousin,- by an inverse
method, declare the horoscope of his admirers ?”
This is nice! I make no defense of Cousin; but I -
must say, I really do not think it right to jeer at me
for having translited some of his writings. But sigfh
unsatisfied, the critic goes on to get another cut at
Cousin, by showing that he constructed his scheme of -
fatalism with all its expositions, in order to Prove not
only the necessity of &s elevatioi: to the peerage, })0
also that he is a “great man,” because he is 4 * great
philosopher,” because he has  succeeded,” andy'fipally, -
because he is ““a fatalist, as all great men am,ﬁ‘qnﬂ
the critic thinks be has given sufficient proof that.
he labors under no lack of this qualification.” This®
again is nice and amiabld,

But at this stage of his progress the reviewer gocs
wrought up to too much emotion to find vent in Jee;s ‘
and covert sneers ; and so he declares in good round,
dogmatic terms, that “ except the philosophy of the
abgolute, few things can be imagined moro ludicrously .,
and disgustingly absurd than the revelations of Jacob
Behmen.” And then we have Bng gigmarole of
scraps of second-hand l:gming, to prove' the identity
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of Behmenism with Schellingism, and of both with
the ancient (inosticism, Oriental Soofeism, Buddhism,
and all other pantheistic mysticisms—all for the pur-
pose of conveying the imputation (yet not attempting
to establish it) that Cousin’s philosaphy is of the same
gort ; although the contrary may be seen in the fact,
that one of the_ clearest expositions of the Oriental
philosopliy, in all its systems, and of the errors in each,
is to be found in Cousin’s History of Philosophy. The
eritic confesses, with much complagency, his utter
inability to comprehend all the stuff that he expounds,
but thinks that it is, however, the happy faculty of
the absolute philosophers, the Behmenites, the Ghostics,
thg Soofies, the Buddhists, and—a few Americans!”
Among the latter I suppose I am to“consider myself
intended. In roply I have only to say, I hope I shall
.nevgr updertake to expound what I do not at least
think I uhderstand ; perhaps I may be pardoned in so
& retorting the sneer as to #ay, after Coleridge’s
fashion, that while therc are some great writers of
whose'understanding ¥ am ignorght, there are others
whose ignorance I understand,
" After all this, it is not surprising that he comes out
Meverely upon the public institutions that have intro-
duced this book into instrubtion. He would like to
hovo their “ names made known to the public.” He
would like it, in the first place, because he “would
like to know which of our public seminaries of educa-
%ion has 8o far distinguished itself in point of science
a8 to tuke, for its text-book on mental philosophy, an
immethodized set of criticisis on Locke ;” with more
of the like stl_lﬁ', to which no answer is here needful
for those whe will look at what I have said in the
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preface that stands first in order in this volume, and
in the introduction that follows; only I may here
point out the untruth of the assertion about “an im-
methodized sct of criticisms.”” The Examipation of
Locke is one of the most perfectly methddized criti-
cisms in the world. .

But, in the next place, he wants the “names of
these colleges made known to the public,” that it may
be known “what college or university dares assume
tho responsibility. of instilling the principles of this
book into the young men committed to its care”
“ Kvery parent and guardian in the land has an in-
terest ifl knowing,” in order, I suppose, that they may
beware where they send their sons and wards, if they
do not send them to Princeton. _ '

There is something decidedly impressive and poter-
tial in thisx. Those colleges which have not Wepn’
shamed by the jeers, nor overawed by the threats
cmanating from this :AAmerican /atican, have reason
perhaps to rejoice that there is not, in this country, an
“arm of ccclesinstical power” like that “ whick” ac-
cording to the reviewer’s peculiar figurative, but deli-
cate and cordial-sceming  euphuism—“in [Roman]
Catholic countrics, keepg watch over the press,” and
especially that its heavy hand is not at the will of
this Princeton reviewer. ¢

Finally, to crown the summit of this vast pile of
odium he has built up, we have a quantity of trans-
cendental clond “and moonshine out of Ralph Waldo
Emerson, which is represented to be nothing but Cou-
sinism, and which frightencd the propriety of the old
school Unitarians ; and in the clear obscure of which T
am adroitly made to loom forth ashe gulftyintroducer
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of doctrines banned alike by all reputable persons,
heterodox as well as orthodox, and so one necessarily
doomed to Coventry by all ; and the only excuse for
me i8 found in the fact, that I did not know what” I
“ wag doing”—that ¢ fagcinated by. the first charms of

* this new philosophy, and dazzled by the brilliancy of
& correspondence with a peer of France,” I was not
able to see the end from the beginning.”

Presuming, however, that my vanity, in being “ con-
secrated by no less a personage than M. Cousin to the
duty of reanimating our philosophy,” would impel me
to go on in the pernicious work of spreading error,
ihe reviewer declares he “will watch” my “labors.”
His watching has given him little to sce. Indolently
avorse to the labor of writing, without ambition for
the honors of authorship, and absorbed in the twofold
“dady of & professor and a clergyman, I have published
undgr my own name but little of any sort, during this
Jong interval, amd nothing in philosophy, save a manual
of 1ts lnstory for the use of my classes, translated from
the Prench, to which I added a continuation, including
the history of philosophy in the nincteenth century,
laborious indeed in preparation, but unpretending in

Horm, & work for which I am naturally gratified to
know that I have been kindly and respectfully spoken
of by Bir William Hamilton, but which has not, so far
as I am aware, attracted the attention of the Princeton
reviewer, The scene of my philosophical labors during
this long period has been my lecture-room. There,
until failihg health broke me off from all public work,
. -have labored with all my mind and heart to form
vight-minded and right-hearted young men, to imbue
them not only with-#he principles of a sound specu-
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Iative and ethical philosophy, but with ghe true phil-
osophical spirit. The fruits of my labors are in the
minds and hearts of the hundreds of young men who
have gone out from my teaching ; and the rich reward
of my labors is in, the conviotion I have that they
know I tried to do them good and did do them good,
and in the grateful affection in which I know they
hold me. .

The reader has thus seen that the writer of the arti- .
cle in the Princeton Review, charges Cousin direetly
with being & pantheist, a fatalist, a denier of moral
distinctions, an atheist, “ openly professing to cast off
all subordination to religion,” a rejecter of revelation
and of Christianity—charges made in the very teeth of
Cousin’s express assertions to the contrary—charges,
the utter and monstrous fulsehood of which may be
seen in this volume.

The reader has scen, also, that Ly jeering insinuations
or direct imputations, he is accused of the most odigus
and contemptible vanity, of pert self-sufficiency and
conceit, of bad temper, of want of earnestness in search
of truth, of discreditable artifice, of not being above
slippery and deceptive evasion, and finally of hypocrisy,
and that too of & ort which every-honorable man maust
pronounce to be the mosé abominable,

And in all this accumulated odium, T am made to
share—held up to public reprobation—as the guilty
introducer of the monstrous writings of this wretched
man into the country, and thus, in conjunction with
the guilty colleges that have adopted them, phisoning
the sources from whence the young men 6f the country
draw the nurture of their minds ; as béing, besides, a
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contemptibly vain-glorious meddler with matters beyond
my reach ; for whose guilt, indeed, the only excuse is
to be found in the vanity that blinded me and the stu-
pidity that incapacitated me from knowing what I was
doing.
My main purpose has been to.swnahze the spirit and
temper of the article in its contrast with that of Sir
William Hamilton's ; and bad as the impression I
have conveyed may be, I assure the reader it is not one
half as bad as the reading of the whole article itself
will produce. Something also of the character of the
artlole, as a philosophical discussion, and of the writer's
sompeteney to engage in the criticism of such questions,
T have incidentally shown; but how bad, how very bad
the article is, as a whole, in these respeets, I have not
attempted to show. Nothing can adequately show it
but the whole article itself—nor that except to a true
thinker, accurately acquainted with Cousin’s system,
and with tho history of philosophy in all its great sys-
tems. Such a person, and only such a person, can per-
« fectly see how thoroughly wanting in any respectable
quality, as a philosophical criticism, this article is.
Enough however has, I trust, been made evident to
the intelligent reader to imtify the terms in which I
chamctenzud the article in the preface to the third
edition.
" T'have prolonged these remarks far beyond the limits
I proposed. I hope indulgence will be granted to their
length and to the personal feclings I have just expressed,
if it js kindly considered what recollections and reflec-
tions the reading again, after the lapse of so many
years, of such a virulent attack, not only upon Cousin,
but upon myself, would naturally awaken. I was then
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‘a young man just entering upon the carcer of . public
instruction, in the University of New York. The arti-
cle was calculated, if I ought not to say designed, to
overwhelm me with odium. It was fitted, too, to com-
promise the interests of the institution in which I held
the Chair of Philosophy. It did ot injure me in tho
estimation of my colleagues ; they knew me. That it
did not render my position untenable; that I kept it
for thirteen years; us long as I was able to discharge
its duties, is due to the intelligence and candor, the
kindness and firmness which prevailed in the body of
my constituents,

I have only to add that there are other considerations
hearing upon the interests of truth, which may serve as
a justification for these remarks, It is the misfortune
of philosophy, especially among us, that such an im-
mense proportion of the eminent ability of the country
is drawn away and absorhed by the more stirring activ-
ities of practical life,  Comparatively few, exeept among
the clergy, cither know or care for the philosophical dise
cussions that arise ; while of the clergy, a large propor-
tion, destitute, perhaps, of uny interest in philosophical
(uestions, except as they bear upon religious doctrines,
and with very little of that interest, with no time to
study them thoroughly, either in themselves or in their
relations to theology ; just adopt implicitly the opinions
of those who set up as authorities and guides ; and so
it comes to pass, that under the nightmare-pressure of
an ignorant but tyrannical ecclesiastical opinion, those
who can think dare not let themsclves think, or if they
think, dare not give free utterance to their thouf;ht, for
fear of encountering in their professional, social, and
material relations, a martyrdom quite as appalling to
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the sensitive soul as the old stake and faggot. Let us
hope for the prevalence of a better spirit. To promote
it, in the limited sphere of my labors, has been the
great object of my life, ‘

. C. 8. Hexey,
New York, December 1, 1866,
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T France, in the eighteenth century, the principles of
the philosophy of Locke were the most completely de-
veloped and most boldly carried out to their final conse-
quences, From France, too, s come, in the nineteenth
century, the most regular, complete, and thorough examin-
ation and refutation of them—contained in the folowing
lectures of M. Cousry. This circumstance may render it
proper to connect, with the brief notices of the life and
philosophical labors of M. Cousin here intended to be given,
a few remarks upon the history of phllosophy in quoe
from the time of Locke,

At the time when the influence of the Cartesian philoso-
phy in France was giving way to the new spirit of the
cighteenth century, nothing was more natural than the
ready reception of the system of Locke, claiming ant. dié
—and to a certain extent, jystly—to be a fruit o
ment of independence and of the experimental mjpthod.
Thus put upon the road of Empiricism, the sctivity
French mind continued to develop its principles, an
out its consequences to their last results* Condillas, ex-

® The term Empiriciem, a8 applied to the system of Lock& msy re-
quire, for younger students, some explanation; it is powgbly
liable to be confounded with the more familisr pofralar use of the word.
As & philosophical term it is not used {n any invidious sense; but merely
to designato a system which makes Ezperiencs (duxeipis) thé exclusive
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aggerating the already partial and defective, and therefore
erroneous principles of the Empiricism of Locke, rejected
reflection, or natural consciousness, a8 one of the sources of
knowledge; and analyzed all the phenomena of the mind,
into forms of sensation, By the admirable logical precision,
the clearness and perfect system which he gave to his
analysis, he became the metaphysician and acknowledged
chief of this new school ; while Helvetius, d'Holbach, and
others, carried it boldly out to the Materialism, Fatalism,
" and Atheism, which are its legitimate moral consequences,
From that period, Sensualism, a8 a philosophical theory,
maintained an almost exclusive predominance. Exceptions
to this remark are scarcely to be met with; and those that
may be regarded as sucb’wero merely the fragmentary
outbreakings of a higher inspiration than Sensualism could
supply, not the regular and scientific exposition of a better
gystem,
. Sensnalism was the reigning doctrine. All knowledge
and truth were Leld to be derived from Experience; and
the domain of Experience was limited exclusively to Sensa-
tion, The influence of this doctrine extended throughout
every department of intellectual activity—art, morals,
politics, and religion, no less than the physical and econom-
ioal sciences. It became, according to Damiron, “a new
faith, whioh was preached by the philosophes, as its priests
and doctors; and, among all ranks, and first, among the
highgy ’éra, including the clergy, it superseded the for-
A P

> t .
Mros, of kdowledga, The fundamental principle of the system of
Took'e fp that all human knowledge is derived from Rxperience. With
Looks, co was twofold—oonaisting of Seusstion and Reflec-
tion

In like manner, Sensualiom, in philosophical language, is taken in no
ded signifiation. The French philosophers rejocted Reflection as &
source of knowledgend analysed all buman ideas into sesantion as
their sole principle, Hence the terms Sensualism, and the Sensual
Sohool, to distinguish it from the Empiricism of Locke.
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gotten or Wltaught doctrines of Christisnity, It waa in
all books, in all conversations; and, as a decisive proof of
its conquest and credit, passed- into instruction, and for
many years before the Revolution, it had taken every
where, in the provinces as welkas fh Paris, the place of the
old routine of education.”* -

Subsequently, the exciting and terrific scenes of the
Revolation occupied all minds; the speculstions which
had, in no small degree, prepared the way for those scenes,
gave place to the absorbing interest of that period. Phi.
losophy, in its more extended sense, was abanddhed; all
speculation was directed toward political theories, to the
neglect of science, and even of publio mstruoﬁon ayd
nothing was done in the owvauon of phxlosophy, until
1795,

At that time, the reign of violence began to give way
to something like order and repose. With this return-to
comparative quiet, the philosophical spirit began to re-
awaken. It was natural, however, that this movenient
should recommence where it had been arrosted——nlmaly,
with Sensualism,

The organization of the Institute by the Dlreut.ory,
tributed to renew and extend the philosophy of Condxllso,
and to make it in some sort the doctrine of government,
the philosophy of the state. During this period, we have
several works produced in the spirit of the Sensual system
—among the most important of which may W&o
Rapports du Physique et du Moral of Cabanis,'snd the
Jdeology of M. Destatt de Tracy; and by a strange ﬁtmp
the word Ideology became in France the distinctive
lation of the doctrine of exclusive Sensualism. From this
time-to the Consulate, we may trace a lively philosophical
activity, though always in the direction of Sesualism.
Hitherto, if any opposition tdit had gppeared, it was in-
direct and literary, rather than scientific. It may be found

* Damiron, Hisloire de la Phélosophés en Fronce ou 19ms sidcls.
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in ‘writers of sentiment, sich as St. Pierre, rather than in
works of reflection.

Thas, up to the time of the Empire, there was in strictness
no philosophy opposed to the Sensual system, But from
this perfod the tokens of a reaction become more distinet.
8till, as is entirely natural, it manifested itself at first and
most clearly in works of imagination and sentiment, in
poetry and eloquence, rather than by scientific exposition.

This reaction was favored by Napoleon, though not from
any sympathy with the direction which the movement
against Sensualism afterward displayed. From the cast
‘of his mind and habits of education, and partly also from

- motives of policy, the Emperor had a strong dislike to all
metaphysical and moral spgenlations, and did all in his
power to diseredit Ideology, which was then the exclusive

Yorm of speculation. When ho reorganized the Institute,
he excluded that class of studies; and in every way en-
deavored to repress their pursuit, and to excite the cultiva-
tion of the mathematical and physical sciences, Thus,
under the Empire, the philosophy of Condillac sensibly
declined. It no longer produced important works; its
former authorities lost in credit ; and there was no longer
the brilliant propagation of its doctrines which distin-
guished the preceding periods.

Thero was still another cause of the decline of Sensual-
ism. It was in the character of several works written
about tMs period, by writers avowedly belonging to the
school of Condillac; but who, by the distinctions and

modifications which they introduced, actually favored a

" contrary doctrine, Among the most important of these
works, may be named the Lectures of M. Laromiguiére,
By distinguishing between the idea and the sensation, he
makes the Iatter the matter, and the first the form re-
eeived ; and, this orm is given by the intellectual activity,
This activity is therefore admitted as an original attributo
of the mind, and a coordinate source of knowledge; which
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is certainly contrary to the éxclusive origin in sensation,
Laromiguidre, therefore, comes much nearer in"this respect,
to Reid, and particularly to Kant, than to his master Con.
dillac.

A little subsequently to this’ ttme, we come to Royer-
Collard. Distinguished by eminent sbility in every de-
partment, this celebrated man appeared in open and sys-
tematic opposition to Sensualism. From 1811 to 1814, a8
the disciple and expounder of Reid, he advocated the
doctrines of the Scottish philosopher, and annihilated the
exclusive pretensions of the Sensual, school to be the last-
word and the highest result of philosophy. The ‘ablas
translation of Reid’s works, and of Stewart’s Outlines o
Moral Philosophy, by Joufrogy contributed still further to
extend the reaction against the system of Condillac, From
the timo when Royer-Collard commenced his lectures to”
the present day, and through the impulse which he im-
parted, philosophy has been cultivated with the most lively
activity, by many of the finest spirits in France, Of these,
some carrying the zeal they had imbibed from theiy master
into a still more extended sphere, pursued their investigs.
tions into the modern German speculations, which had
alrcady attracted some attention, and exerted some in-
fluence, through the writings of Madam de Stiel, the ex-
positions of Villiers, and others,

The reign of Sensualism was thus at an end, It came to
be looked upon with as great a degree of aversion and
contempt, as it formerly enjoyed of credit and authority.
Its fow partisans were almost exclusively to be found
among the naturalists and physicians. In the only im-
portant work which we have seen and the only one, we
believe, recently written, in the interest of Materialism—
Sur PIrritation ¢t la Folie, by Broussais—the suthor
complains of the injustice and prejudies with which the
once predominant doctrines of Sensualism were regarded.
In truth, nearly all the names of eminence and oelebnty
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in every department of intellectual activity, are ranged on
the side of a spiritual philosophy. Its influence pervades
almost all the celebrated works that have appeared for
forty years, in Art, in History, and in Literature generally.

Among those who imbibed and have contributed to ex-
tend the spirit of this new activity in philosophy, there is
no one who occupies 8o brilliant a position, or has exerted
so great an"influence as Vicror Covsiv. This celebrated
philosopher was born at Paris, November 28, 1702, He

. was educated at the Lycée Charlemagne, where he dis-
tinguished himself by his talentsand by bis industry. At
Ptbis period, under the Empire, it was the policy of the
.government to attach to itsgf every sort of youthful talent
by opening different careers in the service of the state to
Hhoso who distinguished themselves in the colleges of Paris,
Cousin having taken the highest prizes, entitled himself to
exemption from the conscription and to the place of auditor
to the Council of State, with a handsome salary, But an
ardent Iqye of study prevailed over every other considera-
tion, and led him to decline this opening to civil employ-
ments and honors. Through the influence of M. Gueroult,
the translator of Pliny, and honorary counselor of the
‘University, who had known him, and watched his course
with friendly interest, he was decided to devote himself to
the profession of public instruction, His name was accord-
ingly inseribed the first on the list of the pupils admitted
at the Normal School, then organized under the direction
of M. Gueroult, It was in 1810, at the age of eighteen,
that Cousin entered the Normal School, which he never
afterward quitted, and at the head of which he was placed,
after the revolution of 1830. After passing two years there
a8 & pupil, he was appointed Tnstructor in Literature, st
the close of the year 1812; and was raade Master of tho

in 1814, in the place of M. Villemain,
He had not yet however found his true sphere, the proper
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theater for his activity, He has himself described, in the

prefice to the second edition of his Philosophical Frag-

menis, the impressions made upon his mind, upon first en.

tering the Normal School, by the lectures of. M. Laromi-

guitre, and shortly afterward, by ghose of M. Royer-Col-

lard. From that moment he gave up his whole heart to

philosophy. But his patron, M, Gueroult, the ‘prlnoip‘nl of

the Normal School, entertained very difforent views for

him, and after some fruitless struggles, M, Cousin fousd

that his success as a teacher of literature, condemned bim

to that department of instruction. He remained,

ever, none the less warmly attached to his favorite scigjce;.
and at length all his wishes were crowned; for when a¥

the close of the year 1816, M, Royer-Collard was placed

by the now government at thefiead of the University, he

appointed Cousin to succeed himself as Professor of Phh‘
losophy in the Faculty of Literature.

Henceforth M. Cousin dévoted himself entirely to phi-
losophy—giving instruction both at the University and at
the Normal School. For five years he bore the weight of
this double duty. His lectures at tiie University gave a
strong impulse to the public mind, and excited a more
general taste for philosophical studies; while his instruc-
tions at the Normal School formed that body of young
men who have since so well and ably seconded his labors,

In 1817 and 1818, he passed his vacations in traveling
in Germany, for the purpose-of studying the philosophy of
that country. In 1820 he made a journey to the north of
Italy, in order to collate the manuseripts of the Ambrosian
Library and the Library of St. Mark, with referende to. his
projected edition of the wnpublished works of Proclus,
But on his return he fonnd a great ohange in the eondition
of affairs in France, Royer-Collard was no longer at the
head of the University; ho had been dismissed from the
coundil of state, along with M, Guizos ; and an adverse in-
fluence had gained possession of the gavernment and of
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'publio instruction. Our young professor fall under the
suspicion of liberalism in politics ; his course of lectures
was -suspended, and this suspension continued for seven
years. In 1822 the Normal School was suppressed. Dur-
ing this long disgrace, M. Cousin, though deprived of all
public’ employment, and without any private fortune, did
not abandon his vocation as a philosopher. He had hith-
erto served the cause of philosophy by his teachings; he
new continued to serve it by his writings, which at the
same time maintained and increased his reputation.

1824, he traveled in Germany with the son of
+Maghall Lannes, the Duke of Montobello. Silenced in
his own country by the ultra-royalists, his brilliant reputa-
tion, and his well-known Jiberal principles alarmed the
Prussian government, which sent police ofticers into Saxony,
‘and arrested him atDresden. He was carried to Berlin
whero he was kept in prison for several months, By tho
interposition of the celebrated Hegel, at that timo Profess-
or of Philosophy and his personal friend, Cousin obtained
his relesse. This kindness Cousin acknowledges with
great warmth in his beautiful and elegant dedication to
Hegel of the translation of the Gorgias. It turned out
that his arrest was due to the intrigues of the French
Jesuits,

Upon his return to France, in 1825, he continued still
out of favor with the government, and was not permitted
to resume his lectures. But with the elections of 1827
came the ‘overthrow of the Villdle administration; and
under the presidency of Royer.Collard and the ministry of
M. de Martignae, Cousin, togethier with M. Guizot, was re-
established in his Chair in the Faculty of Literature. He
re-appeared there and continued to lectare down to 1830
with s brilliant success which has perhaps never been
‘oqualed at any period in the bistory of philosophical
teaching. We must go back to the days of Abelard to
find any thing like the numerons and. enthusiastio body of
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suditors that attended the .courses of M, Cousin, *The in-
struction, though so remarkable for splendor and brillianay,
was equally remarkable for moderation, in religion, in pols
ities, in every thing. The lectures of Cousin, as well as
those of his collesges Guizot and Villemain, were taken .
down by stenographers, printed, and citroulated, almost as
soon as they were delivered; and in a few days after the
two thousand auditors had heard them at the Sorbonne,
the friends of philosophy from one end of France to the
other received them, and might thus be saidto have been
present at the lectures of this illustrions triuravirate. = -

At the Revolution of 1830, M.Cousin, with his high rep-
utation, his great talents as an orator, his character for
energy, and the populdrity h’l(%ad gained in the Quartier
Latin during the celebrated THtee Days, might easily have
secured a seat in the Chamber of.Deputies, and entered
upon a political career, as did his two colleagues M. Guizot
and M. Villemain, and his friend M, Thiers. But Cousin
declared his resolution to remain faithful to philosophy.
“Politics,” said he at that time, “are but an epispde in my
life; the great current of my existence belongs to philoso-
phy.”  Accordingly the only change he was willing to
yield to, was to pass, according to the strictest forms of
University promotion, from the Faculty of Literature to
the Royal Council of Public Instruction, and to the prin-
cipal direction of the Normal School, which he re-estab-
lished and organized. In order to provide a place for M.
Jouffroy, one of his most able pupils, he exchanged the
Chair of the History of Modern Phitosophy, for that of the
History of Ancient Philosophy, of which he contjnued the
titular incumbent, - He refused to accept any political
office; and although he had preserved the intimate con-
fidence of his old friends, who were now become powerful
ministers, he adhered closely to the University, and de
voted his active mind to the continuation of his philosoph-
foal publications which his lectures had suspended.

4
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But there is another career in which, after 1830, he ac-
quired nearly as much reputation, and a still more undis-
puted popularity, We refer to his services in behalf of
Education,

The whole system of public instruction in France is
under the direction of the government, and all the dif
ferent schools, from the lowest to the highest, compose,
with the Ministry of Public Instruction, what is called the
Unsversity of France. To enlarge the framework of the
University, without deforming it, and to perfect the system
in all ita details, became the object of Cousin’s earnest
endeavors from the time when he became a member of the
Council of Instruction. But he particularly occupied him-
self with two principal objects .that were specially in
trusted to him, the or tion and direction of the
Normal Schools, and the arrangement of the philosophical
studies in the Faculties, and in the Royal, and Communal
Colleges. Of the Normal School, he is the author of the
present Constitution, as well as of its admirable plan of
studies—remarkable for extreme simplicity, and at the
same time uniting the twofold excellence of being both
systematio and practical. This plan of study, which may
serve as a model for all Normal Schools, consists in divid-
ing the course into three years, The first year, the pupils
are treated as young men just come from the colleges;
and the object is to go over, systematize, and perfect the
instruction already received, without rising much above it.
The second year, they are regarded as scholars, whose
knowledge is to be enlarged and cultivated in every di-
rection, as if they were future candidates for the different
academies of the Institute. 'The third year, the pupils are
no longer treated as students come from the colleges whose
course of study is to be reviewed, nor as men of letters in
the general sense of the word, but as professors; who are
to be instructed, not in the sciences, but in the art of
teaching them. 'Wo have not space to explain the system
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by which, in the course of three years, the peouliar talents
and aptitndes of the pupils are brought out, by which their
particnlar destination for the different departments of
public instruction may be indicated.

For the improvement of philosophical instrastion, M.
Cousin arranged a system no less perfect, the details
of which could not here he easily explained. The result,
however, has been that the methods of teaching philoso-
phy in the colleges have been greatly improved, and a new
zeal in the study of it every where awakened.

There is another department of public instruction, even
more important perhaps, in which M. Cousin has rendered
important public service, and acquired a still stronger claim
tothe gratitude of the country, We mean popular education.

After organizing the Norm‘School, and the plan of In- .
struction in philosophy, his attention-was seriously taken
up with primary instruction. In 1831, he solicited and
received from the French government and from M, de
Montalivet, then minister of Public Instruction, a special .
mission for examining the institutions for publio instruc.
tion in Germany. He visited and iuspected all the publio
establishments of Frankfort; of the Grand Duchy of
Weimar; of Saxony, particularly of Leipsic; of Prussia,
of Berlin especially. His report to the government made
two quarto volumes. This report has excited the admira.
tion of accomplished teachers; has been translated into
several languages ; and attracted general attention through-
out Europe. It was morcover the basis of the law passed
in 1833, under the ministry of M. Guizot, and which M.
Cousin brought forward in the Chamber of Peers. He
then devoted himself to perfecting all the regulations and
details which the paseage of that law rendered requisite.
Besides his Report on Primary Instruction in Germany, he
gave, subsequently, a memior on the Secondary Instruction
of Prussia, which became the basis of & project for a law
presented to the Chamber of Peers,
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T et sertioes f Cousin in the ceuse of truth and
lettess, bad lapg .pointed him out as & candidate for the
Freuch Academy; of which he was elected a member,
afer the death of M. Fourier. Subsequently he was
chosen & member of the Acsdemy of Moral and Political)
Sciences; and here, in the philosophical section, he dis-
played his characteristio activity and zeal, in & variety of
memoirs and reports,

Whén the new law was passed, by, which members of
the Institute became eligible to the peerage, Cousin was
among the first persons promoted by the king to that dig-
nity. He was made a peer of France, Oct. 1832, along
with De Sacy, Thenard, and “Villemain, But he rarely
took any.part in the disoussions of that body except on

ome guestion relating to pablic instruction,

1840 he was made Minister of Public Instruction,
Being now st the head of this important department, of
the government, he was in & position to exert himself still
more beneficially for the great interests to which his whole
life bad been devoted ; but, of the details of his labors I
am npt bble to speak. From the time when he went out
of offioe, he has, I believe, lived retired from public kfe,
oooupied in his favorite studies and in completing, revising,
and perfecting his numerous works,

The following is a list of Cousin’s works according to e
last revised and corrected edition of them:

Fiesr Szries.~History or Mopzexy Pamosopay, Leo
tures from 1815 to 1821, 5 vols,

Szoowp Smmiss.—Hisronr or Monzey Purosopny,
Lectures from 1828 to 1830, 3 vols, ‘

,TeiRD Sgrizs,—ParosormcaL FraouzxTs, 23 8 sequel

to the Laotures on the History of Philosophy, 4 vols. To
thia4hird series ia attached the Fracrzrs ox TEE Cap.
iy Prnosorar. 1 vol.

Fovrra Sgrmms.—Lrmzatusz. 8 vols 1. vol, Blsise
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Paséal; 24 vo, Jaoqueline Pascad$-8d, vol., Litertry Prag.
menta, e e e

Frrra Szrms—Pustro Inergvertox. "On Puldio In-
struction in Germany. ¢ vols. On Publi’ Instrubtics’ in
Hollsnd. 1 vol. On Publio Instruction in France under
the Government of July. 3 vols. i ) .

Srxta SErmes.—Pourmeat Drscovrses, with ar Intro-
dnotion on the Principles of the French Revolution, and
of Representative-Government. 1 vol..

Eprrrons Axp TraxnsLaTioNs.—Manual of the History
of Philosophy, translatéd from the German of Tennemah,
2 vols, 8vo. Complete‘Works of Plato. 18 vols. 8vo,
Procli Opera iiedita. 6 vols, 8vo. Abelardi Opera. 2 vols,
4to. The Unpublished Works of Abelard: 1 yél. 4.
Complete Works of Desoartes. 11 vols. 8vo. Philogophi.
cal Works of P. André. 1 vol. 12mo, Philosophical Works
of M. de Biran. 4 vols. 8vo,

Of the philosophical system of M. Cousin a bijef ex:
position was given in the introduction to the first edition -
of this work, which is rendered.unnecessary by the plan
of the present edition. In place of it, I have preferred to
let the author speak in his own words in the additional
Peces which follow the critical examination of Locke, and
whith, besides elucidating his general systam,.contain also
a fuller explanation of some points treated in the examiria-
tion, and give his systematic determination of seyetal of

+the most important questions in philosophy. Every thing
therefore, that is necessary to an accuraté compreheniton
of his system, especially in all that is.peculiar to it, may be.
easily gathered from this volume, If it is not unfolded
precisely in the order and with the duly proportioned
development of a regular trestise, yet all its leading idens,
its constituent principles and their connection and oo-
ordination into s systematic whole, may bo seen with suf-"
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fisient clearness to render-an extended exposition needless,
I shall therefore confine myself here to a few general ob-
nmmm which I thmk‘lmportnnt to be borne in mind.

" Tiv'the first pliod; there is a misconoeption of the nature
of Cousin'd philosophy to be guarded against, which might
at first thought connect itself with the term eclecticism
commonly applied to it. On the one hand-it should not be
confourided in advance with the Alexandrian school which,
though professing the principle of eclecticism, belongs to
the class of systems denominated by Cousin, the mystical ;
nor, on the other hand, should it be conceived as the ab-
sence of systeth, or the gross mixture of all systems, the
impossible project of bringing together all doctrines, all
opinions, which can only result in the confusion of incon-
slptent principles without scientific unity and connection,
Nor, again, is it the arbitrary selecting and combining of
doctrines and notions on-the grounds of taste and prefer-
ence. .

On the contrary, eclecticism, as Cousin holds it, supposes

;A gystem, sets out with a system, and applies a system, It
takes a system as the criterion of the truth or falschood of
all actual systems which it subjects to historical and critical
analysis;

This system is properly called Rational Psychology :
peychology, because although psychology is not the whdle
of philosophy, it is its foundation, the point from whch it
sets out, and the principle which contains in itself the
whole of philosophy ; rational, becanse in the psychological
analysis of the facts of consciousness, not only is the sensis
biliyy found with its sensations individual, contingent, vari-
able, but also reason, and, in the payuhologlcal analysis of
reaton, rational principles which to the view of reflection
are marked with the character of universal and necessary
convitions of the human mind, and which i impose them-
selves upon the intelligence not merely as necessary forms
‘of thought, but also as absolute truths, truths in themselves
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independent of our intelligenee, and so legxtimtely oon-
duct us to & sphere of reglity Ifing’ beyond ourselves.
Rational Psychology, thereﬁ;re, cofitaing not only psyehol-
ogy proper, but also ontology, and logio-which ‘explains
and Jumﬁee the passage from psychalo to ontolbgy, it
contains in short, the whole of pbxhsopg, .

Now it is in relatiomr to the application of anml Pay-
chology to the history of philosophy, that Cousjp-dendmin-
 ates his system echecticism, Eclecticism is a method retheYf
than & system: it is the method by which a system t8
applied to the criticism of all other systems. It goes upon
the ground that & truly complete and odbrect ‘gysten of
philosophy will explain the whole history of philosophy,
and will be itself justified by the history of philosophy.
For, all the great systems that have appeared in Yistory,
however subversive of each other, contain ench some por-
tion of truth, and consequently something in common With
the comprehensive system by which they are judged. Eo-
lecticism is therefore a method both philosophical and’
historical. Rational Psychology at once explains and i u
verified by the history of phllosophy Three things are
accordingly to be distinguished in electicism: its starting-
point, its processes, and its end; or, in other words, its
principle, its instruments, .and its results, It supposes a.
#ystem as it starting-point and clew through the labyrinth
of history, its instrument is a rigid criticism sustained on
solid and extensive erudition; its primary result is the de-
composition of all systems; and its final result the recon-
struction from their materials of a new system which shall
be a complete representation of human consciousness as
unfolded in history, and, at the same time oonespond to
the results of rational psychology.*

* 1f Dr. Hickok (in his Rational Prychology, p. 71), mesns Yo charse-
terize Cousin’s eclocticism as an “arbitrary patchwork” snd an “ar-
togant plandering” of other systems withogt any “law of constructiog,”
he has totally misconceived Cousin's views, and that, fbr such s mas a8
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Afewrmhmthenextphcemy be made in regard

fo the ﬂqmngmhlqueculm&y of Cousin's system ; for in
# general view it presents but one point by which it is

spedially distingmished from all other systems,
In ndopting the method of internal observation and in
mlnng peychology the basis of all philosophy Cousin
agrees with Locke, and {he Sensnalistic School, with Reid
ang ‘the Scottish School and with Kant, and differs from
Bohplling and the later Germans; bat in refusing to limit
)hilomphy within the sphere of psychology and in contend-
 ing for & philosophy of the absolute and infinite, he differs
" from Locke, Reid aud Kant, and agrees with Schelling,
But while he agrees-with Schelling in making the absolute
and infinite & positive in knowledge, he differs fandament-
ally fram him in the mode f attaining it. Cousin finds it
in consciousness; Schelling in & faculty transcending con-
sciousness; Cousin in sppntancous reason; Schelling in
mtelleotusl intuitiofl,” which bemg, accordlng to his de-
termmmon, a faculty out of consciousness, is & pure hy-
pothesis, .
* The fundamental peculiarity therefore of the system of
Cousin consists 1ot merely in making the absolute and in-
finite a matter of positive cognition, but in holding the two-
,fold distinction of repson into spontaneous. and reflective,
and making the former, as impersonal and therefore net

Dr. Hickok, is explicablo only by supposing he did not give himself time
to ascertain them. Ho may be well assured that Cousin would agree
with him asto every one of the conditions demanded for a legitimate
eclecticism. It is not abeolutely clear from his way of expressing bim-
wolf, whether Dr. Hickok thought otherwise, whether he intanded by his
remarks to characterize Cousin's eclecticiam, or such a proceas of arbie
trary picking and choosing as the word might naturally seem to imply.

As to the other point on which he expreeses a decided opinion, namely
Cousin's view of the necessity of creation and the consequences it in-
volves, I have need here only to observe that Dr. Hickok entirely mis-
takos the sense in which the word necessity is used by Cousin, and that
{¢ entalls neither fatalism nor pantheism.
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subjective, this faculty of immediately kmowing'the abeolute
and infisdte, The spontaneous resson apprehends the
absolnte and infinite by an act of positive cognition it re-
veals them in consciousness without thereby making them
merely subjective, -

Now this is undoubtediy the gmpmbiem of speculstive
inquiry, the- problem of problems in philosophy, namely:
whether thers can be any objective knowledge of the wn-
conditioned ; or,"in other words: whether philosophy- ¥
possible considered as any thing more than the observatiodf
and analysis of the phegomens of consciousmess, The ob-
jective reality of the infinite and absolute may, however,
be admitted on either gronnd, Reid and Kunt admit the
existence of God on the ground of the necessary convio-
tions of the reason (we need not here advert to the djf-
ferences in their modes of arriving at their result) ; Cousin.
admits the Divind existénce on the ground of positive
knowledge. The formér sitain to Gdd by Faith; Cousin
by Cognition. Reid"sayst*I'believe in. God becanm the
necessary laws of thopght oblige me to believe in what I
can not know; Cousin says: I believe in God, as I do in
my own soul, because I know the former as well as the
latter in that primitive, unreflective synthesis of thonght—
that natural realism—in which qualfity and substance, the
finite and the infinite are both at once given as cognizable
objects, cognizable under conditions which subsequent re-
flection indeed recognizes as negessary laws of thought.

Now, all this in a practical point of view, may be con-
sidered as amounting to the mmimportans Yerbal question,
whether onr conviction of the Divine existence be a belief
or a knowledge. But in a speculative point of view, with
reference to a theoretical system and to the question how
far philogophy can go, the difference is very materisl. On
this question great men and profound thinkers have dif
fered, and will probably continue to differ—perhaps to the
end of time ; perhaps not Meantime, whatever msy be
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thought of Consin's. dootrine on- this question, 8 high in.
terest sttaches to his labors as an expounder of the history
of philosophy. His profound and acourate -acquaintance
with the whole range of philosophical learning, his exact
and just comprehension of philosophical doctrines and
systems, and his lucid and faithful exposition of them, will
certainly be appreciated by all competent judges. In gene-
ra] critical ability and particularly in the talent for analysis,
he has few eqnals and no superior® -

" Wenow give some account of the course of lectures on
the History. of Philosophy in the B th Century, of
which this volume vontains a part. It must, however, be
Hmited to the briefest indications, '

Having, in his Introduction to the History of Philoso-
Py, explained the cope and method, the system and
general spirit of his instruction, M. Cousin proceeds, in
tho lectures on the philosophy of tho eighteenth century, to
elucidate, extend, and confirm the bistorical principles be-
fore developed, by applying them to the eighteenth cen-
tury, It is his principle, that tiie philosophy of an age
proceeds from all the elements of which the age is com-
posed ; hence the hecessity of studying the philosophy of
the eighteenth century, first in the general history of that
period,

The general character of thc elghteenth century resem-
bles that of the two precgdmg centuries, inasmuch as it

* On this question conterning the absolute, I am bound to refer the
Teader to an extended refutafjo, of the dootrine of Cousin attempted by
8ir Willism Hamilton, ori published in the Edinburg Review,
1829, and contained in hjs Placussions on Philosophy, etc., Lond. 1853,
P. 1; and also to be found in the American reprint, edited by Mr. Wight,
under'the title of “Phllamphy &f Sir William Homilion," New York,
1886, p. 441. A noblo production by a worthy antagonist of Cousin—
worthy to be his antagonist by his wonderful learning, his prodigious
speculative power, and abovo all, by his ability to respect and admire
an opponent equal to that which distingulshes Cousin bimeelf
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continues the characteristic movement of that: peried; it
differs from it, only as it develops that movement on a
larger scale. The middle ages Was the reign of authority
—every thing was fixed and controlled ; the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries commenced-a new movement, in the
spirit of independence ; it was the age of conflict and rev-
olation. The sixteenth and seventeenth centuries under-
mined and shook the middle aged.” The mission of the
cighteenth century was to continue and complete that
movement—to overthrow and put an end to. the middie
ages,

This mission determines the general spmt, of the eight.
eenth century. This epirit is displayed in all ‘the great
manifestations of the age—political—moral—religious—
literary—and scientific. In all these respects, there is &
diminution of the powers and infhences which predominat-
ed ih the middle ages, and, finally, the extension and pre-
dominance of new and unknown powers and influences,
The spirit of the eighteenth century is a spirit of inde-
pendence, of serutiny, of analysis, in regard to all things,
This movement began obscurely, and proceeded with a
comparatively slow and latent progress at first, but with a
constantly accelerating march toward the close of the
period.

The general character of the philosgphy of the eighteenth
century is determined by the general character of the
period. The philosophy of this epochlikewise continues,
develops, and completes the philosophical movement of the
former period. This movementyhs in tho redction against
the spirit of authority in phxlosop which ‘predominated
in the middle ages. This reaetmkwhlch began-in the
sixteenth century, by the springing 6p of-the spirit of in-
dependence: and which conttnued with i mcreasmg strength *
during the seventeenth—gaing the victory in the eight-
eenth; completes and puts an end to the middlé agesin
the matter of philosophy. The sixteenth centary was, to
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thia philosophical revolution, what the fifteenth was to the
religions reformation—a period of necessary preparation,
#lled with struggles, and often with unsuccessful struggles,
#gainst the predominant spirit of autbority ; and, like that,
it bad"its mantyrs, Bruno and Vanini were the Huss snd
Jarome of this philosophical revolution. The sixteenth
semtury was s blind attack upon the principle of authority,
* a8 it existed in the Scholastio philosophy. The seventeenth
century renewed the conflict, established the revolution,
and destroyed Scholasticism, The mission of the eight-
eenth century was to continue and consummate this revo-
lution, by overthrowing the general spirit of authority in
philosophy, and establishing the general spirit of inde-
pendence. In fact jt geheralized the conflict of the pre-
ceding period; propagated the spirit of independenco in
every direction of thinking ; and, finally, established phi-
losophy s a distinct and independent power.

Thus the general mission of the eighteenth century was
to continue and complete the movement of independence,
begun in the two preceding centuries; and to put a final
end to the middle ages in every thing—politics, life, art,
and sgience.

41 analogous to this, the special mission of philosophy
i thé'same century, was to complete the movement before

tﬂe}'em, to put an end to the middle ages in regard
to philosophy, by destroying, in this respect, the principle
of authority, and ciroumseribing it within its proper limits,
those of theglogy.

" Now thisas complex and laborious task, mixed with
results of yood and of evil. The reaction sgainst authority
might g too far; froedom is liable to be pushed to licen-
tionsnexs ; and while the object is'to reduce religious an-
thority within its legitimate sphere, namely, theology,
theology itself may be attacked. Instances of this occur
in the philosophy.of the eighteenth century; still, a large
shave of the most illustrious names are no less distinguished
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for & profound submission and. respect to. religier than. by
the spirit of independence in regard te philosophy. . -
Next comes the considepation of the Method o!yhlo»
phy in the eighteenth century, Thé middle ages was thi
reign of Hypothesis. The sixteenth century-was a-sost of
insurrection of the new epirit sgainst the'old, and. oould
not organize itself and take the form and consisenc of-a
established Method, But in the seventsenth dentury, the
true Method began to be formed under Baocon. ang Des:
cartes; though in the Iatter it ran out at ladt into hypos
thegis, In the eighteenth century, the question concgrning
Method became the fundamental question. In this century
was completed the triumph of the method of expériment
over hypothesis ; its triumph, that is, in regard to ita prin-
ciple, namely, analysis, Analysis was generalized, extended
every where, and established as an exclusive power in phi-
losophy. The triumph of analysis has likewise its part of
good and its part of evil. Its good is found in the destruo-
tion of hypothesis, and of false synthesis, snd in & vast
collection of accurate experiments and obser¥ations, Its
evil is found in the neglect of synthesis, whioh is, equally
with analysis, an element of the true.experimental mgshod.
Then follows a view of the different systomagf ﬂuo-
phy embraced in the eigliteenth century. These gy
are the same as those of the two préeeding oenm*l
neither more nor less. The only dxﬂ'erenoe is, that the
philosophy of the. eighteenth century develeps these sys-
tems in grander proportions, and on-y largersacale. They
are the same systems, moreover, which are$d be found
in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries~in -the .middlo
ages—in Greece—in the East. The reason is, that all these
systems have their root in human’ nature, independent of
particular times and places, The human mind is the
original, of which philosophy ié the representstion, more
or less exact and complete. We are therefore to seek
from the human mind the explanation of the different sys.

2,874
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tems, whicky born of philosophy, share all fts changes, its
progress, and its petfectionment ;—which starting up in
the Kast, in the oradle of humanity, after traversing the
‘globe, and suocessively appearing in Greece, in the middle
ages, in the modern philosophy commencing with the
sixteenth centdry—have met together in Europe in the
eighteenth century, . '
* The result of this examination gives as & matter of fact
in the history.of philosophy, four great schools or systems
of philosophy, which comprehend all the attempts of the
philosophical spirit, and which are found in every epoch of
the world, These sybtems are Sensuglism, Idealism,
Bkepticinm, and Mystieism,

Sensualism takes scnsation as the sole principle of knowl-
edge. Its pretension is that there is not 4 single element
in the consciousness which is not explicgble by sensation,
This exclusive pretension i its error. A part of our knowl-
edge oan be explained by sensation; but another part, and
that 8 very important part, can not. Its necessary conse-
quences are fatalism, materialism, and atheism.

. On the other hand, Idealism, as an exclusive system,
takes its point of departure from the resson or intelligence,
< from the ideas or’ laws whiok govern its activity ; but in.
sbead of contenting itself with denying the exclusive pre-
tension of Sensualiam, and assertaining the origin of an im.
portant part of our knowledge in the reason, and thus
vindieating the truths destroyed by Sensualism—it finds
all reality in the mind, alone; denies matter; absorbs
all things, Gbd and the universe, into individaal conscious.
ness, and that into thought; just as, by a contrary error,
Sensualism absorbs consciousness and all things into sensa-
tion, Sensualism and Idealism are two dogmatisms equally
true in one view, equally false in another; and hoth resul
in nearly equal extravagances,
Skepticism, in its first form, is the appearance of com-

mon seuse on t)'xe. ?ne gf philosophy. Disgusted with the
1 Gl
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extravaganves of the two exclusive systems, which mutualty
oonfliet and destroy each other, reflostion proceeds to ex. -
amine the bases, the processes and results of those systems;
and it easily and undeniedly demonstrates that in all these
respects, there is much esror in both.the systems, But in
its weakness, it falls likewise into exclusiveness and exag-
geration; and finally declares that every system s fulse,
and that there is no such thing as truth sad oertainty
within the grasp of the mind. Thus skepticism results in
equal extravagance, Its distinctive position, that there is
no truth, no certainty, is the absurd and suicidal dogmat-
ism: It i8 certain that there is no certainty.

The fourth system is Mysticism. The word is not used
vaguely, but in a precise sense; and designates the ‘prin-
ciple of a distinet philosophical system. The human mind,
indeed, when tossed about amid conflicting efstems, and
distressed by the sense of inability to decide for itself, yet
feeling the inward want of faith—a spirit the reverse of the
dogmatic and scornful skepticism, may despair of philoso-
phy, renounce reflection, and take refuge within the cirole
of theology. This is doubtless often the fact, though there
is, in the opinion of Cousin, an obviors inconsistehoy in it;
for it takes for granted that the oljections which Skepi-
cism brings against every system, and which-the mind ¥n
not refute, are not as valid against a religious as a philosophs
ical system. The renunciation of reflection is not, haw-
ever, what Cousin means by Mysticism. It is reflection it
self building its system on an element of consciousness
overlooked by Sensualism, and by Idealisin, and by Skep-
ticism, This element is spontaneity, which is the basis of
reflection. Spontaneity is the element of fhith, of religion.
Reflection effects a sort of philosophical compromise be-
tween religion and philosophy, by falling back and ground-
ing itself upon that fact, anterior to itself, which is the
point where religion and philosophy meet—the fact of
spontaneity. This fact is primitive, gxrgﬂ'gotéve, #000m-
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panied by  lively faith, and is exalting in its influence. It
is reason, reforred to its eternal principle, and spedking
with his authority in the human intelligence. It is o this
element of truth that Mysticism reposes. But this system,
like the others in the exaggeration of its principles and in
its neglect of the other elementa of human nature, engend-
ers multiplied extravagances ; the delusions of the imagina-
tion, and nervous sensibility, taken for revelations, neglect
of outward reality, visions, theurgy, etc.

These systems all have their utility; positively, in de-
veloping respectively some element of intelligence ; and in
cultivating some part of human nature and of science ;—
negatively, in limiting each other; in combatting each
other's errors; and in repressing each other's extrava-
ganoes,

As to the intrinsio merit, it is a favorite position with
Cousin : They exist; therefore there is a reason for their
existence; therefore. they are true, in whole or in part.
Error is the law of our nature; but not absolute error, Ab-
wolute error is unintelligible, inadmissible, impossible. It
is not the error that the human mind believes; it is only

. in virtue of the truths blended with it that error is ad-
mitted. These four systems are, regpectively, partly true,
and partly false. "The eclectio spirit is not absolutely to
reject any one of them, nor to become the dupe of any one
of them ; but by & discriminating criticism, to discern and
accept the truth in each, This is the scope and attempt
of M. Cousin’s historical and critical labors,

These four systems are the fundamental elements of all
philosophy, and consequently of the history of philosophy.
They are not only found in the eighteenth century, but
they exist and re-appear successively in every great epoch
of the history of man. Previously, therefore, to entering
upon the examinations of these systems as they exist in the
eighteenth century Cousin reviews their respective an-
tecedents in the Egat., in Greece, in the middle age and.in
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the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, He traces and
develops the Sensual, the Ideal, the Skeptical and the
Mystical Schools, in each of those periods. ‘The principal
portion of his first volume is occupied with this review.
Our limits forbid us to follow him. It can enly be re-
marked, that along with the other schoals, he finds also
the Sensual school. He finds it with all' its distinctive
traits in the philosophy of India; traces it through the
twelve centuries filled by Grecian philosophy, from its
commencement in the Ionian School, to Aristotle and the
Peripatetics ; thence to its re-appearance in the middle
age, involved in the scholastic Nominalism of Occam ;
thence to its more decided announcement in Pomponatius,
Telesio, and Campanella, in the fifteenth and sixteenth
centuries ; and finally-in modern philosophy, in Hobbes,
Gassendi, and others, the immediate predecessors of Locke.
He then comes to a detailed examination of Locke as the
true father of the Sensual school in the eighteenth century
and of the various Sensual systems included in it. In this
examination of the Essay on the Understanding, he sig-
nalizes the general spirit and the method of that work ; he
exhibits its systematic principle, its avplications, and all its
consequences, explict or involved. Ho carefully discrimin-
ates its part of truth from its part of error; and if his
conclusions result in the overthrow of the exclusive and
systematic principles and principal positions of Locke's
work, it is because his analysis led him to this, Of the
truth and exactness of this analysis, the reader will judge,
C. S H.
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CHAPTER I

GENERAL SPIRIT AND METHOD OF LOCKE'S ESSAY,

General spirit of the Essay on the Human Understanding.—Its Method.—
Study of the Human Understanding itself, as the necessary intro-
duction to all true philosophy.—~Study of the Human Understanding
in its action, in its phenomens, or ideas.—Division of the inquirjes re-
lating to ideas, and determination of the order in which those investi-
gations should be made. To postpond the logical and ontologioal
question concerning the truth or fhlsity of ideas, and the legitimacy
of their application to their respective objects; and o conpentrate
our investigations upon the study of ideas in themselves, snd in
that, to begin by describing ideas as they actually are, and then to
proceed to the investigation of their origin—Examinatiod of the
Method of Locke, Its merit: he postpones and places lasy the gues-
tion of the truth or falsity of ideas, Its fatlt: he entirely reglects
the question concerning the actual charaster of [ ideas, and bogins with
that of their origin.—First mistake of Method; chanoes of error which
it involves.—General tendency of the School of Locke.~Recapitula-
tion.

ThE first question which srises in exmnining the Essay
on the Human Understanding respects the suthority upont
which it relies in the last- analysis. Does the anthor seek
for truth at his own risk, by the force of reasoir-alone ; or
does he recognize s foreign and superior suthority to
which he submits, and from which he borrows the ground
of his judgments? This is indeed, as you know, the ques-
tion which it is necessary to put at the outsét to every
philosophical work, in order to determine its most geperal
oharagter, and its place in the hkm-y of philoeophy, snd
even of civilization. Aungle glanoe is enough to show
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that Locke is s free seeker of truth. Every where he ap-
pesls to the reason. He starts from this authority, and from
this alone; and if hg subsequently admits another, it is
because he arrived at it by reason; so that it is the reason
which governs him, and, as it were, holds the reins of his
mind, Locke belongs then to the great family of inde-
pendent philosophers. The Essay on the Human Under-
standing is a fruit of the movement of independence in the
eighteenth century, and it has sustained and redoubled that
movement. This character passed from the master to his
whole school, and was thus recommended to all the friends
of human reason. I should add that in Locke, independ-
ence is always united with a sincere and profound respect
for every thing worthy of respect. Locke'is a philosopher,
and he is at the same a Christian. Such is the chief. As
to his gchool, you know what it has been. Its independ-
ence passed rapidly into indifference, and from indif
férence to hostility. I mention ull this, because it is
important you should always hold i in your hand the thread
of the movement and progress of the sensual school,

I now. pass to the question.which comes next after that
coneerning the general spirit of every philosophical work,
namely, the question of Method. You know the import-
ance of this question. It ought by this time to be very
obvious to you, that as is the method of a philosophy, so
will bo its system, and that the adoption of a method de-
cides tho destinies of s philosophy., Hence our strict
obligation to insist on the method of Locke with all the
caro of which we are capable, What then is that method

- which, in its germ, contains the whole system of Locke
—the system that has produced the great Sensual school
of the eighteenth century? We will let Locke speak for
himself. In his preface he expresses himself thus:

“Were it fit to trouble thee with the history of this
Easay, I should tell thee, that five or six friends, meeting



ELEMENTS OF PSYCHOLOGY. 9%

in my chamber, and- discoursing on a subject very remote
from this, found themselves quickly at a stand, by the dif:
ficulties that rbsglon ery side. After we had awhile
uzzled ourselves witholt coming any nearer a resolution
of those doubts which perplexed us, it came into my
thoughts that We took a wrong course; and that before
we set ourselves upon inquiries of that nature, it was
pecessary to examine our own abilities, and see what. ob-
jects our understandings were or were not, fitted to deal
with. This I proposed to the company, who all readily
assented ; and thereupon it was agreed that this should be
our first inquiry. Some hasty and undigested thoughts
on a subject I had never before considered, which T set
down against our next meeting, gave the first entrance
into this discourse; which having been thus begun by
chance, was continued by entreaty ; written by incoherent
parcels; and after long intervals of neglect, resumed again,
48 my humor or occasions permitted ; and at last, in a re-
tircment, where an attendance on my health gave me
leisure, it was brought into that order thou now scest it.”

He returns to the same thought in the Introduction
which follows the preface :

B.1. Ch. I § 2.—“1 shall not at present meddle with
the physical consideration of the mind, or trouble myself
to examine wherein its essence consists, or by what mo-
tions of our spirits, or alterations of our bodies, we come
to have any sensations by our organs, or any fileas in our
understandings; and whether those ideas do, in their form-
ation, any or all of them, depend on matter or no. These
are speculations, which, however curlous and entertain-
ing, 1 shall decline, as lying out of my way, in the design
I am now upon. It shall suffice to my present purpose,
to consider the discerning faculties of 8 man, as they are
employed about the objects which they have to do with.”
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Looke is persuaded that this is the only way to repress
the rashness of philosophy, and at the same time to en-

courage useful investigations : i‘ % 71 ,

B. L Ch. 1. § 4.—“If, by this inquiry into the nature of
the understanding, I can discover the powers thereof, how
far they reach, to what things they are in any degree pro-
portianate, and where they fail us, I suppose it may be of
use’to prevail with the busy mind of man, to be more
cautions in meddling with things exceeding its comprehen-
sion ; and to stop when it is at the utmost extent of its
tether; and to sit down in a quiet ignorance of those
things, which, upon examination, are found to be beyond
the reach of our capacitics, We should not then perhaps
be so forward, out of an affectation of an universal knowl-
edge, to raise questions and“porplex ourselves and others
about things to which our understandings are not suited,
and of whioh we can not form in our minds any clear and
distinet pereeptions, or whereof (as it has perhaps too often
happened) we have not any notions at all. If we can find
out how far the understanding can extend its view, how
far it has facultics to attain certainty, and in what cases it
oan only judge and gucss, we may learn to content our-
selves with what is attainable by us in this state.”

§ 6. “ When we know our own strength, we shall the
better know what to undertake with hopes of success:
and when we have well surveyed the powers of our own
minds, and made some estimate what we may expect from
them, we shall not be inclined cither to sit still and nov set
our thoughts on work at all, in despair of knowing any
thiog ; or, on the other side, question every thing, and
disclaim all knowledge, bocause some things are not to be
understood.”

And again in the same section :
%Xt is of grest use to the exilor, to know the length of
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his line, though he can not with it fathom all the depths
of the ocean. It is well he knows that it is long enough
to reach the bottom at such places as are necessary to
direct his voyage, and caution him against runmng upon
shoals that may ruin him.”

I will add but one more quotation :

§ 7. “This was that which gave the first rise to this
Essay concerning the understanding. For I thonght that
the first step toward satisfying several inquiries the mind
of man was very apt to run into, was to take & survey of
our own understandings, examine our own powers, and’
see to what things they were adapted, Till that was done,
I suspected we began at the wrongend . .. .”

I have brought together all these citations on purpose to
convince you that they contain not merely a fugitive vieve,
but o fixed rule—a Method. Now this method, in my
judgment, is the truc method, the same which at this day
constitutes the power and the hope of science, Let mo
present it in somewhat more modern ‘anguage.

Whatever be the object of knowledge or of inquiry, God
or the world, things the most remote or near, you neither
know nor can know them but under one condition, namely,
that you have the faculty of knowledge in general ; and you
neither possess nor can attain a knowledge of them except
in proportion to your general faculty of knowledge, What-
ever you attain a knowledge of, the highest or lowest thing,
your knowledge in the last rosult rests upon the reach and
the validity of that faculty, by Whatever name you call it—
Spirit, Reason, Mind, Intelligence; Understanding. Locke
calls it Understanding, A sound philosophy, instead of be-
ginning with a blind and random application of the under-
standing, ought first to examine that faculty, to investigate
its nature and its capacity; otherwise there will be a lin-

5
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bility to endless aberrations and mistakes, The study of
the understanding is then pre-eminéntly the philosophical
study. There is no part of philosophy which does not pre-
suppose it, and borrow its light from it. Take, for example,
Logie, or the science of the rules which ought to direct the
human mind—what would it be without a knowledge of
that which it is the object to direct, the human mind itself?
So also of Morals, the science of the principles and rules
of action—what could that be without a knowledge of the
subject of morality, the moral agent, man himself? Poli-
thos; the science or the art of the government of social man,
rests equally on a knowledge of man whom, in his social
nature, socicty may develop, but can not constitute. Als-
thetics, the science of the Beautiful, and the theory of the
Arts, has its root in the nature of a being made capable
to recognize and reproduce the beautiful, to feel the par-
ticular emotions which attest its prescnce, and to awaken
thosc emotions in other mind«, So also if man were not
a religions being, if none of his faculties reached beyond
the finite and bounded sphere of this world, there would
be-for him no God. God exists for man, only in propor-
tion to his facultics; and the examination of those facul-
ties and of' their capacity, is the indispensable condition of
every sound Theodicy. In a word, the nature of man is
implied in every science, however apparently foreign, The
study of man is then the necessary introduction to every
scienco ; and this study, call it Psychology, or by any other
name, though it certainly is not tho whole of philosophy,
must be allowed to be its foundation and its starting-point,

But is a knowledge ofihuman nature, is peychology
possible? Without doubt ¥ is; for consciousness is a wit-
ness which gives us information of cvery thing that takes
place in the interior of our minds. It is not the principle
of any of our faculties, but is a light to them all. It is
not becanse wo have tho consciousess of it, that any thing
goes on within us; but that which does go on within us,
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would be to us as though it did not take place, if it were
not attested by consciousness. It is not by consciousness
that we feel, or will, or think; but it is by it we know
that we do all this, The authority of consciousness is the
ultimate authority into which that of all the other faculties
is resolvable, in this sense, namely, that if the former be
overthrown, as it is thereby that the action of all the
others, even that of the faculty of knowing itself, comes
to be known, their authority, without being in itself de-
stroyed, would yet be nothing for ug Thus it is impossible
for any person not to rely fully upon his own consciousness,
At this point, skepticism itself expires; for, as Descartes
says, let a man doubt of every thing else, he can not doubt
that he doubts. Consciousness, then, is an unquestionable
authority ; its testimony is infallible, and no individual is
destitute of it. Qonsciousness is indeed more or less dis-
tinet, more or less vivid, but it is in all men. No one is
unknown to himself, although very few know themselves -
perfectly, because all or nearly all mako use of conséious-
nesy without applying themseclves to perfect, unfold, and
enlarge it, by voluntary effort and attention. In all men,
consciousness i8 a natural process; soce elevate this nat-
ural process to the degree of an art, of & method, by re-
flection, which is a sort of second consciousness, a free
reproduction of the first ; and as consciousness gives to all
nien a knowledge of what passes within them, so reflection
gives the philosopher a certain knowledge of every thing
which falls under the eye of consciousness. It is to bo
observed that the question here is not concerning hypo-
theses or conjectures; for it.i8; pdt even a question con-
cerning a process of rcasoning.?-'lt id solely a question of
facts, and of facts that are equally capable of being ob-
served as those which come to pass on the scenc of the
outward world. The only difference is, the one are ex-
terior, the other interior; and as the natural action of our
facultics carries us outward, it is more easy to observe the
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one than the other, Bat with a little attention, voluntary
exertion, and practice, one may succeed in internal observ-
ation ax well ‘as in external. And finally, even if pey-
chology were really more difficult than physics, yet in its
natare, the former is, equally with the latter, a science of
observation, and consequently#*has the same title and the
ﬂe il Yo-the rank of a positive scienco.*

. [Uomw-'rhh is agbrief but sufficient demonstration of the
wbmsy and vilidity of peychology. Before proceeding, however, to
Yot Atpfonrthe objects &€ paychiology—it may be well for the stu-

W o little further upon the nature of consciousness,
ve fact of consciousnoss i8 tho condition of all knowledgo and all

Nhlophy It is “the light of all our seeing." The various definitions
which have boen given of this word by differcnt writers, and the vague-
noss with which it has been used, appear to result from the difficulty
of distinguishing the different glements which, in their inseparable and
blended action, make up the complex whole of intelloctual reality snd
life; or réther, in which variety the unity of intelloctual lifo manifests
itsell 1t ia difficult to sce the distinct in the inseparable; to see a part
in & whole, without confounding it with the whole. It is difficult, on
tho other hand, to distinguishr without separating and destroying. And
again, whero any ono olement is prosent, and inseparably connectod
with each and all the othor clements of a complex whole, there is great
danger of confounding it with some ono or other of those elements,
apart from which it is never found, while yet it is distinct from each
and all of them. This is the case with regard to consciousness, It is
not the mind itsolf but tho light in which all the phenomena of the
mind are reflected to itsell, Wo Imow oursclves and every thing that
wo know, only in the light of conscipusness. Wo find ourselves and all
things in consciousncss. It is tho ght in which we sce all things, yet
it 18 not tho seeing itsell. It roveals to the mind ita various modifica-
tions, its foolings, sensations, thoughts aéd*volitions; yet, though con-
nocted with thom, it is distivet from them all. It is neither a puro
passivity nor a voluntary sctivity,4hough it may appear on both hands
to partake of the nature of the modifications of which it informs us. It
is & spontaneity, a fact. 1t is neither a machine nor an agent. It is
not a produot of the mind, nor sa effect of the will. Thought and voli-
tion are produced; but consciousness is & witness of our thoughts and
volitions; though the most eminent fact of consciousness—self-afirma-
tion—may indeed be conditionsd by an act of the will; yet this reflective
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But we must recognize the proper objects of psychelogy.
They are those of reflection, which again are those of con-
sciousness, Now it is evident the objects of consciousness
are neither the outward world, nbr God, nor even the
soul itself as to its substance, for if we had a conscionsness
of the substance of the soul, there would be no more dig-
pute concerning its nature, whether it be wisterial o

act is ulterior to the primitive, spontaneous fact of consciodences, in
which self is first revealed in opposition to not-self. S
Consciousness, considered as the condition of petcelving im'u'wm
whatever passes within us, has, by some, been confounded Withi . the
internal sensibility, Reid, on the contrary, appears to regard it as &
distinct and special faculty of the mind, whose.offico is in general o
observo tho operations of the other faculties. This viow is rejected by
Brown, who seems to consider consciousness as nothing more than &
general word to express the aggregste of the phenomena ar states of
the mind. Many nice questions have been mado by other writers, in
regand to the discrimination of the words consciousness, self, and the me;
and the distinctions that have been laid down in respect to these words
may seom to many more subtle than valid.. Passing by them themﬁm,,
it is probably enough here to observo that consciousness s not to be
confounded neither with the sensibility (external or intornal), nor with
tho understanding, nor with the will; neither is it a distiet and special
faculty of the mind; nor is it the principle of "any of the faculties; nor
ia it, on the other hand, the product of them. Still less is it & mere
generalization to express the total series of representations, a merely
verbal or logical bond to bring into & collective unity the various phe-
nomena of the mind, It is the eon()ition of all knowledge: it is that
in which all the representations of the mind are revealed to the sdf, in
opposition to the nofself. It 18 not the result of experience (though con-
ditioned by it), since it is pre-supposed in experience, and renders ex-
perionco possible. For therg s no experience without knowledge; and
in order to knowledge it is not only necessary that the sensidility should
bo affocted, but that the mind, re-acting upon the sensibility and con-
necting itself with it, representations, or mental phenomena, as the Joint
effoct, should be produced; and these representations, as objects, when
perceived through the light of consciousness, by the intelligence as the
subject, constitute knowledge direct and immediate, which, in its most
general torm, is fesling; or, if the conscious representation is referred
oxclusively to the subject, ssnsation; if to the object, percsption, Con-
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spiribual, Tho cssence, the being in itself, whatever it be,
whether of bodies, or of God, or of the soul, falls not
undér consciousness, True philosophy docs not exclude
ontology, but it adjonrns it. Psychology, does not de-
thtone metaphysics, but precedes and clears it up. It
thgﬂot -mploy itself in cond'\iuctmg 4 romance concern-
ing the nature of the soul, but it studies the soul in the

scionsmess has been dofined in the Critical Philosophy as the act of
reforring that {n a phenomenon which belongs to the subject to the sub-
Ject; and that which belongs to the object to the object; as the power
of distinguishing.4uggelves from external objects, and from our own
thoughts. Porbaj most correct description of the mind is con-
sciousnoss, & ., of the conscious slates of the mind, is the being aware of
the phenomena of the mind—of that which is present o the mind; and
it sell conaciousness be diatinguw not in genere, but as a special de-
tormipation of consclousnoss, ingie the being aware of ourselves, as of
the me in opposition to tho not-nte, or as the permanont subject, distinct
from the phenomena of the mind and from all the outward causes of
Ptbom.
~ In regard to Lbo distinctlon between the natural or spontaneous, and
the phlloaophlml or reflected consciousness, it may be remarked, that
while Locke uses thé word roflection to signify tho natural conscious-
Jhess common b all reflecting beings, Cousin uscs it above to imply a
particular determination of conaciousness by the will. It is a voluntary
Alling back upon the natural and spontaneous consciousness; it is an
act of self-reduplication. It is in this sonse that hio regards reflection
a8 the spocial attribute of the phillosophic mind. All men are endowed
with the natural consciousness;: while in many the faculty of higher
speculation is never developed. The one i# like the scales in common
use, and answers the ends of ordinary life; the other is like the golden
soales of the chemist, to appreciate the alightest welght;—or, the one is
the vision of the unaided eye; the other the vision aided by the micro-
acope. CoLEBIDGR makos the same distinotion with Cousin; but he does
not consider the power of philosophical insight to bo as common as
Cousin would make it: “it ia neither possible,” says be, * nor necessary
for all men, or for many, to be philosophers. There is a philosophic (and,
inasmuch as it is actualized by an effort of freedom, an ariificial) con-
aclousnoss which lios beneath, or, asit were behind the spoataneous con-
sclousness natural to all reflecting beinga"—Tx.)
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action of its faculties, in the phenomena which conscious-
ness may attain, and does directly attain. )

This may put in clear light the trae character of the
Essay on the Human Understanding. . It is a work of pay-
chology and not of ontology. Locke does not investigste
the nature and principle of the understanding, %ﬁ
action itself of this faculty, the phenomena by which¥t is
developed and manifested. Now the phenomens of the
understanding Locke calls ideas, This is the tethnical
word which he every where employs to designate that
by which the understanding manifests itself, and that to
which it immediately applies itself:

Introduction, § 8, “I have used it,” fays he, “t6 express
whatever is meant by phantasm, notion, species,* or what-
ever it is which the mind can be employed about in think-
ing. I presume it will be easily granted me that there are
such ideas in men’s minds ; every one is conscious of them
in himself; and men’s words and actions will satisfy him.
that they are in others.” -

It is very obvious that by ideas ar¢ here meant tHer
phenomena of the understanding, of . thought which the
consciousness of every one can perseive in himself when
he thinks, and which are equally in the consciousness of
other men, if we judge by their words and actions, Idess
are to the understanding what effects are to their causes,
The understanding reveals itself by ideas, just as causes by
their effects, which at once manifest and represent them,
Hereafter we shall examine the advantages and disad.
vantages of this term, and the theory also which it
involves, For the present it is enough to state it and to
signalize it as the watchword of the philosophy of Locke.
The study of the understanding is with Locke and with all
his school, the study of ideas; and hence the -celebrated
word Ideology, recently formed to designate the science

* [Theso are the terms employed in the Scholastic philosophy.~Tz.]



104 ELEMENTS OF PRYCHOLOGY.

of the buman understanding. The source of this expres.
sion already lay in the Essay on the Human Understand.
ing, and the Ideological achool is the natural daughter of

Tgke.*

* ‘l‘hm word came into use in France about the beginning
of the préfén , and became the general designation of philosophy
in tho BgakhalBchool. One of the most distinguished writers of the

Ideological sot -y the Count Destuts de Tracy, to whom perhaps the
vord owes,iae'utffl. He was the metaphysician of the Sensual Sdheol
at tho poﬂoq 5 @abanis may be consldered as its physiologist, and
Volnoy k4 m the strictness of his thinking, and the clearness
of his style,' 0% nsiders him the most faithful and complete repre-
sentatlvo of his' jhool. His wtitings are characterized by the attempt
&t logical simplicity, and by a great talent for it. Ho excels in abstrac-
tion and generakzation ; Mo reasons with strictness from the- data he
starts from, but whhogt much setuting of the grounds on which thoso
datd rest, or tho proceddes by which they were fumfished. His theory
of the mind is very simple. The wind, according to him, is nothing but
sensation, or more proporly the sefisibility, of which sensation is the ex-
erciso. Tho sensibility is susoepjible of different sorts of impression:
1, those which ariso from the present action of objects upon its organs;
8, thoso which result from theig past action, by means of a certain dis-
poe\uon which that action leftipon tho organs; 3, thoso of things which
have relations, and yoay be compared ; 4, those which spring from our
wanta and lead us'to satisfy thom. [Every thing thus comes from the
‘oxerciso of the senaibility through smpressions mado upon the organs
of sense, When tho sensibility is affocted by tho first sort of impres-
“slon, it feels simply ; whou by tho second it ropeats or recollects; when
by tho third, it feels the relations or judges; whea by tho fourth, it de-
sltes or wills. Thus Sensafion, accobding to the nature of its objects,
manifosts {teolf respectively as pure perception, or memory, or judgmeut,
or will. Tt is therefore the sole principle of all our faculties and of all
operations of the mind; ainge there is nono of them which may not be
reduced to ouo or the other of theso forms of sonaibility.

It is ‘obvious that Materialism is one of the consequonces of this
theory; resolving all the phenomena of the mind into forms of sen.
tation, it goes %o make tho supposition of & spiritual subject un-
necessary.  Futaliom is another systematio consequence; willing
is but & form of the sensibility impressod fom without; actions are
therefore necessary; and responsibility and moral distinctions are de-
stroyed. The theory results also in Atheism, or, which comes to the
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Here, then, you perceive the study of the human under.
standing reduced to the study of ideas; now this study
embraces several orders of researches which it is important
definitely to determine* According to what has hegn
said, ideas may be considered under two poi "
wo may inquire if} in relation to their respd
whatever these objects may be, they are tr
negleting the question of their truth ami:
legitiiate or illegitimate application to thxm%
may investigate solely what they are in them%‘s they
are manifested by consciousness, Such a 0 most
general questions which may be proposed respecting ideas,
And the order in which they are to b treated ¢m not be
doubtful. + It is obvious enough, that to begin by consider-
ing ideas in relatjon to their objects, without having ascer-
tained what they are in themselves, is to.begin at the end;
it is to begin by investigating the legitimacy or illegitimaoy
of conscquences, while remaining in ignorance of their prin-
ciples, The correct procedure, then, is to begin by the
investigation of ideas, not 23 true or false, properly or
improperly applicable to such. or sach objects, And conse-
quently a8 being or not being sufficicnt grounds for such
or such opinion or belief, but as simple phenomena of the
understanding, marked by their respective characteristics,
In this way unquestionably should the true method of
observation proceed.

This is not all. Within these limits there is ground
likewise for two distinet orders of investigation,

same thing, in & certain form of Pantheiem ; for, according to it, no
idea can be formed of a God existing independently of the materisl
universe.

Count do Tracy was born fu 1764, His Elemens d'Idéologle were
pablished at Paris in 1801-1804. 2 vols. 8vo ~Ta]

* All the distinctions which follow have boon before made in the
opening discourse of the year 1817, on tho Classification of Philosophle
cal Questions and Schools. See Appendix. I.

5t
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-We may study the ideas whioch are in the human under-
standing a8 it is now developed in the present state of
things,  The object, in this casc, is to collect the phe-
nomena of the understanding as they are given in con-
sciousness, and to state accurately their differences and
resemblances, 8o s to arrive af length at a good classifica-
tion of all these phenomens, Henco the first maxim of the
method- of observation: to.omit none of the phenomena
attosted by consciousness. Indeed you have no' option;
they exist, and they must for that sole reason be recog
nized, They are in reality, in the consciousness; and they
must find & place in the frame-work of your science, or
your science is nothing but an illusion, The second rule
i8: to imagine none, or to take none upon mere supposition.
As you are not to deny any thing which is, 8o you are not
to presume any thing which is not. You are to invent
nothing and you are to suppress nothing. To omit nothing,
to take nothing upon supposition ; these are the two maxims
of observation, the two essential laws of the experimental
method applied to the phenomena of the understanding,
a8 to every other order of phenomena. And what I say
of tho phienomena of the understanding, I say also of their
charncteristics ; none must be omitted, none taken upon
supposition,  Thus having omitted nothing and taken
nothing upon supposition, having embraced all the actual
phenomena and those only, with all their actual character-
istics and those only ; you will have the best chance of
arriving at o legitimate classification, which will compre-
hend the whole reality and nothing but the reality, the
statistics of the plienomena of tho understanding, that is
of ideas, complete and exact.

Thid done, you will know the understanding as it is at
present. But has it always been what it is at present ?
Since the day when its operations began, has it not under-
gone many changes? These phenomena, whose characters
you have with so much penetration and fidelity analyzed
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and reproduced, have they always heen what they are-and
what they now appear to you? May they nof havehiad at
their birth certain characters which have disappeared, or
have wanted at the outset certain characters which they
have since acquired? Hence the important question, of
the origin of idess, or the primitive charactery of the
phenomens of the understanding. When this secodd
question shall be resolved ; when you shall knew what in
their birth-place have been these same phenomena hich
you have studied and learned in their presens actual Entm

when you shall know what they were, and what they have
become ; it will be easy for you to trace the route by
which they have arrived from their primitive to their pres-
ent state. You will easily trace their génesis, after having
determined their actual present state, and penetrated their
origin, It is then only that you will know perfeotly what
you are; for you will know both what you were, and what
you now are, and how from what you were you have
come to he what you are, Thus wilt b§ completely known
to you, both in its actual and in its primitive state, and
also in its transformations, that faculty of knowing, that
intelligence, that reason, that spiri#, that mind, that un-
derstanding, which is for you the foundatlon of all knowl-

edge,

The question of the present state of our ideas, and that
of their origin, are then two distinct questions, and both
of them are necessary to constitute a complete psychology.
In as far as psychology has not surveyed and exhausted .
these two orders of researches, it is unacquainted with the
phenomena of the understanding ; for it has not appre-
hended them under all their aspects. But where should
we commence ? Should we begin by recognizing the actual
character of our ideas, or by investigating their origin?

Shall we begin with the question of the origin of ideas?
It is withont doubt a point extremely cdrious and ex-
tremely important. Man aspires to penetrate the origin
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of. every thing, and particularly of the phenomens that
paséwithin him. He can not rest satisfied without having
ined this, The question concerning the origin of ideas
is undeniably in the human mind ; it has then its place and
itd claim in science. It must come up in its time, but should
it come up first? In tho firsteplace it is full of obscurity.
mind i8 & river which we can not easily ascénd, Ite
Popiece, liko that of the Nile, is a mystery. How, indecd,
shall wo catch the fugitive phenomena, which mark the
first springing up.of thought? Is it by memory? But
you have forgotten what passed within you then ; you did
not even remark it. Life and thonght then go on without
our heeding the maniter in which we think and live; and
the memory yields not up the deposit that was never in-
trusted to it.  Will you consult others? They are in the
samp perplexity with youmelf‘r Will you make the infant
mind your stady ? But who will unfold what passes be-
neath the vail of infant thought? The decyphering of
these hieroglyphios easily leads to conjectures, to hypothe-
ses, Butisit thus you would begin an experimental sci-
ence? It is evident, then, that if you start with this
question concerning the origin of ideas, you start with
precisely the most difficult question, Now if a sound
method ought to proceed from the better known to the
less known, from the more easy to the less easy, I ask
whother it ought to commence With the origin of ideas,
This is the first objection. Look at another. You begin
by investigating the origin of ideas; you Legin then by
investigating the origin of that of which you are ignorant,
of phenomena which you have not studied. What origin
could you then find but a hypothetical origin? And this
hypothesis will be cither true or false. Isit true? Very
well then : you have happened to divine correctly; but as
divination, even the divination of genius, is not a scientific
‘process, 8o the truth itself thus discovered, can not claim
the rank of science: it is still but hypothesis. Is it false ?
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Then instead of truth under the vicious form of an hypoth.-
csis, you have merely an hypothesis without, truth, Ae
cordingly you may see what will be the result. As this
hypothesis, that is to say in this case this error, will have
acquired 8 hold in your mind ; when you come in aocord-
ance with it to explain the phenomena of the intelligence gs
it is at present, if they arc not what they ought: to' bé v
order to establish your bypothesis, you will ndé on "
account give up your hypothesis, You will. éaorifiosips-
ality to it. You will do one of two things: you will boldly
deny all ideas which are not explicable by your hypotheti-
cal origin ; or you will arrange them arbitrarily and for the
support of your hypothesis, Certainly it was not worth
while to have made choice, with so much parade, of the
experimental method, to falsify it afterward by putting jt
upon & direction so perilous. Wisdom, then, good sense
and logic demand, that omitting provisionally the question
of the origin of ideas, we should be content first to observe
the ideas as they now are, the characters which the phe-
nomena of intelligence actually have at present in the con-
sciousness,

This done, in order to complete -our investigations, in
order to go to the extent of our capacity and of the wants
of the human mind, and of the demands of the experiment-
al problems, we may then interrogate ourselves as to what
have been, in their origin, the ideas which we at present
possess, Kither we shall discover the truth, and experi-
mental science, the science of observation and induetion,
will be completely achieved ; or we shall not’ discover it,
and in that case nothing will be either lost or compromised.
We shall not have attained all possible truth, but we shall
have attained a great part of the truth, We shall know
what s, if we do not know what was; and we shall al-
ways be prepared to try again the delicate question of the
origin of ideas, instead of having all our ulterior investi-
gations impaired, and observation perverted beforchand,
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by the primary vice of our method in getting bewildered
in a prematare inquiry.

~¥The regylar order then of psychological problems may be
settled in the following manner:

1. To invettigate without any systematic prejndice, by
observation solely, in simplicity and good faith, the phe-
nomena-of the understanding in their actual stato 4s they
ate at present given in consciousness, dividing and classify-
ing them according to the known laws of scientific division
and classification.

2, To investigato the origin of these same phenomena
or idess by all the means in our power, but with the firm
resolution not to suffer what observation has given, to
be wrested by any hypothesis, and with our eyes constant-
ly fixed on the present reality and its unquesgionable char-
acters. 'To this question of the origin of ideas is joined
that of their formation and genesis, which evidently de-
pends npon and is involved in it,

Such in their methodical order are the different problems
inétded in psychology, The slightest inversion of this
order is full of danger and may lead to the gravest mis-
takes, Indeed you can easily conceive, that if you treat
the question of the legitimacy of the application of our
ideas to their external objects, before learning what these
ideas exactly are—what are their prosent actual characters,
and what their primitive characters—what they are and
from whence they spring—yon must wander at hazard and
without a torch in the unknown world of ontology.
Agfin: you can conceive, that even within the limits of
pychology, if you begin by wishing to carry by main
force the question of the origin of ideas, before knowing
what these ideas are, and before you have recognized them
by observation, you seck for light in the darkness which
will not yield it.

Now, how has Locke proceeded, and in what order has
he taken up theso problems of philosophy ?
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Tntroduction, § 8. “Ishall parsue,” says he, * this fol
wing method :

“First, L shall inquire into the-origigal of thosp ideas, no-
tions, or whatever else you please to call them, which a
man observes, and is conscious to himself he has in his
mind; and the ways whereby the understanding comes to
be furnished with them, )

“Secondly, I shall endeavor to show what Imowkdfiﬂle
understanding hath by those idess; and the certainty,
evidence, and extent of it,

“Thirdly, 1 shall make some inquiry into the nature and
grounds of faith or opinion ; whereby I mean that assent
which we give to any proposition as true, of whose trath
yet we have no certain knowledge : snd here we shall have
occasion to ine the reasons and degrees of assent.”

It is evident that the two latter points here indicated,
refer to one and the same question, that is, the general
question of the legitimacy or illegitimacy of the application
of our ideas to their external objects; and the question is
here given as the last question of philosophy. It is nothing
less than the adjournment of the whole logical and onto-
logical inquiry until after psychology. Here is the fanda-
mental characteristic of the method of Locke, and in this
the originality of his Essay. We agreo entirely with
Locke in this respect, with this provision however, that the
adjournment of ontology shall not be the destruction of it,

Now remains the first point, which is purely psychological,
and which occupics the greatest part of Locke's work.
He here declares that his first inquiry will be into the
origin of ideas. Now herc are two radical errors in point
of method :—1. Locke treats of the origin of idcas before
studying sufficiently what the ideas are. 2, He does still
more: he not only puts the question of the origin of ideas
before that of the inventory of the ideas; but he entirely
neglects the latter question. It was already running a
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gréat hazard to put the one question before the other ; for
it was secking an hypothesis at the very outset, even
though afterward the,bypothesis should be confrouted with
the actual reality of consciousness. But how will it be
when even this possibility of return to truth is interdicted,
when the fandamental question, of the inventory of our
ideaa and their actual characters, is absolutely omitted ?

Such is the first error of Locke. He recognizes and
proclaims the experimental method; he proposes to apply
it to the phenomena of the understanding, to ideas; but
not being profoundly enough scquainted with this method,
which indeed was then in its infancy, he has not appre-
hended all the questions to which it gives rise; he has not
disposed these questiand in their true petion to each
other; has misconceived and omitted thejuestion, which
is eminently the cxperimggtal problem, namely, the ob-
sérvation of the actual characters of our ideas; aud he has
fallen at the outset upon a question which he ought to have
postponed, tho obscure and difficult question of the origin
of our ideas. What then must the result be? One or the
other of these two things.

1, Either Locke will hit upon the true origin of ideas by
a sort of good Juck in guessing, at which I should rejoice ;
but however true it may really be it will never be demon-
strated to be true, will never be Ieéitimately established,
exoept upon this condition, that Locke subscquently do
monstrates that the characters of our ideas are all in fact
explicable and explained in all their extent by the origin
which he supposes.

2. Or, Locke will deteive himsclf: now, if he deceives
himsel, the error will not be a particular error, confined to
a single point, and without influence upon the rest. It will
be a general error, an immense error, which will corrupt

all psychology at its source, and thereby all metaphysics,
" For in faithfully adbering to his hypothesis, to the origin
which he had beforchand assigned to all ideas without
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knowing precisely what they were, he will sacrifice all ideas
which can not be reduced to this false origin, The false.
hood of the origin will spread out, over the actual present
state of the intelligence, and will hid8 even from the cyes
of consciousness the actual characters of our ideas. Hence
it will result that from application to application of this
hypothesis, that is from error to error, the human under-
standing and human nature will be more and more mis-
conceived, reality destroyed, and science perverted.

You see the rock ; it was necessary to signalize it. We
do not know whether Locke has made shipwreck upowit;
for as yet we are ignorant what he has done, whetheghe
lias been so fortunate astodivine correctly, or whether he has
had the fate of most diviners, and of those who take at
venture & road they. have never measured, We supposo
ourselves to be at present ignorant, and we shall hereafter
examine, But here is a proper place to remark that it is
in great part from Locke, is derived in the cighteenth
century, and in all his school, the habit and system of
placing the question of the origin and_genesis of ideas at
the head of all philosophical inquirics. In metaphysiod,
this school is pre-occupied with inquiring what are the first
ideas which enter into the mind of man, In morals, neg-
lecting the actual facts of man’s moral nature, it searches
for the first ideas of good and evil which rise in the mind
of man considered in the savage state, or in infancy, two
states in which experience is not very sure, and may be
very arbitrary. In politics, it sccks for the origin of soci-
ety, of government, of laws. In general, it takes fact as
the equivalent of right ; and all philosophy, for this school,
is resolved into history, and history the most dim and
shadowy, that of the first age of humanity, Henco the
political theories of this school so frequently opposite in
their results while at the same time so identical in their
gencral spirit and character. Some, burying themselves in
ante-historical or anti-historical conjectures, find as the
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origin of sociely force and conquerors; the first govern.
ment which bistory preseats to them is despotic; hence the
ides of government is tho idea of despotism, Others, on
the contrary, in the tonvenient obscurities of the primitive
state, perceive o contract, reciprocal stipulations, and titles
of liberty, which subsequently were made to give way to
despotism, and which the present times ought to restore,
In both- cases alike the legitimato state of human society is
always drawn from its supposed primitive form, from that
form which it is almost impossible to trace ; and the rights
of humanity ave left at the mercy of a doubtful and peril-
ousgrudition, at the mercy of hypotheses, In fine, from
origin to origin, they have gone on even to investigate and
settle the truo nature of humanity, its end and all its destiny,
by the absurdest geclogical hypotheses; -and the last ex-

~pression of this tendenoy is the celebrated Zelliamed of
“Maillet.*

To recapitulate: most gencral character of the philos-
ophy of Looke is-independence; and here I openly range
myself under his banner, though with the necessary reserv-
ations, if not side by side with the chief, at least side by
side with his school. In respect to method, that of Locke
is psychological, or ideological (the name is of little conse-
quence) ; and here again I declare myself of his school,
But from not sufficiently comprehending the psychological

* [Millat’s Teliamed.~Benedict de Maillet, bora in Lorraine in 1659 ;
French Oonsul fn Egypt, and afterward at Leghorn ; died at Marseilles

“In the year 1738. He wans an ardent student of natural history, and a

man of fanciful turn of mind. He produced a system which for some
time excited conmiderablo interest. He maintained that all the land of
the earth, and ita vegetable and animal inhabitants rose from the bosom
ofi¢ho soa, by successive contractions of the waters; that men had ori
ginally been Tritons with tails; and that they, as well as other animals,
had lost their marine, and acquired torrestrial forms by their agitations
when loft upon dry ground. The work was published after the death of
Ita author by La Mascrier, who also published in 1743 & * Doscription of
Egypt dravn up from the papers of De Maillet."—Tg.]

L
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method, I accuse him of having eom‘mench by an order
of investigations which in the eye of strict rcason is not
the first; I accuse him of having commenced by an
order of inquiries which necessarily puts psychology upon
the road Of hypothesis, and which more or less destroys its
experimental character; and it is here that I withdraw
myself from him,* .
Let us recollect where we are. We have seen Locke
entering upon 8 hazardous route. But has he had the
good fortune in spite of his bad choice, to arrive &t
truth, that is to say, at the true explanation of the
of ideas? What is, according to him, this axigin?
is the very basis of the Essay on the Humarr Unde
ing, the system to which Locke has attached his. naime,
This will be the subject of our future discussions.’ - "

% On all these questions rospecting Method, and the order in whhh
they should bo treated, see In the Fragmens Philosophiques, the “ Eesay
on & Classification of Philosophical Quastions and Schools,” and alsa tho
“ Programma of & Course of Lectures delivered in 1811.",

[These two pieces will be found transiated among t.he Annmom.
P1xces at the end of this volume.—T.]



'CHAPTER IL

INNATE IDEAS—IDEA OF SPACE.

Book ' of the Essay on the Human Understanding—Of Innate
~fetond Book. Experience, tho source of all ideas. Sensa-
Wﬂon.—-focke placeu the dovelopment of the sensi-
mbef&e that of the opétations of the mind. Operations of the
Mind. Acsonding to Locko they are exercised only upon sensible
dats. Basis of Sensuklism.—Examination of the doctrine of Locke
moeming the idea of Hpace.~That the ides of Space, in the sys
Locke, should and does resolve itsolf into the idea of Body.—
Y confusion contradicted by facts, and by Locke himself—Dis-'
tinction'of tho actual characters of the ideas of-Body and of Space:
1, the one gontingent, the other necessary; 2, the one limited, the
other illimitable; 3, the one a sensible representation, the other a
rational concoptjon.—This distinction ruines the system of Locke.
Examination of the origin of the idea of Space.~Distinction between
the logical ordor and the chronological order of Ideas.—Logical or
der.—Tho ides of spaco ia the logical condition of the idea of body,
{tX foundation, its rosson, its origin, taken logically~Tho idea of
body is tho chronological condition of tho idea of space, its origin,
taken chronologically.~Of the Reason and Expericnce, considered
a8 in turn the reciprocal condition of their mutual development.—
Horit of the systom of Locke.~Its vices: 1, confounds the measure of
#pace with space; 3, the condition of the idea of space with the idea
itaelf.

Locke, it is true, is not the first who started the ques-
tion concerning the origin of ideas; but it is Locke who
first made it the grand problem of philosophy ; and since’
the time of Locke, it has maintained this rank in his
school, For the rest, although this question is not the first
which in strict method should be agitated, yet certainly,
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ukeninxtlphcen is of the Iughmimporwme Let ua
see how Locke resolves it.

In entering upon the mVesﬂgahon,of the-origin ofxdeu.
Locke encounters an opinion, which if it be Well founded,
would cut®sbort the question: I refer to the dogjrine of
innate ideas. In truth, if idess are innate; that.is to sy, ag
the word seems to indicate, if ideas. are already 'in the
mind at the moment when its action bg ea. it does
not acquire them ; it possesses them from the Qnt. Qy i
a3 they #ill be at the last; and properly spegkingedhel
have no progresg, no generation and no origin. ~ Thi
trine, then, which Locke rightly or wrohgly mpus st
adversaries, is opposed to his design in beginning itr¥e
question of the origin of ideas, It is oppdled‘&lsopﬂ
solution which he wished to give of this questior§ Agditd
the system with which he was pre-ocoupied. * It behoﬁai
him, then, first of all, to remove this obstacle, to refute
the doctrine of dnnate ideas. Hence the polamio- dis,
cussion which fills the first book of the Essay«on the Un-
derstanding. It is my duty to give you some acoount of
this controversy,

According to Locke there are philosophers who-consider
certain principles, certain maxims and propositions, per-
taining to metaphysics and morals, as innate. Now on
what grounds can they be called innate? Two reasons
may be and have been given; 1, that these propositions
are universally admitted; 2, that they are primitive, that
they aro known from the moment tho reason s exercise

Locke exanines these two reasons successively,

In metaphysics, ho takes the fwo following propositions,
namely: “what s, is,” and “ it i {mpossible for the pame
thing to be, and not to be ;»—and he examines whothr in
fact, all men admit these two propositions. Passiag by -°
civilized men who have read the philosophers, he hes re-
course to savage nations, and he inquires whether a savage’
lnows that “ what is, is,” and “that it is impossible foz
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the skme tlithg to b, Whd:mot to be» He replies for the'
pavage, that he kmows neghing about these propositions,
#nd cares nothing,” * He igferrogates the infant, and finds
that the infant is in the samo case as the savage, Finally,
sipposing that ‘savages and infants, as well a8 civilized
people, sdmit that what is, is, and that the same is the
wile; Locko has in reserve an objection which he believes
whanswamhlomagmely, that idiots do not admit those prop-
Veition; ang this single exception suffices, according to
%, todemonstrate that thoy are not universally ad-

40 oonseguently that they are neg, innate, for cer-
the sgul of the idiot is & human sov

E: g next whether these propositions are primi-
e, a{Mether Whey are possessed at the first, and as soon
x'shen yme to the use of reason, Liocke still takes a child
for the subject of his experiment, and maintains that there
we & crowd of ideas which precede them, the ideas of
golors, of bodies, the idea of his own existence ; and thus
the proposisions in question are not the first which preside
over. the development of intelligence,

So much for speculative propositions, It is the same
with practical : Locke subjects moral propositions or
maxims to the samo test as metaphysical. Here he relies
even more strongly on the mauners of savages, on the
recitals of travelers, and on the obscrvation of infants,
His eonclusion is that there is no moral maxim, universally
and primitively admitted, and consequently, innate,

Such are the first two chapters of the first book of the
Essay on the Human -Undomandmg The last goes still
further. If the propositions and maxims, metaphysical and
moral, before examined, are neither universally or primi-
tively*sdmitted, what must we think of the ideas which
.&re contained in these propositions, and which are the ele-
ments of them? Locke selects two of them, upon which
he founds an extended discussion, namely, the idea of God,
agd the ides of substance, He has recourse to his ordinary
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arguments to prove that the.idea of God, sed that of subs
stance, are neither uﬁvmﬂnmpﬁﬁﬁ He appeals to,
the testimony of savage natiomy wa‘aooording to him,
have no idea of God; he appeals also to infants, to kugw
if they have the idea of substance; and ke conclydes that
these ideas are not innats, and that no partioular ‘
any general proposition, speeulatiye or moral, dxists wiRe-
rior to experience.

As, ever since Locke, the questjon concerning’ $ha origig
of ideas has become the fundamental question jn she Sen-
sual School, soggso it is to be remarked that ever'since
Locke, the conttoversy against innate ideas hds be
the necessary introduction of this school. And,pot enly
the subject, but the manner of treating it, cabng- from
Locke, Ever sinoe his time, the habit has prevailed. of
appealing to savages and to children, concerning whom
observation is so difficult; for in rogard to the fotmer, it
i8 necessary to reour to travelers who are often prejudioed,
who arc ignorant of the languages of the peopls they visit;
and as to children, we are reduced to the obscrvation of
very equivocsl signs, The controversy of Locke, both in
its substance and its form, has become: the basis of every.
subsequent controversy in his school against innate Jdeas,

Now what i# the real value of this controversy ? Permit
me to adjourn this question, For if we should qwe it
merely s general discussion, it would be insufficient, and,
if we should discuss it more profoundly, it would antigipBte
gome particular discussions. which the exaniination of the
Essay on the Understanding will successively bring up.
Reserving, then, for the present, my judgment'on the con-
clusions of the first book, I cnter now upon the second,
which contains the special theory of Locke, on the quastion
of the origin of ideas. ‘

“Let us then suppose, says Looke (B. IL Chap. L § 2),
the mind to be, as we say, white paper, void of all chazso-
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ters, without an cdmflw'w comes it to be furnished ?
Whence comes T, by s vast store which the busy and
boundless fancy of nﬁu painted on it, with an almost
endless variety ? 'Whence has it all the materials of reason
and knowledge? To this I answer, in one word, from ez
y porkm}d in that all our knowledge is founded, and from
that it ultifnately derives itself”

Let us sce what Locke understands by expenence. I
leave him to speak for himself':

B. Ik Ch I § 2. “Our observation, employed either
about, external sensible objects, or about the internal opera
&m of otir minds, perceived and reflected on by ourselves,
' t which supplies our understandings with all the mate-
riahy of thinking. These two are the fountains of knowledge
‘ﬁ'om wlxcnog all the ideas we have, or can nuumlly have,
«o spring.” *

* 83, % Zhe objects of sensation one source of fckaa

“First, Out senses, conversant about particular sensible
objects, do convey into the mind several distinct percep-
#ions of things, according to those various ways wherein
those objects-do-affect them; and thus wo come by those
idsas wo have of yellow, white, heat, cold, soft, hard, bitter,
#weet, and all those things which we call sensible qualities;
swhich, when I say the senses convey into the mind, I
mean, they from external objects convey into the mind
#what produces thero those perceptions. This great source
of most of the ideas we have, depending wholly upon our
senses, and derived by them to tho understandmg,l call
Sensdtion.”

§ 4. “ The operations of our minds the other sources of
- tdeas,

+ “Secondly, The other fountain from which experience
furnisheth the understanding with ideas is the perception
of the operations of our owon mind within us, 88 it is em-
ployed sbout the idess it has got; which operations, when
the soul comes to reflect on and consider, do furnish the
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idcaa,.whioh could not

understanding with another
be had from things without ; are perceplion, think-
ing, doubting, believing, veasong owing, willing, and
all the different gotings of our owniignds; Which we being
conscious of, and observmg in ourselves, do from these
receive into our understandings as distinot sdless, 88 we do
from bodies affecting our senses.. This sourdd of  ideas
every man has wholly in himself; and thqugh it be not
sense, a8 having nothing to do with external objects, yet
it is very like it, and might properly enough be called -
ternal sense. Bug a8 I call the other Sensation, 5o I call
this Reflection, the ideas it affords being such only as 4he
mind gets by reflecting on its own operations within iteel®
By Reflection, then, in the following part of this discourse,
I'would be.uiderstopd to mean, that notice which the
mind takee'of its owa nparations, sud the mumaner of
them ; by mggm whereof there come to be ideas of these
opemtlons in the understanding. These two, I say, namely,
external material things, as the objects of sensation, and
the operations of our minds within, as tho ‘hjects of re-
Jlection, are to me the only originals from-wherce all our
idean take their beginnings. The teym opepations, here I
use in a large sense, as comprehending not: bgrely-the ao-
tions of the mind about its idens, but some sert of passions
arising sometimes from them; such as is the satisfaction
or uneasinéss arising from any thought »

§ 5. “ Al our ideas are of the one or the other oftlme
—The understanding seems to me not to have the least
glimmering of any ideas, which it doth not receive from
one of these two, Hternal objects furnish the mind with
the ideas of sensible qualities, which are all those differett -
perceptions they produce in.us: and the mind furnishes
the understanding with the ideas of its own operations.

These, when we have taken a full survey of them, and
their several modes, combinations and relations, we shall

find to contain all our whole stock of idess; and that we
8



122 ELEMENTS OF PSYCHOLOGY.

have nothing in.our minds which did not come in one of
these two ways.”

Locke here ewdenﬂy confounds reflection with conscions-
ness, Reflection, i strict language, is undoubtedly a fac-
culty analogous to consciousness,* but distinct from it, and
pertains more particularly to the philosopher, while con-
sciousness pertains to every man as an intellectual being.
Still more, Locke arbitrarily reduces the sphere of reflec-
tion or consciousness by limiting it to the “ operations” of
tho soul. It is evident that consciousness or reflection has
for its objects all the phenomena which pass within us,
fensations or operations, Consciousness or reflection is a
witners, and not an actor in the intellectual life, The true
powers, the special sources of ideas, are sensations on the
ono hand, and the operations of the mind on the other,
only under this general condition, that we have a con-
sciousness of the one as well as the other, and that we can
fall back upon ourselves and reflect upon them and their
products, To these two sources of ideas, in strictness, the
theory of Locke is reduced.

Now, is it the sensibility; or is it the operations df our
soul, which enters first into exercise? Locke does not
«hesitate to pronounce that out first ideas aro furnished by
the sensibility ; and that those which we owe to reflection

come later. Ho declares this in B. II. ¢h. I. § 8, and still
more explicitly in § 20: 1 see no reason to beliove that the
soul thinks before the senses have furnished it with ideas
to think on,” And again, § 23: “If it shall be demanded,
then, when a man begins to have any ideas, I think the

- true answer is, when he first has any sensation . . . .»

Thus Locke places the acquisitions of the scnses beforo
those of thought. Now wo might pause here, and demand
if this order is real; if it is possible to conceive, not per-
haps & sensation, but the idea of a sensation, without the

# Ses tho preceding chapter.
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intervention and concurrenge.é oe of the operations of
tho soul. But without entéring-iito this objection, let it
suffice to state the fact that Lotke does not admit the
operations of the mind to have'plave watil after the sensa-
tions, It remains to see what these operations do, and
what are their proper functiéns; upon what, and in what
sphere, they are carrjed on, and whether, supposing them
not to enter into exercise till after the sensibility, they are,
or are not, condemned to operate solely upon the primi-
tive data furnished to them by the senses. In order to
this, it is necessary to examine with care the nature apd
object of the operations of the mind, according to Lockes:

Locke is the first who has given an analysis, or rather an
attempt at an analysis of the sensibility and of tho different
senses which comtpose if, of the ideas which we owe to each
of them, and to the simultaneous action of several (B. II.
Ch 11§ 2: Ch. I IV. and V.) He likewise is the first
who gave the example of what subsequently in the hands
of his successors became the theory of the faculties of the
mind. That of Locke, curious, and precious even, for the
times, is in itself extremely feeble, vaguo and confused.
Faithful, however, to the general spitit of his philosophy,
Locke attempts to present the faculties in the order of their
probable development.

The first of which he treats is perception : (B. IL Ch.
IX. § 2) “What perception is, every one will know
hetter by reflecting on what he does himself, what he sces,
hears, feels, eto., or thinks, than by any discourse of mine,
Whoever reflects on what passes in his own mind, can
not miss it : and if he does not reflect, all the words in the
world can not make him have any notion of it.” §3.
*“'This is certain, that whatever alterations are made in the
body, if they reach not the mind ; whatever impressions are
made on the outward parts, if they are not taken notice of
within ; there is no perception” § 4. % Wherever there
is sense, or perception, there is some idea actually pros’



124 ELEMENTS OF PSYCHOLOGY,

duced, and present to the understanding.” And, § 15,
% Perception is the first degree toward knowledge.”—The
perception of Locke is undeniably consciousness, the faculty
of perceiving what actually passes within us,

After perception comes retention (Chap. X. § 1), or the
power of retaining actual perceptions, or ideas, and of con.
templating them when present, or of recalling them when
they have vanished. In this latter case, retention is mem.
ory, the aids to which are attention and repetition.

Then comes the faculty of distinguishing ideas (Ch.
X1) and that of comparing them; from whence spring
all the ideas of relation, not to omit the faculty of com-
position, from whence spring all the complex ideas which
come from the combination of several simple ideas. And
finally, at & later period, the faculty of adstraction and
gencralization i8 developed. Locke reckonsno other facul-
ties, Thus in the last analysis, percoption, retention or
contemplation and memory, discernment and comparison,
composition, abstraction; these are the faculties of the
human understanding ; for the will, together with pleasure
and pain, and the possions, which Locke gives as “ opera-
tions of the mind,” form another order of the phenomena,

Now what is the character and what is the offiice of
theso faculties? About what, for example, is perception
cxercised; to what is it applied? To scnsation. And
what does it? It does nothing but perecive the sensation,
nothing but have a conscionsness of it.  Add, according to
Locke (ch. IX. § 1.), that the perception is passive, forced,
inevitable, it is till scarcely any thing but the effect of sen-
sation. The first faculty of the mind, then, adds nothing
to the sensation; it merely takes knowledgeofit. In re-
tention, contemplation continues this perception; when
faded, the memory recalls it. Discernment separates,
composition re-unites these perceptions ; abstraction seizes
their most general characters: but still, the materials are
always, in the last analysis, ideas of sensation due to per-
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ception.  Our facnlties add mothing to the knowledgo
which they draw from them, Bt that of their own ex-
istence and of their action.

Thus, on the one hand, sensation precedes ; on the other,
the understanding is, for Locke, only an instrument, whose
whole power is exhausted upon sensation, Locke, to bo
sure, has not confounded sensation and the faculties of the
mind; he most explicitly distinguishes them; but he
makes our faculties sustain a secondary part, by conoen-
trating their action upon the data of the senses, From
this, to the point of confounding them with the sensibility
itself, it is but a step, and here already planted in philoso-
phy is the germ, as yet fecble, of that subsequent theory
of sensatien transformed, of sensation as the sole and sin-
gle principle of all eperations of the mind.* It is Locke
who, without knowing it, or wishing it, has opened tho
route to this exclusivé doctrine, by adding to sensation
only faculties whose sole office is to operate upon it with-
out any original power of their own, The Sensual School
will be completely formed only when it has arrived at that
point. In the mean time, while waiting for the future to
urge the system of Locke onward to this point, let us take
up this system for what it is, or rather for what it holds
itself out to be, namely, the pretension of explaining all
the ideas that are or can be in the human understanding,
by sensation, and by reflection, that is, the foeling of our
own operations,

“If we trace the progress of our minds,” says Locke (Ch,
XIL § 8), “and with attention observe how it repeats,
adds together, and unites its simple ideas received from
sensation or reflection, it will lead us further than at first
perhaps we should have imagined. And I believe we shall
find, if we warily observe the originals of our notions, that
even the most abstruse ideas, how remote soever they may

* [As maintained by Condillac and other suocessors of Locke, of the
French Sensual School.]—Ta.
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seem from sense, or from any operations of our own minds,
are yet only such as the understanding frames to itseif, by
repeating and joining together ideas, that it had cither
from objeets of sensey or from its own operations about
them: so that those even large and ahstraet ideas are
divived from sensation or reflection, being no other than
what the mind, by the ordinary use of its own facultiey,
employed about ideas received from objects of sense, or
from the operations it observes in itself about them, may
and does attain unto,  This T shall endeavor to show in the
ideas we have of sprce, time, and infinity, and some fow
others, that seem the most remote tfrom those originals,”

Well and good, then,  "This has a Ittle the air of' a chal-
lenge,  Let us aceept ity and let us see, for example, how
Loeke will deduce the idea of g from sensation and
trom reflection,

Tam a little embarrassed, in attempting to expound to
you the opinion of Locke concernimg space, and I have
need here to recall to your minds an observation I have
already made,  Loche iv the ehief of 2 school, You are
nob to expeet, theny that Locke has drawn from his prinei-
ples all the consequences which these prineiples eontain
nor even are you to expeet that the imventor of' a principle
should establish it with perfeet clearness and - precision.
This remark, which is true of the whole Essay on the
Iuman Understanding, is particulaly true of the chapters
where Loche treats of the idea of space,  There reigns,
undder & elearness sometimes real, but oftener apparent aml
superticial, an extreme contiesion ; and contradietions, di-
reet and express, e to e met with not only in difterent
chapters, but even m different paragraphs of the wame
chapter, Unquestionably it is the duty of the eritical
histotian to hing ot these conttadictions, m order to
characterize the era and the man; but history is not merely
a monograph ; it iv not concerned solely with an individual,
however great he may bej it sechs m the past the germ
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of the future, T shall devote myself; then, aller having
pointed out onee for all, the innumerable inconsistemies of
Laoche, to the task of diseneaging from the midst of these
barren inconsistencies, whatever there is that is fruittul—
whatever has horne its fraits-~that which constitutes a sys-
tem, and the true system of Locke. This system, you
hnow, consists in deducing all ideas from two sources,
ensation and reflection,  The idea of space, then, must
necessarily be derived from one or the other of these two
origins,  The idea of space is certainly not acquired by re-
fleetion, by conscionsness of the operations of the under-
standing, It comes then from sensation, llere you have
the systematie principle.  We shall allow Locke to start
from this principle, and anive at the idea of space.  But
Locke dues not set up to reform the human understand-
m; he wishes only to evplain ity to show the origin
of'that which is; nov of that which might be or ought to
he,

The problem, then, for him, as for every other philoso-
pher, is this: the pinciple of his system heing admitted,
to deduee from it that which now is, the idea of space,
sueli as it is in the minds of all men.  We shall therefore
allow him o proceed according 1o his system 3 then we
shall take from the hands of this system, the idea of pace
asgiven by it, and we shall confront it with the idea of
space as we have it, such as all men have it, independently
of any system whatever,

Aceording 1o Locke, the idea of space comes from sen-
sation,  Now from what sense is it derived? Tt is not
fiom the sense of vnclling, nor of taste, nor of hearing, It
mist then be from sight and touch,  So Locke says, B, 1L
Ch, XHL § 2. “ We et the idea of space both by our
sight and touch, which I think is so evident,” ete. I the
idea of wpace is an acquisition of the sight and touch, in or-
der to know what it <hould he under this condition, we
must reeur o previons chapters, where Locke treats of
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the ideas we gain by the sight, and especially by the
touchPe Let us sce what the touch ean give according to
TLocke, and according to all the world,

The touch, aided or not aided by sight, suggests the
idea of something which resists; and to resist is to be
solid. “The idea of solidity, says Locke (Ch.IV. § 1), we
receive by our touch, and it arises from the resistance
which we find.”  And what are the qualities of a solid, of
that something which resists?  Greater or less degree of
solidity. The greater solidity is hardness; the less is soft-
ness ; from hence, also, perhaps, figure with its dimensions,
Put, then, upon your solid, your something which resists,
its different qualitics, and you have every thing which the
toueh, whether aided or not aided by sight can give you.
This something which resists, which is solid, which is more
or less so, which has such or such a figure, the three
dimensions is, in a single word, body.

Is it true, then, that the toueh, with the sight, suffices to
give ns that which resists, the solid with its qualitics,
body? T do not wish to push the inquiry too far, Anal-
ysis would perhaps force me to admit here a necessary
intervention of something, altogether different, hesides the
sense of touch,  But T now choose rather to suppose that,
in reality, the touch, sensation, gives the idea of body,
That sensation may go thus far, T am willing to grant;
that it goes further Locke does not pretend. In that
chapter, in which, almost without any thing of\the spirit
of system, he investigates the products of sight and touch,
Locke produces nothing fromn them hut the idea of solid,
that is to say, of hody. It afterward, and in the spirit of
his system, he pretends, as we have seen he docs, that the
idea of space comes from sensation, that is from the sight
and touch, it follows that he reduces the idea of space to
that of body, and that, for him, space can be nothing clse
but body itselt—body enlarged, indefinitely multiplied, the
world, the universe, and not only the actual, but the pos-
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sible universe. In fact (Ch. XIIL § 10), Locke says: “the
idea of place we have by the same means that we fet the
idea of space (whereof this is but a particular and limited
consideration), namely by our sight and touch .....»
Same chapter, same section: “to say that the world is
somewhere, means no more than that it does exist. , . , .»
This is clear: the space of the wniverse is equivalent to
neither more nor less than to the universe itself, and as the
ilea of the universe is, after all, nothing but the idea of
lody, it i3 to this idea, that the idea of space is reduced.
Such is the necessary genesis of the idea of space in the
system of Locke.

That there are, in these chapters, many contradictory
paragraphs, and that the contradictions are sometimes of
the most gross and obvious kind is true; but it is no less
true, that the system of Locke being given, that is to say
here, sensation being given as the sole principle of the
idea of space, such an idea of space a3 Locke has just
made out is the necessary result,  But i3 this systematic
result the reality? The idea of space, the oftspring of
sensation, of touch and of sight, is it the idea of space
such as it exists in your mindg, and in the minds of all
men?  Let us see, if such as we now are, we confound the
idea of body and the idea of space—if they are for us hut
one and the same idea,

But in bringing ourselves to the test of such an experi-
ment, let us beware of two things which corrupt every ex-
periment.  Let us heware of having in view any particular
systematic conclusion, and let us heware of thinking of
any origin whatever: for, the pre-oceupation of the mind
by such or such an origin, would, unconsciously even to
ourselves, make us attribute to ideas, such ag they now are
in our conseiousness, some special character, more in har-
mony with the origin which we internally prefer. We
shall see hereafter the gystematic eonclusions which may he

drawn from the experiment we wish to institute ; hereafter
¥
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we will follow up ke .origin of the idea; but what we
have fiow to do, and it is enough for us, is first to state the
idea without any prejudice and without any foreign view,

Is the idea of space, then, reduced in the understanding
to the idea of body? This is the question, And it isa
question of fact. Let us take whatever body you please:
take this book which is before our eyes and in our hands,
It resists, it is solid, it is more or less hard, it has a certain
figare, ete. Do you think of nothing more in regard to it ?
Do you not believe, for instance, that this body is some-
where, in a certain place? Be not surprised at the simpli-
city of my question; we must not be afraid of recalling
philosophers to the simplest questions; for precisely be-
oauge they are the simplest, philosophers often neglect
them, and for want of interrogating evident facts, fall into
absurd systems.

Is this body then any where? is it in some place? Yes,
undoubtedly, all men will veply. Very well, then, let us
take a larger body, let us take the world. Is the world
somewhere also? is it in some place? Nobody doubts it.
Let us tako thousands, and thousands of millions of
worlds, and can we not, concerning these myriads of
worlds, put the same question which I have just put con-
cerning this ook ?  Are they somewhere—are they in a
place—are they in space?  We may ask the question con-
cerning & world and millions of worlds, as well as this
book ; and to all theso questions, you reply cqually: the
book, the world, the millions of worlds, are somewhere,
are in a place, are in space.  There is not 8 human being,
unless it may be a philosopher pre-occupied with his sys-
tom, who can for & moment call in question what I have
just said.  Take the savage, to whom Locke so often ap-
pealy, take tho child, and the idiot also, if' he be not entire-
ly one, take any human being who has an idea of any
body whatever, a book, a world, a million of worlds; and
he will believe naturally that the book, the world, the
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millions of worlds, are somewhers, @w in a place, ate in
space. And what is it to acknawledgethis? It is to rec.
ognize, more or less implicitly, shat the idea of a book, a
world, millions of worlds, solid, »esisting, situated in space,
is one thing ; and that the idea of space, in which the
look, the world, the 1mlhons of worlds, are situated, is
another thing.

This is 8o evident that Locke himself, when not under
the yoke of his system, distinguishes perfectly the idea of
body, of solid, from that of space, and cstablishes very
clearly the difference, Thus, for instance, B, II. Chap.
XIIL § 11:

“There are some that would persuade us that body and
extension are the same thing: who either change the sig-
nification of words, which I would not suspect them of,
they having so scverely condemned the philosophy of
others because it hath been too much placed in the uncer-
tain meaning, or deceitful obscurity of doubtful or insiguifi-
cant terms, If therefore they mean by body and extension
the same that other people do, viz, by body, something .
that is solid and extended, whose parts are separablo and
movable different ways; and by extension, only the space
that lies between the extremities of those solid coherent
parts, and which is possessed by them : they confound very
different ideas one with another, For I appeal to every
man's own thoughts, whether the idea of space bo not as
distinct from that of solidity as it is from the idea of scar-
let color? It is true, solidity can not exist without exten-
sion, neither can searlet color exist without extension ; but
this hinders not, but that they are distinct ideas,” This is
followed by varions considerations on the difference be-
tween body and space; considerations which oceupy more
than ten sections, and to which I must refer you, lest I
multiply citations too much. I can not however forbear
adding here a decisive and curious passage : Chap, XIV. §5:
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“Of pare space’ then, and solidity, there aro several
(among which I confexs myself one) who persuade them.
selves they have clear and distinet ideas; and that they
ean think on space without any thing in it that resists or
is protruded by body, This is the idea of pure space which
they think they have as elear as any idea they ean have of
the extension of body; the idea of the distance between
the opposite parts of a coneave superficies being equally as
clear without as with the idea of any solid parts between:
and on the other side they persuade themselves that they
have, distinet from that of pure space, the idea of some-
thing that fills space, that ean be protruded by the impulse
of other bodies or vesist their motion, I there he others
that have not these two ideas distinet, but confound them,
and make but one of them, [ know not how men who have
the same idea under different names; or different ideas
under the same namey ean in that ease talk with one
another, any more than a man who, not being blind or deaf,
Tias distinet ideas of the eolor of searlet, and the sound of
a trumpet, could diseourse concerning searlet color with
the blind man I mentioned in amother place, who fancied
that the idea of seatlet was hike the sound of' a trumpet.?

Thns, according to Loche himsel] the idea of space and
the idea of hody are totally distinet,  To put this distine-
tion in a eleaner light, let us notiee the different characters
which these two ideas present,

You Bave an idea of o body. You heheye that it exists,
Lut coubl you suppose that suel a body dul not evist? 1
ask you, e you not suppose this ook 10 be destroyed ?
Undoubtedly,  Can yout not also suppose the whole world
to be destroyed, and no hody (o he actually evisting?
Unquestionably you ean,  For you, constituted as you are,
the supposttion of the nomevistence of’ hodies myolyes no
contrsdiction, A what do we tevm the idea of a thing
which we coneeive as possibly non evistent ? - It i termed
acontingent and rediative i, Bt af you shonld suppose
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the ook destroyed, the world: destroyed, all matter de-
droyed, could you suppose space destroyed? Can you
aippose that if there were:no body existent, there would
then no longer remain any space for the bodies which might
come inte existence?  You are not able to make the sup-
ponition,  Though it is in the power of the human mind
to suppose the non-existence of body, it is not in its power
to suppose the non-existence of space.  The idea of wpace
s then 8 neeessary and absolute ider.  You have then
two characteristies perfeetly distinet, by which the ideas
of hody and of space are reparated.

Morcover, every body is evidently limited, You em.
brace its limits in every part.  Magnify, extend, multiply
the body by thousands of similar hodies, you have re-
moved, enlarged the limits of the hody, but you have not
destroyed its limits; you conceive them still.  But in re-
ward to space, it is not s0,  The idea of space is given to
yon as 2 continnous whole, in which you ean very veadily
form wseful and convenient divisions, but at the same
tme artificial divisions, under which subsists the idea of
space without limit, For, beyond any determinate portion
of space, there is space still; and heyond that space, there
is ofill space forever and forevermore, Thus while hody
has in all ite dimensions something else which hounds it,
namely the space which contains it ; there arc no limits to
space,

The idea of hody, moreover, isnot complete withont the
idea of form and figure, which implies that you can always
represent it under a determinate form: it is alwayy an
image, Far otherwise with space, which isa coneeption, and
not an image; and s soon as you conceive of space by
imgining ity a5 soon, that is, as you represent it under
any doterminate form whatever, it is no longer space, of
which you form a coneeption, but something in space, 8
body, The idea of space is a coneeption of the reason
distinet from all sensible 1epresentation,
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I might pursue this opposition of the ideas of body and
of space. But it is sufficient to have established these three
fandamental characteristics: 1, the idea of body is contin-
gent and relative, while the idea of space is necessary and
absolute ; 2, the idea of body implics the idea of limitation,
the idea of space implies the absence of all limitation; 3,
and lastly, the idea of body is a sensible representation,
while the idea of space is a pure and wholly rational con.
ception,

If these characteristics are truly those of the idea of
space, and of the idea of body, these two ideas are pro-
foundly distinet, and no philosophy which pretends 49 rest
on observation should ever confound them, Nevcr}{ﬁeless,
the confusion of these ideas necessarily resylts from the
system of Locke, 'The ides of space—condemned to come
from sensation, and not being deducible from the smell,
the liearing, or the taste—was beliooved to be derived from
sight and from touch; and coming from sight and touch,
it could be nothing else than the idea of body, more or
less generalized.  Now it has been demonstrated that the
idea of spaco is not that of body; it does not, then, come
from sight and touch; it does not, then, come from sensa-
tion; and as it can still less be deduced from reflection,
from the sentiment of our own operations ; and as it never-
theless exists; it follows that all ideas are not derived solely
Jrom sensation and reflection, and that the system of Locke
concerning tho origin of ideas is defective and vicious, at
least in regard to the idea of space.

But in order the better to penctrate this system, we
must ourselves take stand upon the ground of Locke, and
investigate the question which is, with him, the great phil-
osophical problem. After having determined the charac-
teristics of the idea of space and of the ides of body, as
they now actually exist in the intclligence of all men, and
shown that these characteristics establish a profound differ-
ence betwoen theso two ideas; we must now inquire what
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their origin really i8; we must igwestigate the origin of the
idea of space relatively to the ides of body. Every thing
thus far, I trust, has been simple and clear; for we have
not set foot out, of the human intelligence as it now mani-
fests itself, Let us go onward; but let us endeavor that
the light which we have. already gained from impartial
observation be not quenched in the darkness of any hypo-
thesis,

There are two sorts of origin, There are in human cog-
nitions, two orders of relations which it is important clearly
to distinguish,

Two ideas being given, we may inquire whether the one
does nof, supgpese the other; whether the one being ad-
mitted, we muﬁ"bot admit the other likewise, or incur the
reproachof iné(‘:sistency. This is the logical order of
ideas,

If we regard the question of the origin of the ideas of
body and of space under this point of view, let us see what
will be the result. .

The idea of body and the idea of space being given,
which supposes the other? Which is the logical condition
of the admission of the other? Evidently the ides of space
is the logical condition of the admission of the idea of body.
In fact, take any body you please, and you cannot admit
the idea of it but under the condition of admitting, at the
same time, the idea of space; otherwise you would admit
4 body which was nowhere, which was in no place, and
such a body 8 inconceivable. Take an aggregate of bodies
or take a single body, since every body is also an aggregate
of particles; these particles are moro or less distant from
cach other, and at the same time they co-oxist together:
these are the conditions of every body, even the smallest.
But do you not perceive what is the condition of the idea
of co-existence and of distanco? Again the idea of space.
For how could there be distance between bodics or the
particles of a body, without space, and what possible co-
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existence 18 there withonb & continuity? It is the same
with contiguity. - Destroy, in thought, continuity of space,
and distance is no longer appreciable ; neither co-existenco
nor contiguity are possible. Moreover, continuity is ex.
tension, We are not to believe (and Locke has very clearly
established it, B. II. Ch. XIIL § 11), that the idea of ex.
tension is adequate to the idea of body. The fundamental
attribute of body is resistance; from hence solidity; but
solidity does not imply in itself that this solidity is e
tended.* There is no extension but under the condition
of a continuity, that is, of space. The extension of a body,
then, already supposes space; space is not the body or the
resistance; but that which resists does not resist except
upon some real point. Now every real point is extended—
is in space, Take away, therefore, the illea of space and
of extension, and no real body is supposable, Thercfore
a8 the last conclusion, in the logical order of human know-
ledge, the idea of body is not the logical condition of the
admisgion of the idea of space; but on the contrary, it is
the idea of space, the idea of a continuity, of extension,
which is the logieal condition of the admission of the slight-
eat idea of body.

This is beyond doubt; and when we regard the question
of the origin of ideas under the logical point of view, this
solution, which is incontestable, overwhelms the system of
Locke. Now it is at this point that the Ideal school has
in general taken up the question of the origin of ideas. By
the origin of ideas, they commonly understand the logical
filiatio of ideas, Hence they could say, with their last
and mo#t Mustrious interproter, that so far is the idea of
body from heing the foundation of the idea of space, it is
the idea of space which is the foundation [the logical con-
dition] of tho idea of body. Tho ides of body is given to
us by the touch and the sight, that is, by experience of

* First Sories, Vol. T. § xi. p. 297, Sco also tho Fssay of Dugald
Stewart, on the Idealiem of Berkeley in his Phil. Fessya.
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the senses, On the contrary, ¢h®.idea of space is given to
us, on oceasion of the idea of*hlly, by the understanding,
the mind, the reason ; in fine, ¥ a faculty other than sen-
stion. Hence the formula 8FKant: the pure rational
idea of space comes so little from experience that it is tho
condition of all experience. This bold formula holds true
with perfect strictness, when taken in a certain reference,
in reference to the logical order of human cognitions,

But this is not the sole order of cognition; and the
logical relation does not comprise all the relations which
ideas mutually sustain, There is still another, that of
anterior, or posterior, the order of thé relative develop-
ment of ideas in time—their chronological order. And
the question-of the qrigin of idéas may be regarded under
this poin of view. Now the idea of space, we have just
seen, is clearly the logical éondition of all sensible ex-
perience. Is it also the chronological condition of ex-
perience, and of the idea of body? I believe no such
thing. If we take ideas in the order in which they ac-
tually evolve themselves in the intelligence, if we investi.
gate only their history and successive appearance; it is not
true that the idea of space is the antecedent of the idea of
body. Indecd it is so little true that the idea of spaco
supposes chronologically the idea of body, that, in fact, if
you had not the idea of body, you would never have the
iden of space. Take away all sensation, take away the
sight and the touch, and you have no longer any idea of
body, and consequently none of space. Spacé is the place
of bodies; he who has no idea of a body will newdt have
the idea of space which contains it. Rationally, Togieally,
if you had not the idea of space, you could not have the
idea of a hody; but the converse is true chronologically,
and in fact, the idea of space comes up only along with
the idea of body: and as you have not the ides of body
without immediately having the idea of space, it follows
that these two idess are cotemporancous, I will go
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farther, Not only may we say that the ides of body is
cotemporaneous with the idea of space, but we may say,
and ought to say that it ig:anterior to it, In fact the idea
of space is cotemporaneous with the idea of body in this-
sense, that as soon as the idea of body is given you, you
can not but have that of space; but yet it was necessary
that you should have first that of a body, in order that the
idea of the space which contains it, should appear to you*
It is then by the idea of body,} that you go to that of
space. Take away the idea of body, and you would never
have the idea of space which incloses it. The former, then,
may be called the-historical and chronological condition of
the latter,

Undoubtedly—I can not repeat it too much, for it is
the knot of the difficulty, the secret of the problem—
undoubtedly as soon as the idea of body is given, that
instant the idea of space is evolved; but if this condi-
tion were not fulfilled, the idea of space would never
enter the human understanding. When it is awakened
there, it remains fixed, independently of the idea of body
which introduced it there ;} for we may suppose space with-
out body, while we can not suppose body without space.
The idea of body was the chronological condition of the
idea of space, as the latter is the logical condition of the
former§ These two orders are reciprocal, aud, so to say,
in & certain senso all the world are right, and all the world
arg wrong,  Logically, idealism and Kant aro right, in
maintaining that the pure idea of space is the condition of
the ideg of body, and of experience ; and ehronologically,
empiricism and Locke aro right in their turn, in holding
up experience, that is, on this point, sensation, the sensa-

* [Or bo evolved in your consciousness.—~Tr.]

¢ [By the iden of body as the occasion.—Tr.]

$ [Was the occasion of its evolution.—TR.]

§ [Pragmens Philosophiques, Programme of a Course of Lectures de-
livered in 1817, Seo ApDITIONAL PIRcES—TR.]
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tion of sight and touch, as thg-gondition of the ides of
spacc, and of any exercise of *@?ndemt&nding.

In general, idealism more ortless neglects the question
of the origin of ideas, and scarcely regards them: but in
their actual character. Taking'its position, at the outset,
in the understanding as at present developed, it does not
investigate its successive acquisitions; it does not trouble
itself about the chronological order of ideas, It confines
itself to their logical connection ; it starts from reason, not
from experience. Locke, on the contrary, pre-occupied with
the question’ of the origin of ideas, neglects their actusl
characters, confounds their chronological condition with
their logical ground, and the power of reason with that
of experience which indeed precedes and guides the former,
but which does not econstitute it, Experience, when put
in its just place, is the condition, but not the principle of
knowledge. Does it go further, and pretend to constitute
all knowledge? It then becomes nothing but a system, a
system incomplete, exclusive, and vicious. It becomes
empiricism or the opposite of idealism, which latter is, in
its turn, the exaggeration of the proper power of reason,
the usarpation of reason over experience, the destruc-
tion, or the forgetfulness of the chronological and experi-
mental condition of knowledge, and which arises from its
exclusive pre-occupation with its logical and rational prin-
ciples, Locke introduced and aceredited empiricism in the
philosophy of the cighteenth century. e saw very clearly
that we could have no idea of spaco if we had not some
idea of body. Body is not space; but it is body which
fills or which measures space. If then space is not body,
we never know any thing of space, except what body
teaches us.  Locke saw this: that is his merit, His fault is,
1, in having confounded that which fills and measures
space and reveals it to us, with the proper idea of spaco
itself; 2, and this second fault is far more genersl and
comprehensive than the first, in having confounded the
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chronological condition -of ideas with their logical condi-
tion, the experimental : dati, external or internal, upon
condition of which the wnderstanding conceives certain
ideas, with the ideas themselves,

This is the most general critical point of view which is
to be taken of all the metaphysics of Locke. I have
drawn it from the examination I have just made of his
theory of the idea of space. It may be applied, and I
shall apply it in the succeeding discussions, to his theory
of the idea of the infinite, of time, and of other idess,
which Locke has made boast, as you know, of deducing
easily from experience, from sensation or from reflec-
tion,



CHAPTER IIL

TIME,—~THE INFINITE.~8UBSTANCE.~IDENTITY,

Recapitulation of the preceding chapter.—Continuation of the examina-
tion of the Second Book of tho Essay on the Humam U i
—Of tho idea of Time.—Of the idea of the Infintta.~Of the idea of
Porsonal Identity.—Of the i#8a of Substance,

I suaLL begin .at this time, by placing before you the
results at which.we arrived in' the last lecture, The ques-
tion was concerning Space.

A sound philosophy unquestionably ought not to sup-
press and destroy the ontological questions concerning the
nature of space considered in iteelf; whether it is material,
or spiritual—whether it is & substance, or an attribute—
whether it is indcpendent of Grod, or is to be referred to
God himself; for all theso questions are undeniably in the
human mind, But they should be postpored unti] psyoho-
logical observations correctly made and skillfully combined,
shall put us in a condition to resolve them.  Our first oc-
cupation, then, is with the purely peychologioal questxon
concerning the ides of space.

If we interrogate tho human understanding, as it is de-
veloped in all men, we shall recognize the idea of space
with theso three eminent characteristics: 1. Space is given
us as necessary, while body is given as that whigkrmay qr
may not exist, 2. Space is given us as without limits, whije
body is given as limited on every side, 3. The idea of
space is altogether rational, while that of body is accom-
panied by a sensible representation.
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The preliminary question concerning the actusl charao.
teristics of the idea of space being thus resolved, we may,
without danger, advance to the far more obscure and diffi
cult question concerning the origin of the idea, Now here
we have carefully distinguished two points of view, which
are intimately connected together, but which analysis
should separate, namely, the logical order of ideas, and
their chronological order. In the logical view, body pre-
supposes space; for what is body? The juxtaposition,
the co-cxistence of resisting points, that is, of solids, But
how could this juxtaposition, this co-existence, happen but
in a contimiity, in space? But while, in the order of
reason and of nature, body presupposcs space; it must be
admitted, on tho other hand, that in the chronological
order, there is a cotemporaneousness of the idea of body
and that of space ; we can not have the idea of body with-
out that of space, nor of space without that of body. And
ity in this cotemporaneous process, one of these ideas may
be distinguished as the antecedent, it is not the idea of
space which is.anterior to that of body ; it is the idea of
body which is anterior to that of space. It is not from
the idea of space that we start ; and if the sensibility, if
the touch, did not take the initiative, and give us the idea
of resistance, of solid, of body, we should never have the
idea of space. Without doubt the ides of body could
never be formed and completed in the mind, if we had not
already there the idea of space; but still, the former idea
springs up first in time; it precedes in some degreo the
idea of space, which immediately follows it.

Here then are two orders perfectly distinct from each
other. In the order of nature and of reason, body pre-
sapposes space. In the order of the acquisition of knowl-
edge, on the contrary, it is the idea of solid, of body,
which is the condition of the idea of space. Now the
idea of body is acquired in the perception of touch, aided
by the sight; it is then an acquisition of experience. It is



ELEMENTS OF PSYCROLOGY. . 148

then correct to sd¥ that, in-thg chronological order of
knowledge, experience” and & cgrtain development of the
senses, are the condition of the acquisition of the idea of
space; and at the same time, as body’presupposes space,
and 48 the idea of spaco is given us by thereason, and pot.
by the senses or experience, it is right also to say that,
logically, it is the idea of space and a certain exertion of
the reason which render experience possible,

At this point of view, the true character, the merit and
the defects, of the system of Locke, are discovered, *What
has Locke done? Instead of being contented to postpone,
he has, I apprehend, destroyed the ontologiosl questions
concerning the natre of space. True, indeed, herhad the
sagacity to give the firs to the psychological question -
concerning the idea of space. But he ought to have tar-
ried much longer in the inqiry into the actual characteris-
tics of this idea; and it was a great fault in him to throw
Himself at the gutset upon the question of its origin, Now
his general system of the origin of ideas being that all our
ideas are derived from two sources, reflection, that is con-
sciousness, and sensation ; as the ides of space could not’
come from consciousness, it was clearly necessary it should
come from scnsation ; and in order to deduce the idea of
space from sensation, it was necessary to reolve it into the
idea of body. This Locke has done in the systematio
parts of his work, though at the same time,contradicting
himself more than once; for sometimes he speaks of space
a3 altogether distinet from solidity. But when his system
comes up, when he puts upon himself the necessity of de-
ducing the idea of space from sensation, then he affirms
that the ides of space is acquired by the sight and by the
touch; and as the touch, aided by the sight, gives us only
body, and not space, Locke by his mere process implicitly
reduces space to body. He does the same thing expressly
When he says that to ask if the world exists in any place,
i8 simply to ask if the world exists, This confusion of the
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existenca of space: with the existence ef the world, is the
confusion of the: idea of wpace with that of body. This
conifusion was necessary to render his system strict, at lgast
in appeadince, ‘But the universal belief of the human
race diclares that body is onc thing, and space, which in.
closes it; adother thing; the world and all possible worlds,
one thing; the infinite and illimitable gpace which incloses
them, another thing. Bodies measure space, but do not
dongtitute. it. The idea of body is indeed the antecedent
of the idea of space ; but it is not the idea itself.

80 much for the idea of space. Let us now proceed
further to interrogate the secpnd book of the Hssay on the
Humdn Understanding concarging the most important

+ #éas; and wo shall sco thiat &boke constantly confounds
the order of the acquisition of knowledge with the logical
order, the necessary antecederft of an ides with the ides
itaelf. . I propose now to exaniine the system of Locke in
relation to the idea of time, the idea of the infinite, of per-
sonal-identityy and. of substance. I begin, as does Locke,
“with the idea of TrME.

* Here the first raleyyou know, is to neglect the question

_ concerning the nature of time, and to inquire solely what
s thie idea of time in the human understanding ; whether
it is there, and with what characteristics it is there. Itis
utdeniably there. There is no one, who, a3 soon as he has
before his eyes, ar represents to his imagination, any event
whatever, does not conceive that it has passed, or is pass-
ing, in a certain time. I ask whether it is possible to
suppose an event, which you are not compelled to conceive
as taking place some hour, some day, some week some
year, some century? You can suppose the abolition, the
non-existence of every event; but you can not suppose
this of time. Standing before a time-piece, you may very
easily make the supposition, that from one hour to another,
no exend has taken place ; you are, however, none the less
copvinoed that time has passed away, even when no everit
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bas marked its course, The idea of time, then, like the
idea of space, is 8 necessary iden. T add, that, like space,
it is also illimitable, The divisions of time, Iike those of
space, are purely artificial, and involve thie suPleition of 8
unity, an absolute continuity of time. Take “thousands of
events, and do with thém a8 you did with bodieé; muitiply
them indefinitely, and they will nevet equal the tirze widch
precedes and which succeeds them. Before all finite' ttme,
and beyond all finite time, there is still time unkmited, in.
finite, inexhaustible. Finally, as with thé idea of spave
necessary and illinditable, 8o is it with the idea of time
necessary and illimitable; it is a pure idea of the peason,
which escapes all'sénsibl¢erepresentation, all grasp of the
imagination and of the sendibility, ‘

Now it is with respectto the origin of the idea of time as
with the origin of the iflea of space. Here again we are to
distinguish the order of the acquisition of our ideas from
their logical order. In the logical order of idess, the idea
of any succession of events pre-supposes that of time,
There could not be any succession, but npon condition of &

continuous duration, to the different points of which the .

several members of the succession may be attached. Take
away the continuity of time, and you take away the possi-
bility of the succession of the events; jifst as the continuity
of space being taken away, the possibility of the juxta-
position and co-existence of bodies is destroyed. But in
the chronological order, on the contrary, it is the idea
of a succession of events, which precedes the idea of the
time that includes them. Ido not mean to say in regard
to time, any more than in regard to space, that we have a
clear and complete idea of a sucoession, and that then the
iden of time, as including this series of succession, springs
up. I merely say, it is clearly necessary that wo should
have a perception of some eventd, in ordor to conceive
that these cvents are in time. Time is the place of events,
just as space is the place of bodies; whoever:had no ides
-1
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of any event, would have,no idea of time. If; then, the
logical condition of the ided of succession, lies in the idea
of time; the chronological condition of the ides of time i
the idea of succession.

"Bo this result, then, we are come : the ides of succession
is the occasion, the chronelogical stecedent of the neces-
saty conception of time, Now every idea of succession is
undeniably &n acquisition of experience. It remains to
ascertain of what experience. Is it that of the senses, or
that of the aperations of the mind ? 'The first ides of suc-
cession : is it given in the spectacle of outward events, or
in the consciousness of the events that pass within us?

Take a succession of outwprd evemts, In order that
these events may be successive, it is necessary that thero
should be a first event, a second,.a third, etc. But if,
when you see the gecond event yon do not remember tho
first, it would not be the sccond ; there could be for yon
no succession. You would always remain fixed at the
first event, which would not even have the character of
first to you, because there would be no second. The inter-
vention of memory is necessary, then, in order to conceive
of any succession whatever, Now memory has for its ob-
jects nothing external; it relates not immediately to
things, but to ourselves; wo have no memory but of our-
selves, When we say, we remember such a person, we
remember such & place—it means nothing more than that
we remember to have been secing such a place, or we
remember to have been hearing or seeing such a person,
There is no memory but of ourselves, because there is no
memory but upon the condition that there has been a con-
sciousness. If consciousness then is the condition of mem-
ory, and memory the condition of the idea of succession,
it follows that the first succession is given us in ourselves,
in consciousness, in the proper objects and phenomena of
consciousness, in our thoughts, in our ideas. But if the
first sucoession given us is that of our ideas, as to all suc-
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cession is necessarily attached the conception of time, it
follows again, that the first ided we have of time, is that of
the time in which we are; and so the first succession for
us is the succession of our own idegs, the first duration for
ns is our own duration ; the succession of outward events,
and the duration in which these events are accomplished,
is not known to us till afterward. I do not say that the
succession of outward events is nothing but an induction
from the succession of our own ideas; neither do I say
that outward duration is nothing but an induction from
our own personal duration: but I say that we can not
have an idea either of external succession or of duration,
till after we have had the consciousness and the memory
of some internal phenomena, and consequently the concep-
tion of our own duration. Thus then, summarily, the first
duration given us, is our-own ; because tho first succossion
which is given, is the sitccession of our own ideas.

A profound analysis might carry us further still. There
isa crowd of ideas, of phenomens, under the eye of con-
sciousness, To inquire what is the first succession given
us, is to inquire what are the first ideas, the first pheno-
mena, which fall under eonsciousness, and form the first
succession, Now it is evident in respeet to our sensations,
that they are not phenomena of consciousness except upon
this condition: that we pay attention to them. Thousands
and thousands of impressions may affect my sensibility ;
but if T do not give them my attention, I have no con-
sciousness of them. It is the same with respect to many
of my thoughts, which, if the attention is dirceted else-
where, do not come to my consciousness, but vanish in
reveries. The essential condition of consciousness is atten-
tion; the internal phenomenon, most intimately allied to
consciousness then, is attention; and a series of acts of
attention is, necessarily, the first sucoession which is given
us. Now what is attention? It is nothing less than the
will itself'; for nobody is attentive without willing to be so.
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The fitst succession, then, is that of our vohntary acts,
Now- succession measures time, as body measures space ;
from whence it follows that the first succession being that
of voluntary acts, the will is the primitive measure of time;
and as a measure, it has this excellence, that it is equal to
itaelf; for every thing differs in the consciousness, sensa.
tions and thoughts, while acts of attention, being eminently
simple, are cssentially similar,

Such is the theory of the primitive and equal measure
of time which we owe to M. de Biran; and you may see
it oxpressed with perfect originality of analysis and of style,
in the lectures of M. Royer-Collard* M., de Biran con-

% (Buvres completes de Thomas Reid publides par M. Th. Joufiroy
avec des Fragmens de M. Royer-Collard. Paris, 1829. [To the third
and fourth volumo of this edition of Reid's works tho editor has attached
copious extracts and reports of Royor-Collard's lectures, delivered in
1811-1814. An extended discussion concerning duration may be found
in Vol. IV. pp. 347-426. It is too long to be introduced in this placo;
a bricf view of its results is all ltlmt can be given.

Tho first duration we conccivo is, according to Ruyer-Collard, our own.
1t is not in the succession of our feelings that our duration consists; for
succession pro-supposes a duration in which it takes place. Our dura-
tion resulta from tho sentiment of our cofitinued identity which results
from tho continuity of our activity, attested by consciousness and mem-
ory. To act, with consciousness and memory of acting, is to endure.
‘Whenever, in-tho consciousness of our own activity and the succossion
of its Acts, wo acquiro tho conception of the duration (our own) in which
that aiecession takes placo, it becomes independent of the sentiment of
our own identical and continuous existence, which contained it. By
occagion of our own duration, we conceive a nocessary and illimitablo
duration, tho cternal theater of all existences and all contingent suc-
cessions; and not only do we conceivo it, but we are invincibly por-
suaded of its reality. This passago from the conception of time within
us to lime without us, is made, in the opinion of Royer-Collard, by what
ho calls a natural induction. His view of this point seems unnoccesary
and burdoned with difficulties, the nature of which the reador will ap-
prohend from tho criticism of it, by Cousin, as applied to tho conception
of causality, in the pext chapter. To explain the origin of the concep-
" tion of Time, it is quite sufficient to say that when by occasion of
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tinually repeated that the element of duration is the will;
and in order to pass from our own duration to outward
duration, from the succession of our own acts, to the suc-
cession of events, from the primitive and equal measuro
of time for us, to the ulterior and more. or less uniform
measure of time without us, M. de Biran had recourse to
a twofold phenomenon of the will, which has reference at
once to the external and to the internal world, According
to De Biran, the type of the sentiment of the will is the
sentiment of éffort. I make an effort to raise my arm, and
I raise it. I make an effort to walk, and I walk, The
effort is a relation with two terms; the one is internal,
namely, the will, the act of the will; the other is external,
namely, the movement of the arm, or the step that I take,
which has its cause and its measure in the internal move-
ment of the will. Now a moment, an instant, is nothing
clse in itself but & most simple act of the will. It is at first
altogether internal ; then it passes outward, in the external
movement produced by the nisus or effort, 2 movement
which reflects that of the will, and becomes the measure of
all the subsequent external movements, as the will itself
is the primitive and undecomposable. measure of the firsy
movement. which it produces,

R Without taking upon myself either the honor or the
responsibility of all parts of this theory, I hasten to notice
that of Locke. The merit of Locke consists in having
proved that the idea of time, of duration, of eternity, is
suggested to us by the idea of some succession of events;

experience any particular succession is given, tho mind, in virtue of its
own activity and by its own laws, forms the necessary and universal
conception of time. The primitive succession given in consciousness and
memory (that is, according to Royer-Collard, the acts of our own will),
furnishing us the notion of time concrete, particular and determinate
{our own duration) suffices to supply the condition under which the
mind in virtue of its own laws, without resorting to the process of in-
duction, but immediately forms tho ption of duration without us, of
time abeolute, unlimited.—TR.]
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and that this succession is taken, not from the external
world, but from the world of consciousness. See B. II.
Ch. XIV. XV, XVL. For example, Ch. XIV. § 4: “men
derive their idcas of .duration from their reflection on the
trains of the ideas they observe to succeed one another in
their own understandings” And, § 6: “the idea of suc-
cession i8 not from motion.” Also, § 12: “the constant
and regular succession of ideas is tho measure and standard
of all other suceessions.” The analysis of Locke does not
go far enough ; it does not determine in what particular
succession of ideas, the first succession, the first duration,
is given to us, Should it be said that Locke, in making
the idea of duration to come from reflection, makes it to
come from the sentiment of the operations of the mind,
yet as according to Locke the operations of the mind are
not all active and voluntary, his theory is very far from
being the same with that which I have just now stated.
But it must be acknowledged that the one has opened the
rond for the other; and that it was doing much to have
deduced the idea of time from the interior, from the phe-
nomens of reflection. This is the merit of Locke's theory.
Tho vice of it is more considerable; but still it is closely
allied to the merit. Locke saw that the idea of time is
given in succession, and that the first succession for us is
necessarily the succession of our own ideas, Thus far
Locke descrves only praise, for he gives the succession of
our ideas merely as the condition of the acquisition of the
idea of time; but the condition of a thing is easily taken
for the thing itself, and Locke, after having taken the idea
of body, the mere condition of the idea of space, for the
idea of space itself, here also takes the condition of the idea
of time, for the idea itself, He confounds succession with
time, Ile says not merely that the succession of our ideas
is the condition of the conception of time; but he says that
time is nothing elso than the succession of our ideas, B, II,
Ch, XIV. § 4: “That we have our notion of succession
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and duration from this original, namely, from reflection on
the train of ideas which we find to appear one after another
in our minds, seems plain to me in that we have no per-
ception of duration, but by considering the train of ideas
that take their turns in our understandings. When that
guccession of ideas ceases, our perception of duration ceases
with it; which every one clearly experiments in himself,
while he sleeps soundly, whether an hour, or a day, or &
month, or & year; of which duration of things, while he
sleeps or thinks not, he has no perception at all, but it is
quite lost to him; and the moment wherein he leaves off
to think, till the moment he begins to think again, deems
to him to have no distanee. And so, I doubt not, it would
be to & waking man, if it were possible for him to keep
only one idea in his'mind, without variation and the suc-
cession of others.” '

In this whole passage there is:

1. A confusion of two ideas very distinct—duration and
succession,

2. An obvious paralogism ; for duration is explained by
succession, which, in its turn, is inexplicable only by du-
ration, In truth, where do the elemonts of any succession
follow each other, if not in some duration? Or how could
succession—the distance, 80 to say, between ideas—take
place, unless in the space proper to ideas and to minds,
that is, in time ?

3. Moreover, sec to what results the theory of Locke
leads, If succession is no longer merely the measure of
time, but time itself; if the succession of ideas is no longer
the mere condition of the conception of time, but the con-
ception itself; time is nothing else than what the succession
of our ideas makes it. The succession of our ideas is
more or less rapid; time therefore is more or less short,
not in appearance, but in reality. In absolute sleep, in
lethargy, all succession of ideas, all thought ccases; there-
fore we have no duration, and not only have we no duration,
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but there is no duration for any thing ; for not only our
time, but timo in itself, is nothing but the sucoession of
our ideas. Ideas exist but under the eye of consciousness ;
but there is no consciousness in lethargy, in total sleep;
consequently there is no time, The time-piece vainly
moved on; the time-piece was wrong; and the sun, like
the time-piece, should have stopped.

These are the results, very extravagant indeed, and yet
the necessary results of confounding the idea of succession
with that of time ; and the confusion itself is necessary in
the general system of Locke, which deduces all our ideas
from sensation and reflection. Sensation had given space;
reflection gives time; but reflection, that is, consciousness
with memory, attains only to the succession of our ideas,
of our voluntary acts, a succession finite and contingent,
and not time necessary and unlimited, in which this suc-
cession takes place, Experience, whether external or in-
ternal, gives us only the measure of time, and not time
itself. Now Locke was forbidden any source of knowledgo
but sensation and retlection. It was necessary of course
to make time explicable by the one or the other. 1le saw
very clearly that it was not explicable by sensation, and it
could not be by reflection, except upon reducing it to the
measure of time, that is to say, to succession* Locke has
thus, it is truc, destroyed time; but he has saved his
system, It is at the same price he will save it again in re-
spect to the idea of the infinite,

Time and Space have for their characteristics, that they
ar¢ illimitable and infinite,  Without doubt the idea of the
infinite is applicable to something else besides time and
space; but since we have hitherto treated only of time and
space, we will now refer the idea of the infinite merely to
time and space, as Locke has set the example.

Space and time ave infinite. Now the idea of the infinite

# [For wo are conscious of succession (tho succession of our own ideas),
but not of time.—T8.]
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may be detached from the ideas of time and space, and
considered in itself, provided we always keep in mind the
subject from which it is abstracted, The idea of the infi-
nite unquestionably exists in the human understanding,
sinco there is undeniably in it the idéa of time, and the
idea of space, which are infinite. The infinite is distinct
from the finite, and consequently. from the multiplication
of the finite by itself, that is, from the indefinite. That
which is not infinite added as many times as you please to
itself will never make up the infinite. You can no more
deduce the infinite from the finite than you could deduce
space from body, or time from succession.

In respect to the origin of the idea of the infinite, recol-
lect that if you had not had the idea of any body, nor of
any succession, you would never have had the idea of
space, nor of-time ; but at the same time, you can not have
the idea of a body and of succession, without having [ne-
cessarily awakened along with it] the idea of space and
of time, Now body and succession are the finite ; space
and time are the infinite. Therefore without the finite,
there is for you no infinite ; but at the samo time, immedi-
ately that you have the idea of tl:o finite, you can not
hielp having the idea of the infinite. Here recollect again
the distinction between the order of the acquisition of our
cognitions and their logical order. In the logical order,
the finite supposes the infinite as its necessary ground ; but
in the chronological order, the ides of the finite is the ne-
cessary condition of the scquisition of the idea of the
infinite,

* These facts are evident; but Locke had a system, and
this system consists in admitting no other origin of all our
ideas but sensation and reflection, The idea of the finite,
which resolves itself into that of body and of succession,
comes easily from sensation or from reflection ; but the
iden of the infinite, which resolves itself neither into the idea

of body nor into that of succession, since time and space
-
]
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are neither one or the other of these two—the idea of the
infinite ean come neither from sensation nor from reflection,
I the wea of the infinite subsisty the system of Loel,
must then he fibe, Jtis necessay therefore that the e
of the mbimte should not subsist 3 and Locke has acemd.
ingly repubsed and eluded 1t as much as possible, e he.
gins by decluing that the idea of the infinite is very
obsemre, while that of the finite is very dear and comes
eastly mto the mind (B IL Ch, XVIL §2)  Buat obseme,
o1 not obsenre, is it in the intelligence?  That is the ques
tion, and whether obseure or not obsewre, it 1t i€ real, it 1
your duty asa philosopher to admit it whether you ean
tenden it elear or ot And then as to the obseunity, It
us understand ourselves, The senses attam: only hady ;
conscioeness o reflection attun only suceession, The
objects of sove sk of consonsness are then hody and
sieeoston, that s to s, the e, Thus nothme <
elearen, dor sonse or for consetousness than the tate ; while
the mlimte is and onght to be very obseme for sense and
conseronsness, for this vers simple reason, that the mime
is the oljeet neither of sense nor of consersness, it of
the vevon alone, 1ty then, vou wo aliont to apprehond the
infimte by sense and conseronsness 1t s necessanly obsenre
aned evew mcecsible bt at by roson, nothing s elearer,
even to the degree that 1ts then proosdy the imte which
heeates obseure toyom cves el cooapes von, Thus yon
pereene how I'Illilllll wsa sromm s isell ondusivdy upen
avpenence, mtermal or ovternaly s wtually ol o the dee
mal ol the mhmte . white ade s, gronudine el en-
iy wpeon the rcson forms avery dor wder of the
whnte, but searedy s the fimte, which s ot the ap-
proprate obpect of the rcason

After howmg sportad anlale wath the wlea ot the w-
fimte as absewne, Lovhe obgects s that s puredy
newatinve, that at hos nothene postve moat, BOI1 Ch
NV % 18 = We hove no postive wler of mtimry
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§16: “We have no positive idea of infinite duration,»
s 141 * We have no positive idea of infinite space.”  Here
we have the aceusation, so often since repeated, against
the conceptions of’ reason that they are not positive.  But
fitst, observe that there can uo more be an idea of scees-
son without the wdea of time, than of time without the
previons idea of suceession; aud no more idea of hody
without the idea of space, than of space without the pre-
vous idea of hody; that is to xay, there ean no more he
the iden of the finite without the idea of infinite, than of
the mfinite without the previous idea of the finite,  From
whenee it follows in strietness, that these ideas suppose
cich other, and if” any one pleases to say, reciproeally i
cach other; and consequently, the idea of the infinite iy
no more the negative of that of the finite, than the idea
of finite is the negative of that of the infimte, They are
both negatives on the same gronud, o they are hoth pos-
tves; for they e two smultancons affimmations, and
every afliomation contans a positnve wdea Or does one
understand by posttive, that whieh falls under expenenee
ovternal or intennal, and by nesative, that which does
not fall under expensenee ¥ Then 1 rant that the wlea of
Doy aned o suecession, that is of the fimte, does fall solely
under expenenee, under sensation and consetotsies ;. and
that 4 alone s positive s while the dea of time and of
spacey that s, of the mtimtey fallne only snder yeason, is
punedy neaative But with this explantion, we should he
diven to maintam that all yational conecptions, for cxame.
e those of weometry and motals, are also ey negative,
aned Bove nothimg posttive e them, Butaf by postive be
unecrstond cvery thine which s not abstiacty every thine
that 1~ vl evary thing that talls within the immediate
and diect wrep ot e one of our broultics it mnst e
admtted that the idea of the infimte, of tie and of
space s as posttive as that of the fimte, of sieecsaion and
of hody, since at falls uneder the veasony atacnlty altogether
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ag real and as positive as the senses and consciousness, al.
though its proper ohjects are not ohjects of experienee *
At lnst being obliged to explain himself categorically,
after many eontradictions, for Locke often speaks ¢l-
where, and here also, of the infinity of God (B. IL (1,
XVIL § 1, and even of the infinity of time and space, i,
§ 4, 5), he ends by resolving the infinite into number (i,
§9): “ Nmber affords us the clearest idea of infinity»—
“ But of all other ideas, it is number, as I have said, which
I think furnishes us with the clearest and most distinet
iden of infinity we are capable of. For even in space and
duration, when the mind pursnes the idea of infinity, it

* [ The slea of the wjiate —~Thy ctatiessm 19 unquestionably vahd as
aguanst Lowko's vedde oo of the mtimte to wmber, lis contasion of the
vlea ol the mtunte wath that of the e and consoguent destruetion
of the former wler But there G pomaans <hageher question: cone -
e the poatve soenee of the mbuate, whiel wyolves the possibihity of
phileophy el consalered as the positive hnowlodge of the absolute
amd mhmte or viewed av any thing mote than the observation: and
analy st of the pheunmenat ol conseonsiess The possibulity of pluloso-
Phy, e thessenvw of the word, 1= welec the vtand - problem of speculas
tve angquny, the sesolation of st oxplict o aaploed dew rmmes the
st gencral ehoneter of the groat sostoms of plaio ophy 10 e
ton, Boweser, wheeh we do ot intend e o deonss We il only
romrk that the postion tihen by Conam on this suabyect i los other
Woths, constitntes the ehiet pretenson and @ stemte peenlanty of s
Plalosaphy  FUas a0 postton ecrtanly not wathont gt difienlties,
Comsns theory o tha suabyeet by bean vy ably combated w0 an
wtele i e Ddvduorgh Bevew for Octonet, 18529 The foregonge dise
eusson e ths chapter may nond thowe wio bave ad the artide
alluded to, of the obyeton Tued by O roviewer aganst Conan's
doct e iy that the wdenof the mtimte 8 purely negative, anid
the e renathe will parhaps be thought o suflie ont snswer to the
olgection— But w e protien to the scoomed editeon of the Pud sophaeal
Frag eis wd o mtte proae to Cotans oo of M De Biran s
Boappartds Prge yor * 3 Mowed oxtracis fiom whal we prnted - the
appendix o ks vt e, will be 8l what the aatlor lamselt @na
Tetter to the proseut rasleen speobs o as asuflien nt = mplait reply
to the mtele of the Fdnharch Review ‘=T |
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there makes use of the ideas and repetitions of numbers,
u~ of millions of millions of miles, or years, which are so
many distinet ideas, kept best by number from ranning
mito a confised heap, wherein the mind loses itself)?

But what is number ? It is in the Iast analysis, such or
such 2 number; for every number is a determinate num-
ber. Itis then a finite number, whatever it may be, and
as high as you please. Number is the parent of succes-
sion, not of duration; number and succession measure
tme, but do not adequate and exhaust it The reduction
of the infinite to number is, then, the reduetion of time
minite, to its measure indetinite or finite; just as in regard
ta space, the reduction of space to body is the reduction
of the infinite to the finite.  Now to reduee the infinite to
the finite is to destroy it ; it is to destroy the helief of the
luman race; but, as before obsersed, it xaves the system
of Loche,  In faet the infinite can enter into the under-
g neither through sense, nor through conscionsness,
bt the finite can enter there wonderfully well through
these two doors, It alone does <o, There iy, then (for
Loche), nothing else, nether m the mind nor in natwme:
and the idea of the infinite is nothing hut a vague and
obneure wdea, altogether negative, which at last, when re
dueed o its just valuey resolves itsell mto number and
NICCEssIN,

Let us now examine the theory of Personal Identity in
Locke, a8 we have that of Infimty, of Time, and of Space,

Is the idea of personal identity found, or ot found, in
the human understanding — Let every one answer for him-
WIE IS there any one of you who doubts lis personal
ulentity, who doubts that he is the same to-day he was
yestenday, and will be tomonow ? I no one doubts Iy
porsonal ulentity, it remams solely to determme the origin
of this idea,

I suppose of you did not think and were not conseions
of thinkmg, you would not hnow that you existed.  Re-



* 158 BLEMENTS OF PSYCHOLOGY,

flect whether in the absence of all thought, all conscious.
ness, you could have any idea of your own existence, and
consequentl§ of your cxistence as dne and the same? QOn
the other hand, can you have the congciousness of a single
operation of your mind, without instantly baving an ir.
resistible conviction of your existence? You can not. In
every act of conscioysness there is the consciousness of
some operation, somé phenomenon, soime thought, volition,
or sensation ; and at the same time the conception of our
existence. And when memory, following consciousness,
comes into exercise, we conceive that the same being, the
same J myself, who was before the subject of the pheno-
mena of which I was conscious, still exists, and is the same
whom my memory recalls to me. So that consciousness
and memory can never be in exercise without the reason
suggesting to me'the irresistible conviction of my personal
existence as one and identical.

Now if you distinguish again here the two orders I
have repeatedly mentioned, the logical order and the
ohronological order of knowledge, it is evident that in
the order of reason and nature, it i8 not the consciousness
and memory which are the foundation of personal identity ;
on the contrary, personal ideutity, the continued existence
of our being, is the foundation of consciousness and of
memory. Tuake away being, and there are no longer any

' phenomena; the phenomena no longer come to conscious-
ness and memory, Thus in the order of nature and of
reason, consciousness and memory involve the supposition
of personal identity. But it is not so in the chronological
order. In this order, though we can not be conscious and
remeniber without instantly having a rational conviction
of our identical existenco; nevertheless it is necessary in
order to have this conviction of our identity, that there
should have been some act of consciousness and of mem.
ory, " Undoubtedly the act of memory and of conscious-
ness is not consummated, until the conception of our per-
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gonal identity is awakened; but some act of memory and
of conscionsness must have taken place, in order that the
conception of our identity should take place in its {um.
It is in this scnse I say, that an operation, an acquisition of
memory and of consciousness, of some sort, is ‘the neces-
sary chronological condition of the conception of our per-
sonal identity. .

Analysis might bring up concerning the phenomena of
consciousness and of memory, which suggest to us the idea
of our personal identity, the same problem that has already
been brought up concerning those phenomena of conscious-
uess which suggest the idea of time: it may examine what,
among the numerous phenomena which we are conscious
of and remember, are those by occasion of which we first
acquire the conviction of our existence. This, in fact, is to
inquire what are the conditions of memory and of con-
sciousness,. We have already seen that the condition of
memory is conscionsness.  We have already seen also, that
the condition of consciousness is attention—and the prinei.
ple of attention is the will. It is the will, then, attested by
consciousness, which suggests to us the conviction of our
own existence; and it is the continvity of the will attested
by the memory, which suggests to us the conviction of our
personal identity, Itis M. de Biran 8 whom again I re.
fer the honor and the responsibility of thigtheory.

Let us now notice the theory of Locke. Tt was very
clearly seen by Locke (B. IL. Ch. XXVIL § 9), that where
there is no consciousness (and, as has been well said, Locke
should have added memory); where there is neither con-
sciousness nor memory, there can be for us no idea of our
personal identity ; so that the sign, the characteristic, and
the measure of personality, is consciousness, I can not as
tribute too much praise to this part of the theory of Locke.
It apprehends and puts in clear light the true sign, the
true characteristic, the true measure of personality, But
the sign is one thing, and the thing signified is another
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thing; the measure is one thing, the thing measured is
another thing ; the eminent and fandamental characteristic
of self, and of personal identity, is one thing, the identity
itaelf is another thing, Here, a3 in regard to the infinite,
to time, and to space, Locke has confounded the condition
of an idea with the idea itself, He has confounded iden-
tity with cansciousness and memory, which represent it
and which suggest the idea of it. B, II. Ch. XXVII. § 9,
“Since consciousness always accompanies thinking, and it
is that which makes every one to be what he calls self; and
thereby distinguishes himself from all other thinking beings;
in this alone consists personal identity, that is, the same.
ness of a rational being; and so far as this consciousness
can be extended backward to any past action or thought,
8o far reaches the identity of that person; it is the same
self now that it was then, and it is by the same self with
this present ono that now reflects upon it, that that action
was done.” 1b.§ 10, “ Consciousness makes personal iden-
tity ;” and § 18, “ Consciousness makes the same person ;»
§ 17, “Self depends on consciousness ;» § 23, “ Conscious-
ness alone makes self?

Now the confusion of consciousness and personal iden-
tity destroys personal identity, just as the confusion of
number and inﬁmv'destroys infinity, as the confusion of
succession and ®tihe destroys time, as the confusion of
body and space destroys space. In truth, if personal iden-
tity consigts wholly in consciousness, then when conscious-
ness is impaired or lost, there must be a diminution or loss
of personal identity. Deep sleep, lethargy, which is a
species of sleep; revery, intoxication, or passion, which
frequently destroys the consciousness, and of course the
memory, must not only destroy the sense or feeling of ex-
istence, but existence itself. It is not necessary to follow
all the consequences of this theory, It is evident that it
memory and conseiousness not merely measure existenco
for us, bnt constitute it, any one who has forgotten that he
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did an act, did not in reality do it ; any one who has badly
measured by memory the time of his existence, has really
had less of existence. A man no longer recollects to have
done & particular act ; he can not be put upon trial for it,
for he has ceased to be the same person. The murderer
must no longer suffer the punishment of his act, if by a for-
tunate chance he has lost the recollection of it,

To resume : no doubt personality has, for its distinguish-
ing sigm, the will and the operations of consciousness and
memory ; and if we never had either consciousness or
memory of any operation and of any voluntary act, we
should never have the idea of our personal identity, But
this idea once introduced. by [occasion of| consciousncss
and memory into the intelligence, subsists there independ-
ently of the memory of the acts which occasioned it. No -
doubt that which attests and measures personality and the
moral accountability of our actions, i8 the consciousness of
the free will which produced them ; but when these actions
are once performed by us with consciousness and free will,
though the recollection of them may have faded or van-
ished quite away, yet the responsibility of them, as well as
our personality, remains complete. It is not, then, con-
sciousness and memory which constitute our personal iden-
tity, Still more; not only do they.ngtwconstitute it, but
personal identity itself is not even an object of conscious-
ness and of memory. None of us has a consciousness of
his own nature ; otherwise, the depths of existence would
be easy to sound, and the mysteries of the squFfwould bo
perfectly known, We should perceivo the soul a8 we per-
ccive any phenomena of tho conscibusness, which we ap-
prehend directly, sensation, volition, thinking. But such
is not the fact. The personal existence, the solf which we
are, does not fall under the eyes of consciousness and
memory ; and nothing dos, but the operations by which
this self is manifested. These operations are the proper
objects of consciousness and memory ; personal identity 1
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a convictiotrdf the reason. But none of these distinetions
could find » plasp in the theory of Locke. 'The pretension of
this theory is to deduce allideas from sensation and reflec.
tion, But the idea of personal identity could not be made
to come from sensation; it was necessary, therefore, to
make it eome from reflection, that is, to make-it an object
of memory and of consciousness, that is, again, to destroy
the idea of personal existence, by confounding it with the
phenomena which reveal it, and which, too, without it
would be impossible,

It only remains now to examine the theory of substance.
Do not be distutbed by the idea of substance any more
than by that of the Infinite, Infinity is an attribute of time
and space: so the idea and the word substance is a gene-
ralization from the fact which I have just been discussing,
*Consciousness, with memory, attests to you an operation,
or many successive operations, and at the same time reason
suggesta he belief of your own personal existence. Now
your periinal existence, the self which you are, and which
renson reveals to you—what is it, relatively to the opera-
tions which conscionsness and memory attest to you? It
is the subject of theso operations, of which the operations
themselves are the oharacteristics, the signs, the attributes.
Theso operationsare perpetually changing and renewing;
they are accidents. On the contrary, your personal exist-
enoe® subsists always the same; amid the perpetual diver-
sity of your acts, you are to-day the samo that you were
yesterday, and that you will be tomorrow. Personal
identity is the unity of your being, your self, as contradis-
tinguished from the plurality of consciousness and memory.
Now being, one and identical, contradistinguished from
variablo accidents, from transitory phenomens, is sub-
stance,
. Here you have personal substance. And it is the same
in relation to external substance, which I do not yet care
to call material substance. The touch gives you the idea
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of resistance, of solidj the other senses giye-yom the iden
of other qualities, primary or sccondary. Bdt what! Is
there nothing but these qualities? While the senses give
you solidity, color, figure, softness, hardness, eto., do you
believe that these qualities are merely in the air; or do
you not béeve that they are. the qualities of something
really existing, and which because it really exists, is solid,
hard, soft, of a certain color, figure, etg.f You would not
have had the idea of this something, if the senses had-not
first given you the idea of these qualities; but you can tt
have the 1&éa of these qualities without the ides of this
something existent, This is the univergal belief, which im-
plies the distinction between qualities#ind the subject. of
these qualities, between accidents and substance,

Attributes, accidents, phenomena ;—being, substance,
subject ;—thesc are the generalizations drawn from the
two incontestable facts of my belief in my own personal
evistence, and my belief in the existence of an. extemll
world.

Now every thing which has been said of body and spaoe,
of succession and time, of the finite-gud the infinite, of con-
sciousness and personal identity, all this may be said of
attribute and subject, of qualities and substance, of pheno-
mena and being.  When we inquire concerning the origin
of the idea of phenorena, of quality, of attribute; if the
question be concerning an attribute of an external sub-
stance, the idea is given by the senses; if concerning an
attribute of the mind, the idea is given by consciousness,
But as to the substance itself, whether material or spiritual,
it is not given either by sense or consciousness; it is a
revelation of the reason in the exercise of senso and con-’
sciousness; just as space and fime, infinity and personal .
identity, are revealed to us by the reason in the exercise
of the sensibility, the consciousness and the memory, In
fine, as body, succession, the finite, variety, logically in-
volve the supposition of space, time, infinity, and unity; so

.
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ivordeps ‘ml;.,and naturo it is cvident, that attribute
and aod ;lt invélve the supposition of subject and sub.
stance. Buf.it s not fbss evident that in the order of the
acquisition of ont idcas, [the chronological order], the
idea of attribute and accident is the necessary eondition
of arriving at that of substance and subject ;%uet as in this
same order, the idea of body, of succession, of number; of
variety, is the condition of the idea of space,.of time; of
infinity, of identity.—This being ecstablished, it femains to
see whiat place the idea of substance occupies in the syste
of Locke, wa
“T confess,” says he, B. 1. Ch. IV, § 18, “there is one
idea which woul%of general use for mankind to have,
a8 it i of gencral fdlk, as if they had it: and this is the idea
of substance, which we neither have nor can have by sen-
agbtjot or reflection.” Locke, then, systematically denics
¢he idea of substance. Unquestionably many passages
might be ejted, in which he unconsciously admits it; but
Tie openly repels it, in one place as of “little use in phi-
losophy,” B. II. Ch. XJIL § 10;—in another as obscure:
“we have no clearjgea of substance fn general,” B. II.
Ch, XXIIL § 4. Bubtake away from substance this char-
acteristic of abstraction and generality; restore it to
reality; and then substance is self) or is body. What
then? can wo say that the idea is of little use in philoso-
phy; that is, does the belief of my personal identity, and
tho belief of an external world, play but an insignificant
part in my understanding and in human life? Unques-
tionably to the senses, as well as to consciousness, all sul-
stanee is obscure ; for no substance, material or spiritual,
i jn itself u proper object of sense or of conscionsness,
. But to reason, ¥¢' say again as before, it is not obscure,
The ideg~of pibatance is the proper object of reason,
which had‘f.f_h\‘ow'n objects, and reveals them to us with
a8 muoh’;;i"yidmjeo 88 consciousness and tho senses attest

their objéets,

’
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Locke, however, every Where repel;«%d 1of “sub-
stance, and when he officially explains- he:;ﬁ@lves it
into a collection of simple ideas of 'sensmgl,‘ﬂgnlof reflec-
tion. B. IL Ch. XXIIL § 3, 4, 6: # .00, other idea
of substances than what is framed by a con@ﬁm of slmple
idess” g . It is by such’ combinations of »
ideas,'and nothing else, that we repregent particular son.p
of substances to oursclves.” § 37, * Recapitulation. Al
onr ideas of the several sorts of substances, ace nothing bus
collections of simple ideas, with a supposition of something-
to which ¥hglp belong, and in whicke they subsist; though
of this supposed something we have no clear distinct idea
atall” "And he declares that we knogiffiothing of matter
but the aggregate of its qualities, and nothing of mind but
the aggregate of its operations, Nothing can be more trug
than this m a certain respect. It is indubitable that was
know nothing of mind but what its operations teach w8~
concerning it, and nothing of matter but what jts qualities
teach us of it; just as we have already granted that ye
know nothing of time, save that which successjon teaches
us of it ; nor of space, savo that whiow;vody teaches ; nor of
the infinite, save that which the finite téaches; nor of self,
save that which consciousness teaches. Body is the sole
measure of space, stceession of time, the finite of the in.
finite, the operations of consciousness of our identity ; and
just 80, attributes and qualities are the only signs and tho
sole measares of substances, whether material or spiritual,
But because we do not know any thing of one thing except
what another thing teaches us concerning it, it does not
follow that the former thing s the latter; because it is
only by the aggregate of its qualitics that substmec mani-
“fosts itself, it does not follow that subnm m]( i noth-
ing but an aggregate of those qualitiep, . ’,Té n‘guo that
it does, involves a thousand extravaganced sh@ paralogisms
which have been put forth every where, It is-evideny that
the aggregate of qualities into which Locké. resolves sub-
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. stande, is ‘sltogether impossible without the supposition
of subtance.. Royer- Col]nrd has perfectly exposed the
various sspects of this impossibility.* I shall bring for.
ward but a single one. Among’all conditions which are
requisite to the possibility of this aggregatdelok at one
which is cleatly unquestiofisble : it is that th#8e"should ba
some person, some mind, to make this collection. Num.
bers placed under each other do not make addition;
arithmetic does not make itself alone, it demands an anth
metician, Now Locke, by denying substance, has de-
stroyed the arithmetician necessary in order to-make this
addition. The human mind no longer exists, you are no
longer & mind oneand identical, capable of finding the
suin of the different quantities of which the collection is to
#e-composed ; and there remains nothing but different
qantities compelled to add themselves up, and to perceive
themselves the relations which connect them together,
But pass over this radical difficulty, and suppose that a
cqllection is possible without some person, some mind, to
make it. Suppose it made, and made by itself, What
will it be? All that g mere collection can be: a class, a
genus, an abstraction, that is to say, a word, Sec, then,
to what you ultimately arrive, Without speaking of God
~who is, howover, the substance of substances, the being
of beings—behold mind, behold matter, reduced to words.
The scholastio philosophy had converted many collections
into substances, many generdl words into entities; but by
» contrary extravagance, Locke has converted substanco
into a collection, and made all things to be words, and

" this, note it well, neccssarily, and by the compulsion of

his system. Admitting none but ideas explicable by sen-

sation or reflection, and being unable to explain the ides
of substance either by the one or the other, he was neces-
sarily led to deniy it, to resolve it into qualities, which are

* Fragmenis of the Leciures of M. Royer-Collard, published in Jouffroy's
edition of the Works of Reid, Vol. IV. p. 305.
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easily attained by sensation or reflection, Hence the sys-
tematic identification of substance and qualigjes, of being
and phenomens, that is to say, the destruction of being,
and consequently of beings. Nothing therefore exists as
substance, nejther God, dor the world, neither you, nor
myself. Evel.thing resolves itself into phenomens, into -
abstractions, into words: and singular enough, it 48 the
very fear of abstraction and of verbal entities, the ill-under-
stood taste for reality, that carries Logke into an absolute
nominalism which ends in absolute nihilism,



CHAPTER IV.

OF THE IDEA OF CAUSE

(eneral remarks on the foregoing results —Continuation of the exami.
nation of the Becond Book of tho Kssay on the Human Understanding.
Of the idea of Cause.—Origin in sensation.—Refutation.~Origin in
reflection and the sontiment of the Will—Distinction botween the
ides of Couso and the Principle of Causality.—That tho principle
of causality is inexplicable by the sentiment of will.—Of the truo
formation of tho principle of Causality.

T first fault of Locke in respect to the ideas of Space,
of Time, of the Infinite, of Personal Identity, and of Sub-
stance, i8 & fault of method. Instead of investigating and
ascertaining, at the outset, by impartial observation, the
characteristics which these ideas actually display in the
human understanding, Locke begins with the exceedingly
obscure and difficuly question concerning the origin of
those idens, Then ho resolves this question in respect to
those ideas, by his general system concerning the origin of
ideas, which consiats in admitting no idea that is not
formed by sensation, or by reflection. Now the ideas of
Space, of Time, of the Infinite, of Personal Identity, and
of Substance, with the characteristics by which they arc
now undeniably marked, are inexplicable by sensation and
reflection, and by consequence, incompatible with the
system of Locke. There remained, then, but one resouree:
< %o mutilato those ideas with their attributes, 8o as to re-

duce them to the measure of other ideas which really do

oome from sensation or reflection ; for example, the ideas

.
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of body, of succession, of number, of the direct ghenomem
of consciousness and.memory, of the attnbﬁ’eo of ontward
objects and of our own. atmliﬂtes.

But we believe we have lhown that these M.er 1deu,
while they are indeed thé congdition [th& Decessgry occa-
sion] of the aequisition of the former 1deas, are neverthe-
less not the same as the former ; they are the ohronologloal
antecedent, but not the logical reason of them; they pre-
cede, but do not explain them. Thus facts distorted and
confused, save the system of Locke; re-established:end
distinguighed with clearness, théy everthrow it. ‘

These observations are equally and specially applioable
to the theory of one of the most important jdegin.the
humsan understanding, the idea which figures most Igrgely
in human life, and in the books of philosophers ; I mean the
idea of cause. It would have been wise in Locke to have
begun by recognizing and describing this idea exactly as
it now is, and as it is manifested by our actions and spedoh.
But far from this, Locke begins by investigating the origin
of the idea of cause, and without hesitation refers it to
sensation ; this will be seen by the following passage :

B.IL Ch XXVI § 1. Of cause and ¢ffect, Whenes
their ideas got.” *In the notice that our senses take of
the constant vicissitude of “things, we can not but observe
that several particular, both qualitics and substances, begin
to exist; and that they réceive this their existence from
the due application and operation of .some other being,
From this observation we get our ideas of eawas and gfect.
That which produces any simple or complex ideas, wo de-
note by tho general name, cause ; and that which is Pro-
duced, ¢ffect. Thus finding that in that gabstance which
we call wax, fluidity, which is a simple idea that was not
in it before, is constantly produced by the application of 8
certain degreo of heat; wo call the simple idea of heat, in
relation to fluidity in wax, the cause of it, and fluidity, the
effect. So also, finding that the substance wood, which is

]
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a certain collection of simple ideas so called, by the appli
cation of fire is tarned into another substance called ashes,
that is, another complex idea, consisting of a collection of
simple itfeas quite different from that complex idea which
we call wood ; we consider fire, in relation to ashes, as the
cause, and ashes as tho effect.” § 2: “ Having thus, from
what our senses are able to discover in the operations of
bodics on one another, got the notion of cause and
effect. . .

This is positive. The idea of cause has its origin in sen-
sation. Whether it i3 8o, is the question for us to examine,
And first of all, since the question is, whether sensation
givea ug the idea of cause, we must guard against taking
for granted the thing in question. 'We must abstract sen-
sation from every forcign clement and interrogato that
alone, in order to discern what it can give relative to the
idea of cause.

" T suppose myself then limited exclusively to sensation,
and, I tako the example of Locke, that of a picce of wax
which melts and passes into a liquid state by contact with
fire, Now what is there here, for the senses?  There are
two phenomena, the wax and the fire, in contact with cach
other. Of this my senses inform me; they inform, more.
over, of a modification in the wax which was not there be-
fore. A moment before, they showed me the wax in one
state; now they show me it in a different state; and this
different state they show me at the same time that they
show me, of immediately after they have shown me, the
presence of another phenomena, namely, the fire; or in
other words, my senses show me the succession of one
phenomenon to another, Do my senses show me any
thing mare? T do not sce that they do, and Locke docs
not pretend that they do; for according to him, the senses
give us the idea of cause in the observation of the con-
stant vicissitude of things. Now the vicissitude of things

is clearly the succession of phenomena to each other, Let
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this succession re-sppear sometimes, or frequently, or even '
constantly; you will have a constant suqppssion; but
whether constant and, _perpetunl, or limited to a very few
cases, the natare of the succession is cleatly not altered by
the number. Succession is never any thing but succession,
Thus the constant vicissitude of things at the bottom
resolves itself info their vicissitude, which is nothing but
their sudcession. I agree with Locke that the senses give
mo this succession; and Locke does not pretend that they
give me any thing more. The only question between us,
therefore, is. to ascertain whether the succession, rare or
constant, of two phenomena, explains, exhausts the idea
which we have of cause,

Because a phenomenon succeeds nnother, andsacceeds
it constantly, is the latter for that solo reason the cause?
Is that all the idea you form of cause? When you say,
when you think, that the fire is the cause of the fluidity of
the wax, I put it to you, whether you merely understand
that the phenomenon of fluidity succeeds the phenomenon
of the contact of fire? I put it to you whether you do
not believe, whether the whole human race do not believe;
that there is in the fire an unknown. something, a property
which is not our concern here to determine, but to which
you refer the production of the phenomenon of the fluidity
in the wax, I put it to you, whether the conception of a
phenomenon appearing after another phenomenon, is not
one thing ; and the*conception of a certain property in a
phenomenon which produces the modification attested by
the senses in the phenomenon that foHows, another thing,

I will take an cxample often employed, and which ex-
presses perfectly well the difference between the relation
of succession, and the relation of cause and effect. I will
suppose that I wish at this moment to hear & melody, a
succession of musical sounds, and scarcely is my desire ex-
pressed when that succession of sounds is heard ftom a
neighboring apartment and strikes my ear, Thero is here
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evidently nothing but a relation of succession. But sup.
pose that I will to produce those sounds, and that I do
produce them myself: do I in this case predicate nothing,
between my volition and the sounds, but the relation of
succession, which I predicated in the former case between
my-desire and the accidental sounds? Besides the rels.
tiom of succession, do I not in this case ‘assume, between
my will to produce the sounds and the sounds heard,
another relation still, and ono altogether different? Isit
not evident that in the last case, I believe not only that
the first phenomenon, to wit, the will, preceded the second,
to wit, the sounds; but moreover, that the first phenome.
non produced the second; in short, that my will is the
cause, and the sounds the effect? This is undeniable: it
is undeniable, that, in certain cises, we perceive between
two phenomena only the relation of succession, and that
in certain other cases, we predicate of them the relation
of cause to the effect; and that these two relations are
not identical. The conviction of cvery one, and the uni-
versal belief of the human race, leave no doubt on this
subject. Our acts aro not only phenomena which appear
in a sequence to the operation of the will ; they are judged
by us, and recognized by-others, as the direct effects of
our will. Krom hence, moral imputation, judicial imputa-
tion, and three, quarters of human life and conduet, If
there is nothing but a relation of succession, between the
action of the murderer and the deatlt of Lis victim, then
the universal Belief and all civil life are without ground.
For every civil action is founded upon the hypothesis,
universally admitted, that man is a cause; just as the
science of nature is also founded upon the hypothesis that
external bodies are causes, that iy, have propertics which
can and do produce effects. From the fact, then, that the
senses give us the succession of phenomena, their succes-
sion moro or less constant, it does not follow that they
explain that connection of phenomena, far more intimate
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and profound, which we call the relation of cause and
effect ; and consequently they do not explain thedrigin of
the idea of cause. As to the rest,. I refer you on this
point to Hume, who has perfectly distinguished vicissitude,
that is, succession, from causation, and completely demon.
strated that the latter can not come from sensatign.*

* Soe Hume's Essays on the Human Understanding, Fasay Tih—
[Ifume's philosophical genius was of a vory suporior order. Justice
was never-doe to it by his cotemporaries, nor has it sinco been done in
the general estimation of the English. In logical force, acuteness, and
ot tho same time clearness and elegance of mind, he had few equals.
1is philosophical gkepticism was the consistont result of principles at
that time almost uuiversally adopted. The difference betwoen himself
and his cotemporaries and opposers was only that he was more acute
and consequent than they. Inthe first placo, he clearly and fully es-
tablished tho essential difference of the notions of succession and causa-
tion, notions which Locke had confounded for tho sake of his system, and
which every body continued to confound.—1. Ilume showed that the
conception of cause, and of the relation of cause and effect, could not bo
resolved into, or explained by, the notion of succession: they wero two
distinct and different concoptions. 2. Ile proved, beyond contradiction,
that tho idea of causo and effect is not dorived from oxperience, oither
external or intornal, from scnsation or from refiection; but 3. Ho still
continued to hold, and scems not to have suspected the quostionable-
ness of, the grounding principlo of Lockes system, that all our real
knowledge must be derived from expericuce. Hence, 4 Ho Was con-
sistently led to deny the truth, tho objectivo reality of the relation of
cause and effect. e thefeforo explained it a8 8 delusion of the ithagina-
tion, the result of association, and habit; a8 & vory uséfinl‘ides, having .
4 subjective necessity and réality (being held, that is by ds, as true), but
having no objective reaity, no reality beyond our mind.

Thus, Hume, for want of elucidation on tho third point, remained &
skeptic. His opponents, Beattie, Oswald, and Pricstley, were entiroly
unable to shed any light upon the subject; for they equally failed in
perceiving the point to which criticism should have been directed.

But KaxT, struck with tho truth and profoundness of Hume's analysis
and discrimination of the idea of successlon and cause, and the impossl-
bility of deriving the latter from experience, was led directly to question
tho grounding principle of Locke's systom, and thus to discern a way of
avoiding the skeptical conclusion of Hume, Upon investigation, he
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Enough has been shown to ruin the theory of Locke con.
«erning the origin of the idea of canse from sensation,
But this is not all. Not only is there in the human mind
the idea of causc; not only do we believe ourselves to be
the causes of our own acts, and that certain bodies are
often the cause of the movement of certain other bodies;
but we judge in a general manner that no phenomenon
whatever can begin to exist, whether in space or in time,
without the phenomenon which begins to exist having its
oause, There is here something more than an idea; there
is a principle ; and the principle is as incontrovertible as the
idea, Imagine a movement, any change whatever, and
the moment you coneeive of this change, this movement,
you can not help supposing that it was made in virtue of
some cause. It is not our concern now to inquire what
this cause is, what its nature, or how it produced such a
change ; the only question is, whether the human mind can
conecive of a change, a movement, without conceiving that
it is produced by virtue of a cause. Here is the founda-
tion of human curiosity, which secks for a cause for every
phenomenon, and of the judicial action of society, which
intervenes as soon as any phenomenon appears in which
gociety is concerned.  An assassination, a murder, a theft,
any phenomenon which falls within the scope of the law,
being given, an anthor of it is instantly presumed, a thief,
o murderer, or an assassin, is presumed, and an inquisition
is made; nothing of which would be done, if it was not
a decided impossibility for the human mind not to conceive
of a cause wherever there is a phenomenon which begins to

percotved that the idea of cause and effect was not the only one that is
applied to experience, with tho consciousness of its necessity, yet without
being derived from experionce. Honce, the very first position of his
Critiquo of Paro Reason is, that wo are in possession of knowledge, 4
priori; and tie first sentence of his work ins tho iation of
the important distinction, that although all our knowledge beging with
experience, yet it is not thorefure all derived from exporience.~Tr)
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exist.  Observe, I do not say there is no effect without a
cause, for evidently this is a frivolous-proposition, of which
one term involves the other, and expresses the same idea
in a different manner.  The word effect being relative to -
the word cause, to say that the effect supposes the cause is
to say nothing but that the effect, is an effect, But'we, do
not make an identical and frivolous proposition, when ‘e
say that every phenomenon which begins to exist fecessa-
rily has a cause. The two terms of this proposition ; com-
mencing phenomenon, and cause, do not reciprocally
contain each other; they are not identical; and yet the
human mind puts a necessary connection between them,
This is what'we call the principle of causality.

This principle is real, certain, undeniable, What now
are its attributes? First, then, it is universal, Is there, I
put it to you, a savage, a child, an old man, a well man, a
sick man, an idiot even, provided he is not entirely one,
who, in the case of a phenomenon beginning to exist, does
not instantly suppose a cause of it? True, indeed, if no
phenomenon is given, if we have not the idea of some
change, we do not suppose, we can not suppose, a cause;
for where neither term is known, what relation can be ap-
prehended ? But it is a fact that iu this case, a single term
being given, the supposition of the other and of their re-
Iation is involved, and that universally. There is not a
single case in which we do not thus judge.

Still more: not only do we thus decide in all cases, natu-
rally and in, the instinctive exercise of our understanding ;
but to decide otherwise is impossible ; a phenomenon being
given, endcavor to suppose there is no cause of it. You
cannot. The principle, then, is not only universal; it is
also necessary. Krom whence I conclude it is not derived
from the senses. For even if it should be granted that
the senses might give the universal, it is evident that they
can not give the necessary ; for the senses give that which
appears, or even that which is, just as it is or appears,
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this or that phenomenon, with this or that incidental char.
acteristic: but it is repugnant to suppose that they can
give that which ought to be, the reason of a phenomenon,
. gtill less its necessary reason.

It is so far from being true that the senses and the ex.
ternal world give us the principle of causality, that werc'it
not for the intervention of this principle, the external
world from which Locke derives it, would have for us no
existence. Suppose that a phenomenon could begin to ap-
pear in time or in space without your being necessarily led
to suppose a cause; when a phenomenon of sensation ap-
peared under the eye of consciousness, not conceiving or

_supposing & cause for this phenomenon, you would not
seek for any thing to which to refer it ; you would stop at
the phenomenon itself, that is, at a simple phenomenon of
consciousness, that is again, at a modification of yourslves;
you would not go out of yourselves; you would never at-
tain the external world. For what is it that is necessary
in order for you to sattain the external world and suspect
its existenco ? It is necessary that, a sensation being given,
you should be forced to ask yourselves, what is the cause
of this new phenomenon, and also that under the twofold
impossibility of referring it to yourself, that sx which you
are, and of not referring it to some cause, you should be
forced to refer it to a cause other than yourself, to a foreign
cause, to an external cause. The idea of an external causo
of our scnsations, such is then the fundamental ides of a
without, of outward objects, of bodies, and of the world.
1 do not say that the world, bodics, external objects, are
nothing more than causes of certain sensations ; but I say
that they avo first given us as causes of our sensations, un-
der this condition, and by this title. Afterward, or, if you
please, at tho sumoe time, we add to this property of objects
other properties still, But it is upon this that all the
othors, which we subsequently learn, are founded. Take
away the principle of causality,sensation reveals to us only
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its relation to the me which experiences it, without reveal.
ing to us that which produced it, the not-me, extornal ob-

jects, the world. It is commonly said, and philosophers ‘

even join with the mass in saying, that th? senses discover
the world tous. This is right, if it is meant merely to say,
that without the senses, without some previous sensation,
the principle of causality would lack the basis [the condi:
tion, the occasion] for attaining external causes, so that we
should never conceive the world, But we completely de-
ceive ourselves, if we understand that it is the senses
themselves, directly and by their own force, without the
intervention of the reason, or any foreign principle, which
make us acquainted with the external world. To know in
general, to know without regard to any particular object,
is beyond the reach of the senses, It is the reason, and the
reason alone, which knows, and which knows the world;
and it does not know the world at first but in the character
of a cause. It is for us, primarily, nothing but the cause
of the sensitive phenomena which we can not refer to our-
selves; and we should not search for this cause, and conse-
quently should not find it, if our reason were not provided
with the principle of causality, if' we could suppose that a
phenomena might begin to appear on the theater of con-
sciousness, of time or of space, without having a cause.
The principle of causality, then, I am not affaid to declare
it, is the father of the external world ; while it is far from
being possible to deduce it from the world and make it
come from sensation. When we speak of external objects
and of the world, without previously admitting the princi-
ple of causality, cither we know not what we affirm, or
we are guilty of a paralogism,

The result of all this is: that if the question be abont
the idea of cause, we can not find it in the succession of
outward and scnsible phenomena; that succession is the
condition of the conception of cause, its chronological an-
tecedent, but not its principle and its logical reason : and

K

.
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if the qaestion be, not merely about the idea of cause, bmt

. concerning the principle of causality, this principle still

¥ e

-

more escapes from every attempt to explain it by succes-
sion and scnsation. In the first case, in regard to the idea
of cause, Locke confounds the antecedent of an idea with
the idea itself; and in the secom@ case, in regard to the
principle of causality, he derives from the phenomena of
the outward world precisely the principle without which
there would be for us no outward, no world. He takes for
granted the very thing in question. e no longer con-
founds the antecedenit with the consequent, but the con-
sequent with the antecedent, the consequence with its
pnnuplo for the principle of causality is the necessary
fdundation of even the slnghtest knowledge of the outward
world, of the fecblest suspicion of its existence; and to
explain the principle of causality by the spectncle of the
world, which can be given only by the principle of causal-
ity, is, as we have said, to explain the principle by the
consequence. Now the idea of cause and the principle of
causality, are undeniable facts in the human mind ; conse-
quontly the system of Locke, which obliges him to receive,
m their stead, merely the idea of succession, of constant
sticcession, does not account for facts, nor cxplain the
human mind.

But is there nothing more in Locke on the great ques-
tion of cause? Ilas Locke never assigned to the idea of
cause another origin than sensation P—You are not to ex-
pect from our philosopher perfect sclf-consistency. I have
already told you, and I shall have frequent occasion to
repeat it, nothing is less consistent than Locke. Contra-
dictions oceur not only from book to book, in his Essay ;
but from chapter to chapter, and almost from paragraph to
paragraph. I have already cited the positive passage
(B. IL Ch. XXVI), in which Locke derives the idea of
causo from sensation, Well now, let us turn over a few
pages, and we shall find him forgetting both his funda-



ELEMENTS OF PSYCHOLOGY. 179

mental assertion, and the particular examples, all physical,
produced to justify it ; and concluding, to the great aston-
ishment of the attentive reader, that the idea of cause no
Jonger comes from sensation solely, but from sensation, or
Jrom reflection. Ch, XXVI.§2. ... “In which &l‘ld all
other cases, we may observe that tlie notion of cause and
effect has its rise from sensation or reflection ; and that this
relation, how comprehensive soever, terminates at Jast'in
them.” This “or” is nothing less than a new theory.
Hitherto Locke had not said a word about reflection. It is
an evident contradiction to the passage I have before cited.
But is this contradiction thrown in here at hazard, and
afterward abandoned and lost? Yes, in regard to the
twenty-sixth chapter; in regard to the entire work, no.
Read another chapter of the same second Book, Ch,
XXL On Power. At the bottom, a chapter on power
is & chapter on cause. For what is power, but tho power
to produce something, that is, a cause?* To treat of
power, then, is to treat of cause. Now what is the origin
of the idea of power, according to Locke, in the chapter
expressly devoted to this inquiry ? Tt is, as in chipter
twenty-sixth, at once sensation and reflection.

B. 1L Ch. XXI. “ Of Power. § 1. This idea how got.”
“The mind being every day inforined, by the senses, of
the alteration of those simple ideas it observes -ifi things
without, and taking notice how onc comes to an end, and
ceases to be, and another begins to exist which was not
before; reflecting also on what passes within itself, and
observing a constant change of its ideas, sometimes by the
impression of outward objects on the senses, and sometimes
by the determination of its own choice; and concluding,
from what it has so constantly observed to have been, that
the like changes will for the future be made in the same
things by like agents, and by like ways; ‘considers in one

* Tho famous Essay of Hume on causo is entitled, Of the Jdea of

s
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thing the possibility of having any of its simple jc,.
changed, and in another the possibility of makine (),
change; and so comes by that idea which we o
power.”

Of these two origins, T have demonstrited that the g,
wunely sensation, is not suflicient to account for the idey of
canse, that is to sy, of power, It remaing then, to e
ine the second origin, - But this second origin, does it
cedey or follow the fist? - We derive, according to Lock,
the iden of cause, both from sensation, and from reflection,
But from which of these do we derive it fist 2 Ttis one
of the emment wetits of Locke, as T have hefore notad,
that he has shown on the question: concernng time, that
the first suecession which reveals to us the idea of time, s
not the sueeession of external events, bt the sieeession of
om own thonzhts, Here Locke equally says that it o
from the mtanal and not fiom the extemal, in refleetion
aned not i sensation, that the sdea ol power is first given, It
is ttiantlest contradiction, T avant, with lus offienal el
on eanse s bt it is to the honor of Locke to have seen and
established, even m contizchietion to himselt, that it ism
reflection, m the conseronsnes of o own operations, the

first and elearest idea of canse s enven, T wish o ete
s passae entiee s fon 1t evinecs o tine talent for observae
tron, and wozne psyveholosteal Seaaty,

BILCh NNL§ L T chane ot sdecrasd actere punrer
heted foowr spueat™ oL TEwe wall conseden it attentindy,
Bodies by om senses, o not attord ss <o elear and distinet
ande vl aetive power,as we have ron eth ction on the
opetations of onr own mumds - Forall power relating to
action and there hemey but two sorts of action: whoroot
we have any wleg ey, thinkies aned motion Jor s
conseler whenee we have the cleaost eloas of the powers
which produee these actons 1 O3 thankmes, beady affonds
us no wdeaar ailo ot s only om ralecnen tha we have
that 2 Nather Towe we trom body any adea off the be-
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«iming of motion, A body at rest afords us no idea of
any active pawer to move; and when it i3 set in motion it-
\\‘I that motion is rather a passion, than an action in it.
1o when the ball obeys the stroke of a billiard stick, it is
pet siny aetion of the ball, Tt hare passion ; also when hy
smpuilse it sets another ball in motion that Lay in its way,
1t only communicates the motion it had reeeived from an-
athery and loses initselt so mueh as the other reecived ;
whieh gives us bt 2 very obseure idea of an active power
moving in 2 body, while we observe it only to tuansfer,
but 1ot to produce any motion,  For it is but a very ob-
~etite idea of power which reaches not the production of
the action, bt the continuation of the passion.  For so is
ot nt i body impelled by another: the continuation
o the alteration nade incit from rest to motion, heing little
more an aetion, than the continnation of' the alteration of
1ts faure by the same Dlow, isan action. The wdea of the
bsstmng, of motion, we have only from veflection on what
Posses mooursdves, whete we tind by expenenee, that ™
baely by willimee 1, barely by a thought of the nand, we
cunmove the pats of om bodies, wineh were helore at,
peste Sothat it seemns to me, we live hom the obserya
ten o the operation of bidies by our senses, but avery
mpetfiet, obseme ideaof active power, sinee they afford
ws not any sden of power m thons ves to bewin any action,
either monon or thaneht >
Loche seems to have telt mdeed that he contiadieted
hunse 10y o he adds = Bty trom the impulse hodies me
chaerval to ke one upon anothe e, any one thinks he has
aelear ool power, it sonves as o wedl tomy prrpose,
sonsatton bemee oneof these ways whoehy the mind eomes
by ats wdeas oy T thereeht st worth whale to eonsider hoe
by the way, whether the mind doth not recove ats nlea
ol active power dearar from teflection on s own oprit-
Uons, thow it deth foom any oteral sensaton
Now this power of action, of which we have trom rellee.
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tion that distinct idea which sensation alone could not give

us, what is it? It is that of the will.

B.IL Ch, XXI §5. “This at least, I think evident,
that we find in ourselves a power to begin or forbear, con.
tinue or end several actions of our minds, and motions of
our bodies, barely by a thought or preference of the mind
ordering, or as it were, commanding the doing or not
doing such or such a particular action. This power which
the mind has thus to order the consideration of any idea,
or the forbearing to consider it; or to prefer the motion
oFiany part of the body to its rest, and vice vers¢ in any

'j)’hrﬁcular instance, is that which we call the wi. The
*. actual exercise of that power, by dirccting any particular
" fnotion, or its forbearance, is that which we call willing, or
volition. The forbearance of that action, consequent to
such order or command of the mind, is called voluntary ;
and whatsoever action is performed without such a thought
of the mind is called involuntary.

We have here, then, the will considered as an acmL
power, a8 a productive cnergy, and consequently as a
cause. This is the germ of the beautiful theory of M. de
Biran, concerning the origin of the idea of cause. Accord-
ing to M. de Biran, as according to Locke, the idea of
cause is not given us in the obscrvation of external phe-
nomena, which regarded solely by the senses, do not
manifest to us any causative energy, and appear only as
successive ; but it is given from within, in reflection, in the
consciousness of our operations, and of the power which
produces them, namely the will. T make an cffort to move
my arm; and I move it. When we analyze attentively
this phenomenon of effort, which M. de Biran considers as
the type of the phenomenon of the will, we have the fol-
lowing elements: 1, the consciousness of a voluntary act ;
2, the consciousness of a motion produced: 3, a relation
of the motion to the voluntary act. And what is this
relation? Evidently it is not a simple relation of succes-
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sion. Repeat in yourselves the phenomena of effort, and
you w ill find that you all with perfect conviction attribute
the produutlon of the motion of which you are censcions
to u previous voluntary operutlon of which you are also
conscious, For yow; the will is not merely a pure act,
without efficiency; it is a productive energy, it is a
cause, )

§till more. This motion, of which you are conscious,
which you all refer, as an effect, to the previous operation
of the will, as the producing operation, the cause—do you,
I ask, refer this motion to any other will than your ovd?
Do you, or could you, consider it as.the will of another, o,
the will of your neighbor, of Alexander, or of Cresar, or+*
of any superior or foreign power? Or, for you, is it not -

your own? Do you not always impute every voluntary
act to yourselves? It is not, in a word, from ¢he con-
sciousness of your will, as your own, that you derive the
idea of your personality, the idea of yourselves, The dis-
tinguishing merit of M. de Biran is in having established °
that the will is the constituent characteristic of our per-
sonality. IIe has gone further—too far perhaps. As Locke
confounded consciousness and memory with personality
and identity of self, M. de Biran has gone cven so far a3
to confound the will with personality itself. It is certainly
the eminent characteristic of it; so that the idea of cause,
which is given in the consciousness of the producing will,
is for that reason given in the condciousness of our own
personality, and that we oursclves are the first cause of
which we have any knowledge.

In short, this cause, which is oursclves, is implied in
every fact of consciousness, The necessary condition of
every phenomenon pereeived by the consciousness, is that
we pay attention to it. If we do not bestow our attention,
the phenomenon may perhaps still exist, but the conscious-
ness not connecting itself with it, and not taking knowl:
edge of it, it is for us a non-existence. Attention then is
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the condition of every apperception of consciousness, Now
attention, as I have more than once shown, is the will,
The condition, then, of every phenomenon of consciousness,
and of course of the first phenomenon, as of all others, is
the will; and as the will is a causative power, it follows
that in the first fact of consciousness, and in order that
this fact may take place, there must necessarily be the
apperception of our personal causality in the will; from
whence it follows again that the idea of cause is the pri-
mary idea; that the apperception of the voluntary cause
which we ourselves are, is the first of all apperceptions; and
the condition of all the others.
" Snch is the theory to which M. do Biran has raised that
of Locke.* Iadoptit. I believe that it perfectly accounts
for the origin of the idea of cause. But it remains to in-
quire wlrether the idea of cause springing from this origin
and from the sentiment of voluntary and personal activity,
suffices to explain the idea which all men have of external
causes, and to explain the principle of causality, For
Locke, who treats of the idea of cause, but never of the
principle of causality, the problem did not even exist.
M. de Biran, who scarcely proposes it, resolves it by far
too rapidly, and arrives at once at a result, the only one
permitted by Locke’s theory and by his own, but which
sound psychology and sound logic can not accept.
According to M. de Biran, after we have derived the
idea of cause from the scatiment of our own personal ac-
tivity, in the phenomenon of effort, of which we are con-
scious, we transfer this idea outwardly; we project it into
the external world, by virtue of an operation which, with
Royer.Collard, he has called natural inductiont Let us

* Boo Laromiguitro's Lecons de Philosophie, and also M. do Biran's
Fzamen des Legons de M. Laromigusire, Ch. 8. pp. 140-152.
_ t M. do Biran's Examen, pp. 109-151; also M. do Birau's Article,
entitlad Leidnily, in tho Biographie Universelle; also the Fragmenis
of M. Royor-Collard in Jouffroy's Reid, Vols. 11 IV.
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understand. If by this, M. de Biran means merely that
before knowing external causes of any kind, we first derive
the idea of cause from ourselves, I grant it. But I deny
that the knowledge which we have of external causes, and
the idea which we form of them, is a transfer, a projection,
an induetion of ours, In fact this induction could not take
place but under conditions which are in manifest centra-
diction with facts and with reason. I request here all your
attention,

According to Locke and to M. de Biran, it is reflection,
consciousness, which gives us the first idea of cause. But
what idea of cause does it give us? Note well that it
gives us, not the idea of cause in the abstract, in gendpal,-
but the idea of the me which wills, and which, by wil%
produces, and thereby is a cause, The idea of cause whic!
consciousness gives us is, then, an idea altogether partic-
ular, individual and determinate, since it is to us altogether
personal. Every thing which we know of cause by con-
sciousness, is concentrated in personality. It is this per-
sonality, and in this personality the will, and the will alone,
and nothing more, which is the power, the cause, revealed
in consciousness, This being laid down, let us next see
what are the conditions of the induction of this cause.
Induction is the supposition that in certain circumstances
n certain phenomenon, a certain law, having been given
us, the same phenomenon, the same law, will take place in
analogous cases, Induction then implies: 1, analogous
cases; 2, a phenomenon, which is to continue the same,
Induction is the process of the mind which having hitherto
observed a phenomenon only in certain cases, transfers this
phenomenon—this phenowenon, observe, and not another
—to different cases, cases necessarily different, since they
arc only analogous and similar, aud can not be absolutely
identical. The peculiar character of induction then is pre-
cisely in the contrast of the identity of the phenomenon or
of the law, and of the diversity of the circumstances from
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which it is first derived and then transferred. If, then, the
knowledge of external causes is only an induction from our
own personal cause, it is in strictness our causality, the
voluntary and free cause which ourselves constitute, that
should be'transferred by induction into the external world;
that is to say, whenever any motion or change begins to
appear in time or in space, there we must suppose, what ?
a cause in general? Noj for bear in mind that we are not
possessed yet of the general idea of cause, we have only
the idea of our own personal casuality. We can only sup-
pose what we already have, otherwise it would no longer
be a proper and legitimate process of induction. We must
suppose, then, not the abstract and general idea of cause,
but the particular and determinate idea of the particular
and determinate cause which we oursclves are. ¥rom
whence it follows that it is our own casuality we should be
obliged to suppose wherever a phenomenon begins to ap-
pear: that is to say, all the causes which we subsequently
conceive arc and can be nothing but our own personality,
the sole and only cause of all the effects, accidents or events
which begin to appear. And bear in mind, that the belief
in the external world and in external causes, i8 universal
and necessary. All men have it; all men can not but have
it. If, then, induction explaing our whole idea of external
causes, this induction must be universal and necessary ; it
must be a universal and necessary fact that we believe our-
selves to be the cause of all the events, movements and
changes which tako place or ean take place.

Thus in strictness, the induction, the transfer of our own
casuality without ourselve, is nothing less than the substi-
tution of our own personal causality for all the causes of the
world, the substitation of human liberty for destiny and
nature, .

M. de Biran would undoubtedly resist this consequence
a8 forced; but there is one which he almost aceepts. If
external causes are nothing but an induction from our own
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causal power, and if, neverthcless, we are unwilling to al-
low that they arc our own, it must at least be conceded
that they are like our own, conscious, free, animated, living.
In fact, without pretending that this is our whole concep-
tion of external causes, M. de Biran maintains that such
is the conception which we form of them at first. And he
gives in proof of it that children, and savages, who are but
grown children, conceive of all external causes after the
model of their own; that hence the child is angry at the
stone which hurt him, as if it had the intention of hurting
him; and the savage personifies and deifies the causes of
natural phenomena, .
To this I reply: we are not to forget that the belief in
the external world and in external causes is universal and
necessary ; and that the fact which explains it ought itself
to be universal and necessary ; if, therefore, our belief in
the world and in external causes resolves itself into the
assimilation of these causes to ours, this assimilation ought
likewise to be universal and necessary. Now at this point
I have recourse to psychology; I look to it to prove that
all intellectual and moral beings conceive of external causes
after the fashion of their own as animated and conscious,
I'look to it to prove that this opinion of children and of
savages, is not only a frequent fact, but an universal fact;
that there is not a child nor a savage who does not at first
form this conception. And when it has proved that this
fact is universal, it must go further still; it must prove also
that the fact is not only universal, but that it is nccessary.
But the character of a necessary fact is, that it is not possi-
ble it should not exist; the necessity of an idea, of a law,
implies the supremacy of that idea, that law, throughout
the whole extent of duration, as long as the human mind
subsists. Now, even if I should grant that all children and
all savages believe at first that external causes are animated,
living, free, and personal; this would not he enough to
cstablish it as a necessary fact; it would be requisite that
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all men, without any distinction, should have this belief, just
as they all, without distinction, believe the principle of
caugality. - But far from that, we now-a-days do not the
least in the world admit such an opinion, and it is to our
credit that we do not. That whithe [by the theory in
question] should be a necessary ttuth, reproduced from
- sge to age without exception or alterdtion, is for us just
simply an extravagance which exists for a short period, and
“then passes away never to return. From the fact that thiy
supposed induction has languished for a single day, from
this alone, we are forced to conclude that it is not an uni-
versal and necessary law of the hurnan mind ; and of course
it does not explain the universal and necessary belief in the
existence-of the world and of external causes,

‘Wo all have a perfect conviction that the world exists,
that there are external causes. These causes we believe to
be nelther personal, nor intentional and voluntary, This is
‘the belief of the human race. It is the province of the
philosopher to explain it, with destroying or impairing it.
But if this belief is universal and necessary, the judgment
which *includes it and which gives it, ought to have a
principle which is itself universal and necessary; and this
principle is nothing else than the principle of causality, a
principle now-a-days expressed by logic and grammar un-
der this form: every phenomenon, every change, which
Dbegins to appear, has a cause. Take away this principle,
and leave the mere consciousness of our personal causality,
and never should we have the least idea of external causes
and of the world, In fact, take away the principle of cau-
sality, and whenever a phenomenon appeared upon the
theater of consciousness, of which we were not the cause,
there would no longer bo a ground for our demanding a
cauge for the phenomenon. We should not seck for a
cause, It would bo for us without cause, For observe;
that even in order to the induction we have been speaking
of; even.in order for us to full into the absurdity of assign-
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ing to the sensation as its cause either ourselves, or some-
thing like ourselves, it is necessary to feel the need of
assigning causes for every phenomenon; and in order to
make this induction universal and necessary, this feeling
of nced must be universal and necessary ; in short, we must
have the principle of causality. Thus, without the principle
of causality, every phenomenon is for us as though it had
no cause, 8o-that we can not even attribute it to an extrav-
agant cause. But on the contrary, assume the prineiple
of causality [as potentially existing in the mind,] and as
soon a3 8 phenomenon of sensation begins to appear on the
theater of consciousness, at the same instant, the principle
of caunsality [actually unfolded and put in exercise by the
occasion of the phenomenon, ] marks it with this character:
that it can not but have a cause. Now, as consciousness
attests that this cause is not ourselves, and yet it remains
not less certain that it must have a cause, it follows that
there i3 a cause other than oursclves, and which is neither
personal nor voluntary, and yet is a cause, that is to say, a
cause simply efficient. Now this is precisely the idea
which all men form of external causes, They consider
them as capable of producing the motions which they refer
to them, but not as intentional and personal causes.* The
universal and necessary principle.of causality is the only
principle which can give us such causes; it is, then, the truo
and legitimate process of the human mind in the acquisition
of the idea of the world and of external causes.

Having now demonstrated that our belief in external
causes is not an induction from the consciousness of our
own personal cause, but a legitimate application of the
principle of causality, it remains to learn how we pass from
the consciousness of our own particular causality to the
conception of the general principle of causality.

* On tho reality of natural causcs a3 efficiont and not voluntary, sco
Ezamination of Reid's Essay on Active Power. Course of the Huatory of
Philosophy, 1st Series, Vol. iv., pp. 542-564.
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1 admit, I am decidedly of. the opinion, that the con.
sciousness of our own proper causality precedes any con-
ception of the principle of causality, and of course precedes
any application of this principle, any knowledge of external
causality, In my judgment, the process by which, in the
depths of the mind, the passage is made from the primary
fact of consciousness to the ulterior fact of the conception
of the principle, is this. T wish to move my arm, and I
move it. We have geen that this fact when analyzed, gives
three elements: 1, consciousness of a volition which is my
own, which is personal; 2, a motion produced; 3, and
finally, a reference of this motion to my will, a relation
which, as we have seen, i8 a relation of production, of cau-
sation; & relation, too, which I no more call in question,
than I do either of the two other terms; a relation which is
given mo with the two terms, which is not given me with-
out these two terms, and without which the two terms are
not given; 8o that the three terms are given in one single
and even indivisible fact, which fact is the consciousness
of my personal causality.

Now what is the character of this fact? It is charac-
terized by being particular, individual, determinate, and for
this very simple reason, that the fact is altogether personal.
Thig producing will is my own, and of course it is a will
particular and determinate, Again, it is characteristio of
evory thing pérticular and determinate, to be susceptible
of the degrees of more or less. I myself, a voluntary cause,
have at such a moment more or less energy, which makes
the motion produced by me have more or less force. But
does the feeblest motion pertain any less to me than the
. most encrgetic? Is there between the cause, myself, and
the effect, motion, a less relation in the one case than in
the other? Not at all; the two terms may vary, and do
vary perpetually in intensity, but the relation does not
vary. Still further: the two terms may not only vary, but
they may be altogether others; they may even not exist
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at all. They are purely actidental; but the relation be-
tween these two determinate, variable, and contingent
terms, is itself neither variable nor contingent. It is uni.
versal and necessary, The moment the consciousness seizes
these two terms, the reason seizes their relation, and by an
immediate abstraction which needs not the support of a
great number of similar facts, it disengages the invariable
and necessary element of the fact, from its variable and
contingent elements, Make the attempt to call the truth
of this relation in question. You can not; no human in.
telligence can succeed in the attempt. Whence it follows,
that this truth is an universal and necessary truth. Rea
son, then, i8 subjected to this truth ; it is under an impossi-
bility of not supposing a cause, whenever the senaes or the
consciousness reveal any motion, any phenomenon. Now
this impossibility, to which reason is subjected, of not
supposing a cause for every phenomenon revealed in sense
and consciousness, is what we call the principlo of caus-
ality ; not, indeed, in its actual logical formula, but in its
internal primitive energy. If it be asked, how tho uni-
versal and the necessary are found in tho rolative and the
contingent, and may be perecived in them, I reply that
along with the will and the senses, there is also in us the
faculty of the reason, and that it is doveloped simultane-
ously with the former.* .

What has just been said of the principle of causality,
may he said of all the other principles. It is a fact which
should not be forgotten, though it very often is, that our
judgments are all at first particular and determinate, and
that under this form of a particular and determinate judg-

* On this delicate point, tho formation of our actual conception of the
universal and necessary relation of cause and effect, and in general on
the formation of rational principles, see first sories, Vol. 1. Courso of
1817, Program; and Vol. II., Course of 1818, Program ; and Lectures
IL-IV. pp. 47-58, and Lecture XL p. 134. [Tho matter hero reforred
to will be found in the Appendix to this volume.~T&]
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ment, all universal and necessary truths, all universal anq
neeessary principles, make their first appearance. Thus the
senses attest to me the existence of a body, and at the
instant I judge that this body is in space, not in space in
general, not in pure space, but, in & certain space; it is a
certain body which my senses attest, and it is in a certain
space that reason logates it. Then, when we reflect upon
the relation between this particular body and this partic.
ular spaee, we find that the relation itself is not particular,
but tniversal and necessary ; and when we attempt to con-
ceive of a body without any space whatever, we find that we
can not. o also it is in regard to time. When our con.
sciousness or our senses give us any succession of events or
of thoughts, we instantly judge that this succession passes
in & determinate time. Every thing in time and succes-
sion such as they are primitively given us, is determinate;
it is such or such a particular succession, an hour, a day, a
year, etc. But that which is not determinate and special,
i the relation between this succession and this time, We
may vary the two terms ; we may vary the succession, and
the time which embraces the succession; but the relation
of guccession to time does not vary.* Again it isin the
same way that the principle of substance is given us,
‘When a phenomenon takes place in my consciousness, it is
a particular and adeterminate phenomenon ; and accordingly
1 judge, that under this particular phenomenon, there is a
being, an entity, which is the subject of it—not a being in

hnndred

* [For illustration: supposo a rovolutions of a wheol in a
hundred minutes, You can then vary the #wo ferms (one hundred
revolutions, and one Lundred minutes) in any way you pleaso; for
example, varying the second term, you can suppose the’ hundred rev-
olutions to take place in five or n or a thousand minutes; or, va-
rying the jirst term, you can suppose five fovolutioua, or ten, or 8
thousand, wade in the bundred minutes; or, varying both terms, you
oaa suppose Bixty revolutions in sixty ds, etc.; but tho relation of
this succession to fime, to some time, is not variable.—Tg.]
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the abstract and general, but, actual and determinate, to
wit, myself. All our primitive: judgments are personal and
determinate, and yet under the depths of these petsonal
and determivate judgments, there are already relations,
truths, principles, Which are not personal and’ determinate,
although they do determine and mdmdpahxe themselves
in the determination and individuality of their terms,

Such is the first form of the truths of goometry and
arithmetic. Take, for example, two objects, and two more
objects. Here all is determinate; the quantities to be
added are concrete, not discrete. You judge that these
two, and these two objects, make four objects. Now, what
is to be noted in this judgment? Here again, a8 before,
every thing is contingent and variable, except the relation,
You can vary the objects; you can put pebbles in the place
of these books, or hats in the place of the pebbles; and the
relation will.remain unchanged and invariable. Still fur-
ther: why do you judge that these two doterminate ob-
jects added to these two other determinate objects make
four determinate objects? Reflect. It is in virtue of
this truth, namely, that two and two make four. Now,
this truth of relation is altogether abstract and independ-
ent of the nature of the two concrete terms, whatever they
may be. It is then the abstract truth which leads you to
pronounce that two concrete objects added to two concrete
objects, whether alike or dissimilar, mako ‘four concrete
objects. The abstract is given in the concrete; the inva-
riable and the necessary in the variable and contingent ;
the reason in sensation and consciousucss. The senses at- -
test the existence of concrete quantities and ofh,odi'es;
consciousness attests the presence of a succession of
thoughts and of all the phenomena which pertain to per-
sonal identity. But at the same time, reason intervenes
and pronounces that the relations of quantities in question
are abstract, universal, and necessary. Reason pronounces
that the relation of body to space is necessary; that the

9
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relation between succession and time is a necessary rels.
tion; that the relation bretween the phenomenal plumlity
formed by the thoughts in consciousness, and that sub.
stance, one and identical which is the subject of them, is a
necessary relation. Thus in the bitth- place of mtelhgence,
the action of the senses and of consciousness is blended
with that of reason. The senses and consciousness give
the phenomena external and internal, the variable, the
contingent ; reason discovers the universal and necessary
truths blended with the accidental and contingent truths
which result directly from the apperception of the internal
or external phenomena; and these universal and necessary
truths constitute universal and necessary principles—Now
it is with the principle of causality as with other principles;
never would the human mind have conceived it in its uni-
versality and its necessity, if first there had not been given
us a particular fact of causation ; and this primitive partic-
ular fact is that of our own proper and personal causality,
manifegted to the consciousness in an effort, in a voluntary
act. But this does not suffice of itself wholly to explain
the knowledge of external causes, because then we should
have to regard external causes as only an induction from
our own causality, that is to say, wo should have to resolve
tho faith of the human race, its necessary and universal
faith, into an ubsurdny, and that a transient absurdity,
which expormnce cexposes, and which is now-a-days aban-
doned, This explanation, then, is inadmissible. It is ne-
cessary, thep, to conceive that in the contingent and par-
ticular facta—I will to move my arm, and I move it—there
is a relation of the motion as an effect to the volition as a
cause, which relation, disengaged from the two terms, is
seized immediately by the reason as a universal and ne-
oossary truth. From hence the principle of causality ; by
which we can attain to external causes ; beeause the prinei-
ple is broader than the sphere of conseiousness, and with
it we can judge universally and necessarily that every
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phenomenon, whatever it be, has & cause. Thus armed,
go to say, let & new phenomenon present itself, and we
refer it universally and necessarily to a cause; and that
cause not being ourselves, our consciousness bearing wit-
ness, we do not any the less necessarily and universally
judge that a cause exists; we only judge that it is other
than ourselves, that it is foreign, extemal ; and here, once
more, is the idea of exteriority, and the basis of* our con-
viction of the existence of external causes and of the
world ; a conviction universal and necessary, becausd the
principle of the judgment which gives us it, is itself uni-
versal and necessary.

Unquestionably, at the same time that we conceive of ex-
ternal causes foreign to ourselves, other than ourselves, not
intentional, not voluntary, but pure causes, such as the ap-
plication of the general »principle of causality affords—un-
questionably it is true, that the child, the savage, the human
race in its infancy, sometimes, or even frequently, adds to
this idea of exteriority and of cause purely efficient, the
idea of a will, of a personality analogous to our own. Bat
beeause this second fact sometimes accompanies the first, it
does not follow that we are to confound it with tho first.
In order to apprehend the first as a universal and necessary
fact, this other fact need not be hald universal angd neces-
sary. This I have demonstrated. To do_so, results in
crrors and temporary superstitions in place of the perma-
nent and inviolable truth engendered by the principle of
causality.  But yet the fact of this confusion is real; tho
crrorg which it involves, though local and temporary, are
undeniable ; they must therefore bo cxplained. And the
explanation of them is very simple. As the principle of
causality, though universal and nccessary, is given us at
first in the sequel of the consciousness of our own causal-
ity, it retains in its first applications, the marks of its
origin, and the belief in the.cxternal world may, for a
while, be accompanied with some assimilation, more or less
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vague, of external causes to ourselves, Add here, as in g))
oases, that it is the truth which serves as the basis of the
error ; for this arbitrary and superstitious personification of
external causes takes for granted the existence of external
causes, that is to say, an applieation of the principle of
causality. Induction, then, misleads the principle of caus-
ality: but it does not constitute it.

Thus it is that a sound psychology, determined never to
abandon the natural conceptions of the human mind,
gradually ascends to their true origin; while the systematic
psychology of Locke, plunging into the question of the
origin of our ideas and principles, before having deter-
mined with precision the characters with which they arc
actually marked ; and not admitting any other origin than
sensation or reflection, thinks to find the origin of the
idea of cause in sensation, in the+simple spectacle of the
external world ; then forced to abandon this insufficient
origin, it goes from sensation to reflection. But this new
origin, which can indeed give us the idea of a voluntary
and personal cause, can give us nothing but that idea, and
not the principle of causality ; and of course it can not ex-
plain the origin of external purely efficient causes. If,
however, wo determine to rest in this narrow and insuffi-
cient omgin, to what consequences arc we driven? We
aro obliged to confound two things: the necessary and
universal result—that we conceive of causes external to
ourselves, with another fact purely accidental and transi-
tory—that it happens to us sometimes to conceive of these
causes a8 personal ; and thus we are, indeed, enabled to ex-
plain the knowledge of external causes by a eimple induc-
tion from our own proper causality, and of course to
explain the principle of causality by reflection or conscious-
ness, that is, by one of the two assumed origins of all
knowledge. But as has been already shown, the concep-
tion of external causes as personal and endowed with
oonsciousness, is nothing but an error found in the in-
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fancy of the human reason, and not a law of the reason,
and by no means affords an explanation of the legitimate
belief, the universal and necessary belief of the human
race.

In concluding I should perhaps ask pardon for the length
of this discussion ; but I owed it, imperfect as it still is,
both to the importance of the subject, and to the memory
of the great metaphysician whose very sagacity and pro-
foundness led him astray in the path of Locke, Gifted
with extraordinary psychological insight, M. de Biran pen-
etrated so far into the intimacy of the fact of consciousness
by which the first idea of cause is given, that he scarcely
disengaged himself from that fact and that idea, and neg-
lected too much the principle of causality ; thus confound-
ing, as Locke had done, the antecedent of a principle with
the principle itself; or when he attempted to explain the
prineiple of causality, he explained it by a natural induc-
tion which transfers to the external world consciousness,
the will, and all the peculiar attributes of his model;
confounding in this way a particular, transient, and erro-
neous application of the principle of causality, with the
principle in itself, the true, universal and necessary princi-
ple—that is to say, in fine, confounding Dy a single error,
not only the antecedent with the consequent, but also the
consequent with the antecedent. The theory of M. de
Biran is the development of the theory of Locke, It re-
produces that theory with more extent and profoundness,
and exhausts at once both its merits and its defects,

[Non. Brown's Theory of Cause and Effect,—It will be perceived
that the d i inod in the foregoing chapter, is a sut
refutation of the doctrine of Brown as exbibited in his Inqmry into the
Relation of Causo and Effect. Brown defines the relation to be one of
‘immediate and invariable d and q " A cause
with him is nothing more than “an immediate and invariable anteced-




198 ELEMENTS OF PSYCHOLOGY. -

ent” This is only another form of resolving causation into succossion,
In critically examining Brown's theory, the opithets “immediate and i
variable” may and ghould be thrown off.  For Brown has uo right ¢,
pro-assume that tho only differcnco betwecn causation and antecedenco
is a difference merely of degree, and not of kind. If the ideas of ante.
cedenoe and causation can be shown to be essentially different; then ng
addition of the epithets *immediate and invariable” can change or ele.
vato the idea of an antecedent into that of a cause.—The ouly proper
question thereforo is, whether antecedence and causation are at the bot.
tom tho same idoa.

But this is a positi tradicted by i by the usago of
all languages, and by every thing to which the decision of the question
can bo referred. Tho necessity and universality of the idea of causo
prove the contrary of Brown's position. They announce in the notion
of cause n higher than a merely empirical charactor; they prove that
the mind ts with the ph of experience something not
givon by experience. It must thereforo bo regarded as a law of tho
mind that we should refer things, so far as they are successive phe-
nomena of perception, to one another in such a manner as that the one
detormines the other in respect to its essenco and existonco. A causo
not merely procedes; it produces the effect. Consequently we must

ppose an objective i real ion out of our minds—
answering to tho subjective connection, or to the concatenatiaii of phe-
nomena in our minds. -

If now the question ho asked, how Brown came to confound anteced-
ence and causation, tho answor is not difficult. It is undoubtedly true
that the perception of somo “ antecedence” (some change or succession)
is tho occasion and tho necessary condition of the mind forming the
notion of causo, or of the evolution in the mind of the principle of caus-
ality; to wit, that every phenomenon has a cause. Still it is to bo
noted that the pereeption of one singlo chango is sufficient for the devel-
opment of this universal and necessary conviction. The moment a
change is perceived the principlo is developed and put in action, and
with it the general notion of cause. Consequently Brown's cpithets
“immediately and invariablo” have no validity and no relovancy in ex-
plaining the origin or nature of the simple idoa of cause; but apply only
10 the usr of the principlo of causality in expericnce—to the determina-
tion of the cause of & phenomeuon for which the mind necessarily sup-
posos a cause, even upon tho first peroeption of it, and without any
successive observations of *‘immediato and invariable antecedence.” A
singlo expericuco is sufficient to awnken the principlo of causality;
which is thenceforward of universal and necessary application, by the
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mind, to all phonomena. But in the application of this principlo
particular phenomens, the mind may err.  Soveral or many experienea
may bo necessary, in order to determine what fs the precise cause of a
given phenomenon.  And here it is that the consideration of the im-
mnedi and invariabl of a particular sequence comes in as the
result of experience, a8 that which is phenomenal, and which deter-
mines us to the application of the idea of cause to tho particular ante-
cedent in question,

This distinction Brown has failed to perccive; indeed, he seems to
have had no distinct idea of the principle of causality ; and every thing
plausible and true in his analysis of tho notion of cause into that of
mmediate and invariablo antecedenco,” applies merely to tho ultorior
question, namely, what is the particular cause in a given phenomenon,
or to tho application of tho necessary idea of cause and tho principle of
causality to particular phenomena. It seems, however, not once to
havo occurred to Brown, that without the previous principlo of causal-
ity, potentially existing in tho mind, ready to dovelop and apply itself
to experience, there would be no ground or reason why the mind should
bo curious to observo and seck this “immediate and invariable anteced-
ence;‘" consequently it would never bo led to decide upon the particu-
lar causo in a given sequenco; for merely to 8o successive phonomena,
isnot the samo thing as experimentally observing and deciding upon
the immediate and invariablo connection of particular phenomena.’

1t should be remembered, too, that tho *immediate and invariable”
antecedenco into which Brown resolves the idea of Cause, is not an
ubeolute i liat and invariabl but relative merely to
luman observation ; 8o that the decisions which experience leads us to
make in regard to the particular causes of particular phenomena, how-
ever satisfactory they may bo to.tho minl, and howover safo they may
be for practical guidanco of life, can never havo the absoluto character
which belongs to the general idea of cause, or rather to the principlo of
causality, We perceivo n particular instanco of change, or of antoced-
ence and consequenco, Tho change, tho anteced and q 3
is all that is pl I, all that appears; but it is not all that we be-
licve. Besides tho antecedence which wo sce, thero is something elso
which we do not sce but which wo believe, namely o cause. That thero
is a causg of that change, is for us, a necessary and absolute truth.
Whether that particular antecedent is the causo of that particulat con-
8equence, may or may not be believed, according as observation shall
lead us to decide; but this belief does not exprees a nocessary and ab-
soluto truth as in the first case.~Tr.]




CHAPTER V.

OF THE IDEA OF GOOD AND EVIL.—OF SIMPLE AND COM-
PLEX IDEAS.—OF WORDS.

Examination of the Second Book of the Easay on the Human Under-
standing continued.—~Of the idea of Good and Evil—Refutation.—
Conclusions of the Second Book.—Of the formation and of the mech-
anism of ideas in the understanding—Of simple and complex ideas.
—Of the actiVity and passivity of the mind in the acquisition of ideas.
—Tho most general attributes of ideas.—Of the Association of ideas.
—Examination of tho Third Book of the Essay on the Understanding,
concerning words.—Credit due to Locke.—Examination of the follow-
ing questions: 1. Do words derive their first origin from other words
significant of sensible ideas ?—2. Is tho signification of words purely
arbitrary ?—3. Are gonoral ideas nothing but words ?—Of Nominal-
ism and Realism.—4. Aro words the sole cause of orror, and is all
scionce only a woll-constructed language ?—Examination of the Third
Book concluded.

It is an undeniable fact, that when we have done right
or wrong, when we have obeyed the law of justice, or have
broken it, we judge that wemerit either reward or punish-
ment. It is moreover a fag§that we do indeed receive re-
ward or punishment; 1, in the approbation of conscicnce
or in the bitterness of remorse; 2, in the esteem or blame
of our fellow-men, who, themselves aleo moral beings,
judge also of right and wrong; and who punish and re-
ward according to the nature of our actions, sometimes by
the moral sentence of their estcem or blame, sometimes by
physical rewards and punishments, which positive laws, the
legitimate interpreters of the law of nature, hold ready for
actions which are noble, or for faults and crimes; 3, and
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finally, if we raise our thoughts bheyond thia world, if we
conceive of God as we ought, not only as the author of the
physical world, but as the Father of the moral world, as
the very substance of good and the moral law, we can not
but conceive that God ought also to hold ready rewards
and punishmenta for those who have fulfilled or broken the
law. But suppose that there is neither good nor evil,
neither justioe nor injustice in itself; suppose there is no
Jaw: there can then be no such thing as merit or de-
merit in having broken or obeyed it; there is no place
for reward or punishment ; there is no ground for peace of
conscience, nor for the pains of remorse; there is no
ground for the approbation or the disapprobation of our
fyllow-men, for their esteem or their contermpt ; there is no
gmund for the punishments inflicted by socxety in this life,
nor in the other, for those appointed by the Supreme Legis-
lator. Theidea of reward and punishment rests, then, upon
that of merit or demerit, which rests upon that of law.
Now what course does Locke take? He deduces the idea
of right and wrong, of the moral law, and all the rules of
duty, from the fear and the hope of rewards and punish-
ments, human or divine; that is to say (laying aside
every other consideration, and going on the ground of
scientific method), he grounds the principle upon conse-
quence; he confounds, not a8 before the antecedent with
the consequent, but the consequent with the antecedent,
And from whence cordes this ¥nfasion ?  From that same
source of all the confusion we have so many times signal-
ized, the premature inquiry after causes, beforo a sufficient
study of cffects, the.inquiry after the origin of the idea of'
right and wrong, before carcfully collecting the attributes
and all the attributes of this idea. Permit me to dwell &
moment upon this important topic.

First, then, the most superficial observation, provided jt
be impartial, easily demonstrates, that in the human mind,

in its present actual development, there is the idea of right
o* -
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and of wrong, altogether distinct the one from the other,
It is a fact, that in the presence of certain'actions, reason
qualifies them as good or bad, just or unjust, honest or dis.
honest. And it is not mercly in the select circle of the
enlightened, that reason puts forth this judgment : there
is not & man, ignorant _or instructed, civilized or savage,
provided he be a rational and moral being, who does not
pass the same judgment. As the principle of causality errs
and rectifies itself in its application without ceasing to ex.
ist, 50 tho distinction between right and wrong may be in-
correctly applied, may vary in regard to particular objects,
and may become clearer and more correet with time, with.
out ceasing to be with all men the same thing at the bot
tom, It is an universal conception of reason, and hence jt
is found in all languages, those products aud faithibl
images of the mind.—Not only is this distinction univer-
sal, but it is a necessary conception, In vain does the rea-
son, after having once conceived it, attempt to deny it, or
to call in question its truth. It can not. One can not at
will regard the same action a8 just and unjust ; these two
ideas baflle every attempt to commute them, the one for the
other; their objects may change, but never their nature.—
Still farther : reason can not conceive the distinction be-
tween right and wrong, jyst and unjust, without instant]y
conceiving that the one ought to be doue, and the other
ought not to be done, %onccption of right and wrong
instantly gives that of duty;#faw; #nd as the one is univer-
sal and necessary, the other is equally so, Now a law
necessary for the reason in respect to action, is, for a
rational but free agent, a simple obligation, but it is an ab-
solute obligation, Duty obliges us, though without forcing
us; it we can violate it, we can not deny it; and accord-
ingly, even when the feebleness of the liberty and the as-
cendency of passion, make the action, as it were, falsify the
law, yet reason, independent, asserts the violated law as an
inviolable law, and imposes it still with supreme authority

"
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upon the wayward conduct as its impresoriptible rule. The
gentiment of reason, and of moral obligation which reason
reveals and imposes, is moral cong&iousness, or conscienco
properly 80 called. . .

Observe distinctly, however, with what it is that obligation
has to do. It refers to right doing ; it bears upon no other
point, but there it is absolute. It is, theny independent of
every foreign consideration it has nothing to do with the
facilities or difficulties which its fulfillment may encounter,
nor with the consequences it may entail, with pleasure or
pain, that is, with happiness or misery, that is again, with
any motive of utility whatever. For pleasure and pain,
happiness and misery, are nothing but objects of sensibility ;
while moral good, and moral obligation, are conceptions
of the reason. Utility is but an accident, which may, or
may not be; duty is a principle.

Now is not right doing always useful to the agent and
to others? THRat is another question, to answer which, wo
no longer appeal to reason, but to experience. And does
experience always answer in the afirmative? Even if jt
does, aud if the useful be always inseparable from the good,
yet the good and the usetul are none the less distinet in
themselves; and it is not on the ground of utility that vir-
tue becomes obligatory, and that it obtains universal ven-
eration and admitation. It igwgdmired; therefore it,js not
taken solely as nscfuf’; for* & ion is not the expression
of interest.* .

a N

* On the Moral Phenomenon of Admiration, sco Series I., Vol IL,
Lect. XVIL, p. 214, [Tho pasaago referred to is as follows:

“ Admiration is ® sentiment essentially disintorested. Consider
wliether there is any intercst in tho world that has the power of awak-
ening your admiration for any thing, or for any person. If your intorest
prompts it, you can fuign admiration; but you can not feel it. A tyrant

pending death may train you to seem to admire, but not in reality
to admire.  Affection even does not determino admiration; while a trait
of heroiam, even in an cnemy, commands it, and forcos it from us in spite
of oursolves.”]
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If the good were nothing but the useful, the admiration
which virtue excites would always be in proportion to itg
utility. But such is ndtthe fact. The most useful virtuous
act can never be so much so ag many natural phenomem’
which every where diffuse and maintain life. But who
ever experiences for the sun, with its influence 80 benefi.
cent, the sentifient of admiration and respect which the
most unproductive act-of virtue inspires? It is because
the sun is nothing but useful; while the virtuous act,
whether pseful or not, is the fulfillment of a law to which
the agent, whom we denominate virtuous and whom we
admiro, is voluntarily conformed. We may derive advan.
tage from an action without admiring it, as we may admire
it without deriving advantage from it. The foundation sf
admiration, then, is not the utility which the admired ¥
ject procures to others; still less is it the utility ‘of the
action to him who performs it. The virtuous action would
otherwise be nothing but a luky culculstton; we might
indeed congratulate the author, but we should not be
tempted to admire him, Mankind demands of its heroes
some other merit than that of a sagacious merchant; and
far from the utility of the agent and his personal interest
being the ground and the mensure of admiration, it is a
fact that otlier things being,pqual, the phenomenon of ad-

Juiragjon dirninishes or N p"op,&tion to. the sacri-
fidéa which the virtuond g But if yon want a

* On Sacrifice, as the Gro ld rﬂoa:ure of Approbation, oo Scries
1, Vol. IV, Lecture XV, p.$7&

[Tho passage hero roferred to is in Cousin's Lectures on the History of
Moral Philosophy in the Eightcenth Century, and in the volume dovoted
to tho critical account of the Scottish School. Lecturo XV. is taken up
with the motal and political theory of TTutcheson, whom Cousin rightly
calls tho true foundor of the Scottish School. The theory of Hutcheson
ou virtuo is: 1, that ghe principlo of virtue is benevolence; 2, that the
constituent quality of a virtuous action is, that it serves the public good.

In regard to tho first point, Cousin shows that this theory resta indeed
on g real fact, benevolence as a natural and disinterested sentiment; but
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manifest proof that virtue is not founded pon the personal

interest of him who practices it, take the example I have

given on another occasion, of a gengrous man whose virtue
e

that it corrupta this fact by exaggerating it, and by recognizing no ather
virtue than benevolence. Whereas, there are many other virtues which
can not by any analysis be resolved into benevolence; and conséquently
benevolence is not the sole principle of virtue. Next, as to the con-
stituent quality of a virtuous action, Cousin shows that the theory of
Hutcheson on this point falls to the ground along with his theory on the
first point; as benevolence is not the sole object of moral approbation,
and the sole foundation of virtue, 8o the essence of & virtuous action can
not consist in its property of subserving tho general welfare.

But the particular passage to which reference is niade above is a
criticism on a statement of Hutcheson as to what the perfection8F vir-
tae consists in, to the effect that a virtuous action is the product of two

rs, the benevolence and the ability of the agent; and consequently
that the moral importance of an action is in & ratio compounded of the
two faetors :

“On which,” contihues Cousin, “I propound for Hutcheson the fol-
lowing pmblem‘:‘ .

“Two mii*havo given to an unfortunate person the same sum of
money ; they have the ssme fortuno and the same benevolence: What
is the comparativo valuation of the moral importanco of theso ‘two
actions?

It is eyident by the terma of tho calculation before laid down, that the
moral importance of the two actions is mathematically the BI;IGA. .

Nothing more cortain, it seems, yot rothing moro false, Y

In fact the calculdon has fo small Itom, to wit, wqiwqj
or less sacrifice made'by one pot. Both were equaltyHeh
and equally benevolent; Wit young and hnndaome,"-l‘d
intended to uso that sum of MEigratilying cortain refined and
charming tastes which he has not renotinced without regrot; the othee
man, whilo equally bencvolent and equally gencrous, had not at tha$
timo tho least use for the sum; ho has given it with tho some heart,
but with far less sacrifice, whilo tho former, without feeling a more
hively sentiment of benovolence, has had to put a much greater force
upon hiimself, This greater or loss self-denial, this sacrifico more or loss -
painful, does it go for nothing, O yo mathcmpticians, in the moral,
character of the action? You consid thing but tho product, and
you say: for society and the human race, the action is on both sides the
same. You are also good enough to make account of the internal sen-
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proves his ruin instead of being an advantage to him; and
" to prevent all idea of calculation, suppose a man who sacri.
fices his life for the truth, who dies upon the scaffold, in
the flower of his age, for the cause of justice. Here there
is no future, no chance of advantage, at least in this world
and of course no calculation, no possible self-interest. This

timent of benovolence ; that now is something; but it is not enough;
oud the voico of the human race, the cry of conscience, proclaim, in
apite of your calculus, that ono of these two actions is better than the
other, because it has cost more. It has not cost more money, it is true,
but it h#s cost more effort. This effort, see there a new datum, which
you have neglocted, and which, introduced into your equation, deranges
it a 1ttle!

Thus, two actions precisely alike [in form], performed with the sage
ability and the same benevolence, have a different moral value, acoonk
to tho greator or less sacrifice or effort which they have cost: the fact
i certain; hero is another which is not less so, and which distyrhs the
arithmetic of Hutcheson still more,

A man with a certain ability and a certain benevolenico doos a certain
amount of good; another, with the same ability and o litth less benev-
olonce, does a less amount of good, but with indomparably more effort,
whether b he is naturally less g us, mach as he may wish to
bo equally 80, or whethor becauso ho had been planning an altogethor
difforent employment of his money, moro agrecable to his heart: what
is tho relative value of the two actions? To the eyes of Hutchesons
arithmetic that has the most which containg tho greater amount of:
good doge to others. To the, 0788 of God and of conscience, the con-
travy is evident: the most vi rson is not he who has given tho
most, but ho who has given wif ost dvotion, the most sacrifice.

uppose that a man docs to of en immenso good, from the over-
flowing of a gencrous disposition, without any sacrifice, without having
to struggle against any temptation, against any desire less noble and
loas pure:- this wonderful being is an angel upon carth, but ho is not
& virtuous man. He has reccived from heaven magnificent endow-
monts; but ho has not added to them this special possession which is
nob an cndowmont, but which must be acquired by the sweat of his
face, to wit, virtuc.
.Sacriflce, atrugglo with one's sclf] is thereforo not only a new element
which ought to bo introduced among the legitimate data of the problens
respocting the moral importance of actions; it is the first of all these
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man, if virtue is nothing but utility, is a fool, and niankind
who admire him are delivious. This delirium is neverthe-
less » fact, an undeniable fact. It demonstrates, then, un-
answerably, that in the human mind, such as it has pleased
its author to make it, the idea of right and wrong, of virtue
and vice, is one thing, and the idea of utility, of pleasure,
and pain, of happiness and misery, is another thing.*

data, it i8 the fund tal and ial ol t which s, and
almost by itself alone conatitutes moral importance. This moral import-
ance is not therefore, as Iutel pretends, in the t of good

done, and in & ratio compounded of the agent's bonevolonce and ¥bility.
In fact, tho ability of an agont, his talents, his fortune even, do not
belong to him: they aro almost never his own achievement; they con-
for gherefore no merit which is properly his own. His benevolenco is
stilldess his own: it is ‘instinctive and involuntary; its livolinoss is &
grace of nature, and its feeblencsa is a defect rather than a vice. From
whenca jt follows that if thero wero no other factors in goodness, then
woodness i3 a result in which the will has no part, and consequently tho
act which produces it is without merit, that is to say, at bottom there
18 10 virtue, but a certain amount of advantage, which tho public ro-
ceives with groat pleasure, but without owing to their author any
scntiment which bles moral approbation, esteora and admiration.”
~Tr.]

* IHistory of Modern Philosophy, Lecture VIIL, p. 197, and First
Series, Vol. 1. Courso of 1817, Lecturo XVIIL, p. 313, and Vol. I,
Lecture XXIIL, p. 365.—[The first reference is to a discussion of* tho
doetrine of Epicurus concerning virtue. The argument there given goos,
however, upon the supposition that there is no future life. To the ar-
rument e hero given, it might be objpted that on the hypothesis of &
future life, the man who sacrifices his life on the scaffold for tho cause
of trath may make & very prudent calculation for his best intérest.
Cousin's answer to this objection may bo found in tho passage included
in the second reference; where he says that, if the hopes of another lifo
be admitted as the motivo for the self-sacrifice in the case supposed, that
mvolves the admission also of tho idea of merit and demerit as the found-
ation of those hopes, and consequently of the idea of right and wrong,
of obligation, in short, of virtue as something different in essence from
utility, as something absolute, that is to say, in fine, involves the sub-
version of tho utilitarian theory. This is suficient answer, if the rowards
and punishments of a fyturo lifo necessarily imply & moral govoroment,
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I have.jow shown the essential and metaphysical differ.
ence of these idéas. It remains to show their relation, J;
i8 certain that the idea of virtue is distinct from that of
happiness ; but I ask, if when you meet a virtuous. man, 5
moral agent who, free to obey or not to obey a severe law,
obeys it at the sacrifice of his dearest affections—I ask if
this man, this moral agent, besides the admiration which
attaches to the act, does not inspire you with a sentiment
of good-will which attaches to his person? I it not true
that you are disposed, if happiness were in your hands, to
dispense it to this virtuous man? Is it not true that he
appears to you worthy to be happy, and that in respect to
him, happiness does not appear to you solely as an arbi.
trary ides, but a right? At the same time, when fhe
guilty man is rendered wretched, as the effect of his vides,
do we not judge that he deservesit? Do we not judge,
in general, that it would be unjust for vice to behappy
and virtue miserable? This is evidently the common
opinion of all men; and this opinion is not only universal,
it is also a necessary conception. In vain does reason
endeavor to conceive vice as worthy of happiness; it can
not succeed in the attempt. It can not help demand-
ing an intimate harmony between happiness and virtue.

But if future ds and.punishments are attached to obeying or dis-
obeymg in this life the eommmds of an arbitrary omnipotent Ruler, the
foroe of the objection is not remoyed; and #aley s definition of virtue as
consisting in obedience to God for the sake of evorlasting happiness,”
might hold good. But such & monstrous supposition can not be made.
Human reason can not conceive of happiness as the supreme end eithor
for God or for his rational turos; it can not conceive of an arbitrary
(iod, or a al administration ot the uni . As to the rest it is
undeniable that though virtue is doubtless in the long run prudent, yet
prudenco is not tho essonco of virtue. 1le who obeys the law of duty
merely for the advantage he expects, docs not obey it at all, except in
mere form, and can uever gain reward of true virtue, that virtue which
oboys the law of right becauso it is right, and therein gets, as only
therein it is possiblo to got, its just roward.—TR.]
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And in this, we are not semsitive beings who aspire after
happiness, nor sympathetio beings who desire it for our
fellow-creatures; we are rational and moral beings, who
pass such 8 judgment in respect to others, as well as in re-
spect to ourselves ; and when facts do not accord Wlﬂ"l our
judgments, we do not, on that acoount, reverse our judg-
ments; we maintain them invincibly, in spite of all facts
at variance with them, In a word, the idea of merit and
demerit is for the reason inseparable from that of the
moral law fulfilled or violated.* .

Wherever virtue and vice receive their reward and pun-
ishment, there, in our conceptions, is a state of moral order;
and where vice and virtue are without punishment and re-
ward, or where they are equally treated, there, on the
other hand, is a state of disorder., Rewards and punish-
ments are different, accol to the cases which it is not
necessary here to determine and classify with perfect pre-
cision. When vicious actions do not pass beyond the
sphere of the person who commits them, we do not impose
upon them any other punishment than blame or disesteem.
We punish them by opinion. When they excced that
rphere, and affect the rights of others, then they fall under
positive laws, and those laws penal. These two sorts of

* [“Not only do wo unceasingly asp(e after happiness, as sensitive
beings, but when we have done right, we judgo, as intelligeat and
moral beings, that we are worthy of happinesa This Is the necessary
principle of merit and demorit—the origin and foundation of all our
ideas of reward and punishment—a principle perpotually confounded
either with the desire of happiness, or with the moral law.

*Hence the questlon of the sovereign good—summum bonum—never
vet solved. A single solution has beon sought for a complox question,
from not prehending the two principl pable of solving it. The
Epi lution : satisfaction of tho desire for happiness. The Stoic
®olution:: fulfiliment of tho mornl law.

*The true solution is in tho connection and barmony of virtue, and
happincas a8 merited by it; for the two principles are not equivalent;
virtue i the antocedont. It is not alono tho sole and soverelgn good ;

but it is tho chiefgood.” Fragmens Philosophiques.—T.]
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punishment, moral and material, have through all time ang
every where been inflicted upon vicious agents. Withoyt
any doubt it is useful to socicty to inflict disgrace upon the
violator of moral order; without doubt it is useful to soci.
ety to punish effectually the individnal who sttacks the
foundations of social order. This consideration of utility
is real; it is weighty; but I say that it is not the only one,
it is not the first, it is"only accessory, and that the immedi.
ate basis of all penalty is the idea of the essential merit and
demerit of actions, the general idea of order, which impe.
riously demands that the merit and demerit of actions,
which is a law of reason and of order, should be realized in
a society that pretends to be rational and well ordered,
On this ground, and on this ground alone, of realizing ghi
Inw of reason and of order, the two powers of society, opin.
ion and government, appear fafthful to their primary law.
Then comes up utility, the immediate utility of repressing
evil, and the indirect utility of preventing it, by example,
that is, by fear. But this consideration of the utility of
punishment i8 not a sufficient basis for it. Suppose, in fact,
that there is nothing good or evil in itself, and conse-
quently neither essential merit or demerit; by what right,
then, I ask, do you disgrace a man, or make him ascend
the scaffold, or put him in irous for life, for the mere ad-
vantage of others, when the action of the man is neither
good nor bad, and merits itsclf neither blame nor punish-
ment? Suppose that it is not absolutely right, just in
itself, to Llame this man or to punish him, then the justice
of infamy and of glory, and of every species of reward and
punishment are at an end,  Still further, I maintain that
if punishment has no other ground than utility, then even
its utility is destroyed; for in order that a punishment may
be useful, it is requisite: 1, that he upon whom it is in-
flicted, endowed as he is with the principle of merit and
demerit, should regard himself as justly punished, and
accopt his punishment with a suitable disposition; 2, that
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the spectators, equally endowed with the principle of merit
and demerit, should regard the culprit as justly punished
according to the measure of his crime, and should apply to
{hemselves by anticipation the same justice in case of crime,
and should be kept in harmony with tho social order by
the view of its legitimate penalties. Hence arises the util
ity of examples of punishment whether moral or phygical.—
But take away its foundation in justice, and you destroy
the utility of punishment; you excite indignation and ab-
horrence, instead of awakening penitence in the victim, or
teaching a salutary lesson to the publiec. You array cour-
age, sympathy, every thing noble and clevated in human
nature, on the side of the victim; you excite all cnergetio
spigits against society and its artificial laws. Thus the
ulmy of punishment is itself grounded in its justice, in-
stead of its justice being grounded in its utility, Punish-
ment is the sanction of the law, and not its foundation.
The idea of right and wrong is grounded only on itself, on
reason which reveals it. It is the condition of the idea of
merit and demerit, which is the condition of the idea of
reward and punishment; and this latter idea is to the two
former, but cspecially to the idea of right and wrong, in
the relation of the consequence to its principle.*

* Seo First Scries, particularly Vol. IL; Part ITL, Lect. XVIL, p. 18;
Lect. XXI. and XXIL, p. 341. See also translation of Plato, Yol. IIT,
argument of tho Gorgias. [We translato the passago which rolates most
durectly to this subject; it will be read with interest:

“Publicists still seek for the foundation of penalty. Some, who rogard
themselves as onlightened politicians, find in it tho utility of punishment
for those who witness it, who are deterred from crimo by its threatenings,
and its proventive effcacy. This is indeod one of the effects of punish-
ment, but not its foundation.—~Others, through affoctation of greater
humanity, wish to consider the legitimacy of punishment as grounded
wholly on its utility to him who ondures it, by its corrective cfficacy.
This, again, is certainly one of tho possible effecta of punishmont, but not
its foundation; for in order that the punishment bo corrective, it is
neceasary that it should bo submittod to as just. Wo are thorefore
always compelled to return to the idea of justics. Justioe is tho truo
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This relation which embraces all moral order, subsis
inviolably, even when we pass beyond the sphere of this
life and of human society, to that of religion and of a worlq
where God reigns supreme; where destiny gives place to
the pure action of Phovidence, where fact and right are
the same thing. The idea of merit and demerit, transfer.
red as it were beyond this world, is the basis of the con.
ception of punishments and rewards in the future life. T
is not in the caprice of a being superior to us in power,
that we rest the legitimacy of the retributions of another
life. “Take away the justice of God, and his power, abso.
lute as it is, would no longer appear to us a sufficient
foundation for rewards and punishments. Take away his
justice, and what remains? A government, but no jg;
and instead of the sublime realization of the idea of merit
and demerit, the futare life is nothing but the threat of a
superior force against a feeble being, fated to sustain the
part of a sufferer and a victim.—In heaven, then, as upon

forndati

of punishment; p | and social utility is only a conse-
quence. It is an nndenmble fact, that after every wrong act, the unjust
man thinks, and can not but think, that he is ill-deserving, that is, 1
worthy of punishment. In the intelligence, the idea of punishment cor-
responds to that pf injustice: and when the injustico has beon committed
in the social sphere, the punishment ought to be inflicted by socicty.
Bociety can do it only becauss it ought. The right hero has no other
source than the duty to inflict—duty the most strict, the most eviden}
and tho most sacred—without which this pretended right would bo
nothing but that of force, that is to say an atrocious injustice, even
though it bo to the moral advantage of him who received it, and a salu-
tary spectacle for the people; which in fact could not then bo the case.
for the punishment would then find no sympathy, no ecbo neither in the
public conscience, nor in that of the individual puni Punishment
is not just becauso it is useful, as a preventive or a corrective; but it is
umﬁxl in eithor or both thm ways, because it is just. This theory of

by d trating the falsencss, tho incomplote and exclu-
nvo character of the two theones which divide publicists, complotes and
explains them, and gives to both a center and legitimate basis.” Cousin's
Plato, VoL HL, p. 167-169.—Tr.]
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the earth, in heaven much more than upon tht earth, the
aanction of law is not the foundation of it; reward and
punishment are deduced from merit and .dement, from
right and wrong ; the former do not constitute the latter.

Let us now apply to this subject the distinctions we have
before established, We have distinguished the logical or-
der of ideas from the order of their aoquisition, In the
first case, one idea is the logical condition of another when
it explaius the other; in the second case, one idea is the
chronological condition of another, when it arises in the
human mind before the other. Now I say in respect to
the question before us, that the idea of justice, the idea of
the moral law obeyed or broken, is: 1, the logical condi-
tiom of the idea of merit or demerit, which without it is
incomprehensible and inadmissible; 2, the antecedent, the
chronological condition of the acquisition of the idea of
merit, and demerit, which certainly never would have
arisen in the mind, if previously it had not received the
idea of justice and injustice, right and wrong, good and
evil. Now, Locke, after having frequently confounded,
as we have scen, the logical condition of an idea with its
chronological condition, confounds at once in regard to
this subject, both the logical and chronological condition
of an idea with the idea itself, .nd even with a conse-
quence of that idea; for the idea of reward and punish-
anent is only a consequence of the idea of merit and demerit,
which in it turn is only a consequence of the idea of right
and wrong, which is the supreme prineiple, beyond which
it is impossible to ascend. Locke reverses this order.
Thus, instead of laying down first the idea of right and
wrong, then that of merit and demerit, and then that of
reward and punishment, it is the reward and punishment,
that is to say, the pleasure and the pain that result from
right and wrong, which, according to Locke, is the found-
ation of moral good and evil, and of the moral rectitude
of actions.
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B. I Ch. XXVHI. § 5: “Good and evil, a8 hath beey
shown, B. IL. Ch. XX. § 2, and Ch.XXT. § 42, are nothing
but pleasure or pain, or that which occasions, or procures
pleasure or pain to ys. Moral good and evil, then, is ouly
the conformity or disagreement of our voluntary actions to
some law, whereby good or evil is drawn on us by the wil|
and power of the law-maker ; which good and evil, pleasure
or pain, attending onr observance or breach of the law, by
the decree of the law-maker, is what we call reward and
punishment.” . .

Locke then distinguishes three laws or rulés, namely,
the divine law, tho civil law, and the law of -opinion, or
reputation,

Ibid. § 7: “By the relation they bear to the firsttof
these, men judge whether their actions are sins or duties;
by the second, whether they be oriminal or innocent ; and
by the. third, whether they be virtues or vices.”

1bid, § 8: “ Divine lggo the measure of sin and duty.
First, the divine law, whereby I mean that law which God
has set to the actions of men, whether promulgated to
them by the light of nature or the voice of revelation.
That God has given a rule whereby men should govern
themselves, I think there is nobody 50 brutish as to deny.
Ho has a right to do it ; we are his creatures: he has good-
ness and wisdom to direet our actions to that which is best;
and he has power to enforce it by rewards and punisht
ments, of infinite weight and duration in another life ; for
nobody can take usout of his hands, Tlis is the only true
touchgtone of moral rectitude, and by comparing them to
this law, it is that men judge of the most considerable
moral good or evil of their actions; that is, whether a3
gins or duties, they are like to procure them happiness or
misery, from the hands of the Almighty.”

Hoere, then, the punishments and rewards of a future life
are declared the sole touchstone, the sole measure of the
rectitude of our actions. But suppose that the law which
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God has given us were not just in itself, independently of
the rewards and punishments attached to it: the act which
obeys or violates it would then be neither good nor bad in
itself; and the divine will would: then be seen in the
strange aspect of adaching to a law indifferent in itself,
and in its fulfillment or violation, rewards the most alluring,
and punishments the most dreadful. These promises and
these threatenings, moreover, being addressed merely to
the sensibility, which is the subject of pleasure and pain,
and not to the reason or conscience, might excite in us fear
or hope, but never the emotion of reverence, nor the seuti-
ment of duty. And it is of no avait to say, as Locke has,
that God has the right to do so, to establish, namely, such
a law, though it is in itself indifferent, because we are his
creatures ; for that is without meaning, unless it be that he
is the most powerful and we the weakest, and that would
he to appeal to the right of the strongest. In general this
theory tends to make God an arbitrary kigg, to subdtituto
the Divine Will and Power in place of Divine Reason and
Wisdom. It is a #ctrine concerning God far the senses,
and not for the reason; made for slaves and brutes, not
for intelligent and free beings.*

* [In his Introduction to Plato's Euthyphron, Cousin. has the follow-
ing romarks upon the Divine Governmen::

“God being goodness, or rectitude itself, the very substance of moral
prder, it follows that all moral truths rofer to him, as radii to a conter, as
modifications to tho subject which is the ground of their existenco and
which they manifest. So far thereforo from being in contradiction,

morality and religion aro intimately ted with cach other, both in
the umty of their real principlo and in that of the human mind which
ly formsa the & tion of them, But whon Anthrepomor-

plism, degrading theology to the drama, makes of the Eternal a God for
the theater, tyrannical and passionate, who from tho height of his om-
nipotenco arbitrarily decides what is right and what is wrong, it is then
that philosophical criticism may and ouglt, in tho interest of moral
truths, to take authority from tho immediate obligation which charac-
terizes them, to establish them upon their own basis, fndependently of
every foreigu ci ce, independently even of their relation to their

.
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Mg»gmm measure of crimes and inng.
oenes, Wa civil law, the rule set by 'Mwomm
wealth to the actiofis of those who belong to it,ds anothey
pule to which mWafel their actions, to judge whether
they be crimina}.or ‘no, . 'This law nghody overlooks; the
rewards and punishments which e . it being ready at

hand, and suitabfe to the power that makes it ; which is
the force of the commonwealth, engaged to protect the
lives, liberties, and possessions of those who live according
to its laws, and has power to take away life, liberty, or
ggds, from him who disobeys, which is the py ment of
offenses committed agains this law.” ;

Unggpestionably society has this right ; this rfght is even
a duty for it; but it is so only upon one condition,.the

primitive: source. Such is the partiouiar point of view in which the
Euthyphron is to bef regarded. Bocrates eagerly acknowledges that
there is an essentigl barmony between morality and religion, that every
thing which is right is pleasing to him whom we are behooved to con-
ceive as the typé and substance of etern: But he inquires
why right, the’morally good, is pleasing to and if it might not be
otherwiso; if 3t 48 not possible that wrong, the morally evil, might be
pleasing to hipi? No. Why is it thew Yhat the good can not but be
pleasing to G847 Tt is, in the last andlysis, solely because it is good;
all other reasons that can bo given alyays presuppose and return to
this, It must thoreforo bo admitted that good is not such becauso it
pleases God, but it pleases God because it is good ; and consequently it
is not in roligious doctrines that we are to look for the primitive titlo of
tho legitimacy of moral truths, These truths, like all others, legitimato
themselves, and need no other authority than that of Reason which per-
colves and proclaims them. Reason is for itsell its own sanction. This
conception of the morally good, or to speak in the language of the time
of Socrates, this conception of the Aoly in itself, disengaged from the ex-
ternal forms in which it may be clothed, from the circumstances which
socompany it, and even from the necessary consequences which are de-
rived from it—~and considered in regard to what is peculiar and absolute
in it, in ita immediate grandeur and beauty, is an example of an IDEA
in the system of Plato." Cousin's Plalo, Argument of the Ewthyphron,
Vol L~Tn]
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condition namely, that the Ia Mmahmldha ‘
jast; for suppose that the law éstalishipd by sovioty be
unjust, the violation of this law célilessta. be unjust, and
then the punishment of an act nofanjust:rhich transgresses
an unjust law, is itgglf injustice. .Take away, I repeat, the -
provious fitness stness of the law, and. you destrey
the fitness and justice of the punishment. Punishment
loses all it character of morality, and retains only that of
mere physical force, which can not, as Hobbes very- well
perceived, be too absolute or too formidable; sinco it can
not snbmt.hpr make itself ,rbgarded ‘except from the fear .
it inspi

Ivid. § 10: « Philosophical ‘taw the measure of virtus
and vice. Thirdly, the law. of opinion of reputation.
Virtue and vice are ngmes pretended and supposed every
where to stand for actigits.in their own nature right and
wrong ; and so fav as they really arcsq gpplied, they are
coincident with the divinie law above menyjgmed.  But yet
whatover is pretended, this is visible, tiiat these names,
virtue and vice, u}ﬁe particular instande of their nppl;ea—
tion, through the #@veral nations and societies of men in
the world, dte constantly attributed only to-guch actions,
as in each country and society are in reputation or dis-
credit. Norisit to be thought. strange that men every
where should give the name of virtue to those actions,
which among them are judged praiseworthy ; and call that
vice, which they account blamable; since otherwise they
would condemn themselves, if they should think any thing
right, to which they allowed not commendation, and any
thing wrong, which- they let pass without blame;, Thus
the measure of what is every where called and esteemed
virtue and vice, is the approbation or dislike, praise or
blame, which by a secret and tacit consent cstablishes itself
in the several socicties, tribes and clubs of men in the

* Serios I.,Vol. IIL, Lecturo IX.—[Cousin's Bwamination of WPNW-

cal Principles of Hobbes.—Tg.]
10
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world; whereby seveml nctlons come to find credit or

. disgmce among them according to the judgment, Iaxims,
or fashions, of that place. For though men uniting to
polmc societies, have resigned up to the public, the dis.
posing of all their force, so that they can not employ it
against any fellow-¢itizen, any further than the law of the
country directs, yet they retain still the power of think.
ing well or ill, approving or disapproving the actions of
those whom they live among and converse with; and by
this approbation m& dislike, they establish among them.
selves what they call 'virtue and vice.”

Ibid. § 11: “That this is the common measu!h ‘of virtue

_ and vice, will appear to any ome who considers, that
though that"passes for vice in one country which is counted
virtue, or at least no¢ vice in another, yet every where
virtue and praise, vice and blame go together.”

Upon which point Locke refers to all pagan antiquity,
which incited to virtue Dy the allurement of glory. He
oven cites a passage of St. Paul, which he forces aside from
its natural sensc, to get at the conclusign, that there is no
other measure of virtue than good or bad fame. Read also
his twelfth section, in which the “enforceméhts” of this
law aro stated to bo “ commendation and discredit.”

But you perceive that the same is true in regard to
opinion, the pretended philosophical law, as in regard to
public punishments under the ciyil law, and in regard to
the punishments of another lifs wunder the divine law.
Suppose that virtue is not virtue in itself, and that it is
praise and approbation which make it such, it is clear that
morality is no longer any thing; there is no longer a law;
there is nothing but arbitrary customs local and changing ;
thero is no longer any thing but fashion and opinion.
Now, either opinion is nothing but a lying sound, or it is
the ccho of the public conscience; and then it is an effect,
and not a cause ; its legitimacy and its power reside in the
strength of the sentiment of right and wrong. But to
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elovate the effect to the rank of & cause, tq establish right
and wrong upon opinion,* is-to destroy right and wrong ;
it is to confound and vitiate virtue, by making fear its only
aanction ; it is to make courtiers and not virtuous men, Pop-
ular spplause is one of the sweetest thifigs in the world, but
only when it is the reflection of ‘one’§6Wn donscience, and
uot the price of complaisance }when it I& acquired by a
series of actions truly virtuous, by constancy to one’s
character, fidelity to one’s principles and.to one’s friénds
in the common service ¢f one’s” dopntry. Glory is the
crown, ndt the foundation of virtue. ~Duty does not
measure it&lf by reward. Without doubt it is easier to
perform it on & conspicuous theater, and with the applause
of the crowd ; but it is not at all lessened in the shade ; it
does not perish in ignominy ; there, as every where, it is
one and the same, inviolable and obligatory.

The conclusion to which we perpetudlly recur, is, that
here likewise, Locke obviously takes the &onsequence for
the principle, the effect for the cause, *And you will ob-
serve that this confusion is a necessity of his system. This
rystem admits no idea that is not derived from reflection
or {from scnsation. Reflection being here out of the ques-
tion, it is to sensation that Locke has recourse; and as
xensation can not explain the id:a which mankind have
of good and evil, the object is to find an idea more or less
resembling it, which cdm come from sensation, and take
the place of the former. Now this idea is that of punish-
ment and roward, which resolves itself into that of pleas
ure and pain, happiness and misery, or in general, into the
idea of utility. This confusion, to repeat once more, was
necessary to the system of Locke; and it saves it; but
dispel the confusion, re-establish the facts in their rebl valuo
and true order, and the system of Locke is overthrown,

* This is tho fundamental error of Smitl's T'heory of the Moral Senti-
Thenls,
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Let us see where we are. Locke has tried his systen
upon a number of particular ideas, to wit: the idea of
space, the idea of time, the idea of the infinite, of persons|
identity, of substance, of cause, of good and evil; imposing
upon himself the task of explaining all these ideas by sensa.
tion and by reflection. We have followed Locke upon all
these points chosen by himself; and upon all these points,
an attentive examination has demonstrated that not one
of these ideas can be explained by sensation or reflection,
except under the condition of entirely misconceiving the
real characteristics with which these ideas are now marked
in the understanding of all mankind, and of confounding,
through the help of this misconception, these ideas with
other ideas which are indeed more or less intimately united
with them, but which are not the same; which precede
them, or which succeed them, but do not constitute them,
as the ideas of body, of number, of the phenomena of con-
sciousness and memory, of collection and totality, of re-
ward and punishment, pleasure and pain. Now, without
doubt sensation and reflection explain these latter ideas;
but these are not the ideas which it is the problem to ex-
plain; and the system of Lacke is therefore convicted of
being unable to explain all the 1deas that are in the human
mind,

The theories which we have brought forward and dis-
cussed, occupy three fourths of the second book of Locke's
Essay on the Human Understanding. Locke had then only
to gather his gencralizations; he had nothing more to do
but to show how, the ideas which we have gonoe over and
all similar ideas being furnished by sensation or by reflec-
tion, the complete edifice of the human understanding may
be erected on this basia, On our part, the most important
portion of our task is accomplished. Tt was necessary to
accompany the exposition of the principles of Locke’s sys-
tem with a profound and thorough discussion. Now that
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theso principles are overthrown, we can proceed faster; it
will be enough to give a rapid view of the last part of the
second book, stating the prmclpal posmons, and elucidating
them by a few reflections,

All those ideas which are derived unmedmely from these
two sources, sensation and reflection, are by Locke denom-
inated simple ideas. Simple ideas are the elements out of
which we compose all other ideas. Compound or complex
ideas arc those which we form subsequently by the combina-
tion of simple and primitive ideas; go that the whole devel-
opment and action of the human mind is resolved into the
acquisition, immediately from the senses, or from reflection,
of a certain number of simple ideas, which Locke believes
he has determined; then the formation from these mate-
rials of complex ideas by combination and association ; then
again, the formation from these complex ideas of ideas still
more complex than the former; and thus on continually,
till we have exhausted all the ideas in the human mind.*

There is ono error which it is here necessary to expose—
an error of idea, or a verbal error, whichever you please.
~ Tt is not true that we begin by simple ideas, and then pro-
ceed to complex ideas. On the contrary, we begin with
complex ideas, and from them proceed to more simple;
and the process of the mind in-the acquisition of ideas is
precisely the inverse of that which Locke assigns, All our
primary ideas are complex, and for the evident reason that
all our faculties, or at least a great number of our faculties,
enter into exercise at the same time; and their simulta-
ncous action gives us at the same time a number of ideas
bound and blended together, which form a whole. For
example: the idea of the external world which is given so
carly, is a very complex idea, containing a multitude of
ideas, There is the idea of the secondary qualities of ex-
ternal objects ; the idea of their primary qualities ; $he idea
of the permanent reality of something to which you refer

* Book II. Chap. IL. and Chap. XIL
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these qualitics, that is of body, of matter ; there is also the
idea of space containing body; the idea of time in whigh
its different motions and changes are accomplished, e,
And do you believe that you have at first, and by itself,
the idea of primary qualitics, and of the secondary quali.
ties; and then the idea of the subject of these qualities;
then the idea of time; and then the idea of space? . By no
means. It is simultancously, or almost simultaneously, that
you acquire all these ideas. Moreover you do not have
them without knowing that you have them. Now con.
soiousness implies a certain degree of attention, that is, of
will; it implies also a belief in your own existence, in the
real or substantial mc or self, which you are. In a word,
you have at once an assemblage of ideas which are given
you the one with the other; and all your primitive ideas
are complex. They are complex besides for another rea-
son: Decause they are particular and concrete; as I have
shown in the preceding lecture, Then comes abstraction,
which, employing itsclf upon those primitive data, complex,
concrete, and particular, separates what nature had given
you united and simultancous, and considers by itself cach
of these parts of the whole. That part which is separated
from tho whole, that idea detached from the total picture
of the primitive ideas, becomes an abstract and simple ides,
until a more sagacious abstraction decomposes that sup-
posed simple idea, and evolves from it many other ideas
which it considers apart, abstracting one from the other;
until at last, from decomposition to decomposition, abstrac-
tion and analysis arrive at ideas so simple that they are,
dr appear to bo, no longer capable of being decomposed.
The more simple an idea is, the more general it is; the
more abstract, the greater the extension it has, We begin
with the conorete, and we go to the abstract; we begin
with the definite and particular, in order to arrive at the
simplo and the general. The process of the mind, then,
as I'have eaid, is altogether the reverse of that assigned
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by Locke. 1 should, however, render this justice to the
school of Locke, that it has not permitted so important
an error to remain in the analysis of the mind; and that
Condillae subsequently restored the true process.

This has not been done, however, in Tegard to another
opinion of Locke, blended with the former, namely, that
the mind is passive in the acquisition of qimple ideas, and
active in that of complex ideas.* Without doubt the mind
is more active, its activity is more easily apprehended, in
forming general ideas by abstraction (for this is what we
must understand by the complex ideas of Locke) ; but it is
also active in the acquisition of particular ideas (the simple
ideas of Locke), for in this there is still conscionaness, and
consciousness supposes attention, activity, The mind is
always active when it thinks, It does not always think, as
Locke has well remarked;t but whenever it does think,
and it certainly thinks in the acquisition of particular
ideas, it is active, Locke has too much diminished the ac-
tivity of the mind; and the school of Locke, far from ex-
tending it, has limited it still more. )

All our ideas arc now obtained, or supposed to be ob-
" tained ; their mechanism has been described. It remains
only to investigate their most general characters. Locke
has divided them into clear :nd distimet ideas, and ideas
obscure and confused,} real and chimerical,§ complete and
incomplete,|| true and false.d In the last chapter we find
the remark since then so often reiterated, that in strictness
all our ideas are true, and that error does not respect the
idea considered in itself; for even when you have an idea
of a thing which does not exist, as the idea of a centaur,
of a chimera, it is not the less true that you have the idea
which you have; it is only that the idea which you really
have, lacks a corresponding object, really existing in

*BILCh I §25; Ch. XIL § 2. 4 B.IL Ch. I § 18, 19.

$ B. 1T, Ch. XXIX. § 1bid. Ch. XXX.
| bid Ch, XXXL 9 Ibid, Ch. XXXIL
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nature; but the idea in itself is not the less true, Tneg
error, then, respects not the idea, but the affirmation
sometimes added to it, namely, that this idea has an object
really existing in nature, You are not in an error, because
you have the idea of a centaur; but you are in an error
when to this idea of a centaur you join the affirmation,
that the object of such an idea exists, It is not the idea
taken by itself, it is the judgment connected with it, which
contains the error. The school of Locke has developed
and put in clear light this judicious observation.

"The Second Book closes with an excellent chapter on the
association of ideas.* Not only are ideas clear or obscure,
distinet or confused, real or chimerical, complete or incom.
plete, true or false; they have besides this undeniable
peculiarity, 4hat by occasion of one we conceive another;
that they recall and bring up each other. There aro asso-
ciations natuyal, necessary, and rational; there are also
false, arbitrary, and vicious associations of ideas, Locke
has clearly discerned and forcibly signalized the danger of
the latter sort.  He has shown by a multitude of examples
how it frequently happens, that simply because we have
séen two things by chance united, this purely accidental
association subsists in the imagination and perverts the un-
derstanding.  This is the source of a multitude of errors;
not only of false ideas, but of false sentiments, of arbitrary
sutipathics and sympathics, which not unfrequently de-
generate into folly, We find here in Locke the wisest
counsels for the education of the soul and of the mind, on
the art of breaking up in good season the false connections
of ideas, and of restoring to their place those rational con-
nections which are derived from the nature of ideas and of
the human mjnd. T regret but one thing; it is that Locke
did not push this analysis still further, that he left still g0
much vgguenoss and indecision upon this important subject.
It should not have been enough for him to lay it down

* B. IL Ch. XXXIIL



ELEMENTS OF PSYCHOLOGY. 225

that there are associations true, natural, and rational; and
associations false, accidental, and irrational; he should
have shown in what consisted the true connections; deter-
mined the most important and the most ordinary of these
legitimate connections ; and nttemptud to ascend to the
laws which govern them, A precnse theory of these laws
would have been an immense service done to ‘philosophy ;
for the laws of the association of idcas rest upon the laws
of the understanding itself. In fine, when Looke passed to
perverted associations, he should have shown what is the
root of theso associations, and what is the relation of false
connections to the true. 'We see the human mind only in
its extravagance, until we ascend to its source, the reason
of that extravagance. Thus, for example, Locke incessant-
ly recommends, and very justly, to break up in the minds
of children, the ordinary association of specters with dark-
ness. A more thorough analysis would have investigated
the ground of this association of mysterious beings with
night, darkness, or obscurity. The idea of phant;oms or
specters isnever connected in the mind or in the imagina-
. tion with the idea of the sun or a brilliant hght Here is
certainly an extravaggnee of the mind, but it is an extrava-
gance which has its ground, and it would be curious and
uscful to investigate it. Here'is a false connection of idéas
which analysis can completely explain only by referring it
to another connection of ideas, natural and legitimate, Wit
perverted in a particular case. As to the rest, I repeat,
this whole chapter shows the ingenious observer, and the
true philosopher ; and we shall sce hereafter that the asso-
ciation of idcas became, in the hands of Locke’s school, a
rich subject of experiment and of instructive results, a
fruitful topic of favorite study, and in respect to which the
followers of Locke have rendered unquestionable servico
to the human reason.

Such is the exact and faithful analysis of the Second

Book, Locke has made all our ideas to be derived from
10%



226 BLEMENTS OF PBYCHOLOGY,

scnsation or from reflection ; he has exhibited the differen
general attributes by which they may be classed, and that
most remarkable quality of them, which is at once the
most useful or the most dangerous.  Ideology, psychology,
at least that of Locke, is achieved.

It would now remain to pass to the applications of Ideo.
logy, to the knowledge of objects and beings by the aid
of ideas. Thisis the subject of the Fourth Book.” But
Locke, having clearly perceived what is the relation of
words to ideas, and that words are a fruitful source of
errors for the understanding, has previously devoted an
entire book, his third, to the discussion of the great ques-
tion concerning signs and language.

You know that this is again one of the favorite subjects
of the school of Locke, and I cordially acknowledge that
in regard to this question, together with that concerning
the association of ideas, it has deserved best of philosophy.
I acknowledge with great respect a multitude of sound,
ingenious, and even oviginal ideas, scattered through the
whole of Locke’s Third Book. Locke has admirably pet-
ceived the hecessary intervention of signs, of words, in the _
formation of abstract and general ideas; the influence of
signy and words in definitions, and consequently in a con-
siderable part of logic. e has noticed and signalized the
advantages of a good system of signs, the utility of a well
construeted language; the verbal disputes to which a de-
fective languagoe too frequently reduces philosophy. Upon
all these points he has opened the route which his school
have entered and pursued. If he has not gone very far,
he still has the credit of opening the way ; if he has suffered
many profound observations to escape him which have been
made by his sucevssors, he has in requital avoided very
many systematic errors into which they have fallen.
Taithful still, however, to his method of inquiring more
after the origin of things than their actual characters,
Locke has not failed to investigate, though briefly, tho
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origin of words, of signs, of language. He has recognized
that the materials of language pre-exist in nature, in
sounds, and in that of our organs which is fitted to form
them; but he perfectly comprehended that if there were
nothing else but sounds, cven articulate sounds, there
would indeed be the materials of signs, but there would
yet be no signs. It is necessary that the understanding at-
tach a senge, & particular signification to the sound, in or-
der that the sound should become a sign, the sign of an
internal conception of the mind. “ Parrots, and several
other birds,” says Locke, B. IIL. Ch. L § 1 and 2, “ will be
taught to make articulate sounds distinot enough, which
yet by no means arce capable of language. Besides artic-
ulate sounds, therefore, it was further necessary that man
should be able to use these sounds as signs of internal
conceptions ; and to make them stand as marks for the
ideas within his own mind.” From whence it follows,
1, that the intelligence is not the product of langnage, but
on the contrary, language is the product of intclligence ;
2, that the greater part of words having, as Locke well re-
_marked, an arbitrary signification, not only are languages
the produet of the intelligence, but they are even in great
part the product of the will; while, in the system which
has prevailed, both in the schiol of Loeke and in a schdol
altogether opposed to his, intelligence is nmde to come
from language, in the latter, without much inquiring
whence language comes, in the former, by making it come
from the sensation and the sound, without suspecting that
there is a gulf between the sound considered as a sound,
and the sound considered as a sign, and that what makes
it a sign is the power to comprehend it, that is, the mind,
tha intelligence. Sounds, and the organs which perceive
and produce them, are the conditions of languagoe ; but its
principle is intelligence, Here at least, wo can give Locke
the credit of not confounding the condition of a principle
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with the principle itself. His successors have not been g
wise,*

I will now proceed to take up several important points of
the Third Book, which appear to me doubtful or false, Yoy
will judge.

1. Locke maintains (B. IIL Ch. I § 5), that  words ulti.
mately derive their origin from such [other words] as sig.
nify sensible things,” that is to say, in the last.analysis all
words have for their roots elementary words, which are
the signs of sensible ideas. 1In the first place, the absolute
truth of this proposition may be denied. T will give you
two words, and will ask you to reduce them to their primi-
tive words expressive of sensible ideas, Take the word I
or me. This word, at least in all languages with which I
am acquainted, is not susceptible of any reduction. It is

. undecomposable and primitive. It expresses no sensible

idea; it represents nothing but the meaning which the in-
telligence attaches to it; it is & pure sign, without relation
to any sensible sign. The word being is in precisely the
same case; it is ‘primitive and altogether intellectual. I
know no language where the word being is expressed by a
corresponding word representing a sensible idea, It is not
then true, that all the roots of language are in the last
analysis signs of sensible ideas.  Further: even if it were
true, and absolutely so, which is not the fact, let us see the
only conclusion which could be justly drawn from it, Man
is led at first by the action of all his faculties out of him-
self and toward the external world.  The phenomena of
the external world first strike his notice ; these phenomena
of course receive the first names; the first signs are drawn
from sensible objecets; and they are tinged in some sort
avith their colors. Then when man, subsequently, in falling
back upon himself, apprehends more or less distinctly those
intellectual phenomena, of which he had only confused

* Firat Series, Vol. 1T, Tect, I1., On Condillac, p. 94. and Leet. ITL p. 140.
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g]impscs.; and when he wishes to express these new-phe-
nowens of the mind and of thought, analogy leads him to
connect the signs he is secking for, with those he already
possesses ; for analogy is the law of all langiage forming
or developed. Hence the metaphors into which analysts
resolves the greater part of the signs of the most abstract
moral ideas. But it does not follow at all, that the mind
of man hps-hereby intended to mark the genesis of its
ideas, Beesuse the signs of certain ideas are analogous to
the signs of certain other ideas, the conclusion does indeed
follow that the former were formed after ‘the others, and
upon the others ; but not that the ideas of all these signs -
arc in themselves identical or analogous. It is, however, by
these analogics, purely verbal, and which, I repeat it, do
not explain all the phenomena of language, that the school
of Locke, taking advantage of the relations of words
to each other, and of the sensible characteristics of the,
chief parts of their roots, has pretended, that -all signs in
the last analysis are derived from sensible signs; and what
is more, that all ideas are equally derived from sensible
ideas, Here is the foundation of the great work of Horno
"Took, who, in respect to grammar, has developed with a
hardy fidelity the system already clearly indicated in the
Essay on the Iuman Understanding (B. IIL Ch. L § 5),'a
system more or less in accordance with the necessary inter-
vention of intelligence in the formation of langi_mgo which
Locke has himselt set forth, and with the pawer of reflection
as distinet from sensation in the acquisition of knowledge:
“It may also,” says Locke, “lead us a little toward the
original of all our notions and knowledge, if we remark
how great a dependence our words have on common sensi-
ble ideas; and how those which are made use of to stand
for actions and notions quite removed from sense, have
their rise from thence, and from obvious sensible ideas are
transferred to more abstruse significations, and made to
ftand for things that come not under the cognizance of our
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senses ; ¢. g., to imagine, apprehend, comprehend, adhere,
conceive, instill, disgust, disturbance, tranquillity, etc., are
all words taken from the operations of sensible things, and
applied to vertain modes of thinking. Spirit, in its pri.
mary signification, is breath ; angel, & messenger ; I douby
not, but if we could trace them to their sources, we should
find, in all languages, the names which stand for thingy
that fall not under the senses, to have had their first rise
from sensible ideas, By which we may give some kind of
a guess, what kind of notions they were, and whence de-
rived, which filled their minds who were the first beginners
of languages; and how nature, even in the naming of
things, unawares suggested to men the originals and prin-
ciples of all their knowledge . . . .?

II. Another proposition of Locke : (B. IIL Ch. IIL § 8),
“that the signification of words is perfectly arbitrary.”—I
Jhave already acknowledged that the greater part of words
are arbitrary, and come not only from the intelligence, but
from the will. I am thoroughly persuaded that the greater
part of words are conventional; but the question is,
whether they are all so; the point to be investigated ix.
whether there be absolutely not one root in language
which carries of itself its own signification, which has a
natural meaning, which is the foundation of subsequent
convention, instead of coming from that convention. This
is o great question which Locke has cut short with a single
word, and which all his school have regarded as definitive-
ly settled ; not even agitating it. And certainly even if I
should grant, what I can not grant without qualification,
that all words are arbitrary, I should cxcept thé laws of
the relation of words to each other. Language is not a
simple collection of words; it is a system of manifold re-
lations of words to cach other. These various relations are
all referable to invariable rclations, which constitute the
foundation of every language, its grammar, the common
and identical part of all languages, that is to sy, universal
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mar, which has its necessary laws derived from the
very natare of the human mind. Now it is remarkable,
that in the book on words, Locke has never tonched upon
the relations of words, never upon syntax, Hefythe true
foundation of language. There arc a multitude of special
reflections, and ingenious too, but no theory, no true
grammar, It is by the school of Locke that the isolated
remarks of their master have been formed into a gram-
matical system, true or false, which we shall take up here-
afler.

III. We come now to another proposition of great im-
portance.  Locke declares expressly, that what is called
genctll and universal, is the work of the understanding,
and that the real essence is nothing else than the nominal
essence. B. ITL Ch. TTL § 11: “general and wniversal
belong not to the real existence of things; but are the ¢n-
rentions and creatures of the understanding, made by it
for its own use, and concern only signs, whether words.or
ideas”  You see here the very foundation of nominalism,
It is important to examine, though briefly, this proposition,
which has become in the school of Locke an unquestionable
principle, a prejudice placed above all discussion.

I perecive a book, and another book, and, another book
still; I neglect, by abstraction, their differences of position,
of form, of size, of colpr; I attend solely to thefr relations
of resemblance which it is ncedless to enumerate, and I
arrive by well-known processes, to the general idea of
book; and that general idea is expressed for me by the
word, book. Now what is there under this word ?
Neither more nor less than this: 1, the supposition that,
between these different books placed under my eyes, he-
sides the differences which distinguish them, there are also
in them resemblances, common qualities, without which fio
teneralization would be possible; 2, the supposition that
there is a mind capable of recognizing theso common
qualities; and 3, the supposition that there are objects
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really existing, real books, subjects of the common qualities
The word hook represents all this: different books existin,
in nature, qualities common to those different books, ang
a mind capable of uniting those common qualities and of
raising them to their general idea. But independcntly of
these different and real books, of their common qualities,
and of the mind which conceives them, does the word book
express, does it represent, any thing existing, which is
neither such or such a book, but book in itself? No, cer.
tainly not. The word book is, then, nothing but a word,
a pure word, which has no special type, no real object ex.
isting in nature it is certain, then, that tho general essence
of book confounds itself with its nominal essence, thht the
essence of book is nothing but a word; and here I am al.
together on the side of Locke and of Nominalism.

But are there not other general ideas? Let us examine,
I perceive abody, and at the same instant my mind can
not but take for granted that the body is in a certain par-
ticular space, which is the place of this particular body.
I perccive another body, and my mind can not but believe
that this other particular body is also in a particular space*
and thus I arrive, and I arrive very soon, as you have be-
fore seen, without nced of passing through a long series
of experiments, at the general idea of space. It remains to
ascertain if this general idea of space is exactly the same
as the general idea of book, that is, if the word space in
itself signifies nothing more than the word book. Let us
consult the human mind and the truth of internal facts. It
is an unquestionable fact, that when you speak of book in
general, you do not connect with the idea of book that of
real existence.  On the contrary, I ask if, when you speak
of space in general, you do not add to this idea a belief in
the reality of space? Task if it is with space as with
book; if you believe, for instance, that there are, without
you, nothing but particular spaces, that there is not an
universal space, capable of embricing all possible bodies, 3
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one‘and continuous, of which different particulgr spaces
are nothing but arbitrary portions and measures? It is
certain, that when you speak of space, you have the con-
viction that out of yourself thero'is something which is
space; s also when you speak of time, yodRgve the con-
vietion that thero is out of yourself something which is
time, although you know neither the nature of time nor of
space. Difterent times and different spaces, are not the
constituent clements of space and time ; time and space are
not solely for you the collection of different times and dif:
ferent spaces; but you believe that time and space are in
themselves, that it is not two or three spaces, two or three
ages, which constitute space and time; for, every thing
derived from experience, whether in respect to space or
to time, is finite, and the characteristic of space and of
time for you is to be infinite, without beginnhg;nd'wit.h-
out end : time resolves itself into eternity, dnd space into
immensity. In a word, an invincible belief"in the reality
of time and of space, is attached by you to the general
idea of time and space, This is what the human mind be-
lieves; this is what consciousness attests. Hero the phe-
nomenon is precisely the reverse of that which T just
hefore signalized ; and while the general idea of a book
does not suppose in the mind the convietion of the ex-
istence of any thing which is book in itself; here on the
contrary, to the general idea of time and of space, is united
the invincible conviction of the reality of something which
is space and time. Without doubt, tho word space is a
pure word, as well as that of book ; but the former word
carries with it the supposition of something real in itself,
Here iy the root and ground of Realism,

Nominalisin thinks that general ideas are nothing but
words; realism, that general ideas suppose something real.
On hoth sides there is equal truth, and equal error.  With-
out doubt, there are a great number of general ideas, which
are purely collective, which represent nothing clse than the
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commap qualities of objects, without implying any exig,
ence [any general cxistence, any essence separate frop
those common qualities, and the particular objects in whig,
they reside]; and in this scnse nominalism is in the righ,
But it is certain, also, that there are ‘general ideas, which
imply the supposition of the real existence of their object:
realism rests upon this basis, which is undeniable. Now,
observe the error of nominalism and of realism. The foree
of realism lies in general ideas which invincibly imply the
external existence of their objects; these are, as you know,
universal and necessary general ideas, It starts from
thence; but into the circle of these superior ideas, it
attracts and envelops ideas which are purely collective and
relative, born of abstraction and language. What it had
the right to affirm of the former, it affirms also of the
latter. Jtwas right on ono point; it would extend it to
an absolute and exclusive right: that is its error, Nomin.
alism, on its part, because it had demonstrated clearly that
there are many general ideas which are only collective
ideas, relative and of mere words, concluded from this that
all general ideas are nothing but general ideas, collective,
and relative, mere signs, The one converted things into
words, the other converted words into things, Both are
right in their starting-point ; both go astray in their con-
clusion, through their excessive and absolute pretensions,
In general, the Sensual School is nominalist, and the Ideal
School is realist; and both sides, as is always the case
with the incomplete and exclusive, half right and half
wrong.*

IV. I conclude with pointing out another proposition
or rather pretension of Locke, which it is important to re-
duce within just limits. Every where Locke attributes to

* On tho difference of general collective ideas and general necessary
idens, sce First Scriea, Vol. IT. Lecture IL-IV. p. 45. On Nominalism,
Realism, and Conceptualism, sco First Serics, Vol. IV. Lecturo XXL
pp. 257-268; and Introduction to the unpublished works of Abelard.
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words the greatest part of our errors; and if you gxpound
the master by his disciples, you will find in all the writers
of the school of Locke, that all disputes are disputes about
words; that science is nothing but a langujge, and of
course, a language well formed, is a science well con-
structed. I undertake to show the untruth of these ex-
aggerated assertions.* No doubt words have a great
influence; no doubt they have a very large share in our
errors, and we should endeavor to make language as per-
fect as possible. 'Who denies it? But the question is,
whether all error is derived from language, and whether
science is merely a well formed language? No. The
canses of error are very diverse; they are both more
extended and moro profound. Levity, presumption, in-
dolence, precipitation, pride, thousands of moral-eauses,
influence our judgments. The vices of language xgay ogn-
neet themselves with these moral causes and aggravate
them, but do not constitute them. If you look more
closely, you will see that the greater part of the disputes,
which scem at first to bé disputes about words, are at the
bottom, disputes about things. Humanity is too serious
to be excited and often to shed its best blood for words.
Wars do not turn on disputes about words; and I say the
rame of other conflicts, theoloyical and scientific contro-
versics, whose depth and importance is altégether miscon-
ccived, when they are resolved into pure logomachies,
Certainly every science should seek for a well-constructed
language; but it were to take the effect for the cause, to

# “Tn order for this to be true it would be necessary that not one
thought could take placo without tho aid of language, which is not the
cage. I will take but ono cxample among & thousand. Isit by help of the
word me, or of the word exisience that I feol that I oxist? Have I como
from the word to the thing? Tho very supposition is absurd, C
ness perceives its phonomena by its own power, and not by words;
words aro a powerful help to it, but do not constitute it.” First Sories,
Vol. 111, Lecture L. p. 63.
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supposa that there are well established sciences, becayg
therc are well formed languages. The contrary ig true;
sciences have well formed languages, when théy themselyes
are well formed. Mathematics has a very well constructeq
language. Why? Because in mathematics the ideas have
been perfectly determined; the simplicity, strictness ang
precision of the ideas have produced strictness, precision
and simplicity of signs. It is contradictory to suppose that
-precise ideas express themselves in confused language; ang
even if it were so for a while, in the infancy of a language,
yet soon, the precision, strictness, and fixedness of the
ideas would dispel the vagueness and obscurity of lan.
guage. The excellence of the chemical and physical
sciences comes obviously from well made experiments,
Facts having becn observed and described with fidelity,
‘wpasoning could apply itsclf to these facts with certainty,
and deduce from them legitimate consequences and appli-
cations. From hence arose, and from hence should arise,
a good system of signs. Make the contrary supposition;
suppose the experiments badly made: then the more strict
the reasoning founded upon these false data, the more
errors it would deduce, and the more length and breadh
it would give to the errors. Suppose that the theories
resulting from these imperfect and vicious experiments
should be reptesented by signs the most simple, the most
analogous, the best determined ; of what importance would
the goodness of the signs be, while under this excellent
language was concealed a chimera or an error? Take
medicine. It is a complaint that it has made so little ad-
vancement, What do you think should be done to bring
it np from the regions of hypothesis, and elevate it to the
rank of a science? Do you believe that at the outset you
could, by a language well constructed, reform physiology
and medicine? Or do you not believe that the true remedy
is experiment, and along with experiment the strict em-
ployment of reason? A good system of signs will then
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. .
come of itself’; it could not come before, or it :vo come
10 no good purpose. It is the same with respect to philos- -
ophy. It hias been incessantly repeated, that the structure
of the human mind i entire in that of language, and that
[.hilosoplxy would be completed the day that a philoso-
phical language should be achieved. And starting from
this point, some have endeavored to arrange a certain
philosophical language more or less clear, easy and ele-
gant; and they have believed that philosophy was com-
pleted. But it was not: it was very far from being so.
This prejudice has even retarded its progress, by taking
off the mind from experiment. Philosophical science, like
every science of observation and of reasoning, lives by
observations accurately made and deductions rigorously
strict. It is there, and not elsewhere, we are to look foy
all the future progress of philosophy.

>



CHAPTER VI
OF KNOWLEDGE: THEORY OF REPRESENTATIVE IDEAS,

Examination of the Fourth Book of the Essay on the Buman Under.
slanding, on Knowledge.—That knowledge, according to Locke,
depends: 1, upon Ideas; 2, upon Ideas, in 8o far as they are conformed
to their objects.~That the conformity or non-conformity of ideas with
their objects, as the foundation of truth or falsehood in regard to
knowlodge, is not with Locke merely a metaphor, but a real theory.—
Examination of this theory of ideas: 1, in relation to tho external
world, to secondary qualities, to primary qualities, to tho substratin
of theso qualitics, to space, to time, ete.; 2, in rolation to the spiritual
world.—Appeal to Rovelation.—Paralogism of Locke.

IIaviNg found all the ideas which are in the human
understanding, their origin, their genesis, their mechanism_
and characters; the signs also by which we express, exhibit
and unfold them ;—the next thing is to inquire what man
docs with these ideas, what knowledge he derives from
them, what is the extent of this knowledge, and what its
limits, This is #he subject of the Fourth Book of the Essay
on the Human Understanding : it treats of Knowledge,
that i, not merely of ideas taken in themselves, but in
relation to their objects, in relation to essences; for knowl-
edge reaches to that ; it attains to God, to bodies, and to
ourselves,  Now here at the outset a previous question
comes up.  Knowledge extends to beings: the fact is un-
(uestionable ; but how does this take place? Starting trom
ideas which are within it, how does the understanding -
rive at beings which are without it? What bridge is
there, between the faculty of knowing, which is within us,
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and the objects of knowledge which are ;vitho?t ug?
When we shall have arrived on the other .slde, we will
tahe counsel what course we ought to follow, and whc;m
we can go; but first it is necessary to know how to make
{he passage. Before entering upon ontology, we mut?t
know how to pass from psychology to ontology, what is
the foundation, and the legitimate foundation of knowl-
edge, It is this preliminary question which we shall first
'unl].osc upon Locke.

The fourth book of the Essay on the Human Under-
standing begins by recognizing that all knowledge depends
upon ides

B.1V. Of Rnowledge; Ch. 1. Of Knowledge in gen-
eral, § 1: “Since the mind, in all its thoughts and reason-
inzs hath no other immediate object but its own ideas,
which it alone doces or can contemplate, it is evident that
our knowledge is only converdint about them.”

But you have scen that Locke recognizes, and rightly,
that ideas in themselves considered are always true, It is
always true that we have the idea which we have, which
i~ actually under the eye of consciousness, e this idea a
chimera, a centaur, yet we always have it, and in this re-
speet the idea can not be false,’it can not but be true; or
rather, in strictness, it is neithe* false nor true.  Where,
then, can error begin, and where does truthzeside ? Both
the one and the other evidently reside, and can reside,
only in the supposition of the mind that the idea does, or
does not refer to an object, to such or such an object
really existing innature, It i in this reference or relation,
that truth or crror lies for the human mind.  If this rela-
tion can be found and fastened upon, human knowledge is
pussible 5 it this relation can not be apprehended, human
hnowledge i3 impossible, Now supposing that this relation
i possible, what is it, and in what does it consist? On
thiy point it is our task to interrogate Locke with precision
and severity; for here should bo the foundation of the
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theory f’ the true and of the false in regard to humg,
knowledge, that is, the foundation of the Fourth Bogy
which we have to examine. .

Throughout the whole of the Fonrth Book, as at tf,
clogg of the Second, Locke expressly declares that the try,
or false in ideas, about which all knowledge is conversant,
consista in the'sappositior of a relation between these idess
and their object; and every where.also he expressly do.
clares that this relation is and can be nothing but a rels.
tion of agreement or disagreement, The idea, to which,
properly speaking, neither truth nor error pertain, is con.
formed to ifs object, or it isnot conformed. ~If conformed,
knowledge is not only possible, but it is true; for it rests
upon a true ides, an idea conformed to its object; if the
idea is not conformed to its object, the idea is false, and the
lkmowledge derived from it is equally false. This in sub-
stance is what we find fronf one end to the other of the
Fourth Book of the Essay on the Human Understanding,
concerning knowledge. The same also we find at every
step in tho six last chapters of the Second Book, where
Locke treats of true and false ideas.

B.1I Ch. XXXIL § 4: “ Whenever the mind refers any
of its ideas to any thing extrancous to them, they are then
capable to be called true or false. Because the mind in
‘such a referece makes a tacit supposition of their con-
formity to that thing.»

B. IV, Ch. IV. § 8: “It is evident, the mind knows not
things immediately, but only by the intervention of the ideas
it has of them. Our Anowledge therefore is real, only so
far as there i3 a conformity between our ideas and the re-
ality of things.»

., Theso two passages are positive; they clearly reduce
the question of truth or falsehood in respoct to knowledge
to that, of the conformity or non-conformity of ideas wjth
their objects.

- But this necessity of the conformity of an idea with its
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objeet in order-to its truth, is it in Locke a real philosophi.
cal theory, or is it merely a mode of speaking, simply a
metaphor, more or less happy? If it is a metaphor, I
would ask what then is the theory couched under this
metaphor, and in what place in Locke we are to find that
theory once expressly*declared ? Nowhere do I find any
thing but the metaphor itself. If in the entire absence of
any other theory, the two passagés which I have just cited
do not suffice to prove that the necessity of the conformity
of an idea with. its object in order to constitute its truth,
is not 8 metaphor, but an express theory, I could adduce
here a multitude of other passages which leavo no doubt
in this respect. Thus when near the end of the Second
Book, Locke treats of ideas as real or chimerical, as com-
plete or incomplete, he rests upon his theory of the con-
formity or non-conformity of ideas with their’objects.

B.IL Ch. XXX. § 1: “ Real ideas ave conformable to
their archetypes. Yirst, real ideas, I mean such as have a
foundation in nature ; such as have a conformity with the
real being and existence of things, or with their arche-
types. Fantastical or chimerical, I call such as have no
foundation in nature, nor have any conformity to that re-
ality of being to which they are tacitly referred as their.
archetypes.”

Now what is an adequate or inadequate idea? An adel*
quate idea should, according to Locke, be that which is
completely conformed to its archetype ; an inallequate ides,
that which is conformed only in part.

thid. Ch. XXXL. §1: “Those I call adequate, which
perfectly represent those archetypes which the mind sup-
poscs them taken from, which it intends them, to stand for,
and to which it refers them. Jnadequate ideas are such,
Which are but a partial or incomplete representation of
those archetypes to which they are referred.” -

Thus the theory of complete or incomplete ideas rests
upon the theory of real and chimerical ideas, which also

: 11
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rests upon that of true or false ideas, and that consists
altogether in the theory of the conformity of the ides o
the object. This is a point of so much importance, that 1o
take away all uncertainty, I wish to adduce a pasgal;.e
where Locke lays down the problem by itself, and the pre-
cise form in which he lays it down, excludes all ambiguity
in the solution which he gives:

B.IV.Ch.1V.§ 3: “ But what shall be here the criterion?
How shall the mind, when it perceives nothing but its own
ideas, know that they agree with things themselves?
This, though it seems not to want difficulty, yet I think
there be two sorts of ideas that we may be assured agree
with things.”

§ 4: “Simple ideas carry with them all the conformity
which is intended, or which our state requires; for they
represent things to us under those appearances which they
are fitted to produce in us”” And further on: “this con-
formity between our simple ideas and the existence of
things, is sufficient for real knowledge.”

It is impossiblé to explain himself more expressly. Tt is
not, then, a mere way of speaking, a metaphor thrown off
in passing ; it is altogether a theory, a system. Let us ex-
amine it seriously.

See, then, by it, truth and error, reality and chimera, re-

a&lved into the vepresentation or non-representation of the
object by the idea, into conformity or non-conformity of
the ides to its object. There is knowledge upon this con-
dition, and upon this alone, that the idea represents its
object, is conformed to it. But upon what condition docs
an idea represent its object, and be conformed to it?
- Upon this condition, that the idea resemble its object, that
the idea have to its object the relation of a copy to its
original. Weigh the force of the words: the conformity
of an idea to its object can signify nothing else but the re-
semblance of that idesa, taken as a copy, to its object, taken
as the original. This is exactly what Locke expresses by
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the word archetypes, which he uses to designate the objects
of ideas. Now if the conformity of the idea to its object
is nothing but the resemblance of the copy to its original,
to its archetype, I say that in such a case, the idea is taken
solely a8 an image. The idea must evidently be an image
in order to resemble any thing, in order to represent any
thing. See then the representative idea reduced to an
image. Now leok closely, and you will see that every
image implies something material. Can an image of any
thing immaterial be conceived? Every image is necessa-
rily sensible and material, or it is nothing but a metaphor,
a r;upposition which we have put aside. Thus in the Iast
analysis, to say that there is knowledge where the idea is
conformed to its object, and that no knowledge is possible
but upon this condition, is to pretend that there is no
knowledge but upen the condition that the idea of a thing
is tho image of that thing, that is to say, its material image.
All knowledge, then, is involved in the following ques-
tion: Ilave we in respect to beings ideas which represent
them, which resemble them, which are the images, and the
material images of them; or have we not such images?
It we have, knowledge is possible ; if not, it is impossible.
Now in point of fact, human knowledge embraces both
the external world, and the soul, and God. If| then, knowl

edge of these objects is possible and real, it is only upon’
the condition just laid down, namely, that we have of these
heings, ideas which are conformed to them, which represent
them, which resemble them, which arc images of them,
and once again, material images. Have we, then, or have
we not idea-images, material images, of God, of the soul,
and of the external world? This is the question. Let us
first apply it to the external world. It is there, above all,
that the theory of Locke would appear most admissible.
Let us see what is the soundness and value of it even upon
this ground.

The idea of the external world is the idea of body.
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Bodies are known to us only by their qualities. Theg,
qualities are primary or secondary. By the secondary
qualities of bodies is understood, you know, those whigh
might not exist, and yet the body itself not cease to exist:
for instance, the qualities of which we acquire the idea by
the sense of smelling, of hearing, and of taste, by all the
senses, in short, except unquestionably that of touch, anq
perhaps also that of sight. The primary qualities of bodies

" are those which are given to us as the fundamental attri.

butes of bodies, without which bodies could not for ug
exist, ' The eminently primary quality is solidity, which
implies more or less extension, which directly implies form,
‘We have the conviction that every body is solid, extended,
has form. We are moreover convinced that bodies have
the property of causing in us those particular modifications
which are called savor, sound, odor, perhaps also the modi.
fication called color. Locke agrees to all this: it is he who
chiefly contributed to extend the distinction between the
primary and secondary qualities of bodies, which it is not
our object to go any deeper into. Let us see how he ex-
plains the acquisition of ideas of the primary and of the
secondary qualitics :

B. IL Ch. VIIL § 11: “ How primary qualities produce
their ideas” The next thing to be considered is, how

®bodies producq ideas in us; and that is manifestly by in-
pulse, the only way which we oan conceive bodies to ope-
rate in,” '

§ 12. “If; then, external objects be not united to our
minds, when they produce ideas therein, and yet we per-
ceive these original qualities in such of them as singly fall
under our senses, it is evident that some motion must be
thence continued by our nerves or animal spirits, by some
parts of our bodies to the brain or the seat of sensation,
there to produce in our minds the particular ideas we have
of them. And since the extension, figure, number, and
motion of bodies of an observable bigness, may be perceived
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at a distance by the sight, it 18 evident that some singly
imperceptible bodies must come from them to the eyes, and
thercby convey to the brain some motion, which produces
these ideas which we have of them in us,®

§ 13. “How secondary qualities produce their ideas”
“ After the same manner that the ideas of these original
qualities are produced in us, we may conceive that the
ideas of secondary qualities are also produced, namely, by
the operation of insensible particles on our senses. For it
being manifest that there are bodies, and good store of
bodies, each whereof are so small, that we can not by any
of our senses discover cither their bulk, figure, or motion,
as is evident in the particles of the air and water, and
others extremely smaller than those, perhaps as much
smaller than the particles of air and water as the particles
of air and water are smaller than peas or hailstones: let us
suppose at present that the different motions and figures,
bulk and number of such particles, affecting the several or-
gans of our senses, produce in us those different sensations,
which we have from the colors and smells of bodies; e. g.,
that a violet, by the impulse of such insensible particles
of matter of peculiar figures and bulks, and in different
degrees and modifications of their motions, causes the
ideas of the blue color and sweut scent of that flower to be
produced in our minds; it beiig no more impossible to
conceive that God should annex such ideas to such motions,
with which they have no similitude, than that he should
annex the idea of pain to the motion of a piece of steel
dividing our flesh, with which that idea hath no resem-
blance,»

§ 14, “ What I have said concerning colors and smells,
may be understood also of tastes, and sounds, and other
the like sensible qualities ; , , .»

If you follow up this whole theory to its principle, so
imperfectly discerned and unfolded by Locke, you will find
that it rests in the last analysis upon the supposition that,



246 BELEMENT#® OF PSYCHOLOGY,

as'bodies act upon each other only by contact, and eong,,
quently by impulsion, so in like manner the mind can po
be brought into connection with corporeal things but upon
the same condition, that there should be contact betweey
the mind and body, and of course impulse of the one upon
the other. Now in sensible ideas, which are involuntary,
and in which, according to Locke, the mind is passive, the
impulse ought to come from the body upon the mind, ang
not from the mind upon the body ; and the contact can not
take place directly, but indirectly by means of particles,
Thus the necessity of contact involves that of particles,
which, emitted by bodics, obtain admittance by the organs
into the brain, and there introduce into the mind what are
called sensible ideas. The whole theory starts from the
necessity of contact, and in its result it comes out to inter.
mediate particles and their action. These particles are, in
other terms, the sensible species of the Peripatetic Scholas-
ticism, to which modern physics has done justice. There
is at the present day no more talk about sonorous, visible,
tangible species ; nor can there of course be any more ques
tion about their emission; nor consequently about the
principle by which they were engendered, namely, the
necessity of contact and impulse as the condition of ac-
quiring sensible ideas. All this at the present day is only
an obsolete hypothesis, which it would be superfluous to
stop to refute. Supposing sensible ideas, however, to be
thus formed, once obtained under this condition, which is
yet a chimers, let us see in what these ideas differ from each
other.

According to Locke, the ideas which we have of the
primary qualities of matter have this peculiarity, that they
resemble their object ; while the ideas we have of secondary
qualities have this as their peculiarity, that they do not re-
semble their objects:

B.IL Ch., VIIL § 15: “The ideas of primary qualities
of bodies are resemblances of them, and their patterns do
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really exist in the bodies themselves; but the ideas pro-
duced in us by those secondary qualities, have no resem-
blance of them at all.” Co

The ideas of secondary qualities do not then resemble
those qualities. Vety well; I am, therefore, accordiu'g to
the theory of Locke, to conclude at once that the ideas of
secondary qualities are mere chimeras, and that we have
no knowledge of these qualities, Recollect that according
to Locke all knowledge depends upon ideas, and that there
is no knowledge except as far as the idea resembles its ob-
ject. Now by the acknowledgment of Locke himself, the
ideas of secondary qualitics do not resemble these qualities;
therefore these ideas do not contain any knowledge. It
can not be said that we have indeed a knowledge, though
incomplete, of the secondary qualities of bodies. If Locke
liad intended to say only this, he should have said, accord-
ing to his general theory, that the ideas of secondary quali-
ties do represent, though incompletely, their objects. But
he says they do not represent them at all. They do nat
therefore involve even the most imperfect knowledge’;
they contain no knowledge; they are pure chimeras, like
the ideas of fairies, of centaurs, ete. This consequence is
necessitated by the theory of Locke. But is it in accord-
ance with the facts which it is our business to explain and
not to destroy?  Is it in fact true, that we have no knowl-
cdge of the secondary qualities of bodies?  Far otherwise.
The secondary qualities of bodics, smell, sound, taste and
color, are for us decidedly real properties in bodies, to which
we attribute the power of exciting in us certzin modifica-
tions or sensations.  We are not only conscious of these sen-
sation, hut we believe that they have causes, and that these
causes are in the hodics. As we could however conceive
of the bodies independently of these causes or powers, prop-
erties or qualities, we call these qualities secondary. We
know them, I grant, only as causes of our sensations; but
still we know them in this character, and it is a real knowl-
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edge nndeniably found in all gankind. But according ¢,
Locks, knowledge is always subjeot to this condition, thy
the idea upon which knowledge depends shall represent g
object. You have undeniably the idea of the secondary
qualitios of bodies, so far forth as causes of many of your
sensations, Very good! this idea, which you all have, anq
upon which is founded almost all your conduct, and human
life at large—this idea can not be true, can not be the
foundation of.ahy legitimate knowledge, except upon con-
dition that it shall be conformed to its object, to the causes
of your sensations, to the secondary qualities of bodies,
And when I say conformed to them, bear in mind that the
condition of conformity is nothing less than that of resem.
blance, and that the condition of resemblance is nothing
less than that of being an image, and that the condition of
every image is nothing less than that of being a sensible
and material image; for there is no immaterial image.
The question, then, resolves itself to this: whether you
have, or have not a material image of the secondary quali
ties of bodies, that is to say, of those properties of bodies
which cause in you the sensations of color, sound, taste
and smell. Let us see, then, what the material image of a
cause can be, A cause, so far forth as cause (and the sec-
ondary properties or qualities of bodies are nothing elsc),
has no form, 1o color; what material image then can be
made of it? A tause, whatever it be, whether you place
it in the mind, or in what we call matter, is always a cause,
it is never any thing but a canse; and so far forth as it is
a cause, it falls neither under the hand, nor the eye; it falls
under none of our senses. It is therefore something of
which in strictness you can have-no sensible idea, no idea-
image, no material image. Then, since you have not, and
can not have the image of a cause, and since secondary
qualities of bodies are given you only as causes, it follows
that you can not have any true idea, any legitimate knowl
edge of the secondary qualities of bodies; it follows even
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in striotness that you can nofhave any knowledge.of them,
legitimate or illegitimate, and that these qualities ought to
be to you as though they were not; since, you eould not
have attained them except by images more or less faithful
which you had formed of them, images which in this case
are absolutely lacking to you.

The denial of the secondary qualities of bodies is then
the inevitable result of the theory that every ides, to be
true, must represent its object. This result is unavoidable;
cxperience however gives the lie to it, and in so doing,
refutes its principle. The ideas of the secondary qualities
do not resemble their objects in any way, and nevertheless
they contain a certain knowledge; it is not therefore true
that all knowledge supposes the resemblance of the idea to
its object.

The theory of Locke breaks to pieces upon the secondary
qualities of bodics ; let us see if it will be more fortunate
in respect to primary qualities.

Solidity is by eminence the primary quality. Solidity
with its degrees, hardness or softness, penetrability or im-
penctrability, envelops extension, which contains size and
form; these are chiefly the primary qualities of bodies.
Locke declares expressly that the ideas of primary qualities
resemble those qualities ; this I3 their title of legitimacy in
his view. This theory, at first sight, might seem to be
true in regard to one point, that which respects form. In
fact, the form of objects which appertains to extension,
which also appertains to solidity, paints itself upon the
retina, Experienco attcsts this, and the conformity of
these images to their objects, scems indeed the foundation
of the truth of the ideas which we have of the form of ob-
jects. But it is only s false semblance.

If the resemblance of the image on the retina to the
form of the external object, is the foundation of our
knowledge of the {orm of that object, it follows that this

11*
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knowledge could never have,been acquired, bul upon b,
following conditions :
. 1 That we ghould know there is some image upon the
retins. .

2, That, by some process, comparing the image upoy
the retina to the external object, we should find the image
upon the retina, in fact, similar to the object, as to form,

Both these conditions are necessary ; but are they ful.

_ filled in the fatt of our knowledge of the forms of external
objects? By no means. In the first place, the knowledge
of the image upon the retina is a subsequent acquisition of
experience and of physiology. The first men who believed
that they had before their eyes figured bodies knew noth.
ing in the world about the images upon the retina. Still
further were they from inquiring whether these images,
of-which they knew nothing, were conformed to the forms
of the bodies which they knew; and consequently the
condition imposed upon the human mind of knowing first
the image upon the retina, and then of verifying the
conformity of that image with its object, is not the process
which the mind, left to itself and without any system,
naturally employs in order to know the forms of bodies.
Again, observe that that if the accurate painting of the
form of the object upon the retina cxplains the secret of
the perception of that form, it is necessary that this picture,
this image, should pass from the retina to the optic nerve,
and from the optic nerve to the brain, which Locke calls
the audience chamber of the soul ; and from this audience
chamber it must gain admittance to the mind itself, But
this process is arrested at every step, From the retina,
the image must pass to the brain by the optic nerve.
Now, who does not know that the optic nerve is situated
in an obscure region impenetrable to the light? The op-
tio nerve is dark, no image can be painted on it, and our
image is already lost to us. Further, the brain, that audi-
ence chamber of the soul, is also in the dark; the soul
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'Md%oording to-the theery f Locke, must obsdeve the
reting in order there to meet with the image of the form
of & body, which must discern this image and its conform-
ity to the original, carf'make this observation neither upon
the optic nerve nor the brain,

We have, 80 to say, shut up all- the avenues of the soul
against the hypothesis of the ideaimage; in-the peroep-
tion of the form of objects there are not the three things:
figured objects; a mind capable of perceiving’ the figures
of these objects; and an intermediate image between the
real form of the objects and the mind, There are nothing
but figared objects, aud a mind endowed with the faculty
of perceiving them with their forms. The existence. of the
image of the figure of objects upon the retina is a ren fact,
which is indeed the previous condition of the pereeption
of visible appearances, but not the foundation of this per-
ception ; which precedes, but docs not in any way consti-
tute nor explain it. The cxistence of the figure of objects
upon the retina, which is simply an' external conditiont of
the phenomena of vision, being transformed into & com.
plete explanation of these phenomens, is the source of the
hypothesis of the idea-image, so far as respects the percep-
tion of the forms of objects, It has also still another
source. Not only is the mind endowed with the faculty
of perceiving, the forms of present objects, whenever cer.
tain organie conditions are fultilled; but also when thesa
objects are absent, it is endowed with the faculty of re-
calling them, ot only of knowing what they were, but of
representing them to itself as they were, and with the
forms which they had been perceived to have while they
were present. The memory actually has this imaginative
power; we may imagine objects altogether as we perceived
them; the fact is unquestionable. But in theimagination
of the forms of absent objects, as in the perception of the
forms of present, objects, there are only two'terms, the ab-
sent objects, and the mind which is able to represent them
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though absent ; or rather in this case, there is really Tothing
but the mind whlch in the absence of the objects, recalh
them with their forms, as if they were present before it,
Now in the mind which representt past objects to itself,
poetry can indced detach the representation from the ob.
jects, and consider it apart as a proper element subgisting
by itself. This is a right of poetry, but not of philosophi.
cal analyfis, which can never lawfully convert abstractions
. into realities. Abstraction taken for reality, the participle
or adjective copverted into a substantive, is, then, the
second source of the hypothesis of the ideaimage; not to
refer again to the vicious analogies, of the conditions of
communication between bodies, applied to the mind.

But to go further. Our discussion has thus far respected
only phenomena of vision, the form of external objects;
but how will it be if we come to the other primary qualities
of bodies ; for instance, the primary quality par excellence,
namely solidity? Would you dare revive the scholastic
hypothesis of the tangible species, in order to provide a
companion to the visual image upon the retina? Would
you put this tangible species upon the mysterious paths of
the, nerves and brain which the image of forms could not
traverse ? Be it so. Suppose a tangible species ; suppose
this idea-image of solidity arrived at the mind, and there
let us sce if it satisfies the fundamental condition of the
theory of Locke, i it is conformed, or not conformed to
its model, to solidity itself. What is solidity? 'We have
seen that it is resistance, Where there i§ no resistance,
there is to us nothing but ourselves. Where resistance
begius, there begins for us something besides ourselves,
the outward, the external, nature, the world. Now if
solidity ia something which resists, it is a resisting cause;
and we'&# here again, in respect to the primary quality
of bodies, as before in respect to their secondary qua]meq
led back to tﬁn idea of cause. Here, then again, in order
that we may have a legitimate knowledge of the resisting
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mv{f solidity, it is necessary that we should have an
idea of it, which is conformed_to it, which is similar to if,
. an image, » material jofage, of the resisting cause. . Such
according to Locke T the; systematio condition of the,
primary quality of body. But I have shown that there
can not be a material image of any cause, and of course
not of a resisting cause, of solidity, the fundamental quality
of body.

Thus we have nd"longer a legitimate idea of the primary
qualities of bodies, any more than of their secondary quali-
ties, if we are to have it only upon the condition of the
idea being a material image of its object. But we are ndt
yet done; we are yet only at she threshold of the external
world. Not only has body primary and secondary-qualj-
ties, which I have just shown to be incompatible with the
theory of Locke ; but moreover, we believe timt under
these qualities, there is something which is the subject of
them, something which has not only a real, but a per-
manent existence, while these qualities are in perpetual
motion and alteration ; wo all believe in the existence of a
subject, of a substance for these qualities, Now in- the
theory of Locke, the idea of this substance is not legiti-
mate, unless it be conformed to its object, that is, to the
substance of bodies; and the ides, to be conformed to its
object, to resemble it, must be an image, and every image
must be material. But I ask if it is possible to have a
material image of substance ? It is obviously impossible.
Then you have-#o ideb of substance and of tho reality of
bodies.

Not only are you convinced of the real and substantial
existence of bodies, but you all believe that these bodics,
of which the fundamental attribute is solidity, resistance,
are somewhere, in place, in space. You all” havgshe idea
of space. But you can not have it except ort thg dendition,
that the idea you have of it represents it, i§ its material
image. Baut it is, we have seen, one of the characteristics

»
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of space, that it can not be confounded with. bodi.. which

d measure it, but do not constitute it. It is, then, ¢

f 4, impossible that you should have a material i image

that which has no materiayf existence, when you can

non have one of the bodies, and of their fundamental o
acpessory attributes.

It is the same in regard to time. You believe that the
motions of bodies, and the succession of these different
motions, take place.in time, and you'do not confound the
suceession of the motions of bodies with time itself, which
is indeed measured but not constituted by this succession,
any more than the aggregate of bodies constitute space.
You have the idea of time,as distinct from all succession,
If you have it, by the theory of Locke, it is under the
condition of having an idea conformed to it, an idea-image.
But you can not have an idea-image of time, since time is
distinct from the motion of bodies and does not fall under
any of the senses;—you can not therefore have a legiti.
mate idea of time.

I might pursue this oriticism still further, but I believe
I have gone sufficiently far to demonstrate that, if rel-
atively to the external world our ideas are not true ex-
cept upon condition that they are representative ideas
conformed to their objects, material images of their ob-
jects, we should have no legitimate idea of the external
world, neither of the secondary nor primary qualities of
matter, nor of their subject, nor of space, nor of time.
The theory of a material image results therefore in nothing
less than the destruction of all legitimate knowledge of
matter and of the external word.

Tho objections which I have just presented are so natu-
ral and so sipple, that Locke could not even lay down the
problem as li¢-has done, without partially suspecting them,
and Wiently pressed upon him to shake his convic-
tion. of "the existence of the external world. Ie does not

precisely call it in question, but he acknowledges that upon
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the .ore"gonndntion of the representative idea, the knowl-
edge of bodies has not perfect certainty ; he thinksiogg
ever that it goes beyond simple probability. "Bt y#, if
after all,” says Lcke, ““any one will question the existence
of all things, or our knowledge of any thing, I must d%ire
him to consider that we have such an assurance of the ex-
istence of things without us as is sufficient to direct us'in
the attaining the good, and avoiding the evil, which is
caused by them; which is the important concernment we
have of betng made acquainted with them» B, IV, Ch.
10, § 8. This is almost the language of skepticism.
Locke, however, is not skeptical in regard to the exist-
ence of bodies; in spite of his: theory of ideas,-he is very
far from being idealistic. On the contrary, he belongs to
the great family of peripatetics and sensualists, in which
the theory of sensible species had the authority of ® dogma,
and the office of giving and explaining the external world,
Out of sensible species, the seventeehth century in general
and Locke in particular have made sensiblo ideas, provided
with all the qualities of those species, representatives of
their objects, and emanating from them, There is then ro
idealistic design in the theory of Locke. On the contrary,
Locke is persuaded that these ideas, so far forth as they are
representative, are the only solid- foundation on which the
knowledge of external objects can be had ; only he half ac-
knowledges, that contrary to his wish, the peripatetic hy-
pothesis of species transformed into the modern theory of
scnsible ideas, tarns out aginst his design; and that al-
though this hypothesis has evidently a material character,
since hig ideas are necessarily material images, yet it is in-
capable of legitimately giving us matter. Judge, then,
how it must be in regard to the spiritual warld, the soul,
and God. T shall be brief. -
Recollect the general principle of Locke. e no
legitimate knowledge of any thing, but fipon condition
that the ideas we have of it be conformed to their object.
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Now all the world believe in the existence f'the 8oiil, that

" i§ to sy, in the existence of something in us which feely,
v‘% which thinks. Even those who do not be.
lieve in the spiritual existence of this subject, have never
call® in question the existence of ifs faculties, the exist.
ence of the sensibility, for example, or that of will, or of
thought. Refleot, Wen: you have no legitimate knowl.
edge of thonght.."ef volmon, of sensibility, but upon the
condition that the ideas you have of them are representa-
tive, and these ideas must be images, and of course mate.
rial images, See then into what an abyss of absurditics
we are thrown. In order to know thought and volition,
which are immaterial, it is necessary that we should have a
material image which resembles them. But what is a mate-
wal image of ‘thought, and of volition? It is an absurdity
even in vegard to the sensibility, But the absurdity is, if
possible, still greater, in regard to the substance of these
faculties, in regard to'the soul, and then in regard to the
unity and identity of this soul, and then in regard to the
time in which the operations of these mental faculties take
place, sensations, volitions, and thoughts,

See, then, the spiritual world fallen away as well as the
material. Simply from the condition that we have no legit-
imate ideas of our ficulties and of their subject, unless
these ideas be material images of them, it evidently results
that we have no legitimate knowledge of our soul, and of
its facultics, of our whole internal being, intellectual and
moral. ero the difficulty scems even mueh greater than in
regard to the material world, or at least the successor of
Bacon and of Hobbes is more startled by it. In respect
to the material world, he had acknowledged that his theory
was liable to some objections, but these objections did not
seent to Htith insurmountable, nor to go far cnough to de-
prive 0#%F a_certain knowledge of the material world,
sufticient for our wants, Hereby he pretended to open the
door ouly to n semi-skepticism. It was without doubt a
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weaknest; forthe idea of Locke, o material image, not in
any manner representing bodies, neither_complete or in
complete, he ought not to have admitted any idea u&h,
hie ought to have gone on to absolite skejitieidm,. Locke,
however, stops short, both from good gause and fromthe
evidence which, in his school, surrounyl-the senses and the
objects of the physical world. But whet he comes to the
spiritual world, to which the Sensyhl Rbheol is muchi feds
attached, the arguments which naturally rise up againet
him from this theory, strike him more forcibly, gnd ho de-
clares (B. IV. Ch. XI. § 12), that “ we can no morg know,
that there are finite spirits really existing, by the idea wo
have of such beings in our minds, than by the ideas any
one has of fairies, or centaurs, ho can come to know that
things answering those ideas do really exist.” Iero it
would seem is absolute skepticism; you may think, per-
haps, that the final conclusion of Locke will be, that there
is no knowledge of finite spirits, nor consequently of our
soul, nor of any of its facultics; for the objection is as,
valid against the phenomena of the soul as against its sub-
stance, This is, indeed, the result to which he should have
gono on; but he did not dare to do it, for there is no phi-
losopher at once wiser and more inconsistent than Locke.
What then does he do?
In the peril into which his philosophy has driven him, he
abandons his philosophy, and all philosoyhy; and appeals
to Chiristianity, to revelation, to faith, By faith, however,
and by revelation, hie does not understand o prilosophical
faith and revelation. Ile understands faith and revelation
in the proper theological sense. Ilis conclusion is this:
*Therefore, concerning the existence of finite spirits, as
well as several other things, we must content ourselves
with the evidence of faith”” Locke himself, then, meets
and accepts the incvitable consequences of his_gheory, to
which I wished to conduct him, Speaking as # philoso-
pher, and not, as a theologian, I said that if we had no
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other reason to believe in the existence of spiriC“than the
hypothesis of the representative idea, we. had .no gaod
reason'to believe'at all. Locke admits ity he. prolaims jt
himself: and he throws himself into the arms of faith, I
shall not allow him to rest there. The world of faith is as
much shut up against him, as the world of mipd and of
watter. He could never have penetrated into it, but by
the grossest paralogishs. Locke has no more right, nay,
he-has even less right, to believe in faith, in revelation, in
Christianity, than in finite spirits such as we are, and in
matter which is before us,

Revelation supposes two things: 1, doctrines emanating
from God ; 2, a book in which these doctrines ate deposited
and preserved. This book, though its contents may be
divine and sacred, is itself necessarily material, it is a body;
and heve I refer Locke to the objections already brought
forward against the legitimate knowledge of bodies, if we
have no other ground for believing in them than the idea-
image which represents them. Thus there is no legitimate
knowledge of the book, in which are contained the sacred
doctrines revealed by God. But the book gone, what
becomes of the doctrines it contained? Besides, these
dootrines come from God.

And what is God? A spirit, an infinite spirit, as we
judge. Now, Locke was not able, a little back, by his
theory, to admit the legitimate existence of finite spirits;
and incredible to tell, in order to make me admit the ex-
istence of finite spirits, he proposes that.J should begin by
admitting the existence of an infinito spirit. But is this
not to exaplain odscurum per obscurius, [to solve the lesser
difficulty by presenting a greater]? See the human mind
a little while ago deprived of the knowledge of finite
spirits, because, it can have no idea conformed to them;
and now becanse of its greater facility, having an ides of
the infinite spirit, an idea perfectly representing its object!
But if a finite spirit can not be represented by an ides,
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much’ f&a & the infinite spirit be 0 represented evi-
dently it can not, be, under the condition of Locke, that is,
under the eoquuon of the mind forming an jmsge;’and a
material i mmge of it. There is then, no infinite epirit, no
God, therefore, no revelation possible. Every where at
every step, in the theory of Locke, we are plunged from
depth to depth in the abyss of parslegism.

If it is true that we have no Jdgitimate knowledge, no
true idea, but under the conditidn tM this idea representa
its object, that it is conformed to it, that it is an image of
it, and (as I have proved to be in strictness the necessary
result of the hypothesis) a material image of it—it follows,
that we have no legitimate idea of the external world, nor
of the world of spirits, of ‘souls, of ourselves, and still less
of God, to whom Locke appeals. Consequently it follows,
in the last analysis, that we have no true idea of beings,
and that we have no other legitimate knowledgo than that
of our own ideas; none of their object, whatever it be,
even of our own personal being itself. Such a consequence
overwhelms the theory of idess, and it is a consequence
which invincibly follows from this theory.*

* [Theory of Perception.—On the subject of this chapter the reader
is referred to a very able article on the * Philosophy of Perception,” in
the Edinburgh Review, No. 103, for Oct. 1830, in which the doctrines of
Reid and Brown are examined. We regard this articlo as one of the
best apecimens of philosophical criticism that has recently appoared in the
English language. It shows great power of thinking—great compro-
hension and great acuteness, united with an extent, & depth and accu-
racy of crudition, seldom met together. The writer shows that our
knowledge of the external world—the qualities of matter—ia direct and
immediate. * Conaciousness, declares our knowledge of material qualitii
to be intuitive. Nor is the fact, g given, denied even by those who dis-
allow its truth” * According” ssys he, “as the fruth of the fact of
consciousness in perception is entirely acoepted, accepted in part, or
wholly rejected, siz possible and actual systems of philosophy result :

«1. If the veracity of consciousness be unoonditionally admitted—if
the intuitive knowledgo of mind and matter, and the consequent reality
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of sheir antithesis be taken as truths, wbeoxpmmmmh
themselves are held as paramount to all dBubt, the doctrine is eetab.
lished which we would call the scheme of Natural Realism or Natsral
Dualiem,~2. K the. veracity of consciousness be allowed to the equi-
poise of the objoct and subject in the act, but rejected as to the reality
of their antithesis, tho system of Absoluls Identity emerges, which re.
duces both mind and matter to phenomenal modifications of the same
common substance.—~3 and 4. If the testimony of consciousnees *be re-
fusod to the co-originality and reciprocal independence of the subject
and object, two schemes are determined, according as the one or the
other of tho terms is placed as the original and genetic. Is the object
educed from the subject, Jdealism, i3 the subject educed from the
object, Malerialism is the result.—5. Again, is the consciousness itsclf
recognized only a8 & ph and the sub ial reality of both
subject and object denied, the issue is Nikilism.

, e Thm systems are a]l conclusions from an original interprotation
of in p , carried intrepidly forth to its legitimate
issuo. But thoro is one scheme which, vlolatmg tho integrity of this
fct, and, “with the idealist, regarding the objoct of conaciousness in
percoption as only a modification of the percipient subject, endeavors,
however, to stop short of the negation of an external world, the reality
of which, and the knowlodge of whose roality, it sceks to establish and
oxplain by various hypotheees. This schome, which wo would term
Hypotheticgl Realism or Hypothetical Dualism, although the most incon-
soquent of all systems, has beén embraced, under various forma, by tho
immenso majority of philosophers.” Al the possiblo forms of Hypothet-
ical Realism, or tho rep tative theory, aro reducible, in the opinion
of the writor, to three, and these havo all been actually maintained :

1. The representative object not a modification of mind.

3. The representative object & modification of mind, dependent for its
knowledge, bud not for its existence, on the act of consciousness.

3. The repr ive object a modification of mind, non-existent out of
consciousness; the idea and its perceplion only different relations of an act
(state) really identical

Of the six poasible systems abovo given, it is then shown that Reid
held the first, that of natural realism; while Dr. Brown held the last,
that of Aypothetical realism; and of its three forms, adopted the third
The writer fully makes out his case,  that Brown's interpretation of the
fundamental tenot of Reid's philosophy, is not a simplo misconception,
but an absolute roversal of its real and oven unambiguous import, and
is without & paraliel in the whole history of plnlooophy.

The writer gecs oa to d ate Brown's inadequat, ion of
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mpﬁominqmﬂbn. his ignorance of the history of opinions on the
subject, and his" remarkable misconception of the very writers whom he
criticises. In regard to the latter point, among other philosophera Locke
is mentioned; and it is principally for the sake of adducing the passage
in regard to Locke's theory of perception, that I have introduced this
note.

* Supposing always that ideas were held to be something distinct from
their cognition, Reid states it as that philosopher’s opinion, [Locke's, ]
that images of external objects were conveyed to the brain; but whether
he thought with Descartes” [lego omning Dr. Olarke,] “and Newton,
that tho images in the brain are perceived by the mind there present, or
that they are imprinted on the mind itself, is not so evident." This, Dr.
Brown, nor is ho original in the assertion, pronounces a flagrant misrep-
resentation. Not only does he maintain that Locke never conceived
the idea to be substantially difforent from tho mind, as a material image
in the brain, but that ho never supposed it to have an existence apart
from the mental energy of which it is the object. Locke, he asserts,
hko Arnauld, considered the iden perceived, and that the percipient act,
to constitute the same indivisible modification of the conscious mind.
Wo shall see.

“In his language, Locke is, of all philosophers, the most figurative,
ambiguous, vacillating, various, and oven contradictory, as hu been
noticed by Reid, and Stowart, and Brown himself’; judeed, we bolieve
by overy author who has had occasion to comment on this philosopher.
The opinions of such a writer aro not thereforo to bo assumed from
isolated and casual expressions which th Ives require to be inter-
preted on tho gencral analogy of his systom; and yet this is the only
ground on which Dr. Brown attempts to ostablish his conclusions.
Thus, on tho matter under discussion, though really distinguishing,
Locke verbally confounds the objecta of scnso and 'of intellect—tho opo-
ration and its object—tho object i liato and medi the object
and its relations—tho images of fancy and the notions of understanding.
Consciousness {8 converted with perception—poroeption with idea—~ddea
with the object of perception, and with notion, conooption, phantasm,
represcntation, scnse, meaning, ote. Now, his language, identifying
ideas and porceptions, appears conformable to a duc\plo of Arnauld;
and now, lt. proclaims him a follower of Digby—explaining ideas by

pulse, and the propagation of material particles from the
external reality to thc brain. In one passage, the idea woull seem an
organic affectlon—the mero occasion of a spiritual represontation; in
another, & representative image in the brain itself. In cmploying thus
indufferently the language of cvery hypothesis, may we not suspoct that
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A\
he was anxous to be made responsible for none? O“&W"'ﬂ‘.hh
formally rejected, aud that is the very opinion atiributed to him by D,
Brown-—that the ides or object of conacipusness in peroeption, i only &
modification of the mind itself”

A passsge is then quoted from Locke's Examination of Mallsbranche's
Opindon, published subsequently to his Essay, expressly establishing
this assertion. It is too long to give here. The reviewer concludes:
“If it be thus evident that Locke held neither the third form of repre-
sentation—that lent to him by Brown—-nor even tho second; it follon
that Reid did him any thing but injustioe in supposing him to mai
that ideas are objects efther in ',he braén, or in the mmd itself. Even
the more material of these alternatives has been the one generally attrib-
uted to him by bis critics, and the one adopted from him by bis disciples.
Nor is this to be deemed an opinion too monstrous to be entertained by

™ enlightened a philosopher. It was, as we shall see, the common
opinion of the age—the opinion, in particular, held by the most illas-
trious of his countrymen and cotemporaries—by Newton, Clarke, Willis,
Kook, ot

The foregoing note stands as inserted in the first edition of this work.
1t is proper to mention (what was omitted in tho first edition because
not then known, and bas been inadvertontly omitted in the subsequent
oditiona), that the writer of the article in the Edinburgh Review is Sir
Willlem Hamilton, Professor of Phnlosophy in the University of Edm
burgh, whose reputation for physical ability and profound phil
foal learning is now too well and widely known to need any romark.
—This article, together with various other pieccs, has been published
In & volume entitled: ** Discussions on Philosophy and Literature, Educa-
tion and University Reform. By Sir Wiliam Hamilton, Bart. London
and Edinburgh, 1862."

Ho has also published: “ The works of Thomas Reid, D.D., now fully
colleciod with solections from his unpublished letlers. Preface, Notes, and
Supplemeniary Dissertations. By Sir William Hamilton, Bart. Third
edition. London and Edinburgh, 1862.”

A volume has been put out in this country by Mr. 0. W. Wight.
Third edition. New York, 1855, under the title: * Phiosophy of Sir
William Hamilion, elc."

The article of the Edinburgh Rewiew from which the foregoing citations
are made, may be found in the Discussions, pp. 38-98; and in Mr. Wight's
volume, p. 185. Part I1. PAilosophy of Perception, Chap. 1. * Elucidation
of Reid's Doctrine of Perosphion, and its Defense against Sir Thomas
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rown Mir. Wight by the way gives Dr. Brown s title o which T am
pot aware that he had any claim+~inadvertently no doubt; for it is not
1o be imagined that he could confound the successor and critio of Reid
with old Sir Thomas Browne, author of the Religio Medici, who died
near thirty years before Reid was boro.—Tz.]



CHAPTER VIIL

THEORY OF REPRESENTATIVE IDEAS CONTINUED,

Resumption and continuation of the preceding chapter.—Of the idea, not
now considered in relation to the object which it should represent, bug
in relation to the mind which perceives it, and in which it is found.—
The idea-image, idea taken materially, implies a material subject;
from hence materialism.—Taken spiritually, it can give neither bodies
nor epirit.—That tho representative idea, laid down as the sole primi-
tive datum of tho mind, in the inquiry after reality, condemns us toa

logism; since no rep ive idea can be decided to represent
correctly or incorreetly, except by comparing it with its original, with
tho reality itsolf, to which, howoever, by tho hypothesis, wo can not
arrive but by the idea.—That knowledgo is direct, and without an
intermediate.—Of judg , of propositions and ideas.—Return to
tho question of innate ideaa

I Now resume and complete the last lecture.  Accord-
ing to Locke, knowledge consists entirely in the relation
of the idea to its object; and this knowledge is true or
false, according as the relation of the idea to the object is
a relation of conformity or of non-conformity. An ide,
to be true, to be the foundation of real knowledge, must
be similar to its object, must represent it, must be an image
of it, Now what is the condition of an ideaimage?
There is no image without figure, without something of
extension, without something sensible and material.  The
idea-image then implies something material; and if the
truth of knowledge resolves itself into the conformity of
the idea to its object, it resolves itself into the conformity
of an image, taken materially, to its object, of whatever
sort the object be.
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Observe that tho representstive idea, as the basis of
knowledge, is in Locke a universal theory, without limit,
without exception, It should then gxplain all knowledge;
it should go as far as human knowledge caw go; it should
embrace God, spirits, and bodies, for all this ‘falls more or
less under knowledge. If then we can’ know nothing,
neither God, nor spirits, nor bodies, except by the ideas
which represent them, and which represent them by being
material images of them, the question is: whether we have
ideas of these objects, these beings, which are faithful
images of them, taken materially.

The problem thus reduced to its most simple expression,
has been easily solved. I think it has been elearly de-
monstrated that the external world itself, which the ides-
image would seem most casily to give us,entirely escapes
us, if it can be got at only by the idca-image ; for there is
no sensible idea which can bo'an iniage of the world, of
external objects, of bodies. '

In regard to bodies, we have considered first their see-
ondary qualitics so called, which you know ate properties
in their nature out of our reach, and apprcciable only
by their effects, that is to say, are pure causes, the causes
of our sensations, Now it is evident there is, and can be
no material image of a cause. 1n respect to the primary
qualities of bodies, there is one among them, namely-
figure, which would seem proper to be represented by the
idea-image; and in fact it is certain that the vistblo ap-
pearance, the figure of external bodies placed before the
organ of vision, is painted upon the retina, But, 1, the
person who first knew the visible figure of a body was en-
tirely ignorant that this visible figure was painted upon
his retina ; it is not, then, to the knowledge of this picture
upon the retina and of the conformity of this picture tc
its object, that the knowledge of the reality of the exter-
nal figure is owing : then 2, this picturc stops at the retina ;
in order to go to the brain, which, as Lodke gays, is the

o ‘
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andience-chamber of the mind, 1t is necessary that it shoy),
traverse the aptic nerve, which is in an obsure regon ; and
even if the optic nerve were ina luminous posttion, f .
image, after having traversed ity and artived at the gy,
which 1~ undeniably obsenre, would perish in the dahp, ..
of that orwan, before artiving at the mind,  Thus it gy gy
deed the condition of the phenomena of vision that the,
should be an image of the object upon the yetma, Ine
only ity external condition, unknown to tee soul itselt; and
not its foundation and explanation,  Besides, it the wdo.
mage plays acertam pat in the phenomena of vision, it
does not apply at all to other phenomena, o those o
touch, for example, from which we derive the knowledue
of the primary quality of hody, namely of <olidity, 10
ance. We have demonstiated that there ean be no pleow
image of resistanee, o solulity 3 for the idea of soldity
resolves el into the idea of a0 eausey 2 resisting eans,
andd 1t has been demonstiated that there ean he no oo
e of eanse,

Somuch for the qualities of hodies, the primary as we?
as the seeondary, I the ideaimaze represents no guality
of bodies, Sl Jess ean it represont the subject of thes
quahties, that sohistratune which cseapes the giasp of the
senses, and which of comse can Ll uneder no e
hortowed from the senses. Space also, whieh mist not Te
confounded with bodies melosed by ity ean not be g
by anideadimage, 0 s the same in vespeet to time e
the same inrespeet toall the cognitions imvolved m 1l
wencral knowledee of the ovtetnal wold, Sinee, then, the
e mmage can represent only forms, and plays no prut o
ceptm the phenoment of vison, and oven there s o
the condition ot those phenomena, it tollows that ot the
externl world has no othar way of arnving at the mte i
gence than that of the roprosentative ey 1t docs not and
ean not anve thae at al

The diffienlties of the hypothess of a representative
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lea are greatly increased when wo come to oon.sider T.he
«piritual world. Locke ucknowledges. these diffioulties,
1o allows that, since in fact the idea-image ean not rep-
went the qualities of spirits; beeause there is no image
of that which has no figure, cither we must renounce the
huowledgre of spirit, or to obtain it we must have recourse
to faith, to revelation,  But revelation is for us a book
which contains docetrines revealed hy God.  Tlere there
ate, then, two things, a hook, and God.  As to the haok,
we tefer it to the external world: no representative idea
homee able to give certain knowledge of a sensible objeet,
canserquently giving none of a book, this book, saered or
not, ean never be eertainly known, nor be the foundation
of certain know ledge of spiritual existence. God remains;
bt to have recourse to God m order to legitimate the
huowledee of spirit, is to have recourse to spirit, in order
to legitimate the knowledwe of spirit; it iv to take for
vranted the thing in question, The only difference there
s ntween the spmt of God, and onr own, is that the
spinit of God s infimte, while our sphiit is finite, which,
L trom duninishing the diffienlty, inereases it,. Thus the
Ypresentative wea, turned every way, ean give no el
Lnowledee, neither of hodies, wee of spinte, and <ol Jess
the knowlbedae of the infinite sping to whom Locke waatuit-
onsly appeals

Abeolute shepticism, then, is the inevitable consequence
ot the theoy of the representative iideny and absolute
hepticsm s hore nothing less than aleolute mbilism, - In
tat you have leatimately by this theany e ither the see-
anluy apnlites of hodies, non thar prmay quahities, nor
the subject of these qualities, nor space m whieh the hodies
e Joeated, nor e m o which then motions are accom-
pished Sl loss have yon lemtunately the quahties of
your mmd. or your mned atselt on that of your fellow-hemees
—the fimte mnd 3 anwd ~tll dess God—the mtimte mmd
You have then vothma, absolutely nothing, bt the dea
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itself, that idea which ought to reptesent every thing, and
which represents nothing,'and saffers no real knowledge to
coms to you.

You seo then where we are; but our difficulties are far
from being exhausted. We have hitherto considered the
ides-image in its relation to external objects which it
should represent, namely, to bodies, to our spirits, and to
Godi  Let us now consider it in another view, in its rela.
tion to the mind which must perceive it, and in which jt
must be found.

The idea represents neither body, nor spirit, nor God;
it can then give no object. This we have demonstrated.

" But it necgesarily is in a subject. How is it there? What
is the relation of the idea, not now to its object, but to its
subject ?

Recollect the condition to which we have condemned
the ropresentative idea. If it represents, it must have in
itself something of figure, something material ; it is, then,
something material. Look, then, at the representative idea
which ‘is something material in the subject where it is
found. Bat it is clear that the subject of the ides, the
subject which percgives and contains and possesses the
ides, can be of po otber nature than the idea itself. The
representative idea is something figured, like the shadows
which paint thémselves in a magic lantern; it can then
exist ouly in something of an analogous kind, in a subject
of the same nature, figured as the idea is, having parts,
being extended and material, as that is. Hence, the de-
struction of the simplicity and spirituality of the subject
of the idea, that is to say, of the soul; or in a word,
materialism is the inevitable consequence of the theory of
the representative idea, considered in relation to its subject.

This result was already in the principle ; this consequence
does nothing but expose the vice of the origin of the rep-
resentative idea. +In fact, the origin of theory, as you
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know, i8 in the hypothesis that. the mind does not know
bodies, does not communieste.with bodies, except in the
same way that bodies communicate with ono another. Now
bodies communicate either by immediate impulse one upon
the other, or indirectly by the intermediation of one or
more bodies receiving and communicating the imptise, so
that it is always impulse, mediate or immediate, which forms
the communication” between bodies. If mind, then, may
know bodies, it can know them only in the way in which
bodies communicafe with each other, by impulse. But we
sec no immediate and direct impulse of bodies upon the
mid, nor of the mind upon bodies; the impulse must then
be from a distance, that is, by something intermediate. This
intermediate is the idea. The idea emanates from the body,
and through the senses arrives at the mind. The ides
emanates from bodies—that is its first characteristio ; the
second is, that it represents them. Representation is here
founded upon the emission. Now emission, which is%he
first root of the representative idea, necessarily makes it
material. This shows already a strong inclination toward
materialism ; look now at something which makes this ten-
dency much stronger. Not only does the mind gain no
knowledge of bodies, except as bodies communicate with
one another ; but the mind knows minds only as it knows
bodies, by the intermediation of the representative idea.
A theory material in its origin, is first appliedrtathe knowl-
edge of bodics, then transferred to the knowledge of spirit,
It is then altogether natural that the last éxpression of this
theory should be materialism. And I do not impose upon
this theory consequences logically necesrary, but which
have not been deduced from it. It is a matter of fact
that upon this theory of the representative ides, the school
of Locke in part grounds its positive denial of the spiritu-
ality of the soul. According to that school many ideas in
the mind, taken materially, suppose something extended in
the mind ; and even a single idea being an image, is already
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something figured, which supposes a corresponding subject,
The common expression thatyideas make an impression op
the mind is not in this school, a metaphor ; it is the actua]
reality. Irefer youto Hartley, to Darwin, to Pricstley, and
to their English and other successors. We shall take them
up in due time and order.

But does any one wish to save the spirituality of the
soul, and still preserve the theory of the representative
idea? Then on the one side, there are material ideay,
material images, and on the other, a simple soul, and con-
sequently between the modification and its subject an abyss,
How to bridge over this abyss? What relation is thgre
between the material image and the subject of this image,
if this subject is held to be simple, unextended, spiritual ?
It is clearly necessary to find some intermediates between
the idea-images and their subject, the soul. The images
were before regarded as the media between bodies and
th&%oul; but now media are necessary between those first
media or the idea-images and the soul.  New media must
be found, that is to say, new ideas. But these new ideas,
in order to servo as media between the first ideas and the
soul, must represent those ideas; and in order to represent
images they must themsclves be images, and if images,
then material. The difliculty therefore perpetually returns;
either the idea-images do not enter the soul, or they make
the soul material. The attempt is in vain made to subtil-
ize these ideas, to refine the intermediate ; either these re-
finements still leave it material, and of course the materi-
ality of the image involves the materiality of its subject ;
or the idea-image, as material, must be absolutely given up,
and retaining the theory of the representative idea, the
idea must be considered as spiritual,

This has been done.  The idea, as a material image, has
been abandoned for a spiritual idea. But what is the result
of this modification of the theory under examination ? I
grant that if the idea is spiritual, it permits a spiritual sub-
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ject; it gives room for believing in the simplicity and
spirituality of the soul. But then the hypothesis of emis-
son is evidently destroyed, and along with it, the theory
of representation. Indeed, I'ask what is this spiritual idea
as the image of a material object? The mind has none of
these fundamental properties which constitute what we
call matter; it has then neither solidity nor extension nor
figure. But hw can that which is neither solid, nor ex-
tended, nor figured, represent that which is solid, extended,
figured ? What can the spiritual idea of a solid be? What
the spiritual idea of extension, of form? It is evident
that the spiritual idea can not represent body. And can it
any better represent spirit ; still less; for once again, there
is no representation where there is no resemblance, and
there is no resemblance except between figures or forms,
That which is figured can resemble that which is figured ;
but where there is no figure, there is no possible matter for
resemblance, nor consequently for representation,  Spirit ¢
can not represent spirit. A spiritual idea can not in any :
way represent any spiritual quality nor any spiritual sub-
jeet; and the spiritual idea which destroys the possible
knowledge of body, destroys no less, nay even more de-
cidedly destroys the possible knowledge of spirit, of finite
spirits such as we are, and of the mfinite spirit, God. Thus
from the bosom of Sensualism there proceeds a kind of |
idealism, which along with matter docs away also with mind L
and with God himself, And I beg you net to think; that
it is merely reasoning which derives these new consequences
from the theory of ideas. As Ilartley and Priestley prove
that T have not gratuitously derived materialism from the
the theory of ideas, taken as material images; so the his-
tory of another branch of the sehool of Locke proves that
it iy not I who condemn the theory of the spiritual idea to
the necessity of destroying both body and spirit. That it
destroys body, seek in Berkeley,* who armed himself with
* First Scries, Vol I Lect. VIIL p. 43, and Vol. 1V. Lect. XX. p. 369.
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this theory, in order to deny all material existence. That
it destroys spirit, seck in Ilume,* who taking from the
hands of Berkeley the arms he had used for the destruc-
tion of the material world, and turning them against th,
spiritual world, has destroyed both the finite spirit which
we arc, and the infinite spirit, both the human soul and Gul,

We must go the extent of these principles.  The rep..
sentative idea considered relatively to its subject and as 2
material image, conducts directly to materialism; taken
spiritually, it leads to the destruction of body and of spiri,
to absolute skepticism and absolute nibilism.—Now it i« an
unquestionable fact that we have the knowledge of hodie,
that we have the knowledge of our mind.  We have this
twolbld knowledge ; and yet we could not have obtainel
it by the theory of the vepresentative idea,  This theory
therefore does not exhibit the true process of the human
mind,  According to Locke, the representative iden is the
only way of legitimate hnowledge ; then this way failme
us, we are in the absolute impossibility of ever arriving at
knowledge,  We do arfive at it, however; consequently
we arrise at it in some other way than by the representa-
tive idea, and consequently, again, the theory of the re-
presentative idea is o chimera,

I now wo further. T take entirely different ground.
I will admit that the idea has a 1epresentative office; I will
admit the 1eality of this representation ; I will believe with
Loche and all his partisans, that we know only through
representative ideas, and that in faet ideas have the won-
derful property of representing their objects,  Letall this
be so. But on what condition do wdeas represent things?
On the condition, yon hnow, ot being contormed to them,
1 take for wranted that i we did not know that the wles
was confurmed to als IlllJl'\‘t. we should not hnow that it

® First Series, Vol T Leet. X, and Vol 1V Lot XX, 360-469,  [Soe

w the Appendix the passyncs roerred to i thas aad the preceding vole
~—TR |
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represented it ; we should have no true knowledge of thia
ohject. And again, upon what condition can we know
that an idea is conformed to its object, is a faithful copy
of the original which it represents? Nothing more simple,
The condition is that we should know the original. Tt is
necessary that we should have before our eyes both the
ariginal and the copy, in order to compare the copy with
the original, and to pronounce that the copy is in fact a
faithful copy of the original. But suppose we have not
the original, what could we say of the copy? Could you
sy, in the absence of the original, that the copy which
alone is hefore your cyes, is a faithful copy of the original
which you do not see, which you have never seen?  Cer-
tainly not.  You could not be sure that the copy is a faith-
ful copy, nor an untaithful copy ; you could not even aflirm
that 1t is 2 copy.  If we know things only through ideas,
and i we know them only on the condition that the ideas
futhfully represent them, we ean know that the ideas do*
tuthfully represent them only by seeing on the one hand
the things themselves; and on the other the ideas of them,
Then only could we prononnee that the ideas are con-
furmed to their objects, Thuy, to kuow if you have a
true idea of God, of' the soul; of bodies, you must have, on
the one hand, God, the soul, and hodies, and on the other,
the idea of God, the iden of the soul, and the idea of
bodies, m order that by eomparing the idea with its ohjeet,
you may be able to decide whether it is or is not conformed
toits object.  Let us choose an example,

I wish to know, if the wden which I have of hody is true,
It is necesary that T <hould have hoth the idea which I
furm of body, and the body itselt; then that T should com-
pare them, eonfront them, and decide,

I take then fiom the hands of Locke the idea of body,
just as Loche has himself furnished me with it. To hnow
if it in true, T must compare ity Fmnst confiont it with
body atself.  This supposes that Tknow by for if T do

"
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not know it, with what shall I compare the ides of body
in order to know if it is true or false? We must then
suppose that I know body. But how could I come to
know it? By the theory of Locke, you know and you
ean know nothing but by ideas which represent things to
you. Now I know this body; then by the theory of
Locke, I know it only by the ideas which represent it to
me; therefore I do not know this body itself, the body
which it is necessary for me to know in order to compare
it with the idea that T have of it ; I know only its idea, and
it is itsidea alone that I can compare with its ides, that is
to say, I shall compare gn idea with an idea, a copy with a
copy. Ilere is still no original. The comparison, then,
the verificatian, is impossible. That the verification may
conduet me to a result, it is necessary that this second idea
which I have of body, in the knowledge which I am sup-
posed to have of body, should be a true idea, should be
sconformed to its object. But I can not know that this
second idea is true, except on the condition that I compare
it; and with what? With the body, with the original.
It is therefore necessary that I should know the body in
gome other way, in order to decide whether this second
iden is conformed toit. Let us see then. Iknow the
“body; but how do I know it. By the theory of Locke I
spever know it except by the idea I can have of it ; there
’herb, again, nothing but an idea with which I can com-
pare the sccond idea I had of body. I can not pass beyond
the idea ; go on in this way, as long as you please, you go
round in a circlo of ideas from which you can not break
forth, and which never allow you to get at the real object,
nor lay the foundation of a legitimate comparison ; since a
comparison supposes that you have on the one hand the
copy, and on the other the original ; while in fact you have
nothing but an ides, and then a second idea, and thus on,
and of conrse can compare nothing but the ideas, the
copies, Aud again, even to decide that they are copies,
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1t is necessary that you should have had the original itsclf,
which yet escapes, and forever will escape your grasp, in
every theory of knowledge which subjects the mind to the
necessity of knowing only through the intcrmediation of
representative ideas.

Thus in the last analysis, the object, the original, forever
cscapes the émmediate grasp of the human mind, can
never be brought under its regard, nor consequently be
the basis of a comparison with the copy, the idea. You
can never know therefore that the idea which you have of
body is conformed or not conformed, faithful or unfhithful,
true or false. You will have it without knowing even
whether it has any object or not.

It is impossible to remain in this predicament ; and to
assist Locke, I will now make a supposition. I will now
suppose, that in fact we have before our cyes not only the
idea of the original, but the original itself. I will suppose,
that we know the original directly ; the comparison is then*
possible, Let us go on to make it. Previously, however,
I will remark, that the supposition I have made—of an
original directly known, which is the nceessary basis of all|
comparison, but which comparison i8 the necessary basis of ¥
the theory of Locke—this supposition just, destroys en-
tirely the theory. For if we suppose that we have an
original which we know directly, we suppose that we can
know in some other way than by representative ideas, *

But I will proceed with the supposition; and I agk
whether tiis original, which we know directly, and without
the medium of representative ideas, is a chimera? Noj; if it
were, to compare an idea with a chimerical object would
lead you to nothing. You suppose, then, that it is indeed
the original, the truc original, the object, the body; and
you suppose that the knowledge you have of it is certain
knowledge, knowledge which leaves nothing to he desived.
See then what is your position. You have, on the one
hand, the certain knowledge of body, on the other you
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have an idea of this body, and you wish to know whether
it is faithful or not. On these terms, the comparison is
very easy; it is made of itself; having the copy and the
origihal, you can easily tell if the one represents the other.
. But. this comparison, necessary by the theory, and now [by
supposition] possible and easy, is also perfectly useless,
What indced was the object of this comparison? Tt was
to obtain a certain knowledge of body. That is what you
were seeking after. In order to get at it, you place the
original beside the copy. But if you take for granted that
you have the orlginal; that is to say, certain knowledge of
the body, the whole thing is done ; there is nothing more
to do. Let alone your comparison, your verification. Do
not give yourself the trouble to investigate whether the
idea is conformed or not to the original. You possess the
original; that is enough; you possess the very knowledge
you were secking to gain. Thus without having the certain
knowledge of the original, you could never know whether
the idea you have is faithful or not, and all comparison
wonld be impossible; and as soon as you have the original,
- it is undoubtedly very easy to compare the idea with the
veality ; but since you have the reality, it is altogether use-
less to compare the idea with it; you have what you were
in search of, and the very condition of the theory, the com-
parison namely which it requires, is precisely the taking
for granted the kiiowledge which you are secking from the
theory : that ix a paralogism, [here a begging the question. |
Such is the criticism, a little subtle, but exact, which
pursuing iu all its-turnings the theory of the representative
iden, destroys and confounds it on every hand. ' Either
the representative idea does not represent, and can not
represent, and in this case, if wo have no other means of
knowing things, we are condemned never to know them;
wo are condemned to skepticism, more or lesy extensive,
according as we are more or less consistent, and if we
will be perfectly consistent, to absolute skepticism both in
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rospect to matter and mind, that is to say, to absolute
nihilism.  Or else the idea.does represent its object; and
in this case we can know that it faithfully represents its
object only so far a3 we have the original, that is, so far
only as we know matter and mind, things themselves, in
some other way; and then the intervention of the repre-
sentative idea i3 possible, but it is useless, Its truth, the
conformity of the iden to its object, can be demonstrated
only by a supposition, which overthrows the very theory
it was designed to sustain.

Let us now deduce from this criticm tho consequences
it gives,

First consequence: we know matter and mind, the
world, the soul, and God, otherwiso than by representa-
tive ideas. Second and more general consequence: in
order to know beings we have no-need of an intermediate.
We know things directly and without the medium of
ideas, or of any other medium. The mind is subject to
certain conditions, but when these conditions are once sup-
plied, it enters into exercise, and knows, for the sole
reason that it is en'dowed with the ability of knoewing.

The true history of the understanding confirms this im-
portant result, and completely puts the theory of ideas in
full light,

anmvely nothing is_abstract, nothmg i general ;
cvery thing is pamcnlm', cvery thing is concrete. The
understanding, as T have proved, does not begin with theso
formulas: there is no modification without its subject :
there is no body without space, cte.; but a modification
being given, it conceives a particular subject of this modi-
fication ; a body being given, it conceives that this body is
in a space ; a particular succession being given, it conceives
that this particular succession is in a determinate time, etc.
It is so with all our primitive conceptions; they aro all
particular, determinate, concrete. Moreover, as I have
also shown, they are blended together, all our faculties
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entering into exercise simultaneously, or nearly so. There
is no consciousness of the slightest sensation without an
act of attention, that is to say, without some putting forth
of the will; there is no volition without the sentiment of
an internal causative power; no scnsation perceived with.
out reference to an external cause and to the world, which
we immediately conceive as in a space and in a time, cte,
In fine, our primitive conceptions present moreover two
distinet characteristics; some are contingent, others are
necessary,  Under the eye of consciousness there may be
a scnsation of pleasure or of pain, which I perceive ay
really existing; but this sensation may vary, change, dis.
appear. Krom hence very soon arises the conviction that
this sensible phenomenon which I notice, is indeed real,
but that it might exist or might not cxist, and therefore
I might feel it or not feel it. This is a characteristic which
philosophy will afterward designate as contingent. But
when I conceive that a body is in space; if I endeavor to
conceive the contrary—that a body may be without space,
I can not succeed. This conception of space is onc which
philosophy will designate by the term necessary. But from
whence do ajl our conceptions, contingent or necessary,
come? From the faculty of conceiving, which is within
us, by whatever name you call this faculty of which we are
all conscious—mind, reason, thought, understanding, or
intelligence. The operations of this faculty, our concep-
tions, are essentially aftirmative, if not orally, yct mentally.
To deny, even, is to affirm; for it is to affirm the contrary
of what had been first affirmed. To doubt also, is to affirm;
for it is to affirm uncertainty. Besides, we evidently do
not begin by doubt or negation, but by aftirmation. Now,
to affirm in any way, is to judge. If, then, every intellec-
tual operation resolves itself into an operation of judgment,
all our conceptions, whether contingent or necessary, re-
solve themselves into judgments contingent or necessary ;
and all our primitive operations being concrete and syn-
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thetic, it follows that all the primitive judgments, supposed
by these operations, are also exercised under this form,
Such is the primitive .scene of the intelligence. Grad-
ually the intelligence unfolds itself. In the progress of
this development language supervencs, which reflects the
understanding, and brings it, so to say, out of itself. If
you open the grammars, you wil] sce that they all begin
with the elements and go to propositions, that is, they
begin by analysis and end by synthesis, But in reality the
process is not so. When the mind translates itself into
language, the primary cxpressions of its judgments are,
like the judgments themselves, concrete and synthetic.
Its first products are not words, but phrases, propositions,
and very complex propositions, A primitive proposition
is a whole, which corresponds to the natural synthesis by
which the mind begins. These primitive propositions are
hy no means abstract propositions such as these: There is
no quality without a subject; there is no body without
rpace containing it; and the like; but they are all partic-
ular, such as : I exist; this body exists; such a body is in
that space; God exists, ete.  These are propositions which
refer to a particular and determinate object, which is either
self; or body, or God. DBut after having expressed its
primitive, concrete and synthetic judgments by conerete
and synthetic propositions, the mind operates upon these
Jjudgments by abstraction; it neglects that which is con-
crete in them to consider only the form of them, for ex-
ample, the character of necessity with which many of them
arc invested, and which, when disengaged and developed,
instead of the conorete propositions: I exist; these bodies
are in such a space, ete.; gives the abstract propositions:
There can be no body without space; there can be no
maodification without a subject ; there can be no succession
without time, cte. The general was at first enveloped in
the particular; then you disengage the general from the
particular, and you express it by itself. But I have else-
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where sufficiently explained the formation of general prop.
ositions.*

Language is the sign of the mind, of its operations ang
of their development. It expresses primitive, concrete
and synthetic judgments, by primitive propositions them.
selves concrete and synthetic. The judgments are graq.
ually generslized by abstraction, and in their turn the
propositions  become general and abstract; upon these
abstractions abstraction operates new abstractions, Al
stract propositions, the signs of abstract judgments, are
themselves complex, and contain soveral elements. We
abstract these clements in order to consider them sepa.
rately. These clements are called ideas. It is a great
error to suppose that we have first these elements, with.
out having the whole of which they are a part. We do
not begin by propositions, but by judgments; the jndg-
ments do not come from the propositions, but the proposi.
tions come from the judgments, which themsclves come
from the faculty of judging, which is grounded in the
original capacity of themind, A fortiori, we do not begin
by ideas; for ideas are given us in the propositions,
Take, for example, the idea of space. It is not given us
by itself, but in this complete proposition: there is no
body without space, which proposition is only the form of
8 judgment. Take away the proposition, which would not
be made without the judgment, and you have not the
idens; but as soon as language permits you to translate
your judgments into propositions, then you can consider
separately the different elements of these propositions, that
is to say, ideas separately from each other. To speak
strictly, there are in nature no ptopositions, neither con-
crete nor abstract, particular nor general, and still less are
there ideas in nature. Ifby ideas be understood some-
thing real, which oxists independently of language, and
whioh is an intermediate between beings and the mind, [

* Chap. IV.~
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sy that there are absolutely no ideas. There is nothing
real except things, and the mind with its operations, that
is, its judgments. Then come languages, which in some
gort create & new world, at once spiritual and material,
those symbolio beings which are called signs, By the help
of which they give a kind of external and independent
existenco to the results of mental operat¥ns. Thus, in
expressing judgments or propositions, they have the ap-
pearance of giving reality to those propositions. The
same i8 the case in respect to ideas. Ideas ave no more
real than propositions; they have the same reality, the
reality of abstractions, to which language attaches a nomi-
nal and conventional existence. Every language is at once
an analyst and a poct ; it makes abstractions and it realizes
them. This is the condition of every language : we must
be resigned to it, and speak in figures, provided we know
what we are doing. Thus all the world talk of having an
idea of a thing, of having a clear or obscure idea, etc. ; but
by this nobody intends to say that he has no knowledge
of things, except by means of certain intermediate things
called ideas; it is merely intended to mark thereby the
operation of the mind in reference to such a thing, the
operation by which the mind knows the thing, knows it
more or less, ete.

We talk also of representing a thing, and frequently a
thing which falls not under the senses ; this is merely say-
ing that we know it, comprehend it ; saying it, that is, by
using a metaphor borrowed from the phenomena of the
senses, and from the sense whose use is the most frequent,
that of sight. Taste is ordinarily the sole judge of the
employment of these figures. This metaphorical style may
be carried, and is frequently carried, very far without ob-
scurity or error. I absolve, then, the ordinary language
of the bulk of mankind; and I believe that we may also
absolve that of most philosophers, who commonly have
spoken as the people, wishout being more absurd than the
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people. It is impossible, in fact, to forbid the phﬂogap)m
all metsphors the only law which it is necessary to impose
upon him is, not to insist upon metaphors, not to convert
them into theories, Perhaps the Scotch school, which has
taken up ig'the eighteenth century the old controversy
aginst the representative idea, in the name of the common
sense of the ligman race, has not always been sufficiently
aware that philosophers also make a part of the human racc;
perbaps it has imputed too much to the schools, and becn
too willing to see every where the theory which it had un-
dertaken to combat.* But it has certainly rendercd an
eminent service to philosophy, in demonstrating that the
idea-image is at the bottomn nothing but a metaphor, and
in doing justice to this metaphor if seriously taken as
endowed with a representative power. This latter is the
vice into which Locke has fallen, and I have thought it
needful to signalize it to you as one of the most perilous
rocks of the Sensual school.

From the point at which we now have arrived, we can
easily judgo of the doctrine of innate ideas, the refutation
of which occupies the whole of the First Book of the Es-
say on the Undorstandmgf The time has now come to
explain ourselves concerning this doctrine, and concerning
Locke’s refutation of it. Locke divides the general doc-
trine of innate ideas into two points, general propositions
or maxims, and ideas, Now, we likewise reject the doe-
trine of innate propositions and ideas, and for this very
simple reason : because there are in nature neither propo-

* Seo tho development and confirmation of this doubt, First Series
Vol IV, Tecturo XXII p. 508, etc., [whero Cousin vindicates Des
cartes against the misjudgment of Reid. o says: ‘“Reid passed his
life #0 much in tho midat of the representative idea theory of Locke, of
Berkeley, and of Hume, that he saw it overy where; I say every where
strictly and literally; there is not a single philosopher, ancient or modern,
{n whom he did not find it."~TR.] t See Chap. 1I.
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sitions nor ideas. What is there in nature ? Besides bodies
there is nothing cxcept m;ndn, and among these, that
whmh we are, which conceives and knows directly things,
minds and bodies. And in the order of mind what is
there innate ? Nothmg but the mind itself &he under-
gtanding, the faculty of knowing. The ding, as
Leibnitz has profoundly said, is innate to.¥ the devel-
opment of the understanding is Bquﬂﬁ )pna&e, in this
gense, that it can not but take place, when the understand-
ing is once given, with the power which is proper to it,
[and the conditions of its development supplied.] And, as
you have seen the development of the understanding are
the judgments which it passes and the knowledge implied
in those judgments. Undoubtedly these judgments have
conditions, which belong to the domain of experience,
Take away experience, and there is nothing in the senses,
nothing in the consciousness, and consequently nothing in
the understanding. But is this condition the absolute law
of the understanding? Might it not still judge and de-
velop itself, without the aid of expericnce, without an or-
ganic impression, without a sensation? I neither affirm
nor deny it ; hypotheses non fingo, as Newton said, I am not
framing hypotheses; I state what is, without inquiring
what might be. Isay, that in the limits of the present
state, it is an undeniablo fact, that unless certain experi-
mental conditions are supplied, tho mind does not enter
into operation, does not judge; but I say at the same mne,
that as soon as these conditions are fulfilled, the mind, in
virtue of its own energy, develops itself, thinks, conceives,
judges, and knows a multitude of things, which fall
neither under consciousness, nor under the senses, as time,
space, external causes, existences, and its own existence,
There are no innate ideas, any more than innate proposi-
tions ; but there is an energy innate in the understanding,
whxch projects itself in prumuve judgments, which Judg-
ments, when language comes in, express themselves in
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propositions, which propositions, decomposed by abstraction
and analysis, engender distinct ideas. As the mind is
equal to itself in all men, the primitive judgments which it
passes are the same in all men; and consequently, the
proposmons in which language expresses these judgments,
and the fundamental idcas of which they are composed,
are at once dMd universally admitted. One condition is,
however, necessary, namely, that they should be appre-
hendéd. When Locke pretends that these propositions:
“tohatsocver is, s, and “it is impossible for the same
thing to be and not to be,” are propositions which are not
universally nor primitively admitted, he is both right and
wrong, Certainly, the first comer, the peasant to whom
you should say: whatever is, is, and it is impossible for the
same thing to be and not to be, would not admit these
propositions ; for he would not comprehend them, because
you speak a language which is not his own, the language
of abstraction and of analysis, But that which the peas
ant does not admit and does not comprehend under its ab-
stract form, he admits immediately and necessarily under
the conerete and synthetic form.  Ask this same man who
does not comprehend your metaphysical language, ask him
whether under the ditferent actions or sensations of which
he is conscious there i3 not something real and subsistent,
which is himself'; whether he is not himself the same to-
day that he was ‘yesterday ; in a word, instead of abstract
formulas, propose to him particular, determinate and con-
creto questions; and then human nature will give you an
answer, because human nature, the human understanding,
is in the peasant just as really asin Leibnitz.  What I have
just said concerning abstract and general propositions, I say
concerning the simple ideas which analysix finds in these
propositions.  For example, ask a savage it he has the idea
of God; you ask him what he can not reply to, for he does
not understand it.  But if you know how to interrogatc
this poor savage, you will sce proceed from his intelligence
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a synthetioc and confused judgment, which, if you know
how to read it, contains already every thing which the
most refined analysis could ever give you; you will see
that under the confusion of their natural judgments, which
they neither know how to scparate nor to express, the
gavage, the child, the idiot even, if he is Dot entirely one,
admit originally and universally all the id@i which subse-
quent analysis develops without producing, or of which it
produces only the scientific form.

There are, then, indeed, no innate ideas, nor innate prop-
ositions, beeause there arc no ideas, nor propositions
really existing, and again, there are no general ideas and
propositions universally and primitively admitted under the
form of general ideas and propositions. But it is certain
that the understanding of all men teems, so to say, with
natural judgments, which may be called innate in this
sense, that they are the primitive, universal and neces-
sary development of the human mind, which finally is in-
nate to itself, and equal to itself, in all men*

* This is the recognized and now uncontroverted senso of tho Car-
tesian theory of innate ideas.

[It scems incredible that Locko should ever have instituted such a
controversy as that contained in his First Book, or that it should over
havo gained such celebrity. *The First Book of Locke's Essay,” says
Coleridge (“if tho supposed error which it labors to subvert, bo not a
mere thing of straw, an absurdity which no man gver did or could be-
lieve), is formed on a oigtapa érepofmijoeug, and involves tho old mis-
tako of cum hoe, crgo propter hoc. Wo learn all things indee by occasion of
expericnce; but the very facts 60 learned, forco us inward upon anteced-
ents which must bo presupposed in order to render expericnco ftself
posmible.” “The position of the Aristotehans: Nukil in infellectu, quod
non prius in sensu, on which Locke's Essay is grounded, is irrefragablo;
Locke erred only in taking half the truth for & wholo truth.” If the
dependence of tho mind upon experienco 03 tho condution of all kfiowl-
edgo wero all that Locko meant to maintain by bis attempt at refutiog
fnnate ideas, ho would mamtain what nobody denics, whilo ho has in
fact undertaken to refute what nobody ever in reality belicved.

Origin of Jdeas.—On the quostion of the origin of idcas, a fow state-
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ments msy properly bere be made. It neodnncwbnﬂhwmbn
the whole matter in a summary view cloarly before the mind.

The theory of Locke is built upon a gross confusion of distinet things
Its comprehending sophism is the mistaking of the conditions of a thing
for its principle.

All our knowledge begins with experience; no. knowledge procedes
experience, but it goes not thereforo follow, as Kant well observes, that
all our knowledge springs from cxperience. It may atill be the fhet,
that even our empirical knowledge is compounded partly of that which
'we receive through impressions, and partly of that which the undamnd
ing phoduces of ilself, barely through on of sonsible i
This is the true explanation.” The understanding, when called into ex-
ercise by and upon the data of experience, in virtue of certain previous
laws of its activity, i itself the source of much of our knowlege, knowl-
-edge which we could nover derive from experience. Now these laws and
origial concoptions of the understanding (known in our modern English
pbﬂuoghy as first principles, neccasary truths, etc.) are sometimes called

{ forms of tho understanding, and knowledge d priori. “They
are called constituent,” says Coleridge,  because they are not acquired by
the undorstanding, but thoy aro implied in its constitution. ~As rationally
might a circlo bo said to acquire a center and circumference, a8 the un.
derstanding to acquire these, its inheront forms, or ways of conceiving.
This is what Leibnitz meant, when to tho old adage of the Peripatetics:
nihil in intellectu, quod non prius in sensu, ho replied: preater infellectum
tpsum.” They are also, wo have said, called knowledge @ priori—
4 This phrase,” a8 Coloridgo remarks, *is in common most grossly mis-
understood. By knowledgo @ priori, we do not mean that wo can know
any thing previously to oxperience, which wopld be & contradiction in
torms; but that, having onco known by oepnf'on of experience (i &
something acting uhon us from withéut), we then know that it must
have pre-cxisted, or’ the axperience itself would havo been impossible.
By experienco only, T know that I have eycs; but then my reason con-
vinces me that I must have had eyes, in order to the experience.”

Tho peychological question in regard to the origin of ideas is simply
wliether the ideas, and all the ideas which in point of fact aro in the
humen mind, are thers because the objects of those ideas—ihe things, the
qualities, the matters fo which they velalo—are, or have been themselves ob-
mvf drpérience, -either external or internal, that is in sensation or in
mﬂactxon? To this the answer in ono word is: no. But the positive
salution'ofthe problem gives a throefold origin:

1. Some of our ideas are in our minds, because, wo have by sensation
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The oljects of them : as for instance, the ideas of hard snd
soft, hot and cold, sweet and bitter, white and black, etc. These have
there origin in sensation;

9. Some of our ideaa are in our minds, because weo have by reflection,
that is, in consciousness, experienced the objects of them: as for instance,
tho ideas of thinking, willing, joy, grief, hope, f8ar, etc. These have
their origin in reflection;

3. Some of our ideas are in our minds, because, although we never
have expericnced the objects of them, the roalities to which they apply,
set tho faculty of reason, the proper conditions of its activity being sup-
plied, does in its own function necessarily apprehond them: as for in-
stance, the ideas of space, time, infinite, right and wrong, ete.—The
objects of these ideas are not objects of sensation; they can not be
touched, nor seen, nor heard, nor tasted, nor smelled; neither are they
any more objects of reflection, 4. ¢., wo have no inward experfence or
consciousness of the objects of the ideas, but only of the ideas them=
selvea. The ideas are in our minds, because, reason in its proper actlvity
has apprehended and unfolded them in our consclousness. 'I'heyu‘e
rational ideas; they have their origin in reason.

Sensation, reflection, reason; such is the threefold ‘origin of idegs
and of knowledge; or rather, since sensation and reflection may be gen-
cralized under a single term, experionce, we may say the origh of ideas
and of knowledge is twofold. Al our knowledge is eithor empirical or
rational ; the latter conditioned by the former, but not originated by
it.—Tg.]



CHAPTER VIIL

OF JUDGMEXT.

Examination of the Fourth Book of the Essay on the Understanding
continued.—Of knowledge.—Its modes.—Omission of inductive know].
edge.—Its degrecs.—Falso distinction of Locke between knowing and
judging.—That the theory of knowledge and of judgment in Locko
reqolves itself into that of o perception of agreement or disagreement
between ideas—Detailed examination of this theory.—That i ap-
pliea to judgments abstract and not primitive, but by no means to pfim-

" "hive judgmenty which imply cxistence.—Analyais of the judgment;
7 exizt~Threo objections: 1, tho impossiblity of arriving at real ex-
istanes by the abstraction of existenco; 2, that to begin by abstrac-
tion is contrary to the true process of the human mind; 3, that the
theory of Locke invdlves a paralogism.—Analysis of the judgments:
T think, this body exists, this body i3 colored, God exists, elc.—Analysis
“of tho judgments upon which Arithmetic and Geometry rest.

WE have stopped some time;& the entrance of the
Fourth Book of the Essay on the Understanding: let us
now pass within.

The Fourth Book of the Essay on the Human Under-
standing treats of knowledge in general; of its different
modes; of its different degrees; of its extent and limits;
with some applications. It is, therefore, properly speaking,
Logic with something of Ontology. The principle of this
logic rests upon the theory we have examined, that of the
representative idea. We have seen that, with Locke, the
condition of all legitimate knowledge is the conformity of
the idea to the object; and we have every way proved
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that this conformity is nothing but a chimers. We have
therefore already overthrown the general theory of knowl-
edge, but we have overthrown it only in its principle by
raising & provisional question, by taking an exception
against it. It is necessary now to examine it in itself’in-
dependently of the principle of the representative ides,
and to follow it in its appropriate development and conse-
quences,

Whether the idea is representative or not, it is a settled
point in the system of Locke that the uudd:smndmg does
not commence by things, but by ideas; that ideas are the
sole objects of the understanding, and, consequently the
sole foundations of knowledge. Now if all knowledge ne-
cessarily depends upon ideas, then where there is no idea
there can be no knowledge ; and wherever there is knowl-
cdge, there has necessarily been an idea. But the converse
isnot true, there is not necessarily knowledge, wherever
there is an idea, For instance, in order that you may be
able to have a well-grounded knowledge of God, it is ne-
cessary that you should first have some idea of God; but
from your having some idea of God, it does not follow that
you have a true or sufficient knowledge of him, Thus
knowledge is limited by,ldeas but it does not necessarily
go as far as ideas go. o

B.IV. Ch. IIL § 1,:- ?Wc can have knowledge no fur-
ther than we have ideas? ™ Ibid. § 6. Qur knowledge is
narrower than our ideas.” If knowledge never surpasses
the ideas and sometimes falls short of them, and if all
knowledge depends only upon ideas, it is clear that knowl-
cdge can never be any thing but the relation of one idea
to another; and that the process of the human mind in
knowledge is nothing else than the perception of a rclatlon
of some sort hetween ideas.

B.IV.Ch.I §1. *“Since the mind in all its thoughts
and reasoniugs, hath no other immediato objeet dut its own
tdeas, which it alone does or can contemplate, it is evident

13
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that our knowledge is only conversant about them» g,
“Knowledge then scems to me to be nothing but the per.
ception of the connection and agreement or disagreement
and repugnancy of any of our ideas. In this alone it cop.
sista, Where this perception is, there is knowledge; and
where it is not, there though we may fancy, guess, or b
lieve, yet we always come short of knowledge.

Thence follow the different modes and degrees of knowl.
edge in the system of Locke. We %now only when we
perceive a relation of agreemerit or disagreement between
two ideas, Now we may perceive this relation in two
ways: cither we perceive it immediately, and then the
knowledge is intuitive ; or we arc not able to perceive it
immediately, and must have recourse to another idea, or
to several other ideas, which we put between the two ideas
whose relation ean not he directly perceived, so that there-
by we may apprehend the relation which escapes us,
Knowledge is then called demonstrative, (B, IV. Ch. 1L
§1,2) Locke here makes an cxcellent remark which
ought not to be omitted, and for which it is just to give
him the credit. No doubt we are often compelled to re-
sort to demonstration, to the interposition of one or more
ideas, in order to perecive the latent relation of two ideas;
but this now idea which we interpose in some way between
the two others, it is necessary that we should perceive its
relation to cach of the others. Now if the perception of
this relation between that idea and the two others, is not
intuitive, if it is demonstrative, it would be necessary to
have recourse to the intermediation of a new idea. But if
between this idea and the anterior ideas the perception of
relation were not intuitive, but demonstrative, it would be
necessary to have recouse again to a new idea, and so on
ad infinitum.  The perception of the relation between the
middle term and the extremes must therefore be intuitive ;
and it must be so in all the steps of the deduction ; so that



ELEMENTS OF PSYCHOLOGY., ‘291
t

demonstrative evidence is grounded upon intuitive, and al-
ways presupposes it.

B. IV. Ch. IL § 7. “Each step must have intuitive
evidence.” “Now in cvery step reason makes in demon-
strative knowledge, there is an intuitive knowledge of that
agreement or disagreement it sceks with the next inter-
mediateidea, which it uses as a proof’ for if it were not so,
that yet would need a proof; since without the perception
of such agreement or disagreement, there is no knowledge
produced. If it be perceived by itself, it is intuitive
knowledge ; if it can not be perceived by itself, there is
need of some intervening idea, as a common measure to
show their agreement or disagreement. By which it is
plain that every step in reasoning that produces knowledge,
has intuitive certainty ; which when the mind perceives,
there is no more required but to remember it, to make the
agreement or disagreement of the ideas, concerning which
we inquire, visible and certain, So that to make any
thing a demonstration, it is necessary to perecive the im-
mediate agreement of the intervening ideas, whereby the
agreement or disagreement of the two ideas under exami-
nation (whereof the one is always the first, and the other
the last in the account), is found. This intuitive percep-
tion of the agrecment or disagreement of the intermediato
ideas, in cach step and progression of the _demonstration,
must also be carried exactly in the mind, and a man must
be sure that no part is left out.”

Thus intuition and demonstration are the difterent modes
of knowledge according to Locke. But are there no
others? Iave we not knowledge which we acquired
neither by intuition nor demonstration? How do we ac-
quire a knowledge of the laws of external nature? Take
which you please, gravitation for instance. Certainly there
i no simple intuition and immediate evidence here; for
experiments multiplied and combined, are neccessary to
give the slightest law ; and even these will not suffice, sinco -
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the slightest law surpasses the number, whatever it be, of
these experiments from which it is drawn. There is there.
fore need of an intervention of some other operation of
the mind besides intuition. Is it demonstration? Ip.
possible, What in fact is demonstration? It is the per.
ception of a relation between two ideas by means of 5
third, but it is upon this condition that the latter should
be more general than the two others, in order to embrace
and connect them, To demonstrate is, in the last analysis,
to deduce the particular from the general. Now what is
the more general physical law from which gravitation can
~ be deduced? We have not deduced the knowledge of
gravitation from any other knowledge anterior to it, and
which involves it in the germ. Iow, then, have we ac-
quired this knowledge, which we certainly have; and in
gencral, how have we acquired the knowledge of physical
Jaws? A phenomenon having been presented a number
of times, with a particular character and in particular
circumstances, we have judged that if this same phenom-
ena should appear again in similar circumstances, it would
have the same character; that is to say, we have general-
ized the particular character of this phenomenon : instead
of descending from the general to the particular, we have
ascended from the particular to the general.  This general
character iy what we call a law; this law we have not
deduced from a more general law or character; we have
derived it from particular experiments in order to transfer
it beyond them. There is here neither simple intuition nor
demonstration: it is what we call induction. It is to
induction that we owe all our conquests over nature, all
our discoverics of the laws of the world. For a long time
natural philosophers contented themselves either with im-
mediate observations which furnished no great result,
or with speculations which resulted in nothing but hy-
potheses. Induction for a long time was only a natural
process of the human mind, of which men make use for



ELEMENTS OF PSYCHOLOGY. . 208

acquiring the knowledge they need in respect to the ex.
ternal world, without explaining it, and without its passing
from practice into science. It is to Bacon, chiefly, we owe,
not the invention, but the discovery and largest propaga-
tion of this process, It is strange that Locke, a country-
man of Bacon, and who belongs to his school, should in
his classitication of the modes of knowledge, have permitted
precisely that one to escape him to which the school of
Bacon has given the greatest celebrity, and placed in the
clearest light. It is strange that the whole"Sensual School,
which pretends to be the legitimate offspring of Bacon,
should, after the example of Locke, have almost forgotten
the evidence of induction among the difterent species of
cevidence, and that contrary to what an experimental
school should have done, it has neglected induction to bury
itself'in- demonstration.  This is the reason of the singular
but undeniable phenomenon, that in the cighteenth cen-
tury, the logic of the Sensual school was scarcely any
thing but a reflection of the peripatetic scholasticism of
the middle age, of that scholasticism which admitted no other
rocesses in knowledge than intuition and demonstration,

Let us now see what, according to Locke, are the dif:
ferent degrees of knowledge.

Sometimes we know with certainty, without the least
blending of doubt with our knowledge. Sometimes also,
instead of absolute knowledge, we hare only probable
knowledge, Probability also has its degrees, and its par-
ticular grounds. Locke treats them at Jarge. I advise
you to read with care the chapters, not indeed very pro-
found, but sufliciently exact, in which he discusses the dif-
ferent degrees of knowledge. I eannot go into all theso
details, but will content myself with pointing out to you
the fourteenth, fifteenth and sixteenth chapters of the
Fourth Book. I shall particularly notice only one dis-
tinction to which Locke attaches great importance, and
which, in my opinion is without foundation,
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We either know in a certain and absolute manner, or
we know merely in a manner more or less probable. Locke
chooses to employ the term knowledge exclusively to sig.
nify absolute knowledge, that which is raised above alf
probability. The knowledge which is wanting in certainty
—simple conjecture, or presumption more or less prob.
able—he calls judgment. B. IV. Ch.XIV. §4: «Tye
mind has two faculties, conversant about truth and false.
hood, First, knowledge, whereby it certainly perceives
and is undoubtedly satistied of the agreement, or disagree.
ment of any ideas.  Secondly, judgment, which is the
putting ideas together, or separating them from one
another in the mind, when their certain agreement or dis-
agreement is not perceived, but presumed to be 8o ; which
is as the word imports, taken to be so, before it certainly
appears,”

But the general usage of all languages is contrary to so
limited a sense of the word knowledge ; a certain knowl-
edge, or a probable or even a conjectural knowledge is
always spoken of as knowledge in its different degrees,
Ttis so in regard to judgment. As languages have not
confined the term knowledge to absolute knowledge, s
they have not limited the term judgment to knowledge
merely probable,  In some cases we pass certain and de-
cisive judgments; in others we pass judgments which are
only probable, or even purely conjectural. In a word,
Judgments are infallible, or doubtful in various degrees;
but doubtful or infallible, they are always judgments, and
thix distinetion between knowledge as being exclusively
infallible, and judgment as being exclusively probable,
doubtful or conjectural, is a verbal distinetion altogether
arbitrary and barren. Time accordingly has done justice
to it but it scems to have spared the theory.on which
the distinetion iy founded, the theory which makes both
knowledge and judgment consist in the perception of a
relation of agrecment or disagreement between two ideas.
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All verbal distinction laid aside, to judge or to know, to
know or to judge, is with Locke nothing but to perceive,
intuitively or demonstratively, a relation of agreement or
disagreement, certain or probable, between two ideas. This
is the theory of knowledge and of judgment according to
Locke, reduced to its simplest expression. From Locke it
passed into the Sensual school, where it enjoys undisputed
authority, and forms the acknowledged theory of judg-
ment, It requires, then, and it deserves a scrupulous ex-
amination,

In the first place, let us note the extent of this theory.
It pretends not merely that there are judgments which are
nothing else than perceptions of' the relation of agreement
or disagreement of ideas; but it pretends that every judg-
ment is subject to this condition. This is the point to be
verified,

Let us take any knowledge, any judgment. I propoge .
the following judgment : two and three make five, This is
not a chimera; it is a knowledge, a judgment; and it is
certain.  How do we acquire this knowledge, what are the
conditions of this judgment ?

The theory of Locke supposes three: 1, that there are
two ideas present to the understanding, known anterior to
the pereeption of relation ; 2, that there is a comparison
made between these two ideas; 3, that at the end of this
comparison there is a perception of some' relation between
the two ideas. Two ideas, a comparison of them, a per-
ception of a relation derived from the comparison: snch
are the conditions of the theory of Locke.

Let us go on: two and three make five. What are the
two ideas? Two and three, and five. Suppose I had not
these two ideas, these two terms, on the one hand, two and
three, and on the other, five. Could I ever perceive that
there was a relation hetween them of equality or inequality,
identity or diversity? No. And having these two terms,
if I did not compare them, should I ever perceive their re-



208 ELEMENTS OF PBYCHOLOQY,

lation? Certainly not. And if in comparing them, thejr
relation, spite of all my exertions, should escape my under.
standing, should I ever arrive at the result, that two ang
three make five ? By no means. On the contrary, suppose
theso three conditions to be supplied, is the result infallibly
obtained? Iseo nothing wanting to it. Thus far, then,
tho theory of Locke scems to work well. Shall I take
another arithmetical example? But arithmetical exampley
have this peculiarity, that they are all alike. What in fact
are arithmetical truths but relations of numbers? They
are nothing clse. Arithmetical knowledge then falls under
the theory of Locke concerning knowledge ; and an arith.
metical judgment, if the expression may be used, is nothing
else than the pereeption of a relation of numbors. Thus
far, then, the theory of Locke is perfectly sound.

Shall we take geometry ?  But if gcometrical truths are
nothing but relations of magnitude, it is clear that no
geometrical truth can be obtained, except under the con-
dition of having previously two ideas of magnitude, then
of comparing them, and then of deducing a relation of
agreement or disagreement. And as all mathematics, as
Newton has said, is only a universal arithmetic, it seems
true that mathematical judgment in general is nothing but
a perception of relations,

" Let us take other examples alittle at random. I wish to
know if Alexander is a truly great man: it is a question
frequently agitated. It is evident that unless.I have on
the one hand the idea of Alexander, and on the other an
idea of atruly great man, and unless I compare these two
ideas, and perecive between them a relation of agreement
or disagreement, I can not decide whether Alexander is a
great man or not.  Here again we must necessarily have
two ideas, a particular idea, that of Alexander, and a
general idea, that of a great man, and we compare these
two ideas to know if they agree or disagree with each
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other, if the predicate can be affirmed of the subject, if the
subject falls under the predicate, ete. )

I wish to know if God is good. At first it is necessary
that 1 should have the ides of the existence of God, of God
so far forth as existing; then it is necessary that I should
have the idea of goodness, an idea more or less extensive,
more or less complete of it, so as to be able after a com-
parison of the one with the other, to affirm that these two
ideas have & relation of agreement,

Such are, indeed, the conditions of knowledge, of judg-
ment in these different cases. But let us explain the nature
of these different cnses. Let us examine the mathematical
truths which lend themselves so readily to the theory of
Locke. Arithmetical truths, for example, do they exist in
nature? No. And whynot? Because theso relations which
are called arithmetical truths, have for their terms not con-
crete quantities, that is to say, real quantities, but discrete,
that is, abstract quantitics. One, two, three, four, five—all
this has no existence in nature; consequently, the relations
between abstract and not real quantities no more have a real
evistence than their terms : arithmetical truths are pure ab-
stractions, And moreover the human mind operates at first
upon concrete quantities, and it is only subsequently that it
rises from the conorete to the conception of those general
relations which eonstitute arithmetical truths properly so
called. They have then, two characteristics: 1, they are
abstract 3 2, they are not primitive ; they suppose previous
conerete judgments, in the bosom of which they reside
until deduced by abstraction and raised to the hcight of
universal truths. The same may he said of the truths of
geometry, The magnitudes with which geometry has to
do, are not concrete magnitudes ; they are abstract, hav-
ing no existence in nature. For there are in nature only
imperfect figures, and the operations of geometry are con-
ditioned by perfect figures, the perfect triangle, the perfect
circle, ete., that is to say, by‘ﬁgures which have no real

13
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existence, but are pure conceptions of the mind, The re.
lations of abstractions can then be nothing but abstractions,
Still further, the human mind no more begins by conceiy.
ing perfect figures, than it begins by conceiving the ab.
stract relations of numbers. It first conceives the con.
crete, the imperfect triangle, the imperfect circle, from
which it subsequently deduces by abstraction, rapid indeed,
the perfect triangle, and circle of geometry, The truths of
geometry are not then primitive truths in the human under.
standing. The other examples which we have taken, namely,
that Alexander is a great man, and that God is good, have
the samo character of being problems instituted by later
reflection and intelligent curiosity. In a word, hitherto
we have verified the theory of Locke only in respect to
abstract judgments and those which are not primitive,
Let us take judgments marked with other characteristics,

Look at another knowledge, another judgment, which [
propose for your examination, namely, the judgment: T ex-
ist. You no more doubt the certainty of this knowledgo
than of the first knowledge I referred to: two and three
make five. You would sooner doubt the first than the
seoond.  Well, then, let us submit this certain knowledae,
this certain judgment: T exist, to the conditions of Locke's
general theory concerning knowledge and judgment,

I remind you of the conditions of this theory: 1, two
ideas; 2, a comparison of the two ideas; 8, perception of
some relation of agreement or disagreement.

Now, what are the two ideas which should be the two
terms of this relation and the basis of the comparison? It
is the idea of I, or me, aud the idea of existence, between
which it is the object to find the relation of agreement or
disagreement,

Let us take good heed what we do. It is not the idea
of our existence that is to be one of the two ideas which
are to be objects of comparison.  For what are we sceking
after? Qur own existence. If we have it, we should not
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geck after it. 'We must not take the thing in question, our
own existence, for granted. The idea of existence which
is to be here one of the terms of comparison, is therefore
the idea of existence in general, and not the partiéular idea
of our own cxistence. Such is the rigorous condition of
the problem. And what is the other ides, the second term
of the comparison? It isthe idea of the me, But what
are we seeking after? The me as existing. We are not,
then, to take it for granted ; for that would be to take for
granted the thing in question. It is not, then, the existing
me which should be the second term of the comparison;
but a me, a self, which must necessarily be conceived as dis-
tinet from the idea with which it is intended to compare it,
in order to know if it agrees or not, namely, the idea of
existence. It is a self, then, a me, which must be con-
ceived as not possessing existence, that is to say, an abstract "
me, & general me.

The idea of an abstract me, and the idea of existence—
these are the two ideas of which a comparison is to be
made, which ought to bring out the judgment in question !
Reflect, I pray you; what are you in search of? Your
own personal existence. Do not, then, take it for granted,
since it iy what you are seckirg to find. Do not put
it into cither of the two terms, from the comparison of
which you are to get it.  Since it should be only the pro-
duct of the relation of these two terms, it should not be
taken for granted in ecither of them, for then the com-
parison would be useless, and the truth would then be an-
terior to the perception of their relation, and not [as the
theory demands] the result of ity Such are the imperious
conditions of the theory of Locke: two abstract ideas, the
abstract idea of the me, and abstract idea of existence. Weo
are now to compare these two ideas, to see if they agreo
or disagree with each other, to perceive the relation of
agreement or disagreement which binds or separates them,
I might first remark, in passing, upon this cxpression of
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agreement or disagreement, and show how much it j
wanting in precision and distinetness; but I will not do s,
1 take the words as Locke gives them. T let his theory
unfold itself frecly ; I shall not repress it ; T merely wisl,
to sce wherve it will arrive, It starts from two abstract
terms; it compares them, and seeks a relation of agree.
ment or disagreement between them, between the idea of
existence and the idea of the me., It compares them, then;
80 be it. And what is the result? a relation, a relation of
agreement. So be it again. I wish to make here but one re.
mark, it is, that this relation, whatever it be, must necessa.
rily be of the same nature as the two terms, which are its
foundation. The two terms are abstract ; the relation must
therefore necessarily be abstract.  'What then will be the
result of the perception of the relation, which I am very

" willing to suppose one of agreement between the gen-
eral and abstract idea of existence, and the general and
abstract idea of theme? A truth of relation of the same
nature as the two terms on which it is founded, namely,
an abstract knowledge, a logical knowledge of the non-con-
tradiction -found between the idea of existence and the
idea of the me, that is to say, the knowledge of the pure
possibility of the existence of a me, a self.  But when you
believe that you exist, do you, I ask, merely pass the judg-
ment that there is no contradiction between the general
idea of the me, and that of existence? Not at all.  The
question is not about a possible you, a possible me, but a
real me, that quite determinate me which nobody confounds
with a logical abstraction. The question is not about ex-
istence in general, but ahgut your own, your own altogether
personal and individual existence. On the contrary, the
result of the judgment derived from the perception of &
relation of agreement between the general and abstract
idea of existence and the general and abstract idea of the
me does not imply real existence, It gives, if you please,
possible existence, but it gives nothing more,
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This is the first vice of Locke’s theory. Look now at
another.

The judgment: I exist, is eminently a primitive judg-
ment. It is the starting-point of knowledge. Obviously
you can know nothing before yoursclves. Now in the
theory of Locke, the two ideas upon which the judgment
acts, and between which is to be discerned the relation of
agreement, are necessarily two abstract ideas, The radical
supposition then of the theory of Locke is thatthe human
mind, in regard to knowledge, begins by abstraction, a
supposition gratuitous and falsificd by facts. In fact we
set out with the concrete and not with the abstract, and
even if it were possible (which I deny, and which I have
demonstrated to be impossible), to derive reality from
abstraction, it would remain not less true that the process
which Locke imputes to the human mind, even if it were
legitimate, is not that which the mind employs. .

The theory of Locke can give only an abstract judgment
and not & judgment which reaches to real existence ; and
his theory, moreover, is not the true process of the human
mind, since the process it employs is altogether abstract,
and by no means primitive ; further, this theory involves
a paralogism, ’

In fact Locke proposes to arrive at the knowledge of
real and personal existence by the comparison of the idea
of existence and the idea of self; by bringing them to-
gether in order to discern their relation. But in genepl,
and to dispatch the question at a single stroke, the abstract
being given us only in the concrete, to derive the concreto
from the abstract is to take as a principle what could have
been had only as a consequence;; it is to ask what we are
in search of, from precisely that which we could never
have known but by means of that which we are in search
of. And in regard to this particular case, under what
condition have you the general and abstract idea of exist-
cence, and the general and abstract idea of self, which you
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compare in order to derive from them the knowledge of
your own existence? Under this condition ; that you have
already had the idea of your own existence. It is impos-
sible that you should have ascended to the generalization
of existence without having passed from the knowledge of
somé particular existence; and as neither the knowledge
of the existence of God, nor that of the existence of the
external world precedes or can precede that of your own,
it folloWghat the knowledge of your own existence can
not but haye been one of the bases of the abstract and
general idea of existence; consequently to derive the
knowledge of your own existence from the general idea of
existence, is to fall into an evident paralogism. If Locke
had not known that he existed, if he had not already ac-
quired the knowledge of his own me real and existent, ho
could nover have had the general and abstract idea either
of a me, nor of existence, those very ideas from which he
secks to obtain the knowledge of his personal me and
existence.*

* [The reader will recollect the criticism of Reid upon Descartes's
celebrated cogito, ergo sum ; and also Stewart's vindication of it against
Reid. Cousin has the following remarks upon this topic:

*Beforo Spinoza aud Roid, Gassendi had attacked the enthymeme of
Doscartes. ' Tho proposition, J think, therefore I am, supposes,’ says
Gassondi, ‘this major: thal which thinks, exists; and consequently in-
volves a begging of the question.' To this Descartes replies: ‘I do not
beg tho question, for I do not supposc any major. I maintain that the
proposition : I think, therefore I exist, i8 a particular truth which is in-
troduced into the mind without recourse to any more general truth, and
independently of any logical deduction. It is not a prejudice, but a
natural judgment which at onco and irresistibly strikes the intelligence.’
'The motion of existence,’ says he, in his reply to other objections, ‘is &
primitive notion, not obtained by any syllogism, but evident in itself;
and the mind discovers it by intuition.” Reasoning does not logically
deduce existence from thought; but tho mind can not think without
knowing itself, because being is given in and under thought: cogito,
ergo sum. The certainty of thinking does not go before the certainty of

istence; it ins and lops it; they are two cotemporaneous
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Thus we have three radical objections against the theory
of Locke:

1. It starts from abstractions; consequently, it gives
only an abstract result, and not the one you are seek-
mg.

&;. It starts from abstractions, and, consequently, it does
not start from the true starting-point of the human intelli-

gence. .

3, It starts from abstractions, which it could n@-have
obtained but by the help of the self:same, concrete knowl-
edge that it pretends to derive from the abstractions which
suppose it; consequently, it takes for granted the thing in
question,

The theory of Locke breaks down under these three ob-
jections ; and the judgment, I exist, escapes in every way
from the theory of Locke.

This judgment has two characteristics:

1. It is not abstract: it implies existence:

2. It iy a primitive judgment : all others involve the sup-
position of it, while it supposes no others,

It was in regard to abstract judgments, judgments slow-
ly formed in the human mind, that the theory of Locke
was before seen to hold true.  But here the judgment im-
plies existence, and is primitive ; and the theory can no
longer be veritied,. 'We must therefore choose between
the theory and the certainty of personal' knowledge,

So much for personal cxistence. It is the same in
regard to all the modes of this existence, to our faculties,
our operations, whether sensation, or will, or thought

Take whatever phenomenon you please: I feel; I wik;

I'think, Take for instance: I think. This is commonly
called a fact of consciousness; but consciousness is still to
know (conscire sibi), it is to know, since it is to know one's

verities blended in one fundamental verity. This fundamontal complex
verity is the solo principle of the Cartesian philosophy."—Fragmens
Pilosophiques. 314~321.—Ta ]
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gelf; it is to believe, to affirm, to judge. When you say,
I think, it is a judgment which you exercise and express;
when you are conscious of thinking, and do not say so, it
is still a judgment which you exercise without expressing
it. Now this judgment, whether expressed or not, im.
plies existence; it implies that you, a real being, actually
exercisé the real operation of thinking, Moreover, it is g
primi judgment, at least cotemporaneous with the
jud that you exist.

Let us'test the theory of Locke in regard to this judg-
ment, a8 we have tested it in regard to that other primitive
and concrete judgment : I exist.

Three conditions are necessary by the theory of Locke,
in order to explain and legitimate the judgment : I think;
namely, two ideas, their comparison, a perception of rela-
tion between them,  What in this case are the two ideas?
Obviously the idea of thinking on the one hand, and of I
or myselfy on the other. But if it is the idea of thinking
distinet from myself, if it is thinking considered apart from
the subject, the me, from that subject me which is, you
will not forget, the primary basis of all existence; it iy
thinking abstracted from all existence, it is abstract thought,
that is to say, the simple power of’ thinking, and nothing
else. On the other hand, the me, which is the other ne-
cessary term of the comparison, can not be a me which
thinks, for you have just separated it from thought ; it is,
therefore, a me, which you are to consider abstracted from
thinking.  For if, in fact, you suppose it thinking, yon
would have what you are in search of, and there would be
no need of your making a laborious comparison ; you might
stop at one of the terms, which would give you the other,
the me as thinking, or I think. But to avoid paralogism,
you must suppose it as not thinking; and as your first
legitimate term i3 thought separated from the me, your
second legitimate term must be me separated from thought,
a monot thinking. And you wish to know if this me, taken
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independently of thinking, and this thinking taken inde-
pendently of the me, have a rolation to each other of agree.
ment or disagreement. Such is the question. It is then
two abstractions you are going to compare. But once
again, two abstract terms can engender only an abstract
relation, and an abstract relation can engender only an ab-
stract judgment, namely, the abstract judgmiens that
thinking and the me are two ideas which imply ntra-
diction. Thus the theory of Locke applied to judg-
ment: I think, as to the other judgment: I exist, gives
nothing but an abstract result [the possibility of the truth:
I think, but not its actual truth, its reality], an abstract
truth which in no respect represents what passes in your
mind when you judge that you think, and when you say,
I think.

Then, too, the theory of Locke makes the human mind
begin by abstraction: but it does not thus begin.

Finally, it makes the mind begin by abstraction; aad
secks to derive the concrete from the abstract, whilé*in
point of fact you could never have had the abstract if you
had not previously had the concrete. You passed first, and
naturally, this determinate, concrete, and synthetic judg-
ment : I think; and then afteiward as you began to exer-
cise the faculty of abstraction, you made a division in the
primitive synthesig ; you considered separately, on the one
hand, the thinking, that is to say, thought without the sub-
jeet, without the me, the self, that is, possible thinking—
and then, on the other hand, the me, I, without the real
attributes of thinking, that is to say, the simple possibility
of being ; and now you are pleased artificially and too late,
to reunite, by a pretended relation of agreement, two terma
which originally you did not have given you separate and
disjoined, but united and confused in the synthesis of real-
ity and of life.

Thus the three preceding objections return here with the
same force; and the theory of Locke can legitimately
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give you neither the knowledge of your own existence,
nor the knowledge of any of your faculties, or operations; for
what I have said concerning the judgment: I think, may
be said likewise of the judgment: I will, I feel, and
of all the attributes and all the modes of personal ex.
istence.

Nor is it any more possible for the theory of Locke to
give external existence. Take for instance the judgment:
this bdy exists, The theory decides that you can not
have this knowledge but upon the condition of having
perceived a relation of agreement between two ideas com.
pared with each other. What are these two ideas? Cer-
tainly not the idea of a body really existing ; for you would
then have what you are seeking; nor is it any more the
iden of actual existence. It is then the idea of a possible
body, and the idea of a possible existence, or two abstrac-
tions. But you can deduce from them only this other
abstraction : there is no logical incompatibility between
the idea of existence and the idea of body. Then you
commence by abstraction, which is contrary to the natural
order. Finally, you begin by an abstraction which you
would never have had, if you had not previously ob-
tained the concrete knowledge, the very knowledge which
you wish to derive from the comparison of your abstrac-
tions.

‘What has been said concerning the existence of body,
holds equally good concerning the attributes by which
body is known to us, solidity, form, color, etc, Take for
example, the quality of color, commonly classed among the
secondary qualitics, but which is perhaps rore inherent in
body than is commonly believed. Be this, however, as it
may, whether color be a simple secondary quality or a
primary quality of’ matter, let us see on what conditions,
by the theory of Locke, we acquire the knowledge of it.
In ordor to pass this judgment: this body is colored, white,
or black, etc., is it true that we must have two ideas, com
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re them, and perceive their relation? The two ideas
should be that of body and that of color. But the idea of
body must not here be the idea of a colored body, for then
the single term would imply the other, would render the
comparison useless, and would take for granted the thing
in question. It must then be tho idea of a body as not
being colored. The idea of color also must not be the
idea of a color really existing ; for a color is not real, does
not exist, except in a body, and the very condition of the
operation which we wish to make, is the separation of color
from body. The question here, then, is not concerning a
real color, having such or such a determinate shade, but
of color abstracted from all that determines it, all that
makes it special and real. The question is only concerning
the abstract and general idea of color, From whence it
results that the two ideas you have, are general and ab-
stract ideas; and from abstractions you can derive only
abstractions. And again, you commence by abstraction ;
you go contrary to the true natural process, Finally,
which is the most crushing objection, it is obvious that you
could never have gained the general idea of color except
in the idea of some particular and positive color, which you
could not have gained cxcept in that of a body figured and
colored. Tt is not by the help of the general idea of color,
and the general idea of body, that you learn that bodies
are colored; but on the contrary, it is* because you have
previously known that such a body was colored, that after-
ward separating what was united in the primitive syn-
thesis, you were able to consider on the one hand, the idea
of hody, and on the other the idea of color, abstracting one
from the other; and it is then only that you could have
instituted a comparison in order to explain to yourselves
what you already knew.

In gencral, judgments are of two sorts: either those in
which we acquire what we were before ignorant of, or
those reflex judgments in which we only explain to our-
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selves what we already knew, The theory of Locke cay
to a certain extent, explain the second, but the first entirely
escape it.

For instance, if we wish now to give account to ourseclyes
of the existence of God, whom we already know, we take
or we can take, on the one hand, the idea of God, and on
the other, the idea of existence, and inquire if these two
ideas agree or disagree. But to give account of the knowl.
edge we have already acquired, is one thing; to acquire
that knowledge, is another thing, Now certainly we did
not at first acquire the idea of the existence of God, by
placing the idea of God on one side and the idea of exist.
ence on the other, and then seeking their relation; for (to
spare you superfluous repetitions, and not go over the
‘whole circle of the three foregoing objections, but to fasten
only upon the last of them) that would be to take for
granted the thing in question. It is very evident that
when we consider on the one hand the idea of God, and
on the other the idea of existence, and when we seck the
knowledge of the existence of God by comparing the tyo
ideas, we do nothing but turn over and over what we
already had, and what too we never could have had, if we
had been reduced to gain it by the theory of Locke. Tt i
perfectly casy to sce that it is the same in regard to the
attributes of God as in regard to his existence. Every
where, then, and ‘continually, we encounter the same ob-
Jjections, the same paralogism,

The theory of Locke then can give neither God, nor
body, nor self, nor their attributes: it gives every thing
else except these, T allow, it any body wishes the concession.

It gives mathematics, you say. True, I have myself saild
so, and I repent it; it gives mathematics, geometry, and
arithmetic, in so far as they are sciences of the relations of
magnitude and numbers, It gives them, however, on one
condition: that you are to consider these numbers and
these magnitudes, as abstract, not implying existence,
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Now without doubt the science of geometry is an abstract
science; but it has its bases in concrete ideas, and real
existences, One of these bases is the idea of space, which,
a3 you know,* is given in this judgment: every body is in
a space. This is the proposition, the judgment, which
gives us space, a judgment accompanied with perfect cer-
tainty of the reality of its object. 'We have but one single
idea as the starting-point, namely, the idea of body; then
the mind by its own power, as soon as the idea of body is
given it, conceives the idea of space and its necessary con-
nection with body. A body being known, we can not but
judge that is in a space which contains it. From this judg-
ment abstract the idea of space, and you have the abstract
idea of space. But this idea was not anterior to the con-
ception of the necessary relation of space to body, any
more than the relation was anterior to it; nor was it pos-
terior to the relation, nor the relation posterior to it; they
both reciprocally imply each other, and are given us in the °
same judgment as soon as body is known. To lay down
first the idea of space, and the idea of body, and then to
seek by comparing them to deduce the relation which con-
neets them, is to overthrow the order of intellectual devel-
opment ; for the idea of spaca alone, supposes already this
judgment, that every body is necessarily in space. - The
Jjudgment therefore can not come from the idea; on the
contrary, the idea comes from the judgment. It is not
difficult to deduce the idea from the judgment which sup-
poses it, but it would require to be explained from whence
comes the idea anterior to the judgment. There is no diffi-
culty in finding a relation between body and space, when
we know body and space ; but we should have to ask Locke
how he obtained that idea of space, just a8 we have a littlo
back asked him how he obtained the idea of body, of God,
of color, of existence, ete. To suppose that the necessary
idea is given us by the comparison of two ideas, one of

* Seo Chapter II.
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which is already the idea of space, is 8 vicious circle, and 5
ridiculous paralogism. This is the rock on which the theory
of Locke perpetually breaks,

The other idea upon which geometry rests is the ides of
magnitude, which contains the idea of point, the idea of
line, etc. Magnitude, point, line, are ulterior and abstract
conceptions, which suppose the idea of some real body, of
a solid existing in nature. Now the idea of solidity, like
€very idea, is given us in a judgment: and it is necessary
that we should judge that such a solid exists in order to
conceive the idea of solidity by itselt. How, then, do we
judge that such a solid exists? According to the theory
of Locke, there must be two ideas, a comparison of those
two ideas, and a pereeption of their agreement. And what
are the two ideas which are to serve as the terms of the
judgment : this solid exists ? 1 acknowledge I do not see,
Compelled by the hypothesis to find them, I can discover

" no others than the idea of solidity and that of existence,
which we are to compare in order to see if they agree or
disagree. The theory requires all this scaffolding. But is
there any need of destroying it piece by piece, in order to
overthrow it? Is it not enough to recollect that the solid
In question, being deprived of existence, since it is separated
from the idea of existence, is nothing but the abstraction
of solidity, and that this abstraction, to which it is the ob-
ject to give reality, in order to deduce the existence of the
solid, could never have been formed without the previous
conception of a solid really existing? The abstraction,
line, point, cte., supposes such or such a real solid, a primi-
tive and concrete knowledge which can never be made
to come from ulterior abstractions without falling into a
vicious circle, sud taking away from all geometrical con-
ceptions their natural basis.

Thus, then, the two fundamental ideas of geometry, the
idea of space, and the idea of solidity, elude Locke’s theory
of knowledge and judgment.
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The same is true in regard to the fundamental idea of
arithmetio. ‘This idea is evidently that of unity, not a col-
Jective unity, for example: four representing two and two,
Sive representing two and three, but a unity which is found
in all collective unities, measures them and values them.
This unity arithmetic conceives in an abstract manner ; but
abstraction not being the starting-point of the human mind,
the abstract unity must have been given to us at first in
some concrete unity, really existing. What is then this
concrete, really existing unity, the source of the abstract
idea ofunity ? It is not body ; that is indefinitely divisible,
1t is the me, the me identical and conscquently one under
all the variety of its acts, its thoughts, its sensations. And
how, by the theory of Locke, could the knowledge of the
unity of the me be acquired? It is necessary that we
should have had, on the one hand, the idea of the me, not
as being one, that is, without reality (the identity and unity
of the me being implied in its existence from the very first
moment of memory), and on the other hand, the idea of a
unity distinet from the me, without subject, and conse-
quently without reality ; and then comparing these, that
we should have perceived their relation of agreement.
Now here all my objections come up again, and in con-
cluding I beg permission to recapitulate them,

1. Tt is abstract nnity and an abstract me, from which
you start ; but the abstract unity and the abstract me,
brought together and compared, will give you nothing but
an abstract relation, and not a real relation, an abstract
unity, and not the real unity of the me. You will mot
therefore have that concrete idea of unity which is the
necessary basis of the abstract idea of unity, which again
is the basis of arithmetic, the general measure of all num-
bers;

2, You start from abstraction without having passed
through the concrete; which is contrary to the natural
order of the understanding ;
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3. Finally, you commit a paralogism, since you wish to
obtain the integrant unity of the me from the comparison
of two abstractions which involve the supposition of pre.
cisely what you are seeking, namely, the real unity of
theme, - - .

The theory of Locke therefore can mot give the basis
of geometry and arithmetic, that is, of the two most ab-
stract sciences. It works well in the field of geometry
and arithmetic in as far as they are abstract sciences; but
these abstract sciences, and all mathematics, depend in the
last analysis upon primitive cognitions which imply exist-
ence ; and thoso primitive cognitions which imply existence
elude the theory of Locke on every hand. Now, we have
seen that the theory fails equally and on the same grounds,
in respect to the knowledge of personal existence, that of
bodies, and that of God. It follows, then, in the last re-
sult,. that the theory of Locke is valid only in respect to
pure abstraction; and that it falls away as soon as itis
brought face to face with any reality to be known, of any
sort whatever, The general and unlimited pretension of
Locke, therefore, that all knowledge, all judgment, is noth-
ing but the perception of a relation of agreement or dis
agreement between two ideas—this pretension is convicted
in every way of error and cven of absurdity.

I am afraid this discussion of Locke’s theory of knowl-
edge may appear somewhat subtile ; but when one wishes
to follow error in all its windings, and to untie, methodic-
ally, by analysis and dialectics, the knot of sophistical
theories instead of cutting it at once by simple good sense,
ono is obliged to engage in apparent subtilities in following
the track of those we wish to combat ; at this price alone
we can seize and confound them,

Iam afraid, too, that this discussion may seem to you
very prolonged ; and yet it is not finished, for has it not yct
penetrated to the true root of the theory of Locke. In
fact this theory—that every judgment, every knowledge
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is nothing but the perception of a relation between two
ideas—suppdses and contains another theory, which is the
principle of the former.  The examination of the one is in-
dispensable to complete that of the other, and to determine
the judgment we ought to pass definitively upon it.

14



CHAPTER IX.

JTHEORY OF JUDGMENT CONTINUED.
&

Continuation of the preceding chapter.—That the theory of judgment,
a8 tho perception of a relation of agreement or disagreement betwoen
ideas, supposes that every judgment is founded upon a cowparison,—
Refutation of tho theory of comparative judgment.—Of axioms—0f
identical propositions.—Of Reason and of Faith.—Of Syllogism.—
Of Enthusiasm.—Of the cause of Error.—~Division of the Sciences.—
Conclusion of tho oxamination of the Fourth Book of Locke's Essay.

I seLieve T have sufliciently refuted, by its results, the
theory of Locke which makes knowledge or judgment to
eonsist in a perception of the relation of agreement or dis-
agreement between ideas. T have demonstrated, I believe,
that this theory can not give reality, existences; that it is
condemned to start from abstraction and to result in abstrac-
tion, I now come to examine this same theory under
another aspeet, not any longer in its results, but in its
principles, in its essential principle, in its very condition.*

It is evident that judgment can be the pereeption of 8
relation of agreement or disagrecment of ideas, only on
condition that a comparison be made between the ideas.
Every judgment of relation is necessarily comparative.

* [Locke's theory of Knowledge is that knowledge is derived solely
by comparing ideas, considered as representative imagoes, and discerning
o relation of agreement or disagrocment between them. It thereforo
involves fhree distinct positions: 1, ideas as representative images; 2, &
relation of agreement or disagreement between them; 3, 8 comparion
made botweon them. The theory has been refuted in regard to tho first
two positions. It remains to examino the third; which is done in this
chapter.—T#.)
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Here, if we look closely, is the first and the last principle
of the theory of Locke; a principle which the infallible
analysis of time has successively disengaged and placed at
the head of the logw of the Sensual school. In its germ,
at least, it is found in the Fourth Book of the Essay on the
Human Understanding, and there we must take it up and
examine it.

We observe then, once more, that the theory gf‘
parative judgment,* like that of which it is the fmfn
is an unlimited and absolute theory. It pretends’ to ex-
plain all our knowledge, all our judgments; so that if the
theory is correct, that is, if' it be complete, there ought
not to be a single judgment which is not a comparative
judgment. I might then, I ought even, in this, as in the
preceding lecture, to go from judgment to judgment, ex-
amining it they are or are not in fact the fruit of a com-
parison, But this would lead me too far, and the space I
have yet to go over admonishes me to hasten my progress.
[ will say then all at once, that if there are many judg-
ments which are undeniably comparative, there are also
very many which are not, and that here again every judg-
ment which implies reality and existence, excludes all com-
parison.  Let us begin by accurately recognizing the con-
ditions of a comparative judgment, then we will test these
conditions in regard to judgments which imply existence.
We shall without doulit get again somiewhat into. our
former reasonings; but it will be requisite, in order to
pursue and force the theory of Locke into its last hold.

In order to make a comparison, there must be two terms
to be compared. Whether these terms arc abstractions
or realities, is a point not any longer to our purposc to
examine; there must always be two terms, or the com-
parison is impossible. And it is necessary that these terms
should be known, that they should be present to the mind,

* On the theory of comparative judgment, see First Serios, Vol IV,
Lecturo XX., p. 370.
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before the mind can compare them and judge. All this js
very simple; yet it is sufficient to overthrow the theory of
comparative judgment, in respect to reality and existence,
For there, in fact, I maintain that judgment does not de.
pend and can not depend #on two terms,

Let us take, for example, personal existence, and seq
what are the two terms which are to be compared in order
to derive from them this judgment: T exist. We will, for
thié‘ﬁn_m, have nothing to say about the abstraction of self,
and the abstraction of existence, which as we have scen
can give only an abstract judgment; Let us take an hypo-
thesis more favorable ; let us come nearer to reality. It i
indubitable, that if we had never théught, if we had never
acted, never felt, we should never have known that we
exist, Sensation, action, thinking, some phenomenon ap-
pearing on the theater of consciousness, is absolutely
necessary, in order that the understanding may be able to
refer this.phenomenon to the subject which experiences it,
to that subject which is ourselves, If then, knowledge is
here the fruit of a comparative judgment, the two terms
of this judgment must be, on the one hand, action, sensa-
tion, thought, and in general every phenomenon of con-
seiousness; and on the other hand, the subject me. Ido
not sec any other possible terms of comparison.

Now what is the nature of these two terms?  And first,
what is that of ‘the phenomenon of consciousness, The
phenomenon of consciousness is given by an immediate
apperception which attains it and knows it directly. See,
then, already a knowledge; I say a knowledge, for it it
cither & mere dispute about words, or else an apperception
of consciousness is knowledge or it is nothing. But it
there is knowledge, there has been judgment ; for ap-
parently there has been a belief of knowledge, an affirma-
tion of the truth of this knowledge, tacit or express;
whether the affirmation has taken place solely in the
depths of the intelligence, or has been pronounced on the
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lips in words, at all events it has taken place: and to affirm
is to judge. There has then been a judgment. Now there
is here again only a single term, namely, the sensation, or
action, or thought, in a word, a phenomenon of conscious-
ness. There can not then fiwte been a comparison ; there-
fore again, according to Locke, there can not have been a
judgment, if every judgment is comparative, Our cogni-
tions are all resolvable in the last analysis into affirmations
of true or false, into jugdments; and it is a contradichion
to say that the judgment which gives the first kn,;aﬁ'edge
we have, the knowledge of consciousness, is a comparative
judgment, since this knowledge has but a single term, and
thero must be two terms for every comparison. This sin-
gle term is nevertheless a knowledge, and consequently it
supposes a judgment, but a judgment which cludes the con-
ditions which the theory of Locke imposes upon every
judgment,

Thus of the two nccessary terms of the comparison
from which should result the judgment: I exise] the first
by itself alone already comprehends a knowledge, a judg-
ment, which is not and ean not be comparative. It is just
s0 in regard to the sccond term, If every phenomenon of
consciousness, in 8o far as knawn, implies already a judg-
ment, it is cvident that the me, which ought also to be
known in order to be the second term of the comparison,
implics likewise from the very fact of its being known, a
judgment and that a judgment which can not have been
comparative. In fact, if the comparison of a sensation, a
volition, or a thought, with the me, is the foundation of
the judgment: I exist, it follows that neither the pheno-
menon, of consciousness, nor the being, me, which are to
be the terms of the comparison, should or can, either of
them taken by itself, come from the comparison which has
not yet taken place. Both of these two terms neverthe-
less constitute cognitions; the second particularly is an im-
portant and fundamental knowledge, which evidently imn-
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plies a judgment. The theory of comparative judgment
falls to picces, then, in respect to the second term as we))
as the first; and the two terms necessary, according to
Locke, in order that a judgment may take place, contaiy
each a judgment, and a judgment without any com.
parison.

But therc is a second and still greater difficalty. The
special characteristic of every knowledge gained in con.
scionsness, is its directness and immediateness, There i3
an immediate and divect apperception of a sensation or 3
volition or a thought ; hence it is that you can observe and
describe them in all their modes and shades, in all their
characteristics, relative or particular, fugitive or perma.
nent. Ilere the judgment has no other principle than the
faculty of judging, and the consciousness itself. There is
no principle, general or particular, on which consciousness
is obliged to depend in order to perceive its own objects,
Undoubtedly any phenomenon may take place to no pur-
pose ; without an act of attention we shall not perceive it;

_an act of attention is the condition of every cognition
of consciousness ; but when this condition is fulfilled, the
phenomena of consciousness are perceived and known
dircctly. But it i3 not with being, with cssence, ag with s
phenomenon ; it is not with the me, as with the gensation,
volition, or thought. Suppose, when any phenomenon of
consciousness is dircetly perecived, that the understanding
was not provided with the principle: that every pheno-
menon implies a being, every quality implies a subject—the
understanding in that case would never be able to form
the judgment, that under the sensation, thought or voli-
tion, there ix the subject me.  And bear in mind I do not
mean to say that the understanding must know this prin-
ciple in its general and abstract form; I have shown in
another place that such is not the primitive form of prin-
ciples®* I merely say that the understanding [by the

* Sce Chap. IV.
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oltimate law of its action] must, consciously or uncon- .
sciously, be dirccted by this pesrciple, in order to affirm
and judge, or even to suspect (which is still judging) that
there is some being under the phenomena which conscions-
ness perceives, This princigle, properly speaking, is the
principle of being ; the principle by which sglf or person-
ality is revealed ; I say revealed, for the me does not fall
under the immediate apperception of consciousness; the
understanding conceives and believes it, without the con-
sciousness attaining aud seeing it. Sensation, volition,
thought, are belicved because they are, so to say, scen
Iy the internal intuition of consciousness; the suhject
of the sensation, of the volition, of the thought, is believed
without being seen neither by the external scnses (not by
them very evidently), nor by the consciousness itself; it is
believed [by alaw of the mind] because it is conceived.
The phenomenon alone is visiblo to the consciousness, the
being is invisible ; Lut the one is a sign of' the.éther, and
the visible phenomenon reveals the invisible being, on the
faith of the principle in question, without which the under-
standing would never come forth from the consciousness,
fiom the visible, from the phenomenal, would never attain
the invisible, the substance, the me,

Morcover, there is this striking difference between tlio
claracter of the knowledge of the me, and that of the
knowledge of the phenomena of consciousness: the one is
a judgment of fact which gives a truth, but a contingent
truth, the truth, namely, that at some particular moment
there is some particular phenomenon under the eye of con-
sciousness : while the other, when once its condition is sup-
plied, is a necessary judgment ; for as soon as an appercep-
tiun of consciousness i8 given, we can not help judging
that the subjeet of it, the me, exists. Thus in regard to
the second term, the subject, the me, there is not only
knowledge and consequently judgment, as is the case in
regard to the first terin ; but there i8 also 8, knowledge and
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. Judgment marked with characteristics altogether peculig,

It.is, then, absurd to derive the judgment of personal ey.
istence from the comparison of two terms, of which the
second, in order to be known, Supposes already a judg-
ment of a character so remarkable. And it is very evident
that this judgment is not comparative ; for from what com.
parison could the me proceed ? Invisible, it can not he
brought under the eye of consciousness along with the
visible phenomenon, in order that they may be compared
together. It is not then from ascomparison of the two
terms that the certainty of the existence of the second is
derived ; for this second term is given us all at once, with
a certainty which neither increases or decreases, which has
no degrees. Far from the knowledge of the me and of
personal existenco coming from a comparison between a
phenomenon and the me taken as correlative terms, it is
enough to have one single term, namely, & phenomenon of
consciousness ; and then, on the instant, and without the
second term, me, being already otherwise known, the un-
derstanding, by its own innate energy and by that of the
principle which in such a case directs it, conceives and, as
it were, divines, but divines infalliby, this second term, so
far forth ag the necessary subject of the first, After hav-
ing thus conccived the scoond term, the understanding
can, if it pleases, place it beside the first, and compare the
subject “‘me, with-the phenomena of sensation, volition,
thought ; but this comparison teaches it only what it al-
ready knew; and comparison can o this only because the
understanding already had the two terms which contain all
the knowledge sought from a comparison, and which were
acquired anterior to all comparison, by two different judg-
ments, whose only point of resemblance is that they are
not comparative.

The judgment of personal existence does not therefore
depend upon the comparison of the two terms, but upon a
singla term, the phenomenon of conscionsness, The latter
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is given immediately, and ‘having it, the understandirg
conceives the other, that is, the me and personal existence
—hitherto unknown and consequently incapable of serving
as the second term of a comparison. Now what is true
of personal existence is trife of all other existences and
of the judgments which reveal them; these judgments
rest primitively upon a single datum.

How do we know the external world, bodies and their
qualities, according to the theory of Locke? To begin
with the qualities of bodies. If we know them, it must be
only by a judgment founded upon a comparison, that is
upon two terms previously known. Such is the theory:
but it is utterly falsified by facts.

I experience a sensation, painful or agreeable, which is
perceived by consciousness ; this is all that is directly given
me, and nothing more ; for we must not take for granted
the thing in question, the qualities of bodics ; the problem
is to arrive at the knowledge of them, it will mot do to
take for granted that they are already known. .And you
understand in what way we come to the knowledge of
them, in what way we pass from the sensation, the apper-
ception of a phenomenon of consciousness to the knowl-
edge of the qualities of exteral objects.* It is in virtue
of the principle of causality, which, the instant any phe-
nomenon beging to appear, leads us irresistibly to seek for
a cause of it: and in our inability to refer to oursclves the
cause of the involuntary sensation actuallyunder the cye
of consciousness, we refer it to a cause other than ourselves,
foreign to us, that is external. We make as many causes
a3 there are distinct classes of sensations, and these differ-
ent classes are the powers, the properties, the qualities of
bodies. It is not therefore by a comparison that we come
to know the qualities of bodies; for the involuntary sensa-
tion alone is given us at first, and it is after this scnsation
alon, that the mind passes the judgment, that it is impos-

* Seo Chap. IV
14*
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sible this sensation should be’self-produced, that it thers.
fore refers to a cause, to an cxternal cause, which is some
particular quality of bodies.

The theory of comparison can not then give the qualities
of body: still less does it give the subsiratum, the subjecy
of these qualitios. You do not believe that there is merely ex.
tension, resistance, solidity, hardness, softness, savor, color,
etc., before you; but you believe that there is something
which is colored, extended, resistant, solid, hard, ete. But
it will not do to begin by presupposing this something at
the same time with its qualities, 80 as to have these two
torms: solidity, resistance, hardness, ctc., and something
really rolid, resisting, hard, etc.—two terms which you are
then to compare in order to decide whether they agree or
disagree. This is not the actual process; at first you have
solely the qualitics, which are given you by the application
of tho principle of causality to your sensations; then, and
from $his datum alone, you judgoe that these qualities can
not but Jielong to some subject of the same nature; and
this subjoect is body.* It is not therefore to the compari-
son of two terms of which the one, namely, the subject of
sensible qualitics, was at first entirely unknown, that you
owe-tho knowledge of body.

It is just wo in regard to space. Thero again, you have
but a single term, a singlo datum, namely, bodies ; and
upon that alone, without having any other term, you judge
apd can not Melp judging that bodics are in space. The
knowledge of space is the fruit of this judgment which has
nothing to do with any comparison ; for you knew nothing
of wpace anterior to the judgment ; but a body being given,
you judge that space exists, and it is then only, that the
idea ot apace comes up, that is to say, the second term.t

The same thing holds in regard to time, In order to
judge that the succession of events is in time, you do not
bave, on the one hand, the idea of succession, and on the

* Seo Chap 1IL $ Thid



ELEMENTS OF PSYCHOLOGY. 328

other, the idea of time: you have but one term, namely,
the succession of events, whether external events, or in-
ternal events—our sensations, thoughts, or acts; and this
single term heing given, you judge, without comparing it
with time which is as yet profoundly unknown to you, that
the succession of events is in time: from hence the idea,
the knowledge of time. Thus this knowledge, so far from
being the fruit of a comparison, becomes the possible basis
of an ulterior comparison only on the condition that it has
first been given you in a judgment not dependent upon
two terms, but upon a single term, nawely, the succession
of eventa*

This is still more evident in regard to the infinite. If
we know the infinite, we must by the theory of Loeke,
know it through a judgment, and that a comparative judg-
ment. Now the two terms of this judgment can not-be
two finite terms ; for the finite could never give the infinite ;
it must ‘be the finite and the infinite between which the
mind discovers the relation of agreement or di;l‘gl'eement.
But T have, I think, demonstrated, and I need here only
refer to it,* that it is enough for us to have the idea of the
finite given us, and we are instantly led to the judgment
that the infinite exists ; or, to'keep within the limits 6f the
topies there discussed, the infinite is an attribute of time
and of space, which we necessarily conceive, by occasion
of the finite and contingent attributes of body and of the
suecession of events, The mind is so constituted, that, on
occasion of the finite, it can not help conceiving the infinite,
The finite is previously known ; but it is known entirely
alone : it is known directly, by the senses or by conscious-
ness ; the infinite is invisible and escapes our' grasp ; it is only
coneeivable and comprehensible ; it eludes the senses or the
consciousness, and falls only under the reason ; it is neither
one of the two terms of a comparison, nor the fruit of it ; it
is given us in a judgment passed on a single term, the idea

* Sce Chapter III.
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of the finite.  So much for judgments pertaining to exixy.
enee in general,

There are also many other judgments, not relating 1,
existence, which present the same character, I <hall eon.
tent myself’ with referring 1o the judgments of good ang
evily of the beantiful and the negly. In both ecases the
judgment depends upon a single term; and it is the jude.
ment itselt which attains and reveals the other term, inveal
of resulting from the comparison of’ the two terms,

According to the theory of Locke, in order to judee
whether an action is right or wrong, good or had, it would
he requisite to have, first, the idea of the action, and then
the idea of right and wrong, and then, to compare the one
with the other.  But in order to compare an action with
the idea of right and wrong, it is necessary to have that
iden, that knowledge: and that knowledge supposes o
Judgment.  The question then is: whenee comes this
Judgment, and how is it formed. Now we have seen,
that in view of’ particular actions, which to the eyes of the
senses are destitute of any moral character, the understand-
ing is so constituted that it takes the initiative, and at-
tributes to these actions, inditferent to the sensibility, the
quality of right or wrong, cood or bad.  From this prim
itive judement, which undoubtedly has its law, analysis at
a later period derives the idea of 1ight and wrong, which
theneefnward sebves as the rule of onr subsequent judye-
ments,

The forms of objeets are to the sense, whether exteinal
or internal, neither beantitul nor negly.  Take away the -
teligence, and there is for us no longer any heanty m ex
temnal forms and things,  What in faet do the senses teach
you concermng tooms?  Nothing, eveept that they
round or squane, colored, ete, What does conseionsnss
teach you?  Nothm, but that they @ive yon agreeable o
disagreeable sensations,  But between the azreeable o

* (Chapter V
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Jdisagreeable, the square or round, the green or yellow, ete.,
. the beautiful or the ugly, there is an immense chasm,
While the senses and the consciousness pereeive such or
such a form, such or such a fecling more or less agreeable;
the understanding on the other hand, conceives the beauti-
ml, as it does the good and the true, by a primitive and
«pentaneous judgment, the whole validity of which re-
e in that of the understanding and its laws, and of which
the ~ole datum is an external pereeption.

I have then demonstrated, I believe, and perhaps too
much at length, that the theory of Locke, which makes
hnowledge to rest upon comparison, that is upon two
terms previously known, does not explain the true procers
of the mind in the acquisition of a great many of its cog-
mtions: and in general, [ here bring forward again the
entiesm [ have so many times made upon Locke, that he
always confounds cither, the antecedents of a knowledge
with the knowledige itself; as when he confounded body
with space, sueeession with time, the finite with the infinite,
effeet with eause, qualities and their ageregate with sub-
stance; or, which is a mistake not less grave, the conse-
quences of a knowledge with the hnowledge itself,  Here,
for example, the comparative judgments which pertain to
evistenee (and the same holls in other eases) require two
terms, which again suppose o previous judgment founded
on a angle term, and consequently not éomparative, Com-
parative judgments presuppose judgments not compara-
tve, Comparatne judgments are abstiaet, and suppose
1cal judgments; they teach us searcely any thing but what
the others had already taught : they marh explicitly what
the others had taught implieitly, but yet decisively ; they
A arbitnary, at least in the finm: the others are universal
and neecssary 3 they need the ad of language ; the others
are strietly speahing, above language, above all conven-
tional signe, and suppose necessarily nothing but the un-
derstanding and its laws,  Comparative judgments pertain
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to reflection and to artificial logic; primitive and not com.
parative judgments constitute the natural and spontaneous
logic of the human race. To confound these two classeg
of judgments, is to vitiate at once all psychology and gt
logic; and yet such a confusion fills a large portion of tle
Fourth Book of the Essay on the Understanding,

I shall now pass rapidly over the different fundamenta]
points with which this book is taken up, and you will see
that, for the most part, we shall find continually the same
crror, the results of judgments confounded with the judg.
ments themselves : this criticism applies dircetly to the
seventh chapter concerning azioms.

If I made myself fully understood in my last lecture, it
must be very evident to you that axioms, principles, general
truths, are the product and expression of propositions,
which are the exprcsﬂxons of primitive judgments, There
are no gxioms in the primary development of the under.
standing, There is an understanding which, when certain
external or internal conditions are fulfilled, by virtue of its
own laws, passes certain judgments, sometimes local and
contingent, sometimes universal and necessary.  These
latter judgments, when we operate upon them by analysis
and language, resolve themselves, like the others, into
propositions; and these propositions being universal and
necessary, like the judgments which they express, are what
wo call axioms,  But it is clear that the form of the primi-
tive judgments is one thing, and the form of these same
judgments when reduced to propositions and axioms, is
another thing. At first, concrete, particular, and deter-
minate, at the same time that they are universal and ne-
cessary, language and analysis raise them to the abstract
form which is the actual form of axioms, Thus in the prim-
itive action of the mind, a particular phenomenon being
under the eye of conscionsness, you instinetively referred
it to a subject which is yourself. But at present, instead
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of abandoning the mind to its laws, you recall them to it,
you submit it to the axiom: Every phenomenon implies a
-ulrjc“t to which it is referred; and so of the other ax-
joms: All succession snpposes time ; every body supposes
space; the finite supposes the infinite, ete. Do not fail to
notice that these axioms have no force but what they bor-
row from the primitive judgments from which they are
deduced. It is to primitite judgments we owe all real and
fundanental knowledge, the knowledge of ourselves, of
the world, of time, of space, and even, as I have shown in
the last lecture, the knowledge of magnitude and of unity.
But in respect to axioms it i3 not so.  You acquire no real
knowledge, for instance, by the application of the axiom;
every eftect supposes a cause. It is the philosopher,
and not the man, that makes use of this axiom., The
savage, the peasant, the uneducated, know nothing of it;
but they all, as well as the philosopher, are provided
with an understanding which makes them pass .eertain
judgments, concrete, positive and determinate, and at the
~ame time, necessary, the result of which is the knowledge
of such or such a particular cause. The judgments and
their laws, T repeat, are what produce all knowledge ;
avioms are only the analytic expression of those judgments
and laws; the ultimate elements of which they express
under their most abstract form, Locke, however, instead
of stopping within these limits, pretends that axioms are
of 1o use; that they are not the principles of the sciences;
and he demands somewhat contemptuousiy, to be shown
a scienee founded upon axioms: “it has been my ill luck,”
says he (§ 11), “never to meet with any such sciences;
much less any one built upon these two maxims, what 7s,
s and, it & impossible for the sane thing to be, and not
o be. And T would be glad to be shown where any snch
science, erected upon these or any other general axioms, is
to be found ; and should be obliged to any one who would
lay before me the frame and system of any science so built
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on these or any such like maxims, that could not be showy,
to stand as firm without any consideration of them -
Now, it is indeed true beyond all doubt, that axioms, in
their actual form of axioms, never engendered any science:
but it is no less true that, in their source and under thejr
primitive form, that is, in the laws of the natural judgments
from which they are deduced, they bave served as the
bagis of all the sciences. Moreover, although in their actual
form, they never have made and can not make any science,
and although they give no particular truth; yet it must be
recognized that without them, no science, no truth general
or particular, subsists, Endeavor to deny the axioms; to
suppose, for instance, that there can be a quality without a
subject, a body without space, succession without time,
etc. ; set yourselves to turning into abstractions the axioms
with which Locke has chosen to amuse himself, namely,
what is, is; and it is impossible for the sume thing to b,
and not to be ; that is to say, turn into an abstraction the
idea of being, and of identity ; and there i3 an end of ail
Acience ; it can neither advance nor sustain itself.

Locke pretends also (Ch. VII. § 9), that the axioms are
not the truths which we know first.  True, again, without
doubt, the axioms, under their actual form, are not primi-
tive cognitions ; but, under their real form, as laws goyern-
ing the exercise of the understanding, and implied in our
Jjudgments, they are so truly primitive that without them
no knowledge could be acquired. They are not indeed
primitive as being the first truths which we know, but as
those without which no others would be known, Ilere
returns again the perpetual contusion in Locke of the his-
torical and of the logical order of human knowledge. In
the chronological order, we did not begin by knowing the
axiom, the laws of our understanding ; but, logically, with-
out the axioms, no truth is admissible ; without the opera-
tion, unnoticed, indeed, but real operation, of the laws of
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thought, no thought, no judgment is either legitimate or
possible.

At last, Locke combats the axioms by a celebrated argu-
ment, since his time frequently renewed, namely, that the
axioms are nothing but frivolous propositions, because they
are identical propositions (Ch, VIL § 11). It is Locke, I
believe, who introduced, or at least gave vogue to the ex-
pression, identical proposition, in the language of philoso-
phy. It signifies a judgment, a proposition, wherein an
idea is affirmed of itselt; wherein we affirm of a thing what
was already known concerning it. Elsewhere (Ch. VIIL,
of trifling propositions ; § 3, of identical propositions),
Locke shows that identical propositions are merely verbal
propositions, ¢ Let any one repeat as often as he pleases,
that the will is the will; . . . . @ luw is a law; and ob-
ligation 18 obligation ; right is right; wrong is wrong ;

. what is this more than trifling with words® It
i, says he, “Dbut like a monkey shifting his oyster from
one hand to the other ; and had he words, might, no doubt,
have said; oyster in right hand is subject, and oyster in
left hand is predicate; and so might have made a self-evi-
dent proposition of oyster, that is: oyster is oyster.”
Hencee the condemnation of *he axiom: that whick is, is,
cte. But it is not exact, it is not fhir, to concentrate all
axioms, all prineiples, all primitive and necgssary truths
into the axiom : what is, 48 ; the same ixthe same ; and to
the trifling and ridiculous examples of Looke, T oppose, as
examples, the following axioms, which have already been
browght forward: quality supposes « subject ; suceession
Supposes time ; body supposes space ; the finite supposes
the infinite ; variety supposes unity ; phenomenon 8up-
Poss substunce and being ;—in short, all the necessary
truths which our foregoing discussion must have fixed in
your minds, The question is, whether these are identical
Propositions,  In order to show that they are, Locke main-
tains that time is reducible to succession, or succession to
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time; space to body, or body to space; the infinite to the
finite, or the finite to the infinite; phenomenon to being, o
being to phenomenon, etc. Locke by his system shoylq
thus maintain. But it ought by this time to be sufficiently
evident to you that this pretension, and the system on
which it rests, do not stand the test of reason,

This proscription of axioms as identical, Locke extends
to propositions which are not axioms; and in general, he
perceives very many more identical propositions than there
are, For instance, gold is heavy, gold is fusible, are to
Locke (Ch. VIIL § 5 and 13) identical. Nothing is further
from the truth, however; we do not in these propositions
affirm the same thing of the same. A proposition is called
identical, whenever the attribute is contained in the sub.
jeet in such sort that the subject can not be conceived as
not containing it. Thus, when you say that body is solid,
I say that you make an identical proposition, because it is
impossible to have the idea of body without having that of
solidity.

The idea of body is perhaps more extended than that
of solidity, but it is primarily and essentially the same.
The idea of solidity being, then, for you the essential qual-
ity of‘body, to say that body is solid, is to say nothing clse
than that body is body. But when you say that gold is
fusible, you, affirm, of gold, a quality which might, or
might not belong: to it. It involves a contradiction to say
a body is not solid ; but it involves no contradiction to sup-
pose that gold might not be fusible. Gold might for a long
time be known solely as a solid, as hard, yellow, etc.; if
the experiment had not been made, if it had not been put
in the five, it would not be known that it is fusible. When,
then, you affirm of gold that it is fusible, you recognize in
it a quality which you may not have known before : cer-
tainly you do not afirm the same of the same, at least
when you first make the assertion. At the present day, it
is true, in the laboratory of modern chemistry. where the
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fusibility of gold is a quality universally recognized, to say
that gold is fusible, is to repeat what is already known;
it is to affirm of the word gold what is already comprised
in the received signification ; but, originally, the first one
who affirmed that gold is fusible, far from making a tau-
tology, on the contrary, expressed the result of discovery,
and a discovery not made without difficulty and not with-
out importance. I may ask whether Locke in his time
would have mocked at the proposition, that the atmos-
phere has weight, as an identical and frivolous proposition ?
Certainly not; and why? Because at that time, weight
was & quality of the air which had hardly come to be de-
monstrated by the experiments of Toricelli and of Pascal,
Those which established the fusibility and weight of gold
were carlier by some thousands’of years; but if the asser-
tion ot the gravity of the atmosphere is not an identical
proposition, neither, on the samo ground, is that of tho
fusibility of gold; since the first who announced these
qualities did not affirm in one term what had already been
aftirmed in the other.

As to the rest, it is worth while to note the fate of iden-
tical truths, Locke saw a great many more’ than there
are, and ridiculed them. The school of Locke has per-
cvived still more of them ; but far from condemning them
on that score, it treats them with respect ; it even goés so
far as to lay down as the condition of overy true proposi-
tion that it must be identical. Thus, by a strange progress,
what Locke had branded with ridicule, as frivolous, became
in the hands of his successors a mark of legitimacy and
truth, The identity ridiculed by Locke was nothing but a
fictitious identity ; and now, see this pretended identity,
0o much scouted by him, and so unrcasonably, because it
i3 not real, see it celebrated and vaunted in his school,
with still less reason, as the triumph of truth and the last
conquest of science and analysis, Now, if all true proposi-
tions arc identical, as every identical proposition, whether



332 ELEMENTS OF PSYCHOLOGY,

according to Locke, it be frivplous, or according t0 his
disciples not so, is, according to both, only a verbal pro
osition, it follows that the knowledge of all possible truthg
is only a verbal knowledge; and thus, when we think thag
we have learned science or systems of truth, we have really
done nothing but translate one word into another ; we only
learn words, and a language. Hence the famous principle,
that all science is only a language, dictionaries well or ||
formed. Hence the reduction of the human mind t
grammar.

I pass now to other theories which remain to be cxam.
ine({J in the Fourth Book of the Kssay.

Ch. XVIL. Of Reason.~I have scarcely any thing
but praise to bestow upon this chapter. Locke there
shows (§ 4), that the syllogism is not the sole nor the prin-
eipal instrument of reasoning. The evidence of demonstra-
tion is not the only cvidence; there is, besides, the ovi-
dence of intuition, upon which Locke himself rests the
evidence of demonstration ; and, also, a third kind of evi-
dence which Locke misconceived, namely, the evidence of
induction.

Now, the syllogism i3 of no service in regard to the
evidence of induction ; for the syllogism proceeds from the
general to the particular, while induction proceeds fiom
the particular to the general. The syllogism, too, serves
no purpose in regard to intuition, which is knowledge
direct and without an intermediate. It is of use, then,
only in respect to demonstrative evidence, But Locke
does not stop here; he goes evenso far (§ 6) as to pre-
tend that the syllogism adds nothing to our knowledge,
and that it is ouly a means of disputing. I here recognize
the language of a man who wrote near the cnd of the
seventeenth century, still absorbed in the movement of re-
action againgt the Scholastic philosophy. The Scholastic
philosophy admitted, as Locke did, the evidence of intuition
and demonstration; it forgot, like Locke, the evidence of
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induction ; even more, being forbidden to choose for itself
and to examine its principle, it scarcely employed any other
evidence than demonstrative; and consequently it made
the syllogism its favorite weapon. A reaction thereforc
against the Scholastic philosophy was necessary and legiti-
mate. But every reaction goes too far. Hence the pro- *
seription of the syllogism; a blind and unjust proseription,
for deductive knowledge is still real knowledge. - There
are two things in the syllogism, the form and the substance.
The substance is the real and special process by which the
human mind goes from the general to the particular; and
certainly it i3 a process of which account should be made
in a faithful and complete description of the human mind.
It is not the work of a school, it is common to the ignorant
and the learned; it is an original and fruitful principle of
cognitions and of truths, since it is that which gives all
consequences. As to the form, so well described and so
well developed by Aristotle, it is undoubtedly: liable to
abuse; but still it has a very useful office. In general, all
reasoning which can not be put into this form, is vague
reasoning, which should be mistrusted ; while every true
demonstration naturally submits itself to this form, The
syllogistic form, it is true, is often nothing but a test applied
to explain a deduction already made, but as a test, it is
not without great value, a sort of guaranty of strictness
and exactitude of which we should do urrwisely to deprive
ourselves, It is not right to say that the syllogism lends
itself as readily to the demonstration of .the false as of the
true; for let any error whatever be taken in the order of
deduction, and I defy it to be put into a regular syllogism.
The only remark which holds truc, is that the human mind
i3 n0t to be found entire in the syllogism, neither in the
Process which constitutes it, nor in the form which ex-
presses it ; because reason is not entire in reasoning, ner is
all evidence reducible to that of demonstration. On the
contrary, as Locke himself very clearly saw, the evidence
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of demonstration would not exist if there were not pre-
viously the evidence of intuition. Within these limitg
Locke’s criticism of the syllogism must be confined,

This same chapter XVIL, contains several passages (at
§ 7, and seq.) on the necessity of seeking for discoveries
by some other instrument than the syllogism. But, up.
fortunately with more of promise than performance, these
passages give no definite indication, In order to find this
new instrument, Locke had nothing to do but to open
Bacon's Novwm Organum, and he would have there found
pertectly described both sensible intuition and rational in.
tuition, and above all, induction. We are compelled to
suspect that he had very little acquaintance with Bacon,
when we see him darkly groping after, and unable to find,
the new route opened a halt century before, and already
put in such clear light by his immortal countryman,

One of the best chapters of Locke is that on Fuith and
Reuson (Ch. XVIII). Locke assigns the exact provinee
of reason and of faith e indicates their relative offic
and their distinet limits, e had already said (Ch, XVIIL
§ 24) that faith in general is so little contrary to reaso,
that it is nothing clse than the assent of reason to it-
self: “I think it may not be amiss to take notice that
however faith be opposed to reason, faith is nothing but a
firm assent of' the mind 5 which if it be regulated, as is our
duty, can not be: atforded to any thing but upon good
reason, and so can not be opposite to it.”

And when he comes to treat of positive faith, that i, of
revelation, in spite of his respeet, or rather by reason of
his protound respeet for Christianity, even while admitting
(Ch. XVIIL § %) the celebrated distinction between
things according to reason, contrary to reason, and above
reason, he declares that no revelation, whether immediate
or traditional, can be admitted contrary to reason. Here
are the words of Locke, §5:

“ No proposition can be received for divine revelation,
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or obtain the assent due to all such, i{f it de contradictory
to our clear intuitive knowledge. Because this would be to
whvert the principles and foundations of all knowledge,
wvidence and assent whatsoever; and there would be left
wo difference between truth and falschood, no measures of
credible and ineredible in the world, i’ doubtful propositions
<hall take place before self-evident; and what we certainly
know give way to what we may possibly be mistaken in,
In propositions, therefore, contrary to the clear perception
of the agreement or disagreement of any of our ideas, it will
e invain to urge them as matters of fuith. They can
not move our assent under that or any other title whatso-
ever,  For faith can never convinee us of any thing that
contradiets our knowledge. Because though faith be
tounded on the testimony of God (who can not lic), reveal-
ing any proposition to us, yet we can not have an assur-
ance of the truth of its being a divine revelation greater
than our own knowledge ; since the whole strength of the
certainty depends upon our own knowledge that God re-
vealed it; which, in this case, where the proposition sup-
posed revealed eontradicts our own knowledge or reason,
will always have this objection hanging to it, namely, that
weean not tell how to coned’ve that to come from God,
the hountiful anthor of our being, which, if received for
truey, must overturn all the principles and foundations of
knowledge lie has given us, render all our faculties useless,
wholly destroy the most excellent part of his workmanship,
our understandings.)*

* L ean not forbear giving, on this important subject, the passage from
Nowteane Essns of Teibnitz corresponding to that of Tocke, a passago
entirely in accordance with what T have ¢lsewhere more than onco ex-
pressed Leibuitz had even begun to question the celebrated distinction
accordiug to reason and above reason. It is curions and interestmg, 1
il sometliung to remark on your [Locke's] deflnition of that wlich is
above reason, at Jeast 1 you taky the receivod usage of this word; for
it seews to me that, from the inanner in which that definition is framed,
it goes oo far on one side.—1 approve very strongly of your disposition
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I 'wish I'were equally satisfied with Chapter XIX,, 0y
Enthusiasm. But it seems to me that Locke has not pro-
foundly apprehended his subject; he has made a satir,
rather than a philosophical description.

to found faith in reason; for without this, why should we prefor the Bible
to the Koran, or to the sacred Books of thé Bramins? This is
niged by theologians and other learned men; and hence it is that we
‘have such excellent treatiscs on the truth of the Christian religion, and
$0 many fine arguments put out against the pagans and other infidels
anciént and modern.  Hence, also, enlightened men have always held
a8 suspicious, those persons who have pretended that it is not necessary
to put one's self to the trouble of reasons and proofs when the question
is about believing; a thing impossible, in fact, unless believing signiy
reciting or ropeating and then letting pass away, without troubling
ourselves to understand, which many persons do, and which is also char-
acteristic of somo nations more than of others. This is why somo Aris-
totolian philosophers of the fitconth and sixtecnth centuries, wishing to
maintain two contrary truths, the one philosophical, the other theolog-
cal, were rightly opposod by the last Lateran council, under Leo X.

A similar disputo formerly arose at Helmstadt, between Hoffman, the
theologian, and Martin, tho philosopher; but with this difference, that
the philosopher would conciliato philosophy with religion, while the
theologian wished to rejoct tho use of it. But the founder of tho un-
versity, tho Duko Julius, decided in favor of philosophy. It is a fact, in-
deed, that in our times, a person of tho highest eminence has declared,
in respect to articles of faith, that it was nccessary to shut the eyes
ordor to seo clearly; and Tertullian says somewhere, thig is impossible,
therefore it is truo; it is to be believed, for it is an absurdity. Butif
the intention of thoso who express themsclves in this way, is good, the
expressions thcmselves aro oxtravagant, and may do hurt.—Faith is
grounded on the motives to belief, and on the internal grace which de-
termines tho mind { diately, [this theological distinction of Leibmt«
is a bottom to our philosophical distinction between spontancous reason
and refloctivo reason]. It must bo allowed that there aro many judy-
ments more evident than thoso which depend on theso grounds or mo-
tives of credibility. Some are further advanced in a knowledgo of them
thao others, and there are many persons even, who have never known,
and still less weighed, and cousequently have not any thing that can be
" oalled the [external] ground, or evidence of their faith. But the interos!
grace of the Holy Spirit supplies it immediately. Itis true that God
never gives it, but where the faith which it produces is in something




ELEMENTS OF PSYCHOLOGY. 337

What, in fact, is enthusiasm according to Locke? It is:
1, the pretension of referring to a positive, privileged, and
Pcrsonnl revelation, to a divine illumination made in our
particular favor, our own peculiar sentiments, which often
are nothing but extravagances; 2, the pretension, still
more absurd, of imposing upon others these imaginations,
as superior orders clothed with divine authority. (Bee § 5.
and 6.) These are indeed the follies of enthusiasm, But ’
is enthusiasm nothing but this? .

that is really grounded in reason, otherwise ho would destroy the means
of knowledge ; but it is not necessary that all those who have this divine
futh should know thoso reasons or evidences, and still less that they
should have them always beforo their eyes; for in such a case, foeble
minded persons and idiots could never have truo faith, and the most en-
lightened would not have it when they might stand most in need of it,
for they could not always recollect the reasons for believing.—~The c'lueu—
tion of the uso of reason in theology has been groatly agitated as much
butween the Socinians and the Catholics as between the Reformed and
tho Lutherans.—We may say that tho Socinians go too far in rcjectiﬁg
every thing that is not conformed to the order of nature, even when they
can not prove its impossibility ; but their adversarios go too far in some-
tines urging mysteries to the borders of contradiction, by which they
injuro tho truth they wish to defend.—Ilow can fuith establish any thing
that overthrows a principle, without which all belief, afirmation, or de-
wmal, would bo vain? Butit secms {5 me thero still remains a question,
which the authors of whom I speak havo not sufficiently cxamined. It
is tlis: Suppose that on the ono hand we have the literal senso of o
passagre of Scripture, and on the otlier a great appgaranco of logical ime
pessibility, or, at least, of acknowledged physical impossibility ; is it
more reasonablo to hold to tho literal sense, or to tho philospphical
principle? Tt ig certain that thero aro passages in which we have no
hesitation in departing from tho literal sense, as when, ete.—It is hero
that the rules of interpretation come in. The two authors of whom I
#peak (Musacus and Videlius), still digpute concerning tho attompt of
Kekerman to domonstrato the Trinity by reason, as Raymond Lully had
attempted before.  But Musacus acknowledges with groat fairncss, that
i the demonstration of the reformed author had been good and sound,
be should bave had nothing to say, and that tho author would have
been right in maintaining that the light of tho Holy 8pirit could bo in-
creased by philosophy.” 1
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Locke has elsewhere perfectly seen that the evidence of
demonstration is founded upon that of intuition, He hag
even said that of these two kinds of evidence, the evidence
of intuition is not only anterior to the other, but is superior
to it, and is the highest degree of knowledge (Ch, XVIJ
§ 14). “Intuitive knowledge is certain, beyond all doubt
and needs no probation, nor can have any, this being the
highest of all human certainty. In this consists the evi
dence of all those maxims which nobody has any doubt
about, but every man (does not, as is said, only assent to,
but) knows to be.true as soon as ever they are proposed
to his understanding. In the discovery of and assent to
thes¢ truths, there is no use of the discursive faculty, no
need of reasoning, but they are known by a superior and
higher degree of evidence; and such, if I may guess at
things unknown, I am apt to think that angels have now,
and the spirits of just men made perfect shall have ina
future state, of thousands of things, which now cither
wholly escape our apprehensions, or which, our short.
sighted reason having got some faint glimpse of, we, in
the dark, grope after. . . .» Taccept this statement, let
it be consistent or not as the case may be, with the general
system of Locke. I add that intuitive knowledge, in many
cases, for example, in regard to time, space, personal
identity, the infinite, all substantial existences, as also, the
good and the beautiful, has, you know, this peculiarity,
that it is not grounded upon the senses nor upon the con-
sciousness, but upon the reason, which, without the inter-
vention of any reasoning, attains its objects and conecives
them with certainty. Now, it is an attribute inherent in
the reason, to believe in itself’; and from hence comes faith.
Ify then, intuitive reason is above inductive and demonstra-
tive reason, the faith of reason in itself in intuition, is purer
and more clevated than the faith of reason in itself in in-
duction and demonstration. Recollect likewise that the
truths intuitively discovered by reason are not arbitrary,
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bat necessary; that they are not relative, but absolute.
The authority of reason is absolute; it is then a character-
istic of the faith attached to reason to be like reason ab-
solute. These are the admirable characteristics of reason,
and of the faith of reason in itself.

This is not all. When we interrogate reason as to the
source of that absolute authority which-characterizes it, we .
are forced to recognize that this reason is not ours, nor, ’
consequently is the authority which belongs to it ours.
It is not in our power to make reason give us such or such
a truth, or not to give it to us. Independently of our
will, reason intervenes, and, when certain conditions are
fulfilled, suggests to us, I might say, imposes upon us,
these truths, Reason makes its appearance in us, though
it is not ourselves, and can in no way be confounded with
our personality. Reason is impersonal. Whence then comes
this wonderful guest within us, and what is the prineiple
of this reason which enlightens us, without belonging to
us? This principle is God, the first and the last principle
of every thing, 'When reason knows that it comes from
God, the faith it had in itself increases not merely in de-
gree, but in nature, by as much, so to say, as the eternal
substance is superior to the finite substance. Thus comes a
redoubled faith in the truths revealed by the supreme reason
in the shadows of time and in the limits of our weakness.*

See, then, reason become to jts own byes divine in its
principle. Now this state of reason which hears itself and
takes itself as the ccho of God on the earth, with the par-
ticular and extraordinary characteristics connectod: with it,
is what is called enthusiasm. The word sufliciently ex
plains the thing ; enthusiasm [Gsog 6» 4uir] i the breath
of God within us; it is immediate intuition, opposed to
induction and demonstration; it is the primitive spon-
taneity opposed to the ulterior development of reflection;;
1t is the apperception of the highest truths by reason in its

* Bee Introduction to the History of Philosophy, Lect. VL
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greatest independence both of the senses and of our per.
sonality. Emthusiasm in its highest degree, in its crisis g9
to say, belongs only to particular individuals, and to them
only in particular circumstances; but in its lowest degree,
enthusiasm pertains not to any particular individual, or
epoch, but to human nature, in all men, in all conditions,
and almost at cvery hour. It is enthusissm which pro.

- duces spontancous convictions and resolutions, in little as
in great, in the hero as in the feeblest woman. Enthusiasm
is the poetic spirit in every thing; and the poetic spirit,
thanks to God, does not belong exclusively to poets; it
has been given to all men in some degree, more or less
pure, more or less clevated ; it appears most in particular
men, and in particular moments of the life of such men,
who are the poets by eminence. It is enthusiasm likewise
which produces religions, for every religion supposes two
things: that the truths which it proclaims are absolute
truths ; and that it proclaims them in the name of God him-
self who reveals them to it.

Thus far all is well: we are still within the conditions of
reason ; for it is reason which is the foundation of faith and
of enthusiasm, of heroism, of poetry and of religion.  And
when the poct, when the priest, repudiate reason in the
name and behalf of enthusiasm and faith, they do nothing
clse, whether they are aware or ignorant of it (and it is the
affair neither of pocts, nor of priests, to give account of
what they do), they do nothing clse, I say, than put one
mode of reason above other modes of the same réason ; for,
if immediate intuition is above ratiocination, yet it none the
less pertains to reason. But it isin vain to try to repudiate
reason ; we always make use of it. Enthusiasm is a rational
fact, which has its place in the order of natural facts, and
in the history of the human mind; only this fact is ex-
tremely delicate, and enthusiasm may casily turn into folly.
‘We are here upon the doubtful border between reason and
extravagance. See the legitimate principle, the universa
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and necessary principle of religions, a principle which must
not be confounded with the aberrations by which it may
be corrupted. Thus disengaged and set in a clear light by
analysis, philosophy ought to recognize it, if it wishes to
recognize all the essential facts, all the clements of reason
and of humanity.

See now how error begins, Euthusumm is, I repeat, that
spontaneous intuition of truth by reason, as independent as
possible of the personality and of the senses. But it often
happens that the senses and the personality introduce thom-
gelves into the inspiration itself and mingle with it mate-
rial, arbitrary, false and ridiculous details, It happens
likewise, that those who share, in a superior degree, this
revelation of God which is made in some measure to all
men, imagine it to be peculiar to themselves, and denied
to others, not only in this degree, but totally and abso-
lutely, They set up in their minds, in their own behalf]
arort of privilege of inspiration; and as in inspiration we
feel the duty of submitting ourselves to the truths which
inspiration reveals, and the sacred mission of proclaiming
and spreading them, we frequently go to the extent of sup-
posing that it is also a duty for us, while submitting our-
selves to these truths, to subject others likewise to them,
and to impose them upon others, not in virtue of onr own
power and personal illumination, but in virtue of the supe-
rior power from which all inspiration emanates, On our
kuees oursclves, before the principle of our enthusiasm and
our faith, we wish also to make others bend their knees to
the same prineiple, to make them adore and serve it, for
the same reason that we adore and serve it.  }rom henco
religious authority ; from hence also tyranny.  Men begin
by believing in special revelations made in their favor;
they end by regarding themselves as delegates of God and
Providence, commissioned not only to enlighten and save
teachable souls, but to culighten and save, spite of thems
sclves, those who resist the truth and God.



342 ELEMENTS OF PSYCHOLOGY,

But the folly and the tyranny, which, I grant, sometimeg
spring from the principle of inspiration, because we arg
feeble, and consequently exclusive, and therefore intolerant,

“are cssentially distinct from the principle. We can anq
we ought to do honor to the principle, while at the same
‘time we condemn the errors connected with it. But in.
stead of this, Locke confounds the abuse of the principle,

. that is to say, extravagant enthusiasm, peculiar to some
men, with the principle itself, the true enthusiasm which
has been given in some degree to all men. In enthusiasm
throughout he sees nothing but a disordered movement
of the imagination; and every where he sets himself to
putting up barriers to all passing beyond the circle of au.
thentic and properly interpreted passages of the Holy
Scriptures, I approve this prudence; I allow it at all
times; and I think still better of it when I recollect the
extravagances of Puritan enthusiasm which Locke had the
spectacle of before his eyes. But prudence should never
degenerato into injustice. 'What would the Sensual school
say, if, from prudence likewise, idealism should wish to
suppress the senses on account of the excesses to which
the senses may and very often do conduet, or reasoning,
on account of the sophisms which it engenders? We
must be wise within bounds, sobrie sapere ; we must he
wise within the limits of humanity awd of nature; and
Locke was wrong in looking at enthusiasin so much less in
itself, than in its consequences, and even in its foolish and
pernicious consequences,

Next follows Ch. XX.  On the causes of Error. Near-
ly all those signalized by Locke had been recognized be-
fore him, They are: 1, want of proofs; 2, want of ability
to use them ; 8, want of will to use them; 4, wrong meas-
ures of probability which are reduced by Locke to the four
following : 1, propositions that arc not in themselves cer-
4ain and cvident, but doubtful and false, taken up for prin-
ciples; 2, received hypotheses; 3, predominant passions or
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inclinations ; 4, authority. This whole chapter may be
read with profit; but I shall dwell only upon the last sec-
tion (18th), entitled; “Men not in so many errors as is
imagined.” 1 avow that I was singularly pleased, from the
optimism which you know I cherish, with the title of this
paragraph. I hoped to find in the good and wise Locke
these two propositions which are so dear to me ; first that
men do not 8o much believe in error as in truth; and sec-
ondly, that there is no error in which there is not some
share, however small, of truth. So far from this, however,
I perceived that Locke, in this matter of error, makes an
apology for human nature that is but little creditable to it.
If men are not the fools which they appear to be, it is, ac-
cording to Locke, because they really have but little faith
in the foolish opinions with which they have the air of
being so persiaded ; but follow them morely from habit,
excitement or interest. “They are resolved to stick to a
party that education or interest has engaged them in; and
there, like the common soldiers of an army, show their
courage and warmth as their leaders direct, without even
50 much as examining or knowing the cause they contend
for. ... It is enough for a man to obey his leaders, to
have his hand and his tongue ready for the support of
the common cause, and thereby approve himself to thoge
who can give him credit, preferment, or proteetion in that
society.” .

Here, again, Locke suffered himself to be disturbed by
the spectacles presented by his own times; when, amid
80 many follies, there might very likely be some of them
dissembled ; but all were not so, and could not be. I allow
that in times of revolution, ambition frequently takes the
standard of extravagances which it does not believe in,
i order to lead the crowd ; but it is not right to calumniate
even ambition. Every thing is entire in humanity ; and a
man may be at the same time both very ambitious and
very sincere. Cromwell, for instance, was, in my opinion,
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a sincere Puritan even to fanaticism ; and likewise greedy
of power to a degree that made him a hypoerite in order
to gain it ; yet still his hypocrisy is more secare and more
doubtful than his fanaticism. Probably it only led him (o
exaggerate the opinions which were really in his heart, ang
to caress the passioms, which he himself shared. Hjs
tyranny is not a proof that his republican ardor was ae
sumed. There are times when the popular cause needs 3
master; and when the good sense which perceives this neces.
sity, and the genius which feels its own strength, easily
impel an ardent mind to arbitray power, without implying
excessive egotism, Dericles, Cresar, Cromwell, and another
still, might very sincerely have loved equality in the midst
of a dictatorship. There is perhaps now in the world a
man, whose ambition is the last hope of the country which
he has twice saved, and which alone he can save again by
applying a firm hand.* But let us leave great men, who,
to expiate their superiority and their glory, are often con.
demed not to be comprehended ; let us leave the chiefy,
and come to the multitude. Here the explanation of
Locke fails. 'We can, indeed, explain to a certain extent
the foolish opinions of some men by the interest they have
in simulating those of the masses npon whom they wish to
support themselves; but the masses can not hold false
opinions by imposture; for apparently they have no wish
to deceive themselves. Noj this is not the way to justify
error and humanity. Their true apology is that which I
Have so many times given, and which I shall never cease to
repeat: that there is no total error in an intelligent and
rational being. Men, individuals and nations, men of
gonius and ordinary men, unquestionably give in to many
errors, and attach themseclves to them; but not to that
which makes them errors, but to the part of truth which
is in them, Examine to the bottom all the celebrated

* The allusion is to Bolivar.
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errors, political, religious, philosophical ; there is not one
which has not a considerable portion of truth in it ; and it
is to this it owes its reception in the minds of the great
men, who introduced it upon the sccne of the world, and
in the minds of the multitude, who have followed the
great men. It is the truth joined to the error, which gives
to the error its force, which gives it birth, sustains it,
spreads it, explains and excuses it. Errors gain success in
the world, no otherwise than by carrying along with them,
and offering, as it were, for their ransom, so much of
truth, as, piercing through the mists which envelop it,
cnlighten and carry forward the human race. I approve
entirely, then, the title of Locke’s paragraph ; but I reject
his development of it.* N

The twentyfrst Chapter contains a division of the sci-
ences into physies, practics, and logic or grammar, By
physics, Locke understands the nature of things, not only
of bodies, but of spirits, God and the soul; it is the ancient
physics and the modern ontology. I have nothing to say
of this division but that it is very ancient, obviously arbi-
trary and superficial, and very much inferior to the cele-
brated division of Bacon, reproduced by I’Alembert. I
find it indeed very difficult ta Lelieve that the author of
this division could have known, this division of Bacon. I

* T am happy to confirm an opinion so dear t6 mo by tho groatest
authority that I can recognize among tho moderms, that of Leibnitz.
The following is his reply on this point to Locke: “the justico you
would do to tho human raco does not turn to its credit; for men would
be much moro excusablo in following their opinions sincerely, than in
counterfeiting thom from motives of interest.  Perhaps, howevor, théro is
more sincerity in point of fact than you secem to accord ; for without any
knowledgo of the cause, they may come to exercise an implicit faith by
submitting themselves generally and sometimes blindly, but always in
good faith, to tho judgment of others whoso authority they bave onco
recoguized. It is truo that the advantago they may find in it may con-
tribute hing to producing this submission; but this may not pre-
vent their opinions being heartily cnt:rmined."

15
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see rather, in this, as also in the Third Book concerning
signs and linguage, marks of the reading and recollectio,
of Hobbes,

We have at length come to the end of this long analyyis
of the Fourth Book of the Essay of Locke. I have fy].
lowed, step by step, all the important propositions con.
tained in it, as I have done in regard to the preceding
books. I should not, however, give a complete view of the
Essay on the Human Understanding, if I should 8top with.
out exhibiting some theories of great importance, which
are not thrown in episodically in the work of Locke, but
pertain closcly to the general spirit of his system, and have
acquired in the Sensual school an immense authority, It
has appeared to me proper to reserve these theories for
special cxamination,



CHAPTER X.

OF LIBERTY.~—OF THE SOUL.—OF GOD.—CONCLUSION.

Fxamination of three important Theorics found in the Essay on the
Human Understanding: 1. Theory of Freedom; which ‘inclines to
Fatalism. 2. Theory of the Nature of tho Soul; which inclines to
Materialism. 3. Theory of the Existence of God which rests itself al-
most exclusively upon cxternal proofs, drawn from the sensiblo world.
—Recapitulation of the whole Examination of tho Essay of Locko;
the Merits and the Faults which have been pointed out.—Of the spirit
which has governed this Examination.—Conclusion,

Tuz theories which T wish to now discuss, are those con-
cerning Liberty, the Soul, and God. I wish to explain
these three theories in the order in which thoy ocour in
the Essay on the Human Understanding.

In order to cnable you to comprehend clearly the true
character of Locke's theory of Liberty, some preliminary
explanations are indispensable,

All the facts which can fall sinder the consciousness of
man, and under the reflection of the philosopher, resolve
themselves into three fundamental facts, which comprise
all the rest ; three facts which without doubt are never ‘in
reality solitary ; but which are not the less distinet ; ‘and
which a careful analysis ought to distinguish, without
dividing, in the complex phenomenon of intellectusl lita.
These three facts are cxpressed in the wordss to- Jeel, to
think, to act. . .

T open a book and read ; let us decompose this fact, and
we shall find in it three elements,
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- Suppose I do not sce the letters of which each page is
composed, nor the form and order of the letters; it js
quite obvious I shall not comprehend the meaning whic),
usage has attached to those letters, and so I shall not reaq,
To see, then, is here the condition of reading. But, o
the other hand, to see is still not to read; for, the lettery
being seen, nothing would be done if the intelligence were
not superadded to the sense of sight, in order to compre.
hend the signification of the letters placed before my
eyes.

Here, then, are two facts, which the most superficial
analysis / immediately discerns in the fact of reading,
Let us recognize the characteristics of these two facts,

Am T the cause of the vision, and in general of sensa
tion? Am I conscious of being the cause of this phenom.
enon; of commencing, continuing, interrupting, increas
ing, diminishing, maintaining and terminating it, at my
pleasure? T will refer to other examples more striking.
Suppose I press npon a sharp instrument ; a painful sensa-
tion ensues, Iput a rose to my nose; and an agreeable
sensation is the result. Is it T who produce these two phe-
nomena? Can I make them cease? Does the pain or
pleasure come or go at my wish? No: I am subject to the
pleasure as well as to. the pain; both come, continue, and
depart, without regard to my will. In a word, sensation
is a phenomenon, marked in the eye of my consciousness,
with the undeniable characteristic of necessity,

Let us now cxamine the character of the other fact,
which sensation indeed precedes, hut dogs not constitute.
‘When the sensation is accomplished, the intelligence con-
neots itself with the sonsation ; and first it pronounces that
the sensation has a cause, the cutting instrument, the rose,
and, to return to our first example, the letters placed be-
fore the eyes; this is the first judgment passed by the intel-
lect. Iurther: as soon as the sensation is referred by the
intellect to an external cause namely, to the letters and
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the words which they form, this same intellect conoeives
the meaning of these letters and words, and judges of the
truth or falseness of the propositions formed by them. The
intellect, then, judges that the sensation has a cause ; but
1 ask could it judge the contrary? No: the intellect can
no more judge that this sensation is without a cause than
it was possible for the sensation to be or not to be when
the cutting instrament was in the wound, the rose at the
organ of smelling, or the book before the eyes. And not
only does the intellect of necessity judge that the sensation
has a cause, but it also of necessity judges that the propo-
sitions contained in the lines perceived by the eye are truo
or falso ; for instance, that two and two make four, and not
five, etc. I ask again if it is in the power of the intellect
to judge at pleasure concerning any partioular action of
which the book speaks, that it is good or bad; or concern-
ing any particular form which the book describes, that it is
beautiful or ugly? By no means. Undoubtedly different
intellects, or the same intellect at different periods of its
exercise, will often pass very difterent judgments in regard
to the same thing ; it will often even be deceived ; it will
judge that which is true to be false, the good to be bad,
the beautiful to be ugly, an'l the reverse; but, € the mo-
ment when it judges that a proposition is true or false, an
action good or bad, a form beautiful or ugly, at that mo-
ment, it is not in the power of the intcllect to pass any
other judgment than that it passes. It obeys laws which
it did not make. It yiclds to motives which determine
it independently of the will. In a word, the phenoniehon:
of intelligence, comprehending, judging, knowing, think:
ing, whatever name be given to it,’is marked with the
same characteristic of necessity as the phenomenon of acn-
sibility, If then the sensibility and the intellect are under
the dominion of necessity, it is not in them, aasuredly,.that
we are to seck for liberty.

Where, then, are wo to seek for it ? It must be found
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in the third fact blended with the two others, and whic], -
we have not yet analyzed, or it is to be found nowhere,
and liberty is only a chimera.

To see and to feel, to judge and to comprehend do not
exhaust the complex fact submitted to our analysis, If |
do not look at the letters of this book, shall I see them, or
at least shall I scc them distinctly? If, seeing the letters,
I do not give my attention to them, shall I comprehend
them? Certainly not. Now what is it to look, to give at-
tention ? It is neither to feel nor to comprehend; for to
look is mot to perceive, if the organ of vision is wanting,
or i untrue; to give attention is still not to comprehend;
it is an indispensable condition of comprehending, but not
always a sufficient reason ; it is not enough to be attentive
to the statement of a problem, in order to solve it ; and at-
tention no more includes the understanding, than it isen.
cluded in the sensibility. To be attentive is a new phe-
nomenon, which it is impossible to confound with the first
two, although it is perpetually blended with them, and
along with them makes up the total fact which we were to
explain.

Let us examine the character of this third fact, the phe-
nomenon of activity. Let us first distinguish the different
sorts of action. There are actions which a man does not
refer to himself, although he may be the theater on which
they are displayed. Others may tell us that we performed
these actions; but we oursclves know nothing of them;
they are done in us, but we do them not. In lethargy, in
“sleep, real or artificial, in delirium, we execute a multitude
‘of otions which resemble actions, which are actions even, if
you please, but whicli present the following characteristics:

We have no consciousness of them at the time when we
appear to be performing them ;

We have no recdllection of having performed them

Consequently we do not refer them to ourselves, neither
while we were performing them, nor afterward ;
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conseqliently, again, they do not belong to us, and we
do not impute them to ourselves, any more than to our
neighbor, or to an inhabitant of another world.

But are there not other actions besides such? I open
this book; I look at the letters; I give my attention to
them; these are certainly actions too; do the’v resemble
the preceding ?

1 open this book ; am I conscious of doing it? Yes. -

This action being done, do I remember it? Yes,

Do I refer this action to myself as having done it? Yes,

Am I convinced that it belongs tome ?  Could I impute
it to such or such another person, as well as to myself, or
am I myself solely and exclusively responsible in my own
eyes? Here likewise I answer yes to myself.

And in fine, at the moment when I do this action, along
with the consciousness of doing .it, am I not conscious
likewise of power not to do it? When I open this book,
am I not conscious of opening it, and conscious also of
power not to open it? When Ilook, do I not know at
once that I look, and that T am able not to look? When
I give my attention, do I not know that I give it, and that
I'am able also not to give it? Is not this a fact which
cach of us can repeat as many times as he pleases, and on
a thousand occasions? Is not this the universal belief
of the human race?—Let us, then, generalize, and say
that there are motions and actions which we perform with'
the twofold consciousness of doing them, and of being able
not to do them,

Now, an action performed with the consciousness of
power not to do it, i3 what men have called a free action ;
for there is no longer in it the characteristic of necessity.
In the phenomenon of sensation, I could not help enjoying
when an agreeable sensation fell under my consciousness;
T'could not help suffering when the pain was present ; I
was conscious of feeling with the consciousness of not being
able not to feel. In the phenomenon of intelligence, I .
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could not help judging that two and two make four; I was
conscious of thinking this or that, with the consciousness
of not being able not to think it. In certain motions, like.
wise, I was go little conscious of power not to make them,
that I made them without any consciousness even of doing
80 at the very moment I was making them. But in a
great number of cases, I perform certain actions with the
.consciousness of doing them, and of being able not to do
them, of ability to suspend or to continue them, to com.
plete or to cut them short. This is a class of facts of
undoubted reality ; they are very numerous; but if there
were but & single one, it would bo enough to establish in
man a special power, that of liberty. Liberty, then, is the
attribute, neither of the sensibility nor of the intelligence ;
1t belongs to the activity, and solely to acts which we per-
form with the consciouspess of doing them, and of being
able not to do them,

After having stated a free act, it is necessary to analyze
it more atteutively.

A free act is & phenomenon which includes many differ-
ent clements blended together., To act freely, is to do an
act with the consciousness of being able not to do it : now,

%0 do an act with the consciousness of being able not to do
ity supposes that onc prefers doing it to not doing it; to
coramence an action, with ability not to have commenced
ft, is to have proferred to commence it; to continue it,
when able to suspend it, is to have preferred continuing it ;
to carry it out to the end, when able to abandon it, is to
have preferred completing it. But to prefer supposes
that we have motives of preference, motives to perform
the action, and motives not to perform it ; that we know
these different motives ; and that we prefer the one to the
other, What these motives are, whether passions or ideas,
errors or truths this or that, is of little moment ; what is
important, is to know what is the faculty here in operation,
that is to say, what the faculty is which knows these mo
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tives, which prefers one to the other, which judges that
the one is preferable to the other, for that is to prefer.
Now, what is it that knows, and judges, but the intellect ?
The intellect, then, is the faculty which prefers, But to
prefer one motive to another, to judge that the one is
preferable to the other, it is not enough to know the dif-
ferent motives, it is necessary likewise to have compared
and weighed them ; it is necessary to have deliberated antl
concluded. And what is it to deliberate? It is nothing
clse than to examine with doubt, to'appreciate the relative
value of those different motives, not yet perceiving it with
that evidence which decides the judgment, the conviction,
the preference. But what is that which examines, which
doubts, which judges that it ought not yet to judge, in or-
der that it may judge the better ? Kvidently the intellect,
which, subsequently, after having passed several provisional
judgments, will abrogate them all, will judge that they are
less true, less reasonable than some other one, will to pass
a final judgment, that is to say, will conolude, that is to
say again, will prefer after having deliberated, It isin the
intellect, that the phenomenon of preference, and the other
phenomena implied in it, take place. Thus far then we
are still within the sphere of “the intelligence, and not in
that of action. The intellect, to be sure, has its conditions;
no one cxamines who does not wish to examine, and the
will intervenes in deliberation ; but it is simply as a condi-
tion ; and not as the ground of the phenomenon ; for, al-
though it is true, that without the faculty of willing, all
cexamination and deliberation would be impossible, it is also
true that the faculty which examines and deliberates, the
faculty whose proper office is ¢xamination, deliberation,
and all judgment, whether preliminary or decisive, is the
intelicet. Deliberation and conclusion or preference, are,
then, facts purely intellectnal. Let us pursue our analysis,

We have conceived the different motives for doing or
not doing an action ; we have deliberated on these motives,
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and we have preferred some to the others; we have con-
cluded to do it, rather than not to do it; but to conclude
to do, and to do, are not the same thing. When the in.
tellect has judged that this or that isto be done, from such
or such motives, it remains to pass on to action, and at
once to resolve, to take sides, to say no longer: I ounght to
do, but: I will to do. Now the faculty, which says: I
ought to do, is not and can not be the faculty which says:
I will to do, I take the resolution to do. Here the action
of the intelligence ceases, I ought to do, is a judgment;
I will to do, is not a judgment. See, then, a new element,
which must not be confounded with the former; this cle-
ment is the will. A moment before we were in a state of
judging and knowing; now we are in a state of willing.
I say willing, and not doing; for, as to judge that a thing
should be done, is not to will to do it, so likewise to will to
. do it, i8 yet not to do it. To will is an act, and not a judg-
ment; but it is an act altogether internal. It is evident
that this act i»not an action properly so called; in order
to arrive at action, it is necessary to pass from the internal
sphere of the will, to the sphere of the external world,
wherein the action is definitively accomplished which you
first conceived, deliberated on and preferred, and then
-willed that it should be executed. If there were no exter-
nal world, there would be no completed action; and not
only is it necessary that there should be an external world,
but also that the power of willing should be connected with
another power, a physical power, which serves as an instru-
ment and by which it can attain the external world. Sup-
posc that the will was not united with an organization,
there would no longer be any bridge between the will and
the external world; and no external action would be pos-
sible. The physical power, necessary to action, is the or-
ganization; it is admitted that the muscalar system is the
special instrument of the will. Take away the muscular
system, and thero is no more effort possible, consequently
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no more locomotion and movement possible, and thereforo
no more external action possible. Thus, to resume what
has been said, the total action, which we were to analyze,
resolves itself into three elements perfectly distinet: 1, the
intellectual element, which is composed of the knowledge
of the motives for and against, of deliberation, of prefer-
ence, of choice; 2, the voluntary element, which consists
solely in the resolution to do; 8, the physical element, or
external action,

The question now to be decided is, precisely in which of
these three elements liberty is to be found, that is, the
power of doing with the consciousness of being able not to
do. Docs this power of doing, while conscious of the power
not to do, belong to the first clement, the intellectual ele-
ment of the free action? It does not; for we are not
master of our preferences; we prefer this or that motive
for or against according to our intellectual nature, which
has its necessary laws, without having the consciousness of
being able to prefer or judge otherwise, and even with the
consciousness of not being able to prefer or judge other-
wise than we do. It is not therefore in this clement that
we are to look for liberty. Still less is it in the third cle-
ment, in the physical action; fur this action supposes an
external world, an organization corresponding to it, and, in
this organization, a muscular system, sound and suitable,
without which the physical action is impossible, When we
accomplish it, we are conscious of acting, but under the
condition of a theater of which we have not the disposal,
and of instruments, of which we have but an imporfect dis-
posal, which we can neither retake, if they escape us, and
they may do so every moment, nor repair, if they are out
of order and unfaithful, as is often the case, and which are
subject to laws peculiar to themselves over which we have
no power and which we scarcely even know; whence it
follows, that we do not act here with the consciousness of
being able to do the contrary of what we do  Liberty is
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therefore no more to be found in the third, than in the firgt
element. It can then only be in the second; and there in
fact we find it.

Negléct the first and the third clement, the judgment
and the physical action, and turn to the second element,
the willing : analysis discpvers in this single clement two
terms, namely, a special act of willing, and the power of
" willing, which is within us, and to which we refer the spe-
cial act. This act is an effect in relation to the power of
willing which is its cause; and this cause, in order to pro-.
duce its effect, has need of no other theater, and no other
instrument, than itself. It produces it directly, without
intermediate and without condition; continues it and con.
summates it ; or suspends it and moditics it; creates it en-
tirely, or annihilates it entirely; and at the moment it
exerts itself in any special act, we are conscious that it
might exert itself in a special act totally contrary, without
being thereby exhausted ; so that after having changed its
acts a hundred times, the faculty would remain integrally
the same, inexhaustible and identical, amid the perpetual
variety of its applications, being always able to do what it
does not do, and able not to do what it does.  Here, then,
in all its plenitude, is the characteristic of liberty *

* On this essential point, seo Conrse of History of Modern Philosophy,
First Serics, Vol. 1V, p. 645, ef seq. [Tho passage referred to by Cousin,
occurs in his critichl examination of Reid's philosophy. I think it best
to introduce it hgro; it is as follows:

“Volitions are acts distinct from the power which produces them:
they are cffects of which the will is the cause. Betwceen this cause and
its cffects thero is no foreign intermediato: there is no paralysis to be
foared.  In order for the will to produce & museular effort, there must
needs bo the concurrenco of the muscular power; but in order for the
will to produce a volition, a resolution, & determination, the concurrence
of no orcign power i needful.  In the production of effort and of mus-
cular motion, I learn how the forces of nature, physical causes destitute
of thought and will, operate in tho servico of au intelligent and volun-
tary cause; in the production of volition, I have the consciousness of
the action of that cause, operating by its own energy and without over-
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If the whole outward world were wanting to the will,
yet if the organization and the muscular system existed, the

passing:its sphere. As the muscular effort is the type of the action of
the will in the sensible world, so the willing s the type of the pure act,
of the spiritual operation of the will upon itsell Between a volition and
the power of willing, the sole intermediste, the solo causal bond, is the
willing itself, which is the will passed into act, and, as Aristotle says,
tho voluntary power realized or rather realizing itself It is evidently
in this operation of the will that liberty is found.

The will is mine, and I dispose absolutely of it within the limits of
the spiritual world. There, the causo which I myself am, borrows no
forcign instruments, and its action pertaing wholly to itsolf. When the
will takes any resolution, not only has it the consciousness of not being
constrained by any foreign power, but it has tho consciousness of being
ablo to take the coutrary resolution: it determines itself in one way,
knowing that it could determine itself another way, knowing even that
1t was ablo not to determine itsolf, but to suspend or to adjourn any
resolution, just as it knows that it can act and manifest itsolf whon it
dovs not act nor manifest itself. It is this specinl characteristic of the
voluntary action which is liberty.

Liberty is not to bo defined, nor demonstrated; it is to be folt: it is
not a power, but the inherent quality of n power, tho power which is tho
will.  Nor any more is the will to bo defined and demonstrated, it is to
be flt; it is to be feltin its operation and by its oporation. Conscious-
ness does not attain the will as an absi~act power, & pure power.  If the
will never came to bo a willing, if it never determined itself by somo
particular act, the consciousness would never attain it, nor consequently
know it, or even conjecturo it. But as soon as the will wills, puts forth
2 volition, consciousness attains both the volition and the power which
put forth the volition: it attaius it not by application of the principle of
causality, but by an immediato apperception. The volition i8 not an
effect scparated from its causo; it is ity causo itself operating, passing
into act. Tho causo and its effect fall both together under tho eyo of
congeiousness.  To pretend that from the vulition we infer the cause and
do not attain it directly, is to pretend that we know tho cause which wo
ourselves are, and the power of our will only as we know patural causcs
and external forces; from whenco it would follow that the first cause of
our volitions might be one not appertaining to ourselves; for the genoral
principle of causality can give in its applications only a genoral cause.
If the principle of causality, applied to the internal change called &
volition, teaches me only that this volition has a cause, I know very
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will could still produce the muscular effort, and conse.
quently a sensible fact, even though this fact would not
pass beyond the limits of the organization, This M, de
Biran has perfectly established.* He regarded the pheno-
menon of muscular effort as the type of causality, of the
will and of freedotn. But while I readily agree with him,
in regarding the mugeular effort and the consciousness of
this effort and the sengation which accompanies it, as the
most eminent and most easily appreciable type of our caus-
ative power, voluntary and free, I say still, that it is only
an external and derivative type, and not the primitive and
cssential type; otherwise, M. de Biran would be obliged
to carry his theory to the extreme of asserting that where
there is absence or paralysis of the muscles, there can be
no causation, volition, or active and free phenomenon,
Now, I maintain the contrary ; I maintain that if the ex-
ternal world bo removed, and tho muscular and locomo-
tive system taken away; yet, if there remained to man,
along with an organization purely nervous, an intelligence
capable of concciving motives, of deliberating, of prefer-
ring, and choosing, there would remam to him the power of
willing, which might still exert itself in special acts, in
volitions, in which the proper causality and the liberty of
the will would still manifest itself, although these effects,
theso free volitions, would never pass beyond the internal
world of the will, and would have no reaction on the or-
ganization through a muscular system, and would produce
no phenomena of museular effort—phenomena, which with-
out doubt, are internal in reference to the external world,
but which are themselves external in reference to the will.
woll thoreby that my volition has a cause, but I do not know thereby
what that cause is, it may be neither mine nor yours, it may be a force
of nature as the materialists hold ; it may be God, as mysticism dreams:
80 many bypotheses that my consciousness breaks down. My conscious-
nes tolls me, with tho most certain knowledge, that my willing apper-
tains*to myself, that I am the canse of it, and the free cause.”—~TR)
* Seo Chapter IV.
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Thus, suppose I will to move my arm, without being able
to do it through defect of the muscles; there is still in this
fact: 1, the act of willing to move my arm, a special voli-
tion; 2, the general power of willing, which is the direct
cause of this volition ; there would, then, in such a case,
be an effect and a cause; thera wonld be consciousness of
this effect and cause, of a causal 4#t, of an internal causa-
tive force, supreme in its own world, in the world of will-
ing ; even though it might be absolutely unable to pass to
the external action, because the muscular and locomotive
system was wanting.

The theory of M. de Biran, then, takes the free act only
in its external manifestation, in a remarkable fact undoubt-
cdly, but which itself implies besides the profbund and in-
timate fact of willing with its immediate and proper effect.
Here in my judgment, is the primitive type of freedom ;—
and this is the conclusion to which this ghglysis brings
us—an analysis too long perhaps for its place, and too
brief in itself not to be still very gross.* When, in an

* Fragmens Philosophiques, preface to tho first edition. “It is a fact
that in tho midst of the movements which external agents determine in
us in 8pito of ourselves, wo havo tho power of taking tho initiative of a
different movement, first of conceiving of it, then of doliberating
whether we will peform it, finally, of resolving and going on to the per-
forming of it, of continuing it or suspending it, of finishing it or breaking
off, and always of having tho mastery over it. The fact is cortain, and
it is not less certain that the movement executed under these conditiona
takes in our eyes a new character: wo imputo it to ourselves, wo refer
it as an effect to ourselves whom we then consider a4 the causo of it,
Ilero for us is the origin of tho notion of cause, not of & causo in tho ab-
stract, but of a personal cause, to wit, of ourselves, Tho proper charac-
teristic of the me is causality or tho will, since we do not refer to our.
selves and impute to ourselves any thing except that which wo ourselves
cause, and we do not cause any thing except that which wo will.
.. ... It will notdo to confound the will or the internal causality,
which produces at first effocts which are internal as their causo is, with
tho external instruments of this causality, which as instrumonts scom
also to produce effects, but without being the truc causo of them. When
1 drive ono ball against another, it is not the ball which in truth causes
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action, we are seeking for that which constitutes its freedom,
we may be deceived in two ways:

Either it may be sought in what I have called the intel.
lectual element.of the action, the knowledge of motives,
deliberation, preference, choice—and then it can not be
found; for it is evident that the different motives for or
against govern the inteflect, which is not free to judge this

. or that, and to prefer ke one to the other; men do not
find liberty in the inteRectual part of action ; they decide
therefore that there-is no liberty: undoubtedly it is not
there, but it may be elsewhere,

Or liberty may be sought in the physical element of the
action ; and men do not find it there, at least not con-

.

the motion it improsses, for this motion has been itself impressed upon
it by tho muscles which in our orgauigation aro at the servico of the
will.  Prpperly apeaking theso actions are only effects linked one to the
other, appearing alternately as causes without being truly such, and all
referablo a8 effects more or less romoto to the will as the primary cause,
Doca one look for the primitive notion of cause in the action of tho ball
upon the ball, as was the way of doing beforo the time of Hume, or of
the hand upon the ball, or of the primary muscles upon their extrem-
ties, or even in the action of tho will upon the muscles, a8 M. de Biran
has done? It can not bo found in any of theso cases, not even i the
last; for it is possible thero may bo a paralysis of the muscles, rendering
tho will powerless over them, inefficacious, incapablo of being tho cansc
[of muscular motion,] and consequently of suggesting the notion of a
causo, But that which no paralysis can hinder is the action of the will
upon itsell; tho producing of a resolution, that is to say, a causation al-
together spiritual, the primitive typo of causahty, of which all tho out-
ward nctions—beginning with tho muscular offort and ending with the
movement of the ball upon the ball—are nothing but symbols more or
less imperfect.  Tho primitivo causo for ug then is tho will, whose first
effoct is & volition. There is tho source, at once the highest and the
purest, of the notion of causo, which is thero confounded with that of
pessonality. . . . . Tho pl of tho will p the following
momenta: 1. Predetermining to do an act; 2, deliberating ; 3, resolving.
If we look closely we shall see that it is the reason which constitutes
the first eatire, and even the second, for it is tho reason which delibe-
rates; but it is not the reason which resolves and determines.”
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stantly, and they are tempted to conclude that liberty is
but an accident, which sometimes exists, but three quar-
ters of the time has no existence, and which is dependent
on physical conditions, cither external or internal: they
see there no token of the proper and fundamental power
of human nature.

Now if we wish to refer to their most general causes
these two sorts of errors, that is, if we wish to consider
them in reference to scicntific ‘method, we may say that
they consist, the first, in looking for the phenomenon of
liberty in the antecedent of it, namely, in the intellectual
fact which always precedes the free act of the will, but
which does not engender and contain it as the cause en-
genders and contains the effect ; the second, in looking for
the phenomenon of liberty, not in the antecedent, but in the
consequent, so to say, of the phenomenon, in the sensible
fact which sometimes (but not always) follows willing, but
which does not include it, except as borrowed from another
source. This brings us back to the gencral source of all
the errors of Locke: the confusion of an idea with that
which precedes or that which follows it.  You have scen
thiy in regard to space, to t'me, the infinite, substance,
cause, good and cvil; and you may now see n in regard to
the theory of liberty.

Locke begins (Book II. Ch. XXIL Of Powcr,§6) by
dividing all the phenomena of conscionsnéss, not into three
classes, but into two, the understanding and the will, a
division radically false and contrary to facts, Then follows
a classification of actions :

“ All the actions that we have gny idea of, reduce them-
selves to two, namely, thinking and motion.,” Jbid. § 8.
Sometimes in Locke, the will includes both these actions,
sometimes it applies only to motion,

“This power which the mind has to order the considera-
tion of any idea or the forbearing to consider it ; or to pre-
fer the motion of any part of the body to its rest, and vice

18
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versd in any particular instance, is that which we call the
will. Fhe actual exercise of that power, by directing any
particular action, or its forbearance, is that which we call
volition or willing.” JIbid. § 5.

Here, you perceive, the willis made to apply to acts of
the understanding as well as the motions of the body, In
the following passage, on the contrary, it is applied only
to the latter : '

“ Volition, it is plain, is an act of the mind knowingly
exerting that dominion it takes itself to have over any part
of the man, by employing it in, or withholding it from,
any particular action.” Jbid. § 15.

The theory of the will, in Locke, appcars, then, as fluc-
tuating and inconsistent as the other theories which have
been exhibited. As to the rest on both hands there is
cqual error.  Does Locke seek for the will in the under-
standing ? It is clear he can not find liberty there ; for the
intelligence is not free, and we do think just as we
please. Locke is then deceived by confounding a phe-
nomenon with that which precedes it, and does not include
it. Again: does Locke wish to understand, by will, merely
the faculty of moving his body ? It i3 clear likewise that
he will not find freedom in that faculty; for, as you know,
our physical power is limited on all hands, and we have not
always the control of it with the consciousness of power to
do the contrary 6f what we actually do; and here Locke
is deceived by confounding the internal phenomenon of
volition with the external phenomenon of motion which
sometimes follows the volition, but which is not the voli-
tion itself, This, however, mixed up with many inconsist-
encies, is the predominant theory of Locke, a theory,
which, like that of M. de Biran, but with less profoundness,
concentrates the will into one of its applications, visible
external action. Now if the will is only the power of mo-
tion, it is not always and esseatially free. This is the
positive conclusion of Locke :
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Ibid, § 14. % Liberty belongs not to the will—If this
be so (as I imagine it is) Ileave it to be considered,
whether it may not help to put an end to that long agi-
tated, and I think unreasonable, because unintelligible
question, namely: whether man's ill be free or no. . . .
The question itself is altogether improper; and it is as in-
significant to ask whether man’s “oill be free, as to ask,
whether his sleep be swift, or his virtue square. . . .»

§ 10. “Our idea of liberty reaches as far as that power
[of doing and forbearing to do,] and no further. For
wherever restraint comes in to check that power, or com-
pulsion takes away that indifferency of ability on either
side to act, or to forbear acting; there, liberty, and our
notion of it, presently cease.”

Now, as it is unquestionable that a thousand obstacles
oppose, or may perpetually oppose, our power of acting,
evidently here by him meant physical, it follows that there
is sometimes liberty and sometimes not ; and oven when 1t
exists, it exists only by the concurrence of external circum-
stances which might have prevented it. To explain liberty
in this way, is to destroy it. Liberty is not and can not
be, neither in the faculty of thinking, nor in that of [out-
ward] action, since they are subject to necessary laws, but
in the pure power of willing, which is always accompanied
by the consciousness of the power to will (I do not say
power to think, or power to act, but power to will) the
contrary of what it wills. Locke has then destroyed
liberty by denying it to the will, and secking for it cither
in the thinking faculty, or in the power of outward motion,
Ile destroys it, and he thinks he has cven *destroyed the
question concerning liberty. But the belief of the human
race protests against the annihilation of liberty, and the
whole history of philosophy protests against the annibila-
tion of the question concerning it.*

* [Doctrine concerning the Will and Freedom. In the discussion of
tho subject of liberty in the foregoiug chapter, Cousin presumes the free-
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I now pass to another point, the theory of the nature of
the soul.
You have seen (Ch, ITL) that h_ is impossible to know

dom of the will, in opposition to the doctrine of philosophical necessity,
- a8 maintained by many English and American philosophers and theolo-
gians. This is obvious throughout, and particularly from his definition
of liberty, as referring to “those acts which we perform with the con-
sciousnes of doing them, and of being able not to do them,” at the same
time. By this, he obviously does not mean to assert—and he does not
think it necessary to say that ho docs not—that this consciousness al-
ways and necessarily accompanies the act of tho will at the moment of
its performance; because wo may sometimes not reflect at all about it.
But that such a conviction is inseparable from every free act, is apparent
to overy ono who will reflect, that is, observe his consciousness.

It may bo doubted whether Cousin has rightly taken up Locke on one
part of this subject. Though tho system of Locke involves the neces-
sarian scheme of the will, and in strict logical consistency results in the
deatruction of freedom; yet Locke's denial of freedom to the will, can in

wpricty be made only o verbal question: for what ho denies to tho will,

o exprossly attributes to man. Nothing, therefore, in regard to the
question concorning liberty and necessity, in the ordinary senso of the
terms as employed in controversial discussion in this counantry, can be
argued from tho distinction made by Locke. Tho proper question ix
whethor that kind of liberty which Locke attributes (o man—and not to
his will—is necessarianism or self-dotermination.

It may be doubted, also, whetler the process of voluntary action, as
described by Cousin, be sufficiently general to includo all cases—whether,
in every snstance, there is such a process of dehberation, preference, and
choice, a8 ho described to be tho condition and antecedent of the pure
act of willing. It may likewise finally bo very much doubted whether
Cousin's anglysis on cne poiut i3 strictly correct—whether, namely, in
his phenomenon of “ preforence,” which he attributes solely to the intel-
llgenoe, there may not bo in many cases an element truly referable to
the" will, to say no"tmng hero of another possible element referablo nei-
ther ta the intelligenco nor to the will, but to the sensibility, to an inter-
nal sentigent panying and blending itself with the action of the
inteﬂigepco Be all this however as it mny, it will invalidate neither
the genceral conclusion that liberty is to be sought for in the mll, and
not in the sense nor in the intellect, nor his sub t
oause the act of willing, to which hberty will not bedemed, ifitis dlow-

ed or pretended any where, is a 'y element in the complex process
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any phenomenon of consciousness, the phenomenon of sen-
sation, or of volition, or_of intelligence, without instantly
referring these phenomena to a subject one and identical,

of action; whether the limita where necessity coases and liberty bogins,
be mads a little foo broad or too narrow; and of coursd those who make
the whole complex process necessary, can not quarrel with the concession
that a part is so.

The great question on this subject doubtless is, whether tho will, in
all its particular volitions, is necessarily determined by causes from with-
out:—whether the will, in its acts, is subjected to the law of necessity,
cqually with the phenomena of the outward world. This is the only
question of material importance. If this bo not the quostion, then there
is nothing in question worth contending about. Thoso who hold the
freedom of the will, in opposition to the ian scheme, maintai
that the will is itself tho efficient cause of its own volitions; that it is
not determined by any necessity ab erfra; that is not subjected to the
mechanism of cause and effect. They hold an essential differenco be-
tween Nature and Spirit—and that the eminent and most distinguishing
characteristic of this diffrence consists precisely in this that the forimer
¢, and tho latter is not, subjected to the law of necessity. They hold
Freedom and Necessarianism to be incompatible—exclusive of each other;
that the necessarian doctrine destroys the difference in kind, between
nature and spirit, between freedom and mechanism. They regard free-
dom as tho essential attributo and characteristic of tho will, and hold
that the very idea of freedom, both in itself, and as the principle of per-
sonality and the foundation of moral rerponsibility, excludes any such
necesaary determination as is maintained by tho necessdrians.  They hold
that the will is a Law to itsclf; and not subjected to a law out of itsolf.
Like other powers, however, conditions of its action arc requisite. Theso
conditions are what is commonly included in the word motives. Motives
are the occasion, the condifion of volitions, but not the cause of them.

The whole neceasarian schemo is grounded upon tho assumption that
the will is not a law to itself, but is eubjected, equally with external
nature, to a law out of itself. The wholo necessarian argumont proceeds
upou the confusion of the conditions of volitions with its caxse—upon tho
assump’ion that motives stand to volition in the relation of, cause to
effect ; and it involves the old sophism: quod hoc, ergo, propter hoc, Now
motives may be allowed to be the universal and necessary condition of
all special determinations of tho will, that is, of all particalar volitions;
and yot it would by no means therefore follow that those volitions are
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which is myself, me; and likewise that we can not know
the external phenomena of resistance, solidity, figure,
color, smell, taste, etc., without judging that they are not

necessarily detormined, produced, caused by the motives. Though man
never acts without motives, it would not necessarily follow that his ac-
tions are caused by motives; for the motives may be simply the occasion
and condition of his volitions; and it would remain to be proved that
they are any thing more. Unless thoy do this, necessarians beg the
very thing in question, which is, not whether there is a constant and
necessary co-presence of motives whenoever a particular volition is g0 and
not otherwise, but whether these motives stand in a relation of a cause
1o the volition being 8o and not otherwise, or only in the relation of a
condition to the acting of the will, while the will of itsclf; as an efficient
power and the principle and cause of its own volitions, determines the
particular volition 8o and not otherwise. In an exhausted receiver, a
guinea and o feather wall full through an equal space in the same time;
but it would be absurd, in strict language, to call the exhaustion of the
air tho cause of tho plienomenon: it is only tho occasion, and condition,
while the cause is gravitation,

In this view, tho celobrated axiom of Edwards, *that the will is as the
greatest apparent good,” if it be taken to mean any thing more (as ho
unquestionably did tako it) than that motives are the condition of voli-
tion, ia reduced to tho flat truism, that the will is as tho will is.

Tn regard to the objections brought against the doctrine of liberty, a
fow words may be offered. .
The doctrine is said to involve tho position, that men act wwithout motsves.
This objection is already sufticiently disposed of. It is no more a part
of tho doctrine of libgrty than of necessity. To pretend that man acts
or wills without motive or reason, would be a contradiction: it would
bo to confound the haman will with the animal instinct, where, reason
being wanting, tho will is merged in nature, subjected to a necessary
Iw, of which it i3 an (;rgan, instrument, or manifestation; or rather,
where thero is no will, in any proper sense of the word. That men act
from reasons, with a motive, is fully asserted. It may be indeed, that
there are cases in whicly the maxim, stat voluntas pro ratione, holds good ;
that is) i the absence of other motives, the will may decide for the rako
of deciding.  I'a purso is filled with pieces of gold, and it is offered to
me upon condition of saying correctly whether the number of pieces bo
equal or unequal, and T say equal, it may be solely becauso I will to say
80; that is all tho reason 1 can give. It ig very much my interest to say
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phenomena in the air, but phegomena which pertain to
something real, which is solid, impenetrable, figured,
colored, etc. On the other hand, if you did not know any

something ; but no interest may determine me to say equal, rather than
unequal; and this very consideration of the absence of motives, may bo
sufficient to constitute tho condition, or previous deliberation, required
in order to tho oxercise of the free will. The presence of motives is
fully admitted, as the gencral condition of volition: .it is only denied that
they are the causes of it.

1t is also objected, that as every event must have a cause, if motives are
not the cause of volitions, we have phenomena without a cause.—~Not to ad-
vert hero to any higher considerations which might vacate the objec-
tion, it is sufficient to reply that tho consequence by no means follows.
For it may bo said the will itself is tho cause. Tho will is a faculty or
power of willing, limited indeed, and conditioned; but-within its limits,
and when its conditions are supplied, capablo of acting, of determining
itself in a spocial direction, that is, of originating particular volitions:
aud therefore as truly a cause as God or a physical efficient. The will
is & general powcer or faculty of acting, that iy, of willing. Volitions are
special actual excrtions of this power, particular actual determinations
of it, The latter aro the effect, tho former is their sole principlo and
cause, In this view, Edwards' famous reductio ad absurdum falls to
picees. His argumont is, that if a given volition be not determined by
motives as its cause, it must be without a cause; or elso it must be de-
termined by a previous volition, and that by another, and so on ad in-
Jfimtum.  But deny his inferenco; lay your finger upon the given volition,
or upon any one in tho series, and call upon himn to prove that the genoral
faculty of willing is not a power adequate to the direct production of the
given volition—and his reduction is at an end, at all events, stopped,
till he fulfill the demand. is wholo reduction 8 nothing but a shoer
begging of the very thing in question.

But what, after all, is this pretended denial of causation charged upon
the doctrino of freo will?  So entirely tho reverso of tho fact, is tho as-
sumption made in tho objection, that without the very froedom which
necessarians deny, there would be for us no such conception as that of
causation. It is in the exertion of thig free will ghat the ideqof a causo
is given us. It is precisely because the freo agedft detoftnines Limaelf,
and is not determined, that bo really produces an cffe®; and in the con-
sciousness of this, he finds the primitive idea of cause, as has been so
largely and clearly shown by Cousin in this volume.

Thero is another objection made in the interest of theology, and which
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of the phenomena of consciousness, you would never have
the least idea of the subject of these phenomenon ; and if
you did not knoi the external phenomens of resistance,
figure, color, etc., you would never have any idea of a sub-
ject of theso phenomena. These characteristics or attri-
butes, are therefore for you the only signs or tokens of the
nature of the subjects of these phenomena, whether they
are phenomena :of consciousness, or external phenomena,
In examining the phenomena which fall under the senses,
we find important differences between them, vhich it is
uscless to insist upon here, and which establish the distinc-

at the prescnt day, attaches many to tho doctrine of necessity that the
doctrine of liberty contradicts divine prescience and certainty in the moral
government of the world,

This objection is as old as Cicero, to go no further back, and may bo
well enough presented in his words: “If the will is free, then Fato does
not rule every thing; if Fate does not rulo every thing, then the order
of all causes is not cortain, and the order of things is no longer certain
in the preacicuce of God; if the order of things is not certain in the pre-
science of God, then things may not take place as he foresees them; and

it things do not tako place as he foresces them, thero is in God no fore-
knowledge.” St. AUGUSTINE may supply tho answer: * Although the
ordor of causes be certain to God, it does not follow that nothing de-
pends upon our will; for our wills themselves are in the order of causes
which aro certain to God, and which he foresees, bocause men's wills
are also the causes of their actions; so that he who has forescen all
causes, has also forcseep our wills which are tho causes of our actions”
(De Civitate Dei, V., 9). ' If God foresees our will," says the samo writer
in amother place (De libero arditrio, lib. iii. ¢. 3), “as it is certain that
ho foresees it, thero will thereforo be the will; and there can not be a
will if it i8 not freo; thereforo this liberty is forescen by God. Hence,
his prescience does not destroy my liberty.”  Tho answer is certainly as
goodl as the obfbetion.

In shor, as the kpowledge which wo have of present things, so far
forth as knowfodge, imposos no necessity upon them, although it is cer-
tain that they nrglulring place as wo see them; 80 tho prescience of
God, which secs the future as the presen!, imposes no necessity upon
future events or actions, although they will certainly take place as he
foresaw thom.—Tr.]
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tion of primary and secondary qualities, ~Among tho
primary qualities, and first in rank, is solidity, which is
given in the sensation of resistance, and inevitably accom-
panied by that of form, ete. On the contrary, when you
examine the phenomena of consciousness, you do not find in
them this characteristic of resistance, of solidity, form, eto. ;
you do net find that the phenomena of your consciousness
have figure, solidity, impenctrability, resistance, ete., to say
nothing of secondary qualitics equally foreign to them, color,
taste, sound, smell. Now, asthe subject is for us nothing but
the aggregate of the phenomena which reveal it to us, to-
gether with its own existence so far forth as the subject of
the inherence of these qualities; it follows that, under phe-
nomena marked with dissimilar characteristics, and alto-
gether foreign to each other, the human mind conceives their
subjects dissimilar and of different kind. Thus, as solidity
and figure have nothing in common with the phenomena
of sensation, of thought, and of will; as every solid is for
us extended and necessarily located by us in space, while
our thoughts, our volitions, and our sensations, are for us
unextended and can not be concgived and located in space,
but only in time ; the human mind concludes with perfect
strictness that the subject of the external phenomena has
the character of the former, and that the subject of the
phenomena of consciousness has the same character with
the latter, that the one i3 solid and exXtended, the other
neither solid nor extended, In fine, as that which is solid

and extended is divisible, and as that which is not solid

nor extended, i3 indivisible, divisibility is therefore attrib-
uted to the solid and extended subject, and ingdivisibility iy
attributed to the subject which is not solid, nor extended.

Who of us, in fact, does not helieve himself a heing indi-

visible and simple, one and identical, the same yesterday,

to-day, and to-morrow? Very good now! the word

Booy, the word MaTTER, signifies nothing else than the

subject of those external phenomena, of which the most
16t
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remarkable are form, impenetrability, extension, solidity,
divisibility.

The word Seirir, the word Sour, swmﬁes nothmg else
than the suhject of those phenomena of consciousness,
thought, volition, sensation, phenomena simple, unex-
tended, not solid, etc. See the whole idea of epirit, and
the whole idea of matter. You see, then, the whole of
what i8 requisite in order to identify matter with mind,
or mind with matter; it is necessary to pretend that sen.
sation, thought, volition, are reducible, in the last analysis,
to solidity, extension, figure, divisibility, etc.; or that
solidity, extension, figure, etc., are reducible to scnsation,
thought, will* In the view of Spiritualism, there will be
but one substance, namely, spirit, becanse there is but one
single general phenomenon, namely, consciousness. In the
view of Materialism, there will be but one substance,
namely, matter, because there is but one single fundament-
al phenomenon, namely, solidity or extension, These are
the two great systems; they have each their part of truth
and their part of error, which it is not my purpose now to
determine, I wish only to state the fact, that Locke in-
clines more to the one than the other, and that he is almost
led to derive thought from extension, and consequently to
make the mind a modification of matter. It is true, Locke
is far from explaining himself clearly on this point; but
he advances the notion that it might not be impossible that
matter, besides the phenomenon of extension, by a certain
disposition and arrangement of its particles, might produce
also the phenomenon of thought. e does not say that
the soul is aterial, but that it might very well be so.

See this important passage, B. 1V, Ch. IIL § 6. © We
have the ideas of ‘matter and of thinking, but possibly shall
never be able to know, whether- any mere material being

* [And according to tho starting-point of the reduction and its direc-
tion aro the two contrary systematic results of Spiritualism and Ideal-
fsm.—TR.]
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thinks, or no; it being impossible for us, by the contem-
plation of our own ideas without revelation, to discover,
whether omnipotency has not given to some systems of
matter fitly disposed, a power to perceive and think, or
else joined and fitted to matter so disposed, a thinking
immaterial substance, . . . What certainty of knowledge
can any one have that some perceptions, such as pleasure
and pain, should not be in some bodies themselves after a
certain manner modified, as well as that they should be in
an immaterial substance, upon the motion of the parts of
the body #»

Locke therefore declares, that apart from revelation, and
within the limits of reason alone, he is not certain that the
soul may not be material. Now you conceive that if the
soul is not immaterial, it runs some risk of not being im-
mortal ; for, if the phenomenon of thought and conscious-
ness are nothing but the result of the combination of
material particles, extended and divisible, the dissolution
of this organization may well involve that of thought and
the soul. Locke replies that this consequence is not to be
feared ; for, material or not, revelation guarantees the im-
mortality of the soul. “And therefore,” says he (Ibid),
“it is not of such mighty necessity to determine one way
or the other, as some over-zealous for or against the imma-
teriality of the soul, have heen forward to make the world be-
lieve.”  And when his adversaries insist,"when Bishop Still-
ingfleet objects, that it takes off very much from the evi-
dence of immortality, to make it depend wholly upon God’s
giving that of which it is not capable in its own nature,”
Locke is ready to cry out upon himn as a blasphemer; “that
is to say,” says he, “it is not as credible upon divine revela-
tion, that a material substance should be immortal, as an
immaterial ; or which is all one, God is not equally to he
believed when he declared it, because the immortality of a
material substance can not be demonstrated from natural
reason.” Again: “Any one's not being able to demon-
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strate the soul to be immortal, takes not off from the evi.
dence of its immortality, if God has revealed it ; because
the veracity of God is a demonstration of the truth of
what he las rovealed, and the want of another demonstra.
tion of a proposition, that is demonstratively true, takes not
off from the evidence of it.” And he goes so far as to say
that his system is the only Christian system, Certainly I
believe no such thing: but without descending to this
ground, which is not ours, notice the consequence involved
in such a system. If the immateriality of the soul is very
doubtful and indifferent, and if the immortality of the soul,
in itself equally doubtful as its immateriality, is grounded
solely upon the promise of God, who is to be believed
upon his word, that is, the Christian revelation ; it follows
that whoever has not the happiness to be enlightened, as
Locke was, by the rays of Christian revelation, and who
has no other resource than that of his own‘reason, ean
legitimately believe neither in the immateriality nor the im-
mortality of the soul; and this is to condemn the entire hu-
man race to materialism, previous to Christianity, and
mare than half of humanity, since then. But facts repel
this'sad consequence;; facts attest that reason, so feeble ac-
cording to Locke, hay sufticed to establish, and still suffices
to establish among mankind, the twofold conviction of the
immateriality and immortality of the soul.  The universal
and perpetual revelation of Reason (the ltight of the worn
which lighteth every man that cometh into the world), more
or less vivid, more or less pure, has every where preceded,
prepared for, or supplied the place of that [special revela-
tion] which in the designs ot Providence, and in the prog-
ress of htumunity, has come to establish, extend, and com-
.plete the former. Finally, I wish you to notice that it is
the father of the Sensual school of the eighteenth century,
who hera announces himself in opposition to reason, and
substitutes theology in place of philosophy, and, as to the
rest, with perfect loyalty, for he tiemly believed in revela-
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tion and in Christianity, Hereafter* we shall see what he-
came of these two great truths in the hands of the successors
of Locke, who, after his example, declare reason in re-
spect to these subjects feeble and incompetent, and like him
refer them to faith, to revelation, to theology, some believ-
ing and some disbelieving the authority they invoke.

I have proved, I believe, that Locke, in seeking for
liberty where it could not be found, in the power of motion,
has, in the midst of many contradictions, put philosophy
upon the route to fatalism. I have shown likewise that,
without aflirming the soul to be material and perishable, he
at least says that revelation alone can give us any certainty
of it; and he has put philosophy upon the road to mgteri-
alism. Now I am happy to declare that Locke has not the
least in the world put philosophy upon the road to atheism.
Locke, not only as a Christian, but as a philosopher, admits
and proclaims the existence of God, and has given excel-
lent natural proofs of it; but it is important to put you
fully in possession of the particular character of these
proofs, which are likewise in keeping with the generdsys—
tem of Locke.

There are variouws proofs of the existence of God. The
gratifying result of my studies in this respect, is, that these
various proofs have different degrees of strictness in their
form, but that they all have a foundation of truth, which
needs simply to be disengaged and put in clear light in or-
der to give them an incontrovertible authority. Kvery
thing leads us to God; there is no bad way of mrising
thither; we may goin different ways, In generaly sll'the
proofs of every sort of the existence of God, are-edpre-

* [Alluding to future lectures which it was the intention of Cousin to
give, designed to exhibit the history and progress of the Sensual school,
with a critical examination of the principal of Locke, and
which are now contained in the Fh'st Seriel of the lectures on the His-
tory of Modern Philosophy.~TR.]
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hended under two great classes, namely : proofs @ posterior,
and proofs & priori. Either I give myself, aided by my
senses and consciousness, to the observation and study of
the external world and of my own existence ; and simply
by a knowledge, more or less profound and extended, of
nature and myself, after sufficient observations, and induc-
tions founded upon them, I arrive at the knowledge of
God, who made man and nature. This is called the demon-
stration @ poateriori, of the existence of God.—Or, I may
neglect the external world, and fall back upon myself, in
the entirely interior world of consciousness; and even
there, without engaging in the study of its numerous phe-
nomens, I may derive at once from reason an idea, a single
idea, which, without the aid of experience, in the hands of
that same reason, becomes the basis of a demonstration of
the existence of God, This is called the demonstration
a priori.

Look for example, at the most cclebrated proof a priori,
and which includes nearly all the others of this kind.
When we fall back upon ourselves, the first glance which
we bestow upon the phenomena of consciousness discovers
to us this striking characteristic, that they begin, and in-
termit, renew themselves, and cease, have their different
degrees of intensity and energy; in a word they attest in
us something imperfect, limited, finite, Now this charac-
teristic of finite can not, as we have seen (Ch. IIL) be
given us, without the reason entering into exercise, and
passing instantly this judgment: that there is something
infinite, if there is any thing finite. If you did not know
the external world, yet consciousness would suffice to give
you the idea of the finite, and consequently the reason
would have a sufficient basis for suggesting to you the idea
of the intinite. The idea of the infinite opposed to the
ides of the finite, is nothing less than the idea of perfection
opposed to the idea of imperfection, What in fact is con-
sciousness for us, but the sentiment of our imperfection and



ELEMENTS OF PBYCHOLOGY, 375

our weakness? I donot dispose of my sensations; they
come and go at their will ; they appear and disappear, often
without my being able to retain or repel them. Nor do I
control my judgments; they are subject to laws I have
never made. Ihave the direction of my will, it is true,
but frequently it results only in internal gots, without
being able to pass into external and visible actions; and
sleep, and lethargy, and delirium, suspend it. On every
hand, the finite and imperfect appear in me. But I can
not have the idea of the finite and imperfect without
having the idea of the perfect and infinite. These two
ideay are logical correlatives; and in the order of their ac-
quisition, that of finite and imPerfect precedes the other,
but it scarcely precedes it. It is not possible for the
reason, as soon as consciousness furnishes the mind with
the idea of the finite and imperfect, not to conceive the
idea of the infinite and perfect.

Now, the infinite and the perfect, is Gop himself. It is
cnough therefore for you to have the idea of the imperfect
and finite, in order to have the idea of the perfect and the
infinite, that is to say, of God, whether you do or do not
call him by that name, whethor you know how to express
in words the spontaneous convictions of your intelligence,
or whether, through defect of language and analysis, they
remain obscure and indistinct in the depths of your soul.
Once more, then, I say: do not go to consult the savage,
the child, or the idiot, to know whether they have the idea
of God; ask them, or rather, without asking them any
thing, ascertain if they have the idea of the imperfect and
the finite ; and it they have it (and they can not but have
it if they have the least perception) be sure that they have
an obscure and confused idea of something infinite and
perfect ; be sure that what they discern of themsclves and
of the world, does not suffice them, and that they at once
humble and exalt themselves in a deep felt fuith in the ex-
istence of something infinite and perfect, that is to say, of
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God. Tho word may be wanting among them, because
the idea is not yet clear and distinet; but no less does it
exist within the folds of the opening intelligence, and the
philosophic obscrver casily discovers it there.

The infinite and the perfect are given you along with the
imperfect and the finite; and the finite and the imperfect
are given you immediately by your consciousness, as soon
a8 there are under the eye of consciousness any phenomena,
The idea of the finite and imperfect, being, then, primitive,
the correlative idea of the infinite and perfect, and conse-
quently, of Cod, is also primitive.

The idea of God is a primitive idea; but from whence
comes thisidea? Isit a deature of your imagination, an
illusion, a chimera? You can imagine a gorgon, a centaur,
and you can imagine them not to exist; but is it in your
power, when the finito and the imperfect are given, to con-
ceive or not to conceive, the infinite and perfect? No: the
one being given, the other is also necessarily given. It is
not then a chimera; it is the necessary product of reason;
therefore it is & legitimate product. EKither, you must re-
nounce your reason ; and then we will talk no more neither
of reason, nor of truth, nor of knowledge, nor of philoso-
phy; or, you must admit the authority of reason, and admit
it in regard to this subject, as well as in regard to other
subjects.*

Such, nearly, i$ the cclebrated demonstration d priori,

* [This argument is not unfolded with the usual fullness of Cousin.
Tho point of tho argument is, that as in tho human consciousness, thero
“is, for the understanding, the notion of finite and imperfect existence,
accompanied by an invincible conviction of a reality corresponding; so
likowise, thero is in human consciousness, for the reason, the idea of an
intlnite and perfect being, of God, accompanicd likewise with an invine-
iblo conviction of a reality corresponding to the idea; and that the hu-
man mind is as necessarily determined to a belief in the latter as in the
former—that is to say, if wo determine that tho necessary action of our
faculties is & trustworthy ground of belief in one case, we must admit
it to be 80 in the othor —Tk.]
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of the existence of God, that is, independently of experi-
ence. Now look at the proof a posteriori ; a few words will
bo enough to put you in possession of it; it explains itself,

This proof consists in arriving at God solely by an in-
duction founded on opservation more or less extemded.
Instead of closing your senses, and opening only your
consciousness, you open your senses, and close up more or
less your consciousness, in order to survey every where
nature and the vast world which surrounds you; and by a
contemplation, more or less profound, by studies, more or
less intelligent, you become penetrated with the beauty,
the order, the intelligence, the skill, the perfection diftused
through the universe: and as #he cause must, at least, be
equal to the effect, you reason from Nature to its Author;
from the existence and perfection of the one, you conclude
the existence and perfection of the other.

These two proofs, I repeat, are good; and instead of
. choosing between them, we ought to do as the human
mind does, employ them both, In fact, they are so little
exclusive of each other, that they each contain something
of the other. The argument d@ priori, for example, sup-
poses an element & posteriori, = datum of observation and
experience, for, although the idea of the infinite, of the per-
fect, of unity, of the absolute, conducts directly to God,
and although this idea is given by reason and not by ex-
perience, yet it is not given independently of all experi-
ence, [is not given without experience as its occasion and
condition, ] since reason would never give us this idea with-
out the simultancous or anterior idea of the finite, the imn-
perfeet, which is derived from eaperience; only in this
case, the experimental datum is borrowed from the con-
sciousness, and not from the senses; though it is still true,
that every phenomenon of consciousness supposes a sensi-
tive phenomenon, simultaneous or anterior, An element
d posteriori intervencs, then, as the condition of the do-
monstration & priord. -
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8o likewise, a little reflection shows that the proot from
experience G posteriori implies an element purely rational
and d priori. In fact, on what condition do you conclude
from nature to God? On condition that you admit, or at
least, that you employ the principle of causality ; for if you
are destitute of this principle, you might contemplate and
study the world forever, you might forever admire the
order and wisdom which reign there, without eyer rising
to the supposition that all this is only an effect, that it all
must have a cause. Take away the principle of causality,
and there are for us no longer any causes, there would no
longer be neither the need nor the possibility of secking for
them, nor of finding them, and induction would no longer
go from the world to God. Now, the principle of cansality
has indeed an experimental condition; but it is not itself
derived from experience; it supposes experience, and it is
applied to experience, but it governs it and decides upon
it. It properly belongs to the reason. (See Ch. IV.)—
See then in turn an element @ priord, in the proof @ pos-
teriori, Further: this world is full of harmony; I believe
it; and the more wo look at it, especially if we place our-
selves in a certain point of view which observation may
indeed confirm, but which it does not give, the more we
are struck with the order of the world; but we can also,
by consulting only the senses, find appearances of disorder;
we can not comprehend the reason of voleanoes which
overwhelm flourishing cities, of earthquakes and tempests,
and the like; in a word, observation employed alone, and
not directed by a superior principle, may easily find dis-
order and evil in the world. Now, if to this deceptive ex-
perience, you connect the rational principle, that every
thing which is true of the eftect is true of the cause, yon
will be forced to admit in the cause what there is in the
effect, that is to say, not only intelligence, wisdom, and
power, but also degrading imperfections, as has indeed
been done by more than one distinguished mind, when
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under the exclusive direction of experience, and by more
than onc people in the infancy of humardity. In fine, so
many diverse effects, of which expericnce does not glways
show the connection, might easily conduct not to God as
one sole cause, but to divers canses, and to a plurality of
gods; and history is at hand to justify this apprehension.
You see then clearly, that the proof @ posteriori, which, in
the first place, essentially requires the rational priniple of
causality, has need also of other principles still to direct the
application of causality to experience—principles, which, in
order to govern experience, should not come from it, but
must come from reason. The argument a ppsteriors, sup-
poses, then, more than one clement @& priori, Thus com-
pleted, it has its use and excellence, as well as tHe argument
a priori, when well regulated and recalled to its true prin-
ciples,

These two arguments are not in themsclves exclusive of
cach other ; but one or the other is more striking, accord-
ing to the turn of mind and moral and religious condition
of individuals and nations. The Christian religion, rational
and idealistic, which takes its grounds in the mind, and not
in the senses, employs chiefly ; roofs @ priori. Neglecting
Nature, or regarding it under an idealistic point of view,
itisin the depths of the soul, by Reason and the Worb,
that it rises to God. The argument @ priori is eminently
the Christian argument. It belongs particularly to the
reign of Christianity, to the middle age, to the Scholastic
philosophy which represents it ; from thence it passed into
the great modern Spiritualistic school, that of Descartes,*

* DESCARTES believed that o had invented it: but he undoubtedly
owed it to the Scholastic philosophy and to St. Anselm.—[St. Anselm
was born in 1034 and died in 1109. One of his most important works
is his Monologium, seu F.rempl ditandi de Rationi Fidei. 1lis meth-
od iu this work consists in deducing all theological truths from a singlo
point—the beiug of God. The diversity and plurality of the Beautiftl,
the Sublime, the Good, the True, involve the supposition of an ideal
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where it was brilliantly unfolded for half a century by
Malebranche, Fénélon, Bossuet, Leibnitz. On the con-
trary, the religions of the first age of humanity, which are
not yet religious *“in spirit and in truth,” and which are
almost solely founded upon the senses and appearance,
employ the proof @ posteriori; and while spiritualistic
religions tend a little too much to the separag’onof God
* from aature, because the proof upon which it rests sepa.
rates reason and cousciousness too much from the senses
and from experience ; 50, in their turn, the religions of na.

ONE, a UNITY which is the ESSENCE of all Beauty, Goodness, and Truth.
Tt must exist, for it ig this which is the necessary form of every thing
which existes**This unity is anterior to the plurality, and is its root.
Est ergo, aliguid unum, quod sive essenlia, sive natura sive substantia,
dicitur, optimum et maximum est et summum omnium que sunt. This
unity is God; from henco St. Anselm deduces the wholo system of
theology.

Another work of his is entitled Prosologium seu Fides queerens intel- |
lectum.—Tho namo of St. Anselm is attached to an argument winch
deduces the demonstration of tho existenco of God, solely from the idea
of God—an argumont which has experienced many changes of fortune.
It wna greatly derided in tho cighteenth century, but in the seventeenth
it was regarded as invincible. The Prosologium consists of twenty-six
short chapters, ahd has for its motto the passago of Scripturo: the fol
hath saidin his heart, there 1s no God. The argument is this: the most
hardened atheist has in his mind the idea of a Highest Good, beyond
which ho can conegivo no other.  Now this supreme good can not exist
merely in the mind, for a still greater would be conceivable; it there.
Yoro must exist out of the human mind: therefore God exists, Withont
quoting St. Anselm, or tho Prosologium, with which he was perhaps
unacquainted, Descartes has produced this argument in his Meditations
Leibnitz has also brought forward the rame argument under a form at
once the most simple and precise, e refers the honor of it to St. Anselm.
See Cousin's Cours de T Histoire de la Philosophie, tomo I.

1t is noedless to remark here upon the value of tho argument in the
form in which it is expressed by St. Anselm. It obviously assumes the
point in question ; it proves nothing cxcept hypothetically, that is to say.
of there exist a REALITY corresponding to the IDEA ia the human mind,
that reality must oxist out of tho human mind.~TR ]
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ture make God in the image of nature, and reflect all the
imperfections of the argument & poeteriori 5 they are apt
to put into the cause whatever isin the effect; and as na-
ture presents very diverse phenomena, whose hmmony is
often scarcely seen, the religions of nature are polytheistic,
physical, astronomical, anthrapomorphic, As the Christian
religion . produces chiefly an idealistio philosophy, so the
philosophy which proceeds from the religions of ngture is
a sensualistic philosophy whose theodicy most affects the
proofs d posteriori; and accordingly one of two things
results: either the sensualistic theology accepts the rational
a priori principle of causality, contrary to the spirit of the
philosophical school to which that theologyipertains, and
thus arrives at God by an inconsisteney : or, it Tejects the
principle of causality, and then it does not and can not ar-
rive at God at all ; and morcover, as Sensualism confounds
substance with the aggregate of qualities (see Ch. IIL.), so
here it recognizes no other God than the aggregate of the
phenomena of Nature, the assemblage of things in the
universe. *From hence, pantheism, the necessary theology
of paganism, and of the Scnsual phi]osophy. Let us apply
all this to Locke.

Locke believes in the existence of God, and he has
given an excellent demonstration of it.  But he comes from
the Sensual school, he therefore repels arguments @ prior
and admits scarcely any thing but arguments d posterior:.
He does not wish to cmploy the argument of Descartes,
which proves the cxistence of God from the ides of him,
from the idea of infinity and perfection. B.IV. Ch. X.§7:
“This I think, I may say, that it is an ill way of estab-
lishing this truth, and silencing Atheists, to lay the whole
stress of 8o important a point as this, upon that sole foun-
dation ; and take some men’s having that idea of God in
their minds (for it is evident that some men have none,
and some men worse than none, and the most very differ-
ent) for the only proof of a Deity ; and out of an over-
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fondness of that darling invention, cashier, or at least en.
deavor to invalidate all other arguments, and forbid us to
hearken to these proofs, as being weak or fallacious, which
our own existence and the sensible parts of the universg
offer 8o cogently to our thoughts, that I deem it impossi-
ble for a considering man to withstand them. For I judge
it a8 certain and clear a truth as can any where b delivered
-that ‘the invisible things of God are clearly seen from the
creation of the world, being understood by the things that
are made, cven his eternal power and Godhead.)” He
then goes on more particularly to develop this kind of
proofs, If Locke had wished simply to establish that the
argument @ priori is not the only valid argument, and that
the proof @ posteriori is not to be slighted, I would very
willingly join with him; but he goes much further, and
strays into assertions which I can not too strongly repel.
I deny that there are persons who have no idea of God;
and here the Cartesian philosophy and all ideal philosophy
comes well in, and proves beyond reply, that the idea of
Grod, being at the bottom, that of the infinite; of perfec-
tion, of unity, of absolute existence, cau not but be found
in every man whose reason is at all developed. I deny also
the sentiment which Locke unfortunately but naturally has
lent to Bayle—sensualism to skepticism—that some men
have such an idea of God that they had better have none
at all. T deny that it is better to have no idea of God than
to have an imperfect idea; as if we were not impertect be-
ings, subjected to Dlend the false with the true. If we
will have nothing but unmixed truth, very little belief
would be left to humanity, and very few theories to science.
The man must be a stranger to the history of philosophy,
who would reject the truth because it should be blended
with some errors, or even with many errors. I remark,
finally, that even in developing bis preference for the argu-
ment @ posteriori, Locke employs frequently, and without
hesitation, arguments d priori, ideal, and even somewhat
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scholastic : § 8. “ Something must be from eternity.” § 3.
« Nothing can produce a being, therefore something eter-
nal.”  Although he especially seeks God in the external
world, he also (§ 2 and 3), with Descartes, goes from man
to God. He nowhere accepts and unfolds, but every
where employs the prineiplg’ of causality, without which,
indeed, he could never take a single step beyond nature
and man. As to the rest, the sole conclusion, which I wish
to deduce from these observations, is that the theology of
Locke, in repelling the argument é prior, and in employ-
ing in preference the argument & posteriori still retains
and manifests the fundamental characteristic of the philos-
ophy of Locke, which grounds itself specially, and often
even exclusively, upon sensible and external experience.

Here ends this long analysis of the Essaft on the Human
Understanding. * It only remains to geniotalize and recapit-
. ulate the partial results we have obtained.

1. Considered in the most important point of view, that
of Method, the Essay on the IIuman Understanding has
this excellence, that psychology is given as the basis of all
sound philosophy. Locke commences by the study of man,
of his facultics, and of the phenomena observable in con-
sciousness, Thercby he attaches himself to the great
Cartesian movement and to the genius of modern philoso-
phy. This is the good side of the method of Locke. The
bad sido is, that instead of observing man, his facultics and
the phenomena which result from the development of his
faculties, in their present state, and with the characteristics
which these phenomena actually present, he buries himself
at once in the obscure and perilous question concerning
the primitive state of these phenomena, the first develop-
ments of the faculties, the origin of ideas.

2. This vice of method—the question concerning the
origin of ideas, which ought to come after that of their
actual characteristics, being prematurely taken up, without
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a sufficient knowledge of the facts to be explained—throws
Locke into a system which sees no other origin to all know|.
edge and all ideas, than sensation and reflection.

3. And again, it is to be recollected that Locke does not
hold the balance true between these two origins, and that
he lets it incline in favor of sepsation,

4, This position being taken, to derive all ideas from

. sensation and from reflection, and prticularly from sen-
sation, imposes upon Locke the necessity of confounding
certain ideas with certain others, for example, the seven
following ideas: the idea of space, of time, of the infinite,
of personal identity, of substance, of cause, of good and
evil—ideas which, as we have demonstrated, can not come
into the human mind from sensation, nor from reflection,
Locke is therefore forced to confound them with the ideas
of body, of succéssion, of the finite or number, of conscious-
ness, of the aggregate of qualitics, the succession of phe-
nomena, of reward and punishment, or pleasure and pain;
which are in fact explicable by sensation or by reflection;
that is to say, he is forced to confound cither the ante-
cedents or tho consequents of the ideas. of space, time,
infinity, substance, cause, good and cvil, with the ideas
thémselves.

5, This is the most general viee which governs the
philosophy of Locke; and this vice fully displays itself in
the theory of knowledge and judgment. Locke founds
knowledge and judgment upon the pereeption of a relation
between two ideas, that is to say, upon comparison ; while
in many cases these relations and the ideas of rejation, so
far from being the foundation of our judgments and of our
cognitions, are, on the contrary, the results of primitive
cognitions and judgments referable to the natural power
of the mind, which judges and knows in its own proper
virtue, basing itself frequently upon a single term, and con-
soquently without comparing two together in order to
deduce the ideas of relation.
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6. The same is true in regard to the theory of language.
Locke attributes very much to language ; and with reason,
But we are not to believe that every dispute is a disputo
about words, every error an error purely verbal, every
general idea the sole product of language, and that a
science is nothing but a language well framed ;—we are
not, I say, to believe all this merely because that words
really play a great part in our disputes and errors, because
there are no general ideas without language, and because
a language well framed is the condition, or the consequence
rather, of a true science, .

7. In fine, i regard to the great theories, by which all
philosophies in their last result, are judged, the theories of
God, of the soul, and of liberty; you see Locke confound-
ing the will with the power of moving, as he expresses it,
with the power of producing external action, and seeking
for freedom in the will thus extended, and consequently
seeking it where it is not. You see him, yielding to tho
prejudices of empiricism, expressing a doubt whether
thought may not be only a mode of matter, just as exten-
sion is.  You see him, finally, in theology, always faithful
to the spirit of his system, depcading more upon the senses
than upon consciousness, interrogating nature rather than
reason, repelling the proof & priori of Descartes, and ad-
mitting only the proof ¢ posteriori.

Such is my definitive judgment on the work of Locke.
If T have devoted the greatest part of the lectures of this
season tq the examination of this single work, I trust it
will meet your approbation, when the importance of the
work and of every thing of which it is a summary and a
preparation, is considered. The Essay on the Human Un-
derstanding sums up for the eighteenth century nearly
all the sensualistic tradition in which it had an interest, that
is to say, that of the seventeenth century. In general modern
philosophy, and I except no :«i’hool, i8, to say the least, care
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less of the past. It thinks only of the future; it is ac.
quainted only with its own most immediate history, Ag
the spiritualigtic school of the eighteenth century ascends
no further than Descartes, so the sensual school scarcely
goes back further than Locke. It boasts much of Bacon;
but its official point of departure is Locke. It is Locke
who is always cited and imitated and developed. And
in fact, now that you are thoroughly acquainted with
the Essay on the Human Understanding, as a whole, and
in its details, you must see that it really contains the most
marked traits of all the great anterior sensual theories,
whether of modern philosophy, or of Greece, or of the
East.*

The essential characteristic of sensualism, as we have
seen, i8 the denial of all the great truths which escape the
senses, and which reason alone discovers, the denial of in-
finite time and space, of good and evil, of human liberty,
of the immateriality of the soul, and of Divine Providence;
and according to the times, or the greater or less zeal of
its partisans, it openly announces these results, or vails
them by the distinction, often sincere, and oftentimes pre-
tended, between philosophy and religion. This is the sole
difference which, in the seventcenth century, separates
Gassendi, the Catholic priest, from Hobbes, the enemy of
the Church, At the bottom their system is the same ; they
give an almost exclusive share to sensation in knowledge;
they nearly maintain that all being is material (substantia
nobis datur sub ratione materice) ; in spiritual beliefs they
see nothing but metaphors; and, beyond the senses, they
attribute every thing to signs and to language:: after all this,
Gassendi invokes revelation, and Ilobbes invokes it not.
In the sixteenth century, the appeal to revelation was indis-

* [Roferenco is hore had to a rapid view of the history of philosopby
down to the timo of Locke, oxhibited in the preceding portion of the
oourss of Lectures, of which this work is a part. Some account of them
has beon given in the Introduction.~Tg.]
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pensable ; it characterizes, and it hardly save the Peripatetio
sensualism of Pomponatius and his school, Previous to
that time, during the absolute reign of Christianity, this
precaution was still more necessary ; it hardly protected tho
involved Sensualism and the avowed Nominalism of Occam,
the denial of all absolute truth in itself, of right and
wrong, the beautiful and ugly, the true and false, in so far
a8 founded in the nature of things, and their explanation
by the sole will and arbitrary power of God. Now, all
these traits of sensualism, manifest or concealed, of the
middle age, and of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries,
are reproduced in Locke. Who can not see, likewise, in
the bosom of paganism, the precursors of Gassendi and
Hobbes, and consequently of Locke, in Epicurus, in Strato,
in Democritus and in the Ionian school? In fine, in cer-
tain Oriental systems, and particularly the Sankhyra of
Kapila,* in the midst of inconsistencies apparent or real,

‘and of mysticism true or false, similar, perhaps, to much

of the modern invocation of revelation, who does not trace
the lineaments of that theory which, advancing from age
to age, and sharing in all the progress of humanity, came,
toward the commencement of the eighteenth century, to

* [See Cousin's Cours de I Histoire de la Philosophie, Vol.1.§ 5, The
sources from which Cousin principally drew, aro the Memoirs of Cole-
brooke, published in the Transactions of the London Asiatic Society,
from 1824 to 1827. The Sankhyra is an orientdl systom, embraciog
phymm, psychology, dmlecncs and metaphysics—in short, a complote

phy. The g of Sankhyra is Ayog, reason. Its author is
Knpll.m It is & systom of Sensualism; starting from Sensation as the
principle of knowledge, and applying induction only to its ph Y
it results in matorialism. Denying also the idea of cause, it oomes out
to fatalism and to atheism. Nor is this latter consequence disguised.
Kapila denies tho existence of a personal God and of Providence, on
the ground, that not being perceivable by the scnses, nor deducible from
sensation by induction, there is no legitimate ground for these truths.
Intelligenoe is admitted ; but only as an attribute of matter, and the God
of Kapila is a sort of anima munds, or soul of the world.—T= )
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receive its cxpression, not indeed full and decisive, but al.
ready elevated and truly scientific expression, in the Essay
on the Human Understanding ?

And not only does the Essay on the Human Understand.
ing include and sum up the past, but it also contained the
fature. All those theories, the discussion of which has so
long occupied us, and Which, as they appear in Locke, may
have perplexed you by their equivocal character, will be
seen, as we proceed,” in less than half a century, to become
enlarged, extended, and regularly unfolded by the hardy
successors of Locke, into firm and precise theories, which
will obtain, in more than one great country of Europe, an
almost absolute authority, and be there regarded as tho
last expression of the human mind. Thus the theory of
Locke concerning freedom tended to fatalism; this theory
will come forth fully developed. Locke scems not to have
had much dread of materialism; his disciples will admit_
and proclaim it. Soon, the principle of causality, being no
longer merely overlooked and neglected, but repelled and
destroyed, the argument a posteriori for the existence of
God, will lose its basis, and the sincere theism of Locke’s
indecisive sensualism, will end in avowed pantheism, that
is to say, in atheism, The two sources of knowledge, sen-
sation and reflcction, will be resolved into one; reflection
will be merged in sensation ; there will remain only sensa-
tion to explain the whole human mind.—Signs, whose in-
fluence Locke had already exaggerated, will become next
after sensation, the source of all ideas. In a word, you
may expect hereafter to see, how important it was for us
to throw at the outset a strong and abundant light.upon
all those questions and theories, which gradually rising up,
will become the battle-ground of our future discussions, It

# In default of the lecturcs here promised, consult Vol IIT. of the
First Series, where the achool of sensation is presented in all its great
metaphysical, moral and political aspects, in the persons of Locke, Con-
dillao, Helvetiua, 8t. Lambert and Hobbes.
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was necessary to reconnoiter beforehand, and familiarize yot
with the field, on which we shall have so often to engage,

I have [in former discussions] divided the schools of the
eighteenth century into four fundamental schools, which
have appeared to me to contain them all. I have loved to
tell you, that each of these schools has existed ; therefore
there was some ground for its existence, If these schools
had been entirely absurd and extravagant they could not
have existed. For total absurdity alone could not have
found either place or credit in the human mind, could not
have gained so much luster, nor have acquired so much
authority, in any age, still less in an age so much enlight-
ened as the eighteenth century. Thus, from the simple
fact, that the Sensual school has existed, it follows that
it had reason for its existence, that it possesses some
element of truth. But there are four schools, and not
merely one. Now; absolute truth is one; if ome of
these schools contained absolute truth, there would be
but one school and not four, But they are; therefore
there is reason for their being, and they contain truth;
but at the same time there are four; therefore neither
the one nor the other contains the whole truth entire,
and each of them, with an element of truth which has
caused it to exist, contains some element of error which
reduces it, after all, to exist only as a,particular school.
And bear in mind that crror, in the hands of systematio
genius, easily becomes extravagance. It was my duty,
then, to absolve and at the same time to combat all the
schools; and consequently that great school which is called
the sensual séhool, the school of scnsation, from the name
of the principle on which it solely rests. I was to absolve
the school of sensation, as having had its part of truth; and
I was to combat it, as having blended with the part of

* truth, which recommends it, many errors and extrava-
gances. And in what way, was I to combat the school of
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wensation? I promised you to combat the errors of one
school, by all the truth there was in the opposite school,
I was, then, to combat the exaggerations of sensualism,
with what there is of sound and reasonable in idealism,
This I have done. Perhaps there is something of my own,
if I may be permitted to say it, in the development of these
arguments, and in the conduct of the discussion, and above
“all in its general spirit, and in some sort, its moral spirit;
but the arguments in themselves pertain for the most part
to the spiritualistic school in its most reasonable, that is to
say its negative side, which is always the soundest part of
every school. At a future day, I shall take up the spirit.
ualistic school ; I shall examine it in its positive elements,
and there I shall turn against it, against its sublime errors
and its mystical tendencies, the solid arms which the good
sense of empiricism and of skepticism will frequently fur-
nish. In the mean time, it is with the dialectics of spirit-
ualism that I have combated the extravagances of the
empirical school, as they appear in Locke, the representa-
tive of that school in the eighteenth century. It is not,
however, ancient idealism which I have invoked against
modern empiricism; for the one does not answer to the
other; ancient philosophy, and modern philosophy do not
serve each other and enlighten each other, except on the
highest'summits of science, and for a very small number
of the elect thinkers. It is therefore modern spiritualism
which I have used against modern empiricism; I have em-
ployed against it in the eighteenth century, the arms which
the eighteenth century itself furnished. Thus I have op-
posed to Locke the great men who followed him, and who
were to modity and combat, in order to pagh beyond him,
and lead onward the march of science. It is not therefore
even from Leibnitz, already too far back, but from Reid
and Kant, that I have borrowed arguments. But I have
had almost always to change the form of them; for their’
form savors a little of the country of those two great
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men. Both express themselves, as men talk at E&lﬂb
burgh and at Kénigsburg; which is not the way in which
men express themselves in France. I have therefore neg-
lected the phraseology of Reid, and particularly of Kant;
but T have preserved the substance of their arguments.
You are not acquainted with Kant; one day I shall en-
deavor to make you acquainted with that mind, so firm and
so elevated—the Descartes of the age.* But the works of
the judicious Reid are accessible to you, with the admira-
ble commentary of Royer-Collard.t The Scotch philosophy
[of Reid and Stewart] will prepare you for the German
philosophy. It is to Reid and Kant I refer in great part
the contraversy I have carried on against empiricism as rep-
resented in the person of Locke,

I was bound to be just also toward the empirical school,
even while combatting it; I was bound to take up its part
of truth as well as of error, for the one was there as well
a8 the other. Have I not also done this? Have I not rec-
ognized and signalized every thing good in different parts
of the Essay on the Understanding? Have I not care-
fully brought out the happy commencement of Locke's
method, and of his theories; before attacking the errors
into which the spirit of system threw him? Finally, have
I not rendered full homage to Locke as a man and a phi-
losopher? I have done this, and with all my heart ; and
on this point at Jeast, I am sure I am undeserving of re-
proach either from Locke, or from myself, or from philoso-

* The First Series of my Course was not then published, [So says
Cousin in the last edition of this work. The series referred to is now
published; and containg one entire volume, the fifth, devoted to Kant.
—Tr.

t I]!mvo inceasantly referred to the translation of M. Jouffroy and the
admirable lectures of M. Royer-Collard, in Vol. IV. of the First Series;
and I take pleasure in rendering on every occasion my homage to him
who was and will always be to me a rovered master, and to him whom
1 may now name an tho first of the independent pupils who have gone
from my lecture-room.
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phy. In fact, philosophy is not such or such a particular
school, but it ig the common foundation, and 8o to say, the
soul of all schools, It is distinet from all systems, but it iy
blended with all ; for it manifests, develops, and advances
itself only by them. Its unity is even their variety, so dis-
cordant in appearance, and in reality so profoundly harmo-
nious, Its progress and its glory is their mutual perfec.
‘tionment by their pacific conflicts, When we attack, with.
out qualification, any considerable system, we proscribe un-.
awares some real clement of the human mind and of things,
and philosophy itself is in some part wounded. When we
outrage an illustrious philosopher, to whatever school he
may belong, we outrage philosophy and human reason in
the person of one of its choicest representatives, I trust
that nothing of this kind will ever come from me; for
what before all things I profess, what I teach, is not such or
such a philosophy, but philosophy itself; not attachment
to such or such a system, however grand it may be; not
admiration of such or such a man, whatever his genius;
but the philosophic spirit, superior to all systems and all
philosophers, that is, the boundless love of truth, the knowl-
edge of all systems which, pretending to possess all the
truth, at least possess something of the truth, and respect
for all men who seek for it with talent and loyalty. The
true muse of history is not Hatred, but Love; and the
mission of true criticism is, not merely to signalize the ex-
travagances, too real and too numerous, of philosophical
systems, but also, to disengage from the folds of error,
the truths which may and must be involved in them, and
thereby to absolve philosophy in the past, to embolden and
enlighten it for the fature.
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L

OLASSIFICATION OF PHILOSOPHICAL QUESTIONS AND
SCHOOLS.

'TrE preliminary question of all philosophy is that of the
classification of philosophical questions.

The first law of a classification is, that it should be com-
plete, embracing all questions, general and particular, both
those which present themselves immediately, and those
which must be sought for in the depths of science—in
short all questions that are known and all that are pos-
sible.

The second law of a classification is, that it should es-
tablish the relation of all the questions which it enumerates,
and describe with precision the order in which each ques-
tion should be treated.

Now, when I reflect upon all the questions that have oc-
cupied my own mind ; when I compare them with those
that have occupied all philosophers; when I interrogate
both books and myself; and above all, when I consult the
nature of the human mind—reason as well as experience
seems to me to reduce all the problems of philosophy to a
very small number of general problems, whose character is
determined by the general aspect under which philosophy,
or more particularly metaphysics, presents itse)f to my
mind.

Philosophy, it appears to me, is only the science of hu-
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man nature considered in the facts which it offers to our
observation, Among these facts, there are those which re-
fer morc cspecially to the intelligence, and are therefore
commonly called metaphysical. Metaphysical facts—the
phenomena by which the intelligence displays itself—when
reduced in general formulas, constityite intellectual princi-
ples. Metaphysics is therefore the study of the intelligence
in that of our intellectual principles,

Intellectual principles present themselves under two as-
pects; either as relative to the intelligence in which they
exist, to the subject that possesses them, to the conscious-
ness and reflection which exercises and contemplates them
—or a8 relative to their objects, that is, no longer asin
themselves and in ourselves, but in their consequences
and external applications. Every intellectual principle in-
deed has reference to the human mind; and at the same
time that it refers itself to the human mind as the subject
of all knowledge and all consciousness, it likewise has re-
spect to objects as existing out of the mind that con-
ceives them; or to adopt those celebrated expressions, so
convenient from their conciseness, precision, and force,
every intellectual principle is either subjective or objective,
or subjective and objective at the same time. There is no
principle, no knowledge, no idea, no perception, no sensa-
tion, which docs not come under the general division—a
division which includes and divides at the outset all the
problems of philosophy into two great classes ; problems
relative to subject, and problems relative to odject; or, to
speak more briefly, subjective problems, and objective
problems,

Let us unfold this general division, and deduce from it
the particular questions which it contains, Let us examine
first the intellectual principles, independently of the exter-
nal consequences that may be derived from them, Let us
develop the science of the subjective.

This science is that of the internal world. It is the soi-
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ence of the me, a science entirely distinct from that of the
objective, which is, properly speaking, the science of the
not-me. And this science of the me is not a romance con-
cerning the nature of the soul, its origin, and its end ; it is
the true history.of the soul, written by reﬁection, at the
dictation of conacxougpess and memory, It is the mind
falling back upon itself, and contemplating the spectacle
presented by itself. It is occupied entirely with internal
facts, phenomena perceptible and appreciable by conscious-
ness. I call it psychology, or, again, phenomenology, in
order to mark the nature of its objects. Now, in spite of
the difficulties which a being thrown at first beyond him.
self—and constantly drawn to the outward world by the
wants of his sensibility and his reason—has to encounter in
the process of reflection, yet this science, entirely subjec-
tive as it is, is not above man, not beyond the reach of hu-
mau nature, It is certain, for -it is immediate. The me,
and that with which it is occupied, are both contained in
the same sphere, in the unity of consciousness. There the
object of science is entirely internal; it is perceived intui-
tively by the subject. The subject and the object are given,
intimately connected the on¢ with the other, All the facts
of consciousness are evident of themselves, as soon a8 con-
sciousness attains them; but they frequently escape its
grasp, by their extremeo delicacy, or from being developed
in others foreign to themselves. Psychology gives the
most perfect certainty : but this certainty is found only at
a depth which it belongs not to all eyes to penetrate. To
arrive there it is necessaryto abstract one's self from the
world of extension and of form in which we have lived so
long, and whose colors now tinge all our shoughts and
language. It is necessary also to abstract one’s self from
the external world of being and of the absolute, which is
even more difficult to remove than the former; that is to
say, abstract one's self from an integral part of thought
itself, for in all thought there is being and the absolute;
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and, again, it is necessary to separate and distinguish
thought without mutilating it, to disengage the phenomena
of consciousness, both from the ontological notions which
naturally envelop them, and from tho logical forms which,
in the developed intelligence, express and restrain them;
and to do this without falling into gnere abstractions. In
fine, after having established our position in this world of
-consciousness, so delicate and shifting, it is necessary to
make a wide and profound review of all the phenomena
comprehended in it ; for, here, phenomena are the elements
of science. We must be sure of having omitted no ele-
ment, otherwise the science will be incomplete. 'We must
be sure of having taken none upon supposition. We must
be careful that we omit no real element, that we admit no
foreign element, and, finally, that we view all the real ele-
ments in their true aspect, and in all the aspects which
they present. When thig preliminary labor has put us in
possession of all the elements of science, it remains to con-
struct the science by bringing those elements together, by
combining them, 8o as to exhibit them all in the different
classes to which they would fall, and which result from
their different characteristics, just as the naturalist arranges
the varieties of the vegetable and mineral world, un-
der a cortain number of divisions which comprehend
them all.

This done, all i§ not yet done; the science of the sub-
jective is not yet exhausted; tho greatest difficulties re-
main to be overcome, We have recogpized the internal
world, the phenomens of consciousness, as consciousness
at the present time displays them. We know the actual
man, but we are still ignorant of primitive man. It is not
enough for the human mind to contemplate the analytical
inventory of its cognitions, arranged under their respect-
ive titles. The unwearied curiosity of man can not rest
in these careful classifications; it goes on after higher
problems, which at once daunt and attract it, which charm
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and defy it. We seem not lawfully to possess present re-
ality, until we have obtained the primitive truth; and we
ascend continually to the origin of our cognitions, as to the
source of all light. With the question of the origin of
knowledge a new question springs up,-as diffionlt, perhaps
more difficult. It is‘the questien concerning the relation of
the primitive to the aetual. Tt isnot enough to know where
we now are, and from whence we started; we must know
all the road by which we arrived at the point where we
now find ourselves. This third question is the complement
of the two others. Here the whole problem is solved, the
science of the subjective is truly exhausted; for when we
have the two extreme points and the intermediate space,
nothing more remains to be asked.

Let us now consider the intellectual principles as relative
to their external objects.

A strange thing this! A being perceives and knows,
out of his own sphere; he is nothing but himself, and yet
he knows something that is not himself. His own exist-
ence is, for himself, nothing but his own individuality and
yet from the bosom of this individual world which he in-
habits and which he constitutes, he attains to a world
foreign to his own, and that, by powers which, altogether
internal and personal as they are in reference to the sub-
ject in which they inhere, extend beyond its boundary,
and discover to him things lying beyond. his reflection and
his consciousness, That the mind of man is provided with
these wonderful powers, no one can doubt; but is their
reach and application legitimate? and does that which
they reveal really exist? The intellectual principles have
an incontestable authority in the internal world of the
subject ; but are they equally valid in reference to their
external objects ?

This is eminently the objective problem. Now, as every
thing which lies out of the consciousness is objective, and
as all real and substantial existences are external to the
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consciousness, which is exercised only upon internal phe.
nomens, it follows, that cvery problem relating to any par
ticular being, or in general implying the question of exist-
ence, is an objective problem. Finally, as the problem of
the legitimacy of the means we have of knowing any thing
objective, whatever it be, is the problem concerning the
legitimacy of the means we have of knowing in an absolute
maaner (since the absolute is that which is not relative to
the me, which refers to being in general), it follows that
the problem concerning the legitimacy, and the validity,
of all external, objective, and ontological knowledge, is
the problem concerning absolute knowledge. The prob-
lem concerning the ABSOLUTE, constitutes the Hioner
Loutc,

When we are assured of the validity of our means of
knowing in an absolute manner, we apply these means to
some object, that is, to some particular being; and we
raise the question concerning the reality of the substantial
me of the soul which conceives, but does not perceive it-
self, and of that extended and figured substance which we
call matter, and of that Supreme Being, the last ground of
all beings, of all external objects, and of the subject itself,
likewise, who rises to him—Gob.

At length, after these problems relative to the existence '
of different particular objects, come up those which per-
tain to the modeg and characteristics of this existence,
problems superior to all others ; since, if it is strange that
the individual intelligence should know that there are ex-

\istences out of its own sphere, it is still more strange that
it should know what passes in spheres beyond its own ex-
istence and consciousness.

These special researches constitufe the Hirer Mzra-
PRYSICS, the scienco of the objective, of essence, of the
invisible; for all essence, every thing that is objective, is
invisible to consciousness, -

Let us recapitulate, The objective problems divide
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themselves into two great problems, the one logical, the
other metaphysical ; namely, the problem of the absolute,
the question concerning the reality of the existence of any
thing objective ; and the question concerning the reality
of the existence of different particular objects. Add to these
two objestive questions the three questionsinvolved “in the
general question concerning the sudjective, and you have
all the questions of metaphysics. There is none which will
not fall within the general frame-work, We have there-
fore satisfied the first law of classification, ILet us en-
deavor to satisfy the second, and to ascertain the order in
which it is proper to examine each question.

Let us first consider the two problems which contain all
the others, that of the subject, and that of the object.

Whether the object exists or not, it is obvious that it
exists for us only as it is manifested to us by the subject
and if it is maintained that the subjcct and the object aro
actually and primitively given us, the one with the other,
it must always be.admitted that, in this natural relation,
the term which knows, should be considered, as in truth
it is, the fundamental element of the relation. Tt is, there-
fore, with the subject that w. are to commence, It is our-
selves we are first to know ; for we know nothing but in
ourselves, and by ourselves. It is not ourselves who move
around the external world, it is rather the external world
which moves around us ; or if these two spheres have each
their proper motions, and are merely correlative, we know
not the fact, except as one of them teaches it tous, Itis
thereby, always, that we are to gain the knowledge of
every thing, even the existence, and the independent exist-
ence of the other.

We are, then, to commence with the subject, with the
me, with consciousness,

But the question concerning the subjective, involves in
itself three others. With which of these are we to com-
mence ? In the first place, one of these questions consists
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in determining the relation of the other two, the relation
of the primitive to the actual. It is clear that this can not
be treated, until after the other two. It remains to de-
termine the order of the other two. Now a strict method
will not hesitate to place the actual before the primitive;
for, by commencing with the primitive, we might obtain
only a false primitive, which, in deduction, would give only
‘an hypothetical actual, whose relation to the primitive
would be only the relation of two hypotheses, more or less
consistent. In commencing with the primitive, if a mis-
take is made, all is lost; the science of the subjective is
falsified, and what then will become of the objective?
Besides, commencing with the primitive is to start with
one of the most obscure and embarrassing problems, with-
out guide and without light ; whereas, to begin with the
actual, is to begin with the casiest question, with the one
which serves as tho introduction to all the others. On
every hand, experience and the experimental method have
been celebrated as the triumph of the age and the genius
of our epoch. The experimental method, in Psychology,
i8 to begin with the actual, to exhaust it, if possible;to
take a strict account of all the principles which now actu-
ally govern the intelligence; to admit only those which
actually present themselves, but of those to reject none;
to ask none of them from whence they come, or where
they go—it is enough that they are actually present in na-
ture, they must have a place in science, No arbitrary
judgment is to be passed upon facts, no systematic control.
We are to be contented to register them, one with an-
other ; nor are we to be in any haste to torture them, in
order to force from them some premature theory. We
are to wait patiently until their number is complete, their
relations unfolded, and the theory comes forth of itself.

If we pass now from the subjective to the objective, and
if we investigate the order of the two questions of which
the objective is composed, it is easy to sce that the logical
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question is to be treated before the metaphysical, the
problem of the absolute and of existence in general before
that of particular existences ; for the solution, whatever it
be, of the first problem, is the principle of the second.

Here then are the laws of classification satisfied; the
frame-work of philosophy divided and arranged : now who
will build and fillit up ?

In the first place, has there hitherto been a philosopher
who has done this? If there were, there would be a met-
aphysical science, just as there is a geometry and a chem-
istry.—But have not philosophers at least distinguished
these different parts, if they have not filled them up?
Have they not sketched the outlines and proportions of
the edifice, if they have not yet been able to realize it?
If this were the case, there would be a science commenced,
a route opened, & method fixed.—But if philosophers have
done neither of these, what have they done? A fow words
will explain,

The first philosophers have treated every thing and re-
solved every thing, but it is confusedly ; they have treated
every thing, but without method, or with arbitrary and
artificial methods. There is not a metaphysical problem
which has not been agitated in every form and analyzed in
a thousand ways by the philosophers of Greece, and by the
Italian metaphysicians of the sixteenth century ; neverthe-
less, neither the former, with their wongderful genius, nor
the latter, with all their sagacity, could discover or settle
the true limits of each problem, its relations, and its extent.
No philosopher previous to Descartes has laid down pre-
cisely and distinctly the very first problem of philosophy,
the distinction between the subject and the object; this
distinction was scarcely any thing but a scholastic and
grammatical distinction, which the successors of Aristotle
vainly agitated without being able to deduce any thing
from it but consequences of the same kind -as their princi-
ple, grammatical consequences which, passing from gram-
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mar into logic and from thence into metaphysics, corrupted
intellectual science and filled” it with empty verbal argu.
ments, Descartes himself, notwithstanding the strength
and acuteness of his mind, did*not penetrate the whole ex-
tent of this distinction ; his glory consists in having made
it and having placed the true starting-point of philosophical
investigations in the consciousness, in the me ; but he was
hot so much aware as he should have been of the abyss that
separates the subject from the ohject; and after having
laid down the problem, this great man resolved it far too
hastily.—It was reserved for the eighteenth century to
apply and extend the spirit of the Cartesian philosophy,
and to produce three schools which, instead of losing them.
selves in external and objective investigations, began by
an examination, more or less strict, more or less profound,
of the human mind itself and its faculties. It belonged to
tho greatest philosopher of the last age, by the very title
of his own philosophy to mark the charactéristic of modern
philosophy. The system of Kant is called the Critical Phi-
losophy (KTitik). The other two European schools, the one
antcrior, the other cotemporancous, the school of Locke
and the school of Reid, are both far below the school of
Kant, by the inferiority of the genius of their masters, and
by the inferiority of their doctrines, and both very differ-
ent from each other in their principles and in their conse-
quences, yet both belong to the school of Kant, and are inti-
mately connected with cach other by the spirit of criticism
and analysis by which they are recommended. If the anal-
yuis of Reid is stricter and more extended than that of
Locke, we must not forget that he had the advantage of all
the light which the works written in the system of Locke
shed upon that system; and we should beware of injustice
toward Locke, and particularly we should guard against be-
ing unjust to Descartes the founder of the modern philosophy.

But much as the three great schools of Europe are allied
in the general spirit that animates them, they differ as
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much in their positive principles; and the reason of this
difference is the particular point of view under which each
of these schools has considered philosophy. All philosoph-
ical questions being reducible to three great questions,
in regard to the objective, to the question concerning the
absolute and the reality of existences, in regard to the sub-
jeotive, to that of the actual, and that of the primitive, the
weakness of the human mind, which is seen in the strong-
est intellects, did not permit Locke, and Reid, and Kant
to bestow their attention equally upon these three ques-
tions. It was directed respectively to one. Locke, Reid,
and Kant took each a different question; so that by a for-
tune sufficiently remarkable, each of the three great ques-
tions which make up metaphysics became the special object
and the exclusive possession of one of the three great
schools of the cighteenth century. The school of Locke
secks after the origin of knowledge [the subjective primi-
tive ;] the Scotch school of Reid secks rather after the
actual characteristics which human knowledge presents in
the developed intelligence [the subjective actual ;] and tho
school of Kant is occupied with the legitimacy of the pass-
age from the subjective to the objective [the objective log-
ical—transcendental logic]. Tect me explain: I do not
mean to say that each of these three schools has taken up
but a single problem; I mean that each of them is more
especially occupied with a particular problem, and is emi-
nently characterized by the mode in which that problem is
resolved, All the world is agreed that Locke has miscon-
ceived many of the actual characteristics of human knowl-
edge; Reid does not conceal that the question of their
origin is of little importance in his view ; and Kant contents
himself with indicating in general the source of human
knowledge without investigating the special origin of each
of those intellectual principles, those celebrated categories
which he established. Now it seems to me that in follow-
ing this parallel division of the questions and schools of
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philosophy, the history of philosophy might be viewed un-
der a new aspect. In the three great modern schools we
might study the three great philosophical questions; each
of these thirce schools, partial and incomplete in itself, might
be extended and cnlarged by the vicinity of the others;
opposed, they would reveal their relative imperfections;
brought together, they would mutually supply what each
one is deficient in. It would be an interesting and instruct.
ive spectacle to show the vices of the modern schools by
engaging them one against the other, and to bring togeth-
er their several merits into one vast central EcLectrcisy
which should combine and complete all three, The Scot-
tish philosophy would demonstrate the vices of the philos-
ophy of Locke; Locke would serve to question Reid on
the subjects which he has too much neglected ; and the ex-
amination of the system of Kant would introduce us into
the depths of a problem which has escaped both the other
schools, .

IL

PSYCHOLOGICAL METHOD.—ANALYSIS OF CONSCIOUSNESS.
—ITS ONTOLOGICAL RESULTS.

[Proface to thy First Edition of tho Philosophical Fragments.],

A sysTEM is scarcely any thing but the development of a
method applied to certain objects, Nothing therefore is
more important than to ascertain and determine, in the
firet place, the method which we wish to pursue; to give
an account to oursolves of our good and our bad impulses
and of the direction in which they impel us, and to which
we must know whether or not we mean to consent ; for our
philosophy, like our destiny, must necessarily be our own.
Undoubtedly, we should borrow it from truth and the ne-
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cessity of things; but we ought also to receive it freely,
with a perfect comprehension of what we borrow and what
we receive. Philosophy, whether speculative or practical,
is the alliance of necessity and liberty in the mind of the
man, who spontancously places himself in harmony with
the laws of universal existence. The end is in the Infinite,
but the point of departure is in ourselves. Open the books
of history ; every philosopher who has respected his fellow-
men, and who has not wished to offer them merely the indef-
inite results of certain dreams, has begun with the considera-
tion of method. Kvery doctrine which has exercised any
influence, has done so and could do so, only by the new
direction which it has given to the mind, by the new point
of view in which it has presented the subjects of inquiry,
that is to say, by its method. Kvery philosophical reform
has its avowed or secret principle in a change or in an ad-
vancement of method. . . . .

It is an incontestable fact that in England and France in
the cighteenth century, Locke and Condillac supplanted
the great schools of a previous date, and have reigned with-
out contradiction to the prerent date. Instead of being
irritated at this fact, we should endeavor to comprehend
it; for after all, facts do not create themselves; they have
their laws, which are connected with the general laws of
the buman race. If the philosophy of sensation actually
gained credit in England and France, ‘there must have
been some reason for this fact. Now this reason, when wo
come to reflect upon it, does honor and not discredit to the
human mind. It was not its fault, if it could not remain
in the shackles of Cartesianism; for it belonged to Carte-
sianism to protect it, to satisfy all the conditions which can
perpetuate a system. In the gencral movement of affairs
and the progress of time, the spirit of analysis and ob-
servation was also to have its place ; and this place it found
in the eighteenth century. The spirit of the eighteenth
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century needs no apology.y The apology for a century is
the fact of its existence ; for its existence is a decree and
a judgment of God himself; or else history is nothing but
an insignificant phantasmagoria, The modern spirit is
often accused of incredulity and skepticism, but it is skep-
tical only with regard to what it does not undérstand, in-
oredulous only concerning what it can not believe, that is
to say, the condition of understanding and of believing, at
that epoch, as &t many former epochs, having been changed
for the human race, it was indispensable, on pain of sur-
rendering its independence, that it should impose new
conditions on every thing which aspired to govern its intel-
ligence and its faith, Faith is neither exhausted nor dimin-
ished. The human race, like the individual, lives only by
faith ; but the conditions of faith, however, are constantly
renewed. In the cighteenth century, the general condi-
tion of comprehending and of believing was that of having
observed the object; from that time, all philosophy which
aspired to authority must needs be founded on observation.
Now, Cartesianism, especially with the modifications which
it had received from Malebranche, Spinoza, Leibnitz, and
Wolf—Cartesianisin, which in the second stage of its prog-
ress, abandons observation and loses itself in ontological
hpyotheses and scholastic formulag, could not pretend to
the character of experimental philosophy. Another system
was presented in this character, and in this character, it
was accepted.  Such is the explantion of the fall of Carte-
sianism, and the success of the philosophy of Locke and
Condillac. If we reflect for a moment on the subject, the
success of this meager philosophy still testifies to the dig-
nity and independence of the human mind, which forsakes
in its turn the systems which forsake it, and pursues its
path even through the most deplorable errors, rather than
not advance at all. It did not adopt the philosophy of
_sensation on account of its Materialism ; but on accdunt of
ite experimental character, which to a certain degree it
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actually possessed. The favor with which this philosophy:
was received did not come from its dogmas, but from its
method ; and this method was not its own, but that of the
age. And it is true that the experimental method was the
necessary fruit of time, and not the transient work of a
sect in England and France; and if we calmly examine the
cotemporary schools, the most opposed to that of sensa-
tion, we ghall find the same pretensions to observation and
experience. Reid and Kant, in Scotland and in Germany,
engaged in conflict against, and utterly overthrew, the
doctrine of Locke ; but with what weapons? With those
of Locke himself; with the experimental method dift
ferently applied. Reid starts from the human mind and
its faculties, which he analyzes in their actual operation,
and the laws of which he determines. Kant, separating
reason from all its objects, and considering, if I may so
speak, only. its interior, gives a profound and exquisite
statistical account of it ; his philosophy is a Critique; it is
always that of observation and experience. Make the tour
of Europe and of the world, you will every where find the
same spirit, the same method ; and this in fact constitutes
the unity of the age, since this unity presents itself in the
midst of the most striking diversities. . . . .

To be limited to observation and experience is to be
limited to human nature; for we observe only with our-
selves, in proportion to our faculties and their latvs, We
are then limited to human nature. But what clse would
we have? If the observation which goes as far as human na-
ture can go, does not suffico for the attainment of all truths
and all convictions, and for the completion of the whole
circle of science, the evil is certainly not in the method
which limits us to our natural means of knowledge, but in
the weakness of those means and of our nature from which
we can not escape. In fact, whatever method we may
adopt, it is always ourselves who have made it or who em-
ploy it; it is always with gnmelves that wo act; it is

1
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always human nature which, appearing to forget itself, is
always present, which docs every thing that is done or at.
tempted, even apparently beyond its power. Either wo
must despair of science, or human nature is competent to
attain it. Observation, that is, human nature accepted as
the sole instrument of discovery, is competent, when prop-
erly employed, or nothing is competent ; for we have noth-
ing clse, and our predecessors had no more. Let us study
the systems on which time has passed sentence ; what has
it destroyed ? What could it destroy ? The hypothetical
part of those systems. But what gave life and coherence
to those hypotheses? Merely certain truths which had
been discovered by observation, which observation now
discovers, and which still possess, for that reason, the same
certainty and the same novelty as heretofore. 'What has
raised so high and yet sustains the numbers of Pythagoras,
the ideas of Plato, the categories of Aristotle? A fact no
less real at this moment than it was in antiquity, namely,
that there are real elements in intelligence which the ac-
quiritions of the senses alone can not explain,  What has
produced the vision in God of Malebranche, and the pre-
established harmony of Leibnitz?  Facts again ;—the fact
that there i3 not a single cognition which does not suggest
to our minds the notion of existence, that is to say, of God,
the fact that our intelligence and our sensibility, though
inseparable, are distinet, that cach has its independent Jaws
by which it is governed, but that these laws have their
secret relations and harmony. If we thus examine the
most celebrated hypotheses we shall perceive that even
when they are lost in the clouds, their root is here below
in some fact, real in itself; and that it is by this fact, that
they have been established and brought into credit among
men. Every unmingled error is incomprehensible and in-
admissible. It is only by its relation with the truth that it
is sustained. It is impossible for the most extravagant sys-
tems not to have some reasonable aspects ; and it is always
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the unperceived common sense which gives success to the
hypothesis with which it is combined. At the bottom,
every thing true and permanent in the systems that are
scattered through the course of ages is the fruit of observa.
tion which often labors for philosophy without the knowl-
edge of the philosopher ; and, what is remarkable, there is
nothing permanent in the changing forms of human opinion
but that which comes precisely from this experimental
method, which at first appears competent to attain only
that which is transitory.

The method of observation is good in itself. It is given
to us by the spirit of the age, which itself is the product
of the general spirit of the world. We have faith only
in that method, we can do nothing except with that, and
yet in England and in France, it has hitherto done nothing
but destroy without building up. With us, its single
work in philosophy is the system of transformed sensation.
And whose is the fault?  Not of the method, but of men.
The method is irreproachable ; but it should be applied ac-
cording to its true spirit.” We must do nothing but ob-
serve; but we must observe every thing. Iuman nature
is not impotent ; but we must deprive it of no portion of
ity strength. 'We may arrive at a permanent system ; but
it iy possible only on condition that we are not stopped at
the entrance of our course by a systematic prejudice. The
philosophy of the eighteenth century did not proceed and
could not proceed in this manner. The offspring of a
struggle against the past, and wishing to gain by this
struggle, it was experimental against the past, but system-
atic in relation to experience; fearfal of going astray in
the ancient darkness, finding evident facts under its hand
in sensations, it was led to rest with them : at first through
weakness, for every new method is weak; then by the
dazzling influcnce, at that time, almost irresistible, of the
success of the physical aciences, which seduced the atten-
tion from every other order of phenomena; aud finally, by
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the blindness of the spirit of revolution which could be
enlightened only by its excesses, and which was destined to
go on until it had obtained an absolute triumph. It® cradle
had been England; it was necessary that its battlefield
should be France. Bacon has been often celebrated as the
father of the experimental method; but the truth is that
Bacon marked out the rules and processes of the experi-
mental method within the sphere of the physical sciences,
but not beyond; and that he was the first to lead that
method astray in a systematic path, by limiting it to the
external world and to sensibility. The language of Bacon
is: *Mens humana si agat in materiam, naturam rerum ct
opera Dei contemplando, pro modo materiz operatur atque
ab eadem determinatur: si ipsa in se vertatur, tanquam
aranea texens telam, tunc demum indeterminata est; et
parit telas quasdam doctrine tenuitate fili operisque
mirabiles, sed quoad usum frivolas ct inanes,” Asa general
rule, observation with Bacon is applicable only to the phe-
nomena of sense; but induction supported on this basis alone
will carry us but a little way. The philosophy which must
needs procced from such an imperfect application of
method could not but be miserably imperfect itself. The
system of transformed sensation was at the end of a
procedure like this; and Bacon necessarily produced
Condillac.  Of so much consequence are the aberrations of
method. Even the most trifling bring in their train the
gravest’ errors which can not be destroyed but by going
back to their principle, The first aberration from the philos-
ophical method comes from Bacon, its consequences stop
only with Condillac, beyond whom there is no room for
any further aberration, whether in point of method or of
system. Is the imperfect method of Bacon admitted ?
Then all the defects of the system of Condillac must be
adopted. It is only feebleness and inconsistency which can
stop short of them. Does the system of Condillac, in its
rigor, shock the least attentive observation and human
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nature itself? We must go back to Bacon and endeavor
to put & stop to the evil at its source ; we must borrow the
experfental method from Bacon, but avoid cormptin‘g ob-
servation at the outset by imposing on it a system. We
must employ only the method of observation, but apply it
to all facts, whatever they may be, providetl they exist ;
its accuracy depends on its impartiality, and impartiality is
found only in wniversality, In this way, perhaps, may be
established the Jong-sought alliance between the metaphys-
ical and the physical sciences, not by the systematic sacri-
fice of the one to the other, but by the unity of their
method applied to different phenomena. It might be pos-
sible, in this way, to satisfy the conditions of the spirit of
the age, and of all that was legitimate and necessary in the
revolution of the eighteenth century; and also perliaps to
satisfy the most elevated wants of human nature, which
are facts in themselves, facts no less incontestable and im-
perious than any others. . . . .

Facts, therefore, are the point of departure, if not the
limit of philosophy. Now facts, whatever they may be, ex-
ist for us only as they come to our consciousness. It is
there alone that observation seizes them and describes
them, before committing them to induction, which forces
them to reveal the consequences which they contain in
their bosom. The field of philosophical observation is con-
sciousness; there is no other; but in this.nothing is to be
neglected ; every thing is important, for every thing is
linked together; and if one part be wanting, complete
unity is unattainable. To return within our consciousness,
and scrupulously to study all the phenomena, their differ-
ences and their relations ; this is the primary study of phi-
losophy. Its scientific name is psychology. Prychology
is then the condition and as it were the vestibule of philos
ophy. The psychological method consists in completely
retiring within the world of consciousness, in order to he-
come familiar in that sphere where all is reality, but where
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the reality is so various and so delicate; and the psycho.
logical talent consists in placing ourselves at will within
this ‘interior world, in_presenting the spectacle théve dis-
played to ourselves; and reproducing freely and distinctly
all the faots which are accidentally and confusedly brought
to our notice by the circumstances of life. . . . .

As soon a8 we return within our consciousness, and, free
from every systematic view, observe the diversified phe-
nomena which are there exhibited, with the actual charac-
teristics which distinguish them, we are at first struck with
the presence of a multitude of phenomena which it is im-
possible to confound with those of sensibility. Sensation
and the notions which it furnishes, or with which it is com-
bined, indeed constitute an actual order of phenomena in
our consciousness; but it also presents other facts no less
incontestable, which we may reduce to two great classes,
voluntary facts and rational facts. The will is not sensa-
tion ; for the will often combats sensation; and it is even
in this opposition that it is most signally manifested.
Neither is the reason identical with sensation ; for among
the notions which reason furnishes, there are some, the
characteristics of which are irreconcilable with those of
tho sensible phenomena ; for example, the notions of cause,
of substance, of time, of space, of unity, and the like, Let
sensation be tortured, as much as you please, you will
never draw from it the characteristics of universality and
necessity by which these notions and many others are in-
contestably distinguished. The case is the same with re-
gard to the notion of the Good and that of the Beautiful :
and, cousequently, art and morality are enfranchised from
the origin and the limits that have been imposed upon
them by the exclusive philosophy of scnsation, and placed,
together with metaphysics, in a superior and independent
sphere. But this sphere itself, in all its sublimity, composes
a portion of our consciousaess, and hence falls within the
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reach of observation. Observation disengages it from the
clouds in which it i3 usually enveloped, and gives to the
phenomena which it comprises the same authority with
the other phenomena of which consciousness is the theater.
The method of observation, accordingly, in the limits
within which it is at first held by a wise circumspection,
presents to us already many attractive prospects, These
we must follow and enlarge.

The first duty of the psychological method is to retire
within the field of consciousness, where there is nothing
but phenomena that are all capable of being perceived
and judged by observation. Now as no substantial exist-
ence falls under the eye of consciousness, it follows that the
first effect of a rigid application of method is to postpone
the subject of ontology. It postpones it, I say, but does
not destroy it. Itis a fact, indeed, attested by observa-
tion, that in this same consciousness, in which there is
nothing but phenomena, there are found notions, whose
regular development passes the limits of consciousness and
attaing the knowledge of actual existences. Would you
stop the development of these notions?  You would then
arbitrarily limit the compass of a fact, you would attack
this fact itself, and thus shake the authority of all other
facts. We must either call in question the authority of
consciousness in itself; or admit the authority without re-
serve for all the ficts attested by consciousness. The
reason is no less certain and recal than the will or the
sensibility ; its certainty once admitted, we must follow it
wherever it rigorously conducts, though it be even into
the depths of ontology. For example, it is a rational fact
attested by consciousness, that in the view of intelligence,
every phenomenon which is presented supposes a cause,
It is a fact, moreover, that this principle of causality is
marked with the characteristics of universality aud neces-
sity. If it be universal and necessary, to limit it would be
to destroy it. Now in the phenomenon of sensation, the



418 KELEMENTS OF PSYCHOLOGY,

principle of causality intervenes universally and necessarily,
and refers this phenomenon to a cause ; and our conscious-
ness testifying that this cause is not the personal cause
which the will represents, it follows that the principle of
causality in its irresistible application conducts to an im.
personal cause, that is to say, to an external canse, which
subsequently, and always irresistibly, the principle of caus-
ality enriches with the characteristics and laws, of which
the aggregate is the Universe. Here then is an existence;
but an existence revealed by a principle which is itself at-
tested by consciousness, Here is & primary step in ontol-
ogy, but by the path of psychology, that is to say, of
observation, We are led by similar processes to the Canse
of all causes, to the substantial Cause; to God, and not
only to a God of Power, but to a God of Justice, a God of
Holiness ; so that this experimental method, which, applied
to a single order of phenomena, incomplete and exclusive,
destroyed ontology and the higher elements of conscious-
ness, applied with fidelity, firmness, and completeness, to
all the phenomens, builds up all that which it had over-
thrown, and by itself furnishes ontology with a sure and
legitimate instrument. Thug, having commenced with
modesty, we can cnd with results whose certainty is
equaled by their importance. . . . .

Scnsible facts are necessary. We do not impute them
to ourselves. Rational facts are also necessary ; and reason
is no less independent of the will than sensibility, Volun-
tary facts alone are marked in the view of consciousness
with the characteristics of personality and responsibility.
The will alone is the person, or the me. The me is the
center of the intellectual sphere, So long as the me doesnot
exist, the conditions of the existence of all the other phe-

“nomena might be in force, but, without relation to the me,
they would not be reflected in the consciousness, and would
be for it as though they were not. On the other hand,
the will creates none of the rational and sensible phenom-
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ena; it even supposes them, since it does not apprehend
itself, except in distinction from them. We do not find
ourselves, except in a foreign world, between two orders
of phenomena which do not pertain to us, which we do not
even perceive, except on condition of separating ourselves
from them, Still further, we do not perceive at all, except
by a light which does not come from ourselves, for our
personality is the will and nothing more; all light comes
from reason, and it is reason which perceives both itself,
and the sensibility which envelops it, and the will which it
obliges, without constraining, The element of knowledge
is rational by its essence ; and consciousness, although com-
posed of three integrant and inscparable elements, borrows
its most immediate foundation from reason, without which
no knowledge would be possible, and consequently no
consciousness. Sensibility is the external condition of
consciousness ; the will is its center ; and reason its light.
A profound and thorough analysis of reason is one of the
most delicate undertakings of psychology.

Reason is impersonal in ‘ts nature. It is not we who
make it. It is so far from being individual that its peou-
liar characteristics are the opposite of individuality, namely,
universality and necessity : since it is to reason, that we
owe the knowledge of universal and necessary truths, of
principles which we all obey, and which we can not but
obey. The existence of these principles is then a prelim-
inary fact which it was cssential to establish in the first
place upon the most complete evidence. Tt is a triumph
of the method of observation, to which it must have been
indebted for an incontestable basis, Then comes the
question with regard to the precise number of these regu-
lating principles of reason, which, ay far as we are con-
cerned, are reason itself. After having cstablished the

existence of such principles, it is the business of method to
18*
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attempt a complete cnumeration and a rigorous classifica-
tion of them.

Plato, who following Pythagoras, built his philosophy on
these principles, neglected to count them it seems as if he
shrunk from permitting a profane analysis to touch those
divine wings on which he soared into the world of ideas,
The methodical Aristotle, faithful to his master, but still
more faithful to analysis, after having changed ideas into
categories, submitted them to a severe examination, and
did not hesitate to give a list of them. This list, so much
despised by frivolous minds as an arid nomenclature, is the
boldest and the most hazardous cffort of method, Is the
list of Aristotlo complete? I believe that it is. It ex-
hausts the subject. Let this be its immortal glory. But
if the enumeration is complcte, is there nothing to be de-
sired in the classification and the arrangement of the
categories ?  Hero commences the defect of the list of
Aristotle. In my opinion, its order is arbitrary and does not
correspond to the progressive development of intelligence.
Besides, does not this list contain repetitions?  Would it
not be possible to reduce it? I have no doubt of it.
Among modern systems, Cartesianism recognizes necessary
truths ; but it makes no attempt at completeness and pre-
cision with regard to them, In the cighteenth century, in
France, necessary truths were set aside as by the previous
question ; they dig not even reecive the honor of being
submitted to examination; they were guilty of being found
in the old system; they must be sacrificed to sensation, the
only basis and standard of all possible truth. The Seottish
school which restored them to honor, enumerated a part
of them, but did not think of making a complete account.
It was reserved for Kant to renew the undertaking of
Avistotle, and the first among the moderns to attempt to
form a complete list of the laws of thonght. Of these,
Kant made an exact and profound review, and his labor,
in this respeet, is superior even to that of Aristotle; but,
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in my opinion, similar charges can be brought against him ;
and a long and detailed examination may have demon-
strated to those who attended my Course of 1818, that if
the list of Kant is complete, it is arbitrary in its classifica-
tion, and is susceptible of a legitimate reduction. If I
have accomplished any thing useful in my teaching, it is
perhaps on this point. I have at least renewed an import-
ant question: I have debated the two most celebrated
solutious ; and I have ventured to propose another which
time and discussion have not yet shaken. In my opinion,
all the laws of thought may be reduced to two, namely,
the law of causality and that of substance. These are the
two essential and fundamental laws, of which all others
are only derivatives, developed in an order by no means
arbitrary. I have demonstrated, as I think, that if we
examine these two laws in the order of the nature of things,
the first is that of substance and the second that of caus-
ality ; while in the order of the acquisition of our ideas,
the law of causality precedes that of substance, or rather
both are given to us together, and are cotemporary in
our consciousness,

It is not sutlicient to have cnumerated, classed, and re-
duced to a system the Jaws of reason; we must prove that
they are absolute, mn order to prove that their conse-
quences, whatever they may be, are also absolute. Here
is the defect of the celebrated discussion of Kant respect-
ing the Objective and Subjective in human knowledge.
That great man, after seeing so clearly all the laws which
preside over thought, struck with the character of neces-
sity which they bear, that is to say, our inability not to
recognize and follow them, supposed that he saw in this
very fact a bond of dependence and relativeness with re-
spect to the me, the peculiar and distinctive characteristic
of which he was far from having completely fathomed.
Now as soon a3 the laws of reason are degraded to being
nothing but laws relative to the human condition, their
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whole compass s circumscribed by the sphere of our per-
sonal nature; and their widest consequences, always
marked with an indelible character of subjectivity, en-
gender only irresistible persuasions, if you please, but no
independent truths, This is the procedure by which that
incomparable analyst, after having so well described all the
laws of thought, reduces them to impotence; and with all
the conditions of certainty, arrives at an ontological Skep-
ticism, from which he finds no other asylum than the sub-
lime inconsequence of allowing more objectivity to the
laws of practical reason than those of speculative reason,
The whole endeavor of my Lectures of 1818, after a system-
atic catalogue of the laws of renson, was to free them from
the character of subjectivity which seemed to be imposed
upon them by that of necessity; to reinstate them in their
independence; and to save philosophy from the rock on
which it had been thrown the moment of reaching the port.
Our public discussions, for several months, were devoted
to showing that the laws of human reason are nothing less
than the laws of reason in itself. More faithful than ever
to the psychological method, instead of departing from
observation, I plunged into it more decply: and it is by
observation that in the recesses of consciousness, and at a
depth to which Kant did not penetrate, under the apparent
relativeness and subjectivity of the necessary principles
of thought, I detected and unfolded the fact, instantaneous
but real, of the spontancous perception of truth—s per-
ception, which not reflecting itself immediately, passes
without notice in the interior consciousness, but is the
actual basis of that which, at a subsequent period, in a
logical form and in the hands of reflection, becomes a
necessary conception. All subjectivity, with all that is of
a reflective character, expires in the spontaneity of percep-
tion. But the spontancons pereeption is so pure that it
escapes our notice; it i3 the reflected light which strikes
us, but often obscuring, by its false brightness, the purity
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of the primitive light. Reason it is true, becomes sub-
jective by its relation to the free and voluntary me, the
seat and type of all subjectivity; but in itself it is imper-
sonal ; it belongs to no one individual rather than another
within the compass of humanity ; it belongs not even to
bumanity itself; and its laws consequently depend only on
themselves. They preside over and govern humanity
which perceives them, as well as nature which represents
them; but they belong ncither to the one or the other.
It might even be said with greater truth that nature and
humanity belonged to them; since they have no beauty
or truth but by their relation to intelligence, and since
nature without the laws by which it is governed, and
humanity without the principles which guide it, would
soon be lost in the abyss of nothingness, from which they
could never escape. 'The laws of intelligence therefore
constitute a separate world, which governs the visible
world, presides over its movements, sustains and preserves
it, but does not depend upon it. This is the intelligible
world, the sphere of ide«s, distinct from and independent
of their subjects, internal .nd external, which Plato had
glimpses of, and which modern analysis and psychology
still discover at the present day in the depths of conscious-
ness.

The laws of thought having been demonstrated to be
absolute, induction can make use of them without hesita-
tion ; and from absolute principles obtained by observation
can legitimately conduct us to a point beyond the immedi-
ate spherc of observation itself. Now among the laws of .
thought given by psychology, the two fundamental laws
which contain all the others, the law of causality and the
law of substance, irresistibly applied to themselves, elevate
us immediately to their cause and their substance, and as
they are absolute, they elevate us to an absolute cause and
an absolute substance. But an absolute cause and an ab-
solute substance arc identical in essence; since cvery ab-
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solute canse must be substance in so far as it is absolute,
and every absolute substance must be cause in order to
be able to manifest itself, Besides, an absolute substance
must be One in order to be absolute; two absolutes are a
contradiction ; and the absolute substance must be One, or
not at all. We may even say that all substance is absolute
in so far as it is substance, and consequently One; for rela-
tive substances destroy the very idea of substance, and
finite substances which suppose beyond them another sub-
stance still to which they belong, bear a strong resem-
blance to phenomena. The Unity of substance, therefore,
is involved in the very idea of substance, which is derived
from the law of substance, an incontestable result of psy-
chological observation; so that experience applied to con-
sciousness, at a certain degree of profoundness, gives that
which appears at first view to he the most opposed to it,
namely, ontology. In fact, substantial causality is Being in
itself; tho rational laws, therefore, are laws of Being, and
reason is the true existence. Thus, as analysis applied to
consciousness at first separated reason from personality, so
now on the elevated point to which we have been con-
ducted by analysis, we perceive that reason aud its laws,
referred to substance, can be neither a modification nor an
cefteet of the me, since they are the immediate effect of the
manifestation of absolute substance. Ontology, therefore,
returns to psychology the lights which it borrows from it ;
and we thus arrive at the identity of the 'two extremitics
of science,

Such is the analysis of reason. That of activity is not less
important, Of all the active phenomena, the most striking
undoubtedly is that of will. It is a fact, that in the midst
of the movements which are carried on within us by exter-
nal agents in spite of ourselves, we have the power of com-
mencing a different movement, in the first place of conceiv-
ing it, then of deliberating whether we shall execute it,
finally of resolving and proceeding to execution, of begin-
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ning it, of pursuing or suspending it, of accomplishing or
retarding it, and at all times of controlling it. The fact is
certain; and it is no less certain, that the movement ac.
complished on these conditions assumes a new character in
our eyes; we impute it to ourselves, we refer it as an effeot
to ourselves, and in that case we consider ourselves as its
cause, This is the origin of our notion of cause, not of an
abstract cause, but of a personal cause, of ourselves, The
peculiar characteristio of the me is causality, or will, sinco
we refer to ourselves, we impute to ourselves, only what
we' cause, and we cause only what we will. To will, to
cause, to exist for ourselves—these are synonymous expres-
sions of the same fact, which comprises at once will, caus-
ality, and personality, The relation of the will and the
person is not a simple relation of co-existence; it is a true
relation of identity. To exist for ourselves is not one thing,
and to will another, for in that case, there could be imper-
sonal volitions, which iy contrary to facts, or a personality,
or self-conscious me without will, which is impossible; for
to know myself as the me, is to distinguish myself from a
not me; now, we can not distinguish ourselves from that
but by separating ourse'ves from it, by leaving the imper-
gsonal movement and producing one which we impute to
ourselves, that is to say, by excrcising an act of volition,
Will therefore is the essence of the person. The move-
ments of sensibility, the desires, the paesions, so far from
constituting personality, destroy it. Personality and pas-
sion are essentially in an inverse relation, in an opposition
to each other, which constitutes life. As we can find the
lement of personality only in the will, 8o also we can find
the clement of causality only in the same place.  We must
not confound the will or the internal causality which imme-
diately produces effects internal at first like their cause,
with the external and actually passive instruments of this
causality, which as instruments, appear at first sight also
to produce effects, but without heing their primary cause,
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that is to say, their true cause. When I throw a ball
against another, it is not the ball which actually causes the
motion that it communicates, for this motion was communi.
cated to it by the hand, by the muscles which in our won-
derful organization are at the service of the will. Properly
spenking, these actions are only effects connected with one
another, alternately resembling causes, without containing
a single real cause, and all traceable as effects, more or less
distinctly, to the will as their primary cause. If we seek
the notion of cause in the action of one ball upon another,
a8 was done previously to Hume; or in the action of the
hand on the ball, and of the primary muscles of motion on
their extremities, or even in the action of the will on the
muscle, as was done by M. Maine de Biran; we shall find
it in none of these cases, not even in the last, for it is pos-
sible that there should be a paralysis of the muscles which
deprives the will of power over them, makes it unproduct-
ive, incapable of being a cauge, and consequently of sug-
gesting the notion of it. But what no paralysis can prevent,
is the action of the will on itself] the production of a res-
olution, that is to say, an act of causation entirely mental,
the primitive type of all causality, of which all external
movements, commencing with the muscular effort and
ending with the action of one ball on another, are only
symbols more or less imperfect. The first cause for us
therefore is the will; of which the first effect is a volition.
This is at once the highest and the purest source of the
notion of cause, which thus becomes identical with that of
personality. And it is the taking possession, 8o to spea
of the cause in the will and the personality which is the
condition for us of the ulterior or simultaneous conception
of the external impersonal causes.

The phenomenon of will presents the following elements;
1, to decide upon an act to be performed ; 2, to deliberate;
8, to resolve. Now if we look at it, it is reason which
composes the first element entirely, and cven the second;
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for it is reason also which deliberates, but it is not reason
which resolves and determines, Now reason, which is thus
combined with will, i8 combined in a reflective form; to
conceive an end, to deliberate, involves the idea of reflec-
tion. Reflection is thereforo the condition of every volun-
tary act, if every voluntary act supposes a predetermina-
tion of its object and a process of deliberation. Now to
act voluntarily, is, as we have seen, to act in this manner;
and it is because the will is in fact reflective, that it pre-
sents such a striking phenomenon, But can a reflective
operation be a primitive operation? To will is—with the
consciousness that we can resolve and act—to deliberate
whether we shall resolve, whether we shall act in such or
such a manner, and to decide in favor of one or the other,
The result of this choice, of this decision preceded by de-
liberation and predetermination, is volition, the immediate
effect of personal activity; but in order to resolve and to
act in this manner, it was necessary to know that we could
resolve and act, it was necessary that we should have pre-
viously resolved and acted in a different manner, without
deliberation or predetermination, that is to say, without re-
flection. The operation previous to reflection is sponta-
neity. It is a fact that even now wo often aet without
having deliberated, and that rational perception spontane-
ously making known to us the act to be performed, the per-
sonal activity also spontancously enters into operation and
resolves at once, not by a foreign impulse, but hy a kind of
immediate inspiration, prior to reflection and often superior
toit.” The @il mourit! of the old Horatius, the d moi,
Auvergne! of the brave d’Assas, are not blind impulses and
in consequence destitute of morality ; but ncither is it from
reasoning or reflection that they are horrowed by heroism,
The phenomenon of spontancous activity, therefore, is no
less real than that of voluntary activity, Only, as every
thing which is reflective is completely determined, and for
that reason distinct, the phenomenon of voluntary and re-
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flective activity is more clear than that of spontaneous ac-
tivity, which is less determined and more obscure. More-
over, the characteristic of every voluntary act is the power
of repeating itself at will, the power of being summoned, so
to speak, before the tribunal of consciousness, which ex-
amines and describes it at leisure ; while on the other hand,
as it is the characteristic of a spontaneous act that it is not
voluntary, the spontaneous act is not repeated at will, and
when it takes place is either unperceived or irrevocable,
and can not be afterward sujmmoned back but on condition
of being reflective, that is to say, of being destroyed, as a
spontaneous fact. Spontaneity is therefore necessarily sub-
jected to that obscurity which surrounds every thing which
is primitive and instantancous,

With all our seeking, we can discover no other modes
of action. Reflection and spontaneity comprise all the
real forms of activity.

Reflection as a principle and as a fact supposes and fol-
lows spontancity ; but as there can be nothing in the Re-
flective which is not in the Spontancous, all that we have
said of the one will apply to the other; and although spon-
taneity is not accompanied either with predetermination or
deliberation, it is no less than will a real power of action,
and consequently a productive cause, and consequently
again, a personal cause. Spontancity then contains all
that is contained by the will ; and it contains it previously
to that, in a less determined, but purer form; and hence
we arrive at the immediate source of causality and of the
me. Tho me already exists with the productive power
which characterizes it in the flashing forth of spontancity ;
and it is in this instantancous flashing forth that it instan-
taneously apprehends itself. We might say that it dis-
covers itself in spontancity, and establishes itself in reflec-
tion. The me, says Fichte, posits itself in a voluntary
determination. This point of view is that of reflection.
In order for the mo to posit itself; as Fichte says, it is
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neoessary that it should clearly distinguish itself form the
notme. To distinguish is to.deny; to distinguish one
thing from another, is to affirm again, but by denying ; it
“is to aftirm, after having denied. Now it is not true that
the intellectual life commences with a negation; and be-
fore reflection and the fact to the description of which
Fichte has forever attached his name, there is another
operation, in which the me finds itself without seeking,
posits itself, if you please, but without having wished
to posit itself, by the sole virtue, the peculiar energy of
the activity, which it recognizes, as it manifests it, but
without having previously known it ; for the activity is re-
vealed to itself only by its acts, and the first act must have
been the effect of a power which has hitherto been igno-
rant of itself,

What then is this power which is revealed only by its
acts, which finds and perceives itself in spontaneity, and
again finds and reflects upon itself in will?

Whether spontancous or voluntary, all personal acts
have this characteristic in common, that they can be re-
ferred immediately to a cause which has its point of de-
parture altogether in itself, that is to say, that they are
free; such is the proper notion of liberty. Liberty can
not be contined to the will, for in that case, spontaneity
would not be free ; and on the other hand, liberty can not
consist merely in spontancity, for then the will in its
turn would not be free. If therefore the two phenom-
ena are equally free, they can be so only on the condition
that we discard from the motion of liberty every thing
which belongs exclusively either to one or the other of the
two phenomena, and that we allow to it only what is com-
mon to both, Now, what circumstance is common to both
except that they have their point of departure in them-
gelves, and that they can be referred immediately to a
cause, which is their proper cause, and which acts only by
its own cnergy? Liberty being the common characteristio



428 ELEMENTS OF PSYCHOLOGY.

of spontaneity and of will, comprises both these phenom-
ena in itself; it ought to possess and it consequently does
possess something more general than either, and. which
constitutes their identity, This is the only theory of
liberty that agrees with the different facts which are an-
nounced as free by the consciousness of the human race,
and which in their diversities have occasioned theories in
contradiction with each other, because they have been con-
structed exclusively for a specific order of phenomena.
Thus, for example, the theory which concentrates liberty in
the will must necds admit no other than reflective liberty,
preceded by a predetermination, accompanied with a pro-
cess of deliberation, and marked with characteristics which
greatly reduce the number of free acts, which take away
liberty from every thing which is not reflective, from the
enthusiasm of the poet and artist in the moment of crea-
tion, from the ignorance which reflects but little, and
scarcely acts otherwise than spontaneously, that is to say,
from three quarters of the human race. Because the ex-
pression free-will implies the idea of choice, of comparison,
and of reflection, these conditions have been imposed on
liberty, of which free-will is only one form; free-will is
free-volition, that is to say, volition; but will is so far from
being adequate to the extent of liberty, that even language
adds to it the epithet free, thus referring it to something
still more general than itself.  We may assert the same of
spontancity. Disengaged from the accompaniment more
or less tardy of reflection, of” comparison, and of delibera-
tion, spontaneity manifests liberty in a purer form, but it is
only one form of liberty ahd not liberty entire; the fun-
damental idea of liberty i3 that of' & power which, under
whatever form it acts, acts only by an energy peculiar to
itself,

1t liberty is distinct from free phenomena—as the char-
acteristic element of every phenomena is to be more or
less determined, but always to be so in some degree—it
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follows that the peculiar characteristic of liberty in its con-
trast with free phenomena, is indetermination. Liberty
therefore is not a form of activity, but activity in itself, the
indetermined activity, which, precisely on that account,
determines itself in one form or another. Hence it follows,
once more, that the me or the personal activity, sponta-
neous or reflective, represents only the determined form
of activity, but not its essence. Liberty is the ideal of the
me; the me must needs constantly tend to it, without ever
arriving at it; it participates in it, but is not identical with
it. The me is liberty in action, not liberty in power; it is
a cause, but a cause phenomenal and not substantial, rela-
tive and not absolute. The absolute me of Fichte is a
contradiction, The very terms imply that nothing absolute
and substantial is to be found in what is determined, that
is to say, phenomenal. In respect to activity, substance
then can not’be found but beyond and above all phenome-
nal activity, in power not yet passed into action, in the in-
determined essence which is capable of self-determination,
in liberty disengaged from its forms, which limit while
they determine it. 'We are thus arrived then in the anal-
ysis of the me, by the way of psychology still, at a new
aspect of ontology, at a substantial activity, anterior and
superior to all phenomenal activity, which produces all the
phenomena of activity, survives them all and renews them
all, immortal and inexhaustible in the_destruction of its
temporary manifestations. And it i3 & remarkable fact,
again, that this absolute activity, in its development, as-
sumes two forms parallel with those of reason, namely,
spontaneity and reflection. These two clements are
found in one sphere as well as the other, and the principlo
of both is always a substantial causality. Activity and
reason, liberty and intelligence are therefore intimately
combined with each other in the unity of substance.

The last phenomenon of consciousness which we have
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not yet analyzed, sensation, would require similar develop-
ments, but the time does not admit of them. I must con-
tent myself with a few words which thinkers will compre-
hend, and which will serve at least as a touchstone for my
future labors on the philosophy of nature.

Sensation is a phenomenon of consciousness no less in-
contestable than either of the others ; now if this phenom-
enon is real, a8 no phenomenon is sufficient to itself, reason
which acts under the law of causality and of substance
compels us to refer the phenomenon of sensation to an ex-
isting cause ; and as this cause is evidently not the me, it is
necessary that reason should refer sensation to another
cause, for the action of reason is irresistible; it refers it
therefore to a cause foreign to the me, placed beyond the
influence of the me, that is to say, to an external cause;
this is our notion of the outward world as opposed to the
inward world which the me constitutes and fil$s, our notion
of an external object as opposed to the subject which is
personality itself, our notion of passivity as opposed to
liberty. But let us not be deceived by the expression pass-
ivity ; for the 1ne is not passive and can not be so, since it
consists in free activity; neither is the object any more
passive, since it is made known to us only in the character
of cause, of active force, Passivity therefore is nothing
but a relation between two forces which act on each other.
Vary and multiply the phenomenon of sensation, reason
always and necessarily refers it to a cause which it success-
ively charges, in proportion to the extent of experience,
not with the internal modifications of the subject, but with
the objective qualities capable of producing them, that is
to say, it develops the notion of cause, but without depart-
ing from it, for qualitics are always causes, and can be
known only as such. The external world therefore is
nothing but an assemblage of causes corresponding to our
real or possible sensations; the relation of these causes
with each other is the order of the world. The world ac-
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cordingly is of the same stuff with ourselves, and nature is
the sister of man ; it is active, living, animated like him;
and its history is a drama no less than our own.

Besides, as the devlopment of the’ personal or human
forco takes place in consciousness, in some sort, under the
auspices of reason, which we recognize as our law even
when we violate it ; 8o the external forces are recessarily
conceived of as submitted to laws in their development, or
to speak more correctly, the laws of external forces are
nothing but their mode of development, the constancy of
which forms what we call regularity. Forco in nature is
distinet from its law, as personality in us is distinct from
reason ; distinct, I say, and not scparate ; for all forco car-
ries its law with it and manifests it in its action and by its
action. Now, all law supposes a reason, and the laws of
the world are nothing but reason as manifested in the
world, Ilere then is a new relation of man with nature.
Nature, like humanity, is composed of laws and of forces,
of reason and of activity ; and in this point of view, the
two worlds are again brought closely together,

Is there nothing further? As we have reduced the
laws of reason and the modes of free force to two, could
we not also attempt a reduction of the forces of nature
and of their laws? Could wo not reduce all the regular
modes of the action of nature to two, which in their rela-
tion with the spontancouy and the rdlccuvo action of the
me and of reason, would exhibit a still Juore intimate
harmony than that which we have just indicated between
the internal and the external world ? It will be perceived
that I here allude to expansion and concentration ; but so
long as methodical labors shall not have converted theso
conjectures into certainty, I will hope and be silent ; T will
content myself with remarking that the philosophical con-
siflerations which reduce the notion of the external world
to that of force have already gained currency, and secretly
preside over modern Physics. What physical inquirer,
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since Euler, seeks any thing in nature but forces and laws?
‘Who now speaks of atoms? And even molecules, the old
atoms revived—who defends them as any thing but an
hypothesis ?  If the fact be incontestable, if modern Phys-
ics be now employed only with forces and laws, I draw the
rigorous conclusion from it, that the science of Physics,
whether it know it or not, is no longer material, and that
it became spiritual when it rejected every other method
than observation and induction which can never lead to
aught but forces and laws. Now what is there material
in forces and laws?  The physical sciences then themselves
have entered into the broad path of an enlightened Spirit-
ualism j and they have only to march with a firm step, and
to gain a more and more profound knowledge of forces
and laws, in order to arrive at more important generaliza-
tions, Let us go still further.  As it is a law already ree-
ognized of the same reason which governs humanity and
nature, to refer every finite cause and every multiple law,
that is to say, every phenomenal cause and every phenom-
enal law, to something absolute which leaves nothing to
be songht beyond it in relation to existence, that is to say,
to a substance ; so this Jaw refers the external world com-
posed of forces and laws to a substance, which must needs
be a cause in order to be the subject of the causes of this
world, which must needs be an intelligence in order to bhe
the subject of its laws, a substance, in fine, which must
needs be the igentity ot activity and intelligence.  We are
thus arrived accordingly, for the second time, by observa-
tion and induction in the external sphere, at precisely the
same point to which observation and induction have suc-
cessively conducted us in the sphere of personality and in
that of reason; consciousness in its triplicity, is therefore
one; the physical and moral world is one, science is one,
that is to say, in other words, God is One.

Let us sumup these ideas, and at the same time more
fally unfold them.
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