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These facts are evident; but Locke has a system ; this system
consists in admitting no other origin of all our ideas than sensa.
tion and reflection. The idea of the finite, which is resolved into
that of body and suceession, easily comes from sensation or re-
flection ; but the idea of the infinite, which is resolved neither
into the idea of body mor into that of succession, since time and
space are neither the one nor the other of these two things, can
come neither from sensation nor reflection. The system of Locke,
if the idea of the infinite subsist, will therefore be false ; the idea
of the infinite, therefore, must not subsist; and Locke shuns if
and eludes it as much as he can. He begins by declaring that
if, is a very obscure idea, whilst that of the finite is very clear and
comes easily into the mind (Book IL Chap. XVIL §2). Butob-
seure or not obscure, is it in the intelligence ? That is the ques-

tion, and obscure or not obscure, it is your duty as a philosopher, '

if it is real, to admit, whether you can elucidate it or not. And
then, in regard to the obscuity, let us understand ourselves.
The senses attain only body; consciousness or reflection attain
only succession. The objects of the senses and the understand-
ing are therefore body and suecession, that is, the finite. Thus
nothing is more clear for the senses and consciousness than the
finite; whilst the infinite is and ought to be very obscure, for the
very simple reason that the infinite is the object neither of the
senses nor of consciousness, but of reason alone. If then it
is with the senses or consciousness that you wish to attain the in-
finite, it is necessarily obscure and even inaccessible to you ; if
with the reason, nothing is clearer, so far that it is then the finite
which becomes obscure to your eyes and escapes you. And be-
held bow empiricism, which is exclusively grounded on internal
or external experience, is quite naturally led to the denial of the n-
finite; whilst idealism, which is exclusively grounded on the reason,
very easily forms a conception of the infinite, but finds great diffi-
sulty in admitting the finite, which is not its proper object.
After sporting a little with the idea of the infinite as obscure,
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the senses and consciousness, although ifs proper objects are not
objects of experience.®
Finally, being obliged to.explain himself categorically, after
many contradictions, for Locke often speaks here and elsewhere
of the infinity of God (Book IL Chap. XVIL § 1), and even of
the infinity of time and space (ébid., § 4 and 5), he ends by re-
solving the infinite into number. (ibid., § 9): « Number 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 idea of infinity we are capable of. For
even in space and duration, when the mind pursues the idea of
infinity; it there makes use of the ideas and repetitions of num-
bers, as of millions and millions of miles, or years, which are so
many distinct ideas, kept best by number from running. into a
confused heap, wherein the mind loses itself.” But what is num-
her? it is, in the last analysis, such or such a number, for every
number is a determinate number; it Is, therefore, a finite num-
ber, whatever it may be, as high as you please. Number is the
parent of succession, not of duration; number and suecession
measure time, but do not equal it and exhaust it. The reduction
of the infinite to mumber is, therefore, the reduction of infinite
time to its indefinite or finite measure, which is at bottom the
same thing ; as in regard to space, the reduction of space to
body is the reduction of the infinite to the finite. Now, to re-
duce the infinite to the finite, is to destroy it ; it is to destroy the
belief of the human race, but, once more, it is to save the system
of Locke. In fact, the infinite can enter the understanding
neither by consciousness nor by the senses ; but the finite enters
the understanding marvellously well by these two doors ; it alone
enters the understanding : therefore there is nothing else either
in the understanding or in nature; and the idea of the infinite is
only a vague and obscure idea, entirely negative, which is re-

# On the infinite and the necessary as proper objects of reason, o2 18

Series, Vol. 5, Lecture 6, p. 223.
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the foundation of consciousness and memory. Take away being,
and there are no more phenomena, and these phenomena come
no longer to consciousness and memory ; in the order of nature
and reason, it is therefore consciousness and memory which pie-
suppose personal identity : but it is not thus in the chronological
order; and if in this order we cannot have the consciousness and
the memory of any phenomenon without instantly having a
rational conception of our identical existence, nevertheless it is
necessary, in order that we may have this conception of our iden-
tity, that there should have been some act of consciousness and
memory. Without doubt, the act of memory and consciousness
is not consummated, unless we conceive our personal identity;
but some act of memory and consciousness must have taken
place, in order that the conception of our identily may take place
in its turn.  In this sense, I say that some operation, some ac-
quisition of memory and consciousness, Is the necessary chrono-
logical condition of the coneeption of cur personal identity.
Analysis may raise, in regard to the phenomena of conscious-
ness and memory, which suggest to us the idea of our personal
identity, the same problem which it has already raised in regard
to the phenomena of consciousness, which suggest to us the idea
of time: it may seek what, among the numerous phenomena of
which we have consciousness and memory, are those on occasion
of which we acquire at first the conviction of our existence. At
bottom, it is to seek what are the conditions of memory and con-
sciousness. Now, as we have seen, the condition of memory i
consciousness ; and, as we have again seen, the condition of con-
sciousness is attention, and the principle of attention is the will.
It is, therefore, the will, attested by conseiousness, which suggests
to us the conviction of our existence, and if is the continuity of
the will, attested by memory, which suggests the conviction of
our personal identity. It is, again, to M. de Biran that I refer
the honor and the responsibility of this theory.®

* Works of M. de Biran, Vol. i., Introduction of the Editor.
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sleep; lethargy, which is a species of sleep, revery, intoxieation,
passion, which often destroy consciousness, and with it memory,
must also destroy, not only the sentiment of existence, but exist-
ence itself. It is not necessary to follow all the consequences of
this theory. It is evident that if memory and consciousness not
only measure our existence, but constitute it, he who has forgot-
ten that he has done a thing, really has not done it; he who has
badly measured by memory, the time of his existence, has really
had less existence. Then there is no more moral imputation, no
more juridical action. A man no longer recollects to have done
such or such a thing, therefore he cannot be tried for having
done it, for he has ceased to be the same. The murderer ¢an no
longer bear the penalty of his crime, if, by a fortunate chance,
he has lost the memory of it
To sum up, there is no doubt that personality has for its dis-
tinguishing sign the will and the operations of which we have a
consciousness and a memory, and that if we had neither con-
sciousness nor memory of any operation and any voluntary act, we
should never have the idea of our personal identity ; but when
this idea is introduced into the intelligence by consciousness and
memory, it continues there independently of the memory of that
which introduced it. There is no doubt that what declares and
measures the personality and moral accountability of our acts, it
the consciousness of the free will which produced them; but
these acts once performed by us with consciousness and free-will,
memory of them may fade or even entirely vanish, and the re-
sponsibility, as well as personality, may remain complete. It is
not, therefore, consciousness and memory which constitute our
personal identity. ~And not only consciousness and memory de
not constitute personal identity, but personal identity is not even
the object of consciousness and memory; none of us has a con-
gclousness of his own nature, otherwise the depths of existence
would be easy to sound, and the mysteries of the soul would be
perfectly known; we should perceive the soul as an airy phe-
nomenon of consciousness which we divectly attain, a sensation,
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a volition, a thought. In point of fact it is not so because
sonal existence, the being which we are, does not ;'all under ptf
eyes 0%' consciousness and memory ; nothing falls under it but the
operations by which this being manifests itself, These o erati :
are ti:le-proper objects of consciousness and memory ; . erse?lti
identity is a conviction of reason. But all these ciisgnct' '
could find no place in the theory of Locke. The pretensi mni
thi_s theory is to draw all ideas from sensation and reﬁectionl?izot
bemg.able to make the idea of personal identity proceed ’fl'OE'l
.sensatmn, it is therefore necessary that this theory should mak
1t come from reflection, that is, that it should make of this ide:
an object of memory and consciousness; that is, that it should
destroy. personal existence by confounding it with the phenom
ena which manifest it, and which would be impossible wilzhaut it-
It only remains for us, in this lecture, to examine the theo ;
of substance.* We are no more frightened by the idea of sug:
stanlce than by that of the infinite. The infinite is the character
of time and space; so the idea and the name of substance, are
the ge'nera}.ization of the fact of which I have just been trea;:-in;
Conscmusne_ss attests to you, with memory, an operation, or se:;
eral _successn'e operations, and at the same time suogests’ to you
a l.Jehef in your personal existence. Now, what is;our persgnal-
existence, the being which you are and which reason reveals té
you, relatively to the operations which consciousness and mem-
ory at%est toyou? The subject of these operations ; and these
opei:a,trons are its characters, its signs, its attributes, / These op-
erations vary, and are renewed ; they are accidents ; on the con-
i:rary, your personal existence always subsists the same : you are
o-day the same that You were yesterday and that y(;u will be
l:o—morrow, amidst the perpetual diversity of your acts. Per-
sonal identity is the unity of your being opposed to the plurality

x :
ol (;n 121; idea of substance, see the first Series, Vol. 1st, course of 1816 ;
2, ures § and 10, p. 195 Vol 8, Lecture 8, p- 125 ; Vol. 4, Leetruc;

12, p. 56, Lecturs 21 £
! aﬁc}.’ s P- 433, Lecture 22, p. 448; Vol. 5, Lecture 6, pp. 156-
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of the acts of consciousness and memory ; now being, one and
identical, opposed to variable accidents, to transitory phenomena,
is substance.
This, you see, is personal substance; it is the same in regard
to exterior substance, which I still do not wish to call material
 substance. Touch gives you the idea of solid; sight and the
other senses give you the idea of other qualities, primary or sec-
ondary. But what! is there nothing but these qualities? Whilst
the senses give you solidity, color, figure, softness, hardness, ete.,
do you not believe that these qualities are not in the air, but that
they are rather in something which really exists, which is selid,
hard, soft, ete. ? You would not have had the idea of this some-
thing, if the senses had not given you the idea of these qualities ;
but you cannot have the idea of these qualities without the idea
of something existing ; this is the universal belief, which the dis-
tinction between qualities and the subject of these qualities ira-
plies, the distinetion between accidents and substance.
Attributes, accidents, phenomena, being, substance, subject,
are the generalizations drawn from the source of the two incoa-
testable facts of belief in my personal existence, and belief in tiie
_existence of the exterior world. Every thing that has been said
of body and space, of succession and time, of the finite and the
infinite, of consciousness and personal identity, all this should he
said of attribute and subject, of qualities and substance, of phe-
nomena and being. If we seek the origin of the idea of phe-
nomena, of quality, of attribute, it is given us by the senses if
the object of search be an attribute of external substance; by
consciousness if the object of search be an attribute of the soul.
As to substance, whether it be material or spiritual, it is given
us neither by the senses nor by consciousness; it is a revelation
of reason in the exercise of the senses and the consciousness, as
space, time, the infinite, and personal identity, are revealed by
reason in the exercise of sensibility, consciousness, and memory.
Finally, as body, succession, the finite, variety, logically sup-
pose space, time, the infinite and unity; so, in the order of rea
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son and nature, it is evident that attribute and accident presup-
pose subject and substance. But it is not less evident that, Ii:'n
thel order of the acquisition of our ideas, the idea of attribute a,nd.
accident is the necessary condition in order to arrive at that of
subst-an‘ce and subject, as in the same order the idea of body, of
succession, of number, of variety, is the condition of the idey; of
:Twe, of time, of the infinite and identity. This being settled
> »
tzmuzfs;((a) ;’(Tt. P]ace the idea of substance occupies in the Sys-
: < cor.xfess,” says he, Book I, Chap. IV, § 18, “there is another
1d‘ea, which would be of general use for mankind to have, as it is
of general talk, as if they had it; and that is the idea.,of sub
stance: which we neither have, nor can have, by sensation -
reflection.” Locke, therefore, systematically denies th; idea 0;
sub_sta,nf:e. Doubtless many Passages might be cited in wh'c;1
he n-npllcitly admits it; but here he openl; rejects it as « of ]1‘:;
use in philosophy,” Book IT. ¢ hap, XTIT. § 19; there, as obscur:
Bwk IL. Chap. XXIII, §4: “We have no clear idea ;f substanct;
in genel:al.” But take away from substan-e this character of
abstracm?n and generality, and restore it to its reality ; substance is
then :me, 1s body. What! is substance of little use in, philosoph
that fs, does the belief in my personal identity, the belief inpt}i;
f'xtermr world, play an unimportant part in my understanding and
I buman life?  Without doubt, to the eyes of the senses asgwell
as to the eyes of consciousness, all substance is obscure ; for n
substance, materia] or spiritual, is the proper object of th; sens ;
and of consciousness ; but, once more, it is not obseure to the:
eyes f)f reason, which has its proper objects, which it reveals to
us with the same evidence that consciousness and the senses
reveal their objects to us, Notwithstanding, Locke everywhere
r?pels t!:le idea of substance; and, when he officially Iezx'plains
.hlmself In regard to it, he resolves it into a collection of simple
:d:aas of sensation and reflection. Book IT. Chap. XXIII. §§ 3P4
B2« We.ha,ve no other idea of substances than what is framed’b -
2 collection of simple ideas.” . . . «It is by such combinalions oy;




242 HISTORY OF MODERN PHILOSOPHY.

simple ideas, and nothing else, that we represent_ parti_cular i{zt;
of substances to ourselves. . . .” § 37: Recapatula?zon.b o
our ideas of the several sorts of substz‘mces are noﬂ;'ung jit }?oh
lections of simple ideas, with a supp?sitmn of someth}ljr}g to W();Zd
they belong, and in which ﬂ;ey sub:s;st 5 tho;.;%h i:' Ifdli_ :léi}slares
ino we have no clear distinet idea at all. : ; =
jﬁie:]; ]ilow nothing of matter but the c_oliecmon _of its qllfaifis,
and nothing of mind but the collection of its ope.ratlo?s.. t }f : i %
is more true than this in a certain respeci';. It is celt.am. a dv:o
know nothing of mind but what its operations t.each us in 1:garh o
it ; that we know nothing of matter but-what its qua%xtles ea:hin
in regard to it; as we have already grantefl that “:re kn():v‘ r}oS aci
of time except what succession teaches us {n regard .t?‘ i I,to ex};e :
except what body teaches us in regard toit, of the infini e Sne;;)s
what the finite teaches us, of me except what consctow.u -
teaches us. Body is the only measure of_ space, succefssmness
time, the finite of the infinite, the open_'a.txons of consc;ous:‘ns
of our identity; so attributes and qualities are the_ (])n yss?l,'i :
and the only measures of substanc-es, whether {faatena cu:ﬂ E, -
ual. But because we know mnothing -?f ‘a thing extt'aeé) o
another thing teaches us in regard to if, it does not- (o) 0;? i
the former thing is the latter, 'md ‘that substance f onlgrne e
collection of its qualities, because it is by the collec ont ]::Ousand
its qualities that substance is mfa\mfested. Hen;e a e
extravagances and paralogisms which ‘hav-e, every_wh ereb ianci -
duced. It is evident that the eollecmo:} into which ' subs i
resolved is in every way impossible, without the 'suppositio

substance. M. Royer-Collard® has perfectly shown the different’

phases of this impossibility. T will re‘fer _on]y tc? one}.l A_mzlrlg
all the conditions under which a collection is possible, ere‘lsd .
which is incontestable: there must be some one, some mglo ,n .
make this collection. Numbers placed under each other

make addition ; arithmetic is not made entirely by itself; it sups’

* Works of Reid, Vol. iv, p. 805.
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poses and demands ap arithmetician, N,
substance, has destroyed the arithmeticia
make the addition ; the human mind no 1
longer a mind one and identical, ¢
quantities of which a collection
remain quantities which must add
themselves perceive the relation
But pass over this difﬁcult-y,
radical one: admit that the ¢

ow Locke, by denying
N necessary in order to
onger exists, you are no
apable of adding the different
is composed, and there only
themselves to each other, must
s which bind them together.
which, among several others, is a
ollection is possible without some
one, some mind which makes it ; suppose it made, made by itself
alone, what will this collection be? Al that a collection ean be,
an abstraction, a mere word. Behold, therefore, at what you
deﬁnitcly arrive ; and, without speaking of God, who is never-
theless also a substance, the substance of substances and being of
beings, behold, therefore, mind, behold matter reduced to mere
words. Scholasticism had converted many collections into sub-
stances, many words into entities; by an exaggeration in a
contrary sense, Locke converted substance into collection, and
made words of things; and this, mark it well, necessarily and by
the force of his system. Admitting only ideas explicable by

sensation or reflection, and being able to explain the idea of
substance by neither,

reduce it to qualities
reflection,

it was necessary for him to deny it, to
which are easily attained by sensation or
Hence the systematic confusion of qualities and sub-
stance, of phenomena and being, that is, the destruction of being,
and consequently of beings.  Nothing, therefore, substantially
exists, neither God nor the world, neither you nor I; all is
resolved into phenomena, into abstractions, into words; and,

strange enough, it is the very fear of abstraction and verbal

entities, it is the badly understood taste for reality which precipi-
tates Locke into an absoly

te nominalism, which is nothing elss
than an absolute nihilism,




