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of these causes or powers, or properties or qualities, we call these
qualities secondary qualities ; we know them, I confess, only in
so far as causes of our sensations : but in short we know them by
this title, and this is a real knowledge incontestably found in all
men. . But, acecording to Locke, knowledge is always on this con-
dition, that the idea upon which knowledge turns shall represent
its object. You have certainly the idea of the secondary quali
tios of bodies in so far as causes of several of your semsations
Well, this idea which you all have, and upon which is founded
almost all your conduct and human life entire, is true, constitutes
a legitimate knowledge, only on condition that it shall be con-
formed to its object, to the causes of your sensations, to the sec-
ondary qualities of bodies. And when I say that it shall be con-
formed to them, think that the condition of the conformity is
nothing less than that of resemblance, that the condition of the
resemblance is nothing less than the condition of being an image,
and that the condition of every image is nothing less than the
condition of being a sensible and material image : for there is no
irnmaterial image. The question, then, is, whether you have or
have not the material image of the secondarj qualities of bodies,
Jat is, of those properties of bodies which cause in you the sen-
sations of color, of sound, of savor, and of odor. Lef us ses
what the material image of a cause can be. A cause, in so far
as cause (and the properties or secondary qualities of bodies are
nothing else), has no form, no color ; consequently, what material
image-can be made of it ? A cause, whatever it may be, whether
you place it in the soul or in what is called matter, is always a
cause, is never any thing but a cause; and in so far as cause, il
falls neither under the hand nor under the eye, it falls under none
of the senses : it is therefore something of which you cannot have,
strictly, a sensible idea, an image-idea, a material image. There-
fore since you have not, and cannot have the image of a cause,
and since the secondary qualities of bodies are given to you only
as causes, it follows that you should not have any legitimate
knowledge of the secondary qualities of bodies ; it follows even,
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serictly speaking, that you cannot Lave an

s ¥ legitimate or illegiti-

and that these iti
you as if they were not, since you have heeguaaéizlii ]::al:tsc;btifor
f}nly by the more or less faithful images which you make of th .
images which are here absolutely wanting to you.  The denia?mg
the secondary qualities of bodies is then the inevitable result Of
the theory that every idea must represent its object in orZIer l?
be t?ue. This result is inevitable ; nevertheless experience coj !
'tradicts it, and in contradicting it, refutes the prineiple T}l:(;
tde-as of secondary qualities do not in any manner resemblle thei
;hjec;-s, a‘-nd nevertheless they contain a certain knowledget:
nerefore it is not true tha know .
o N e Otb;:;c ;L]l knowledge supposes the resem-
“ ':Eh:; thelory of Loclke. is destroyeﬁ upon the secondary qualities
m ar; ;f;hfii SITS see if it will be more happy in regard to the pri-
Sc?]idi-ty is the primary quality of bodies par excellence. - Solidi-
ty “il!;h its degrees and its shades, hardness or sofl;ness. impene-
trabﬂ_lty or penetrability, envelops extension, which co;xtailfs di-
mension and form : these are almost all the primary qualities of
bodies. Locke affirms that the ideas of the primary qualities
resemble these qualities. Tt is, in his eyes, their title of legiti-
macy. This theory seems true on one point, in that whichbre-
gards ‘form. In fact, the form of objects, which appertains to
exteHS}cn, which appertains to solidity, is painted upo;1 the retina,
ExPenence testifies to it, and the conformity of these images t.c;
'thezr objects seems certainly the foundation of the truth of the
ideas which we have of the form of objects ; but this is only
false semblance. ; g
If the resemblance of the image upon the retina to the form
of the exterior object is the foundation of the knowledge of the
{01'131 of this object, it follows that this knowledge could never
2ave been acquired except on the following conditions :
1st, That we should know that some image 1s upon the retina,
2d, That by some process, corparing the image upon the retis
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na with the exterior object, we should find in fact the imnge
which is on the retina similar to the object in respect to form.
These two conditions are necessary ; but are they, in reality,
fulfilled, in the faet of the knowledge of the forms of exterio:
objects ? Not at all. First, the knowledge of the image upon
the retina is a tardy acquisition of experience and of physiology.
The first men who believed that they had before them figured
bodies, did not in the least know that there were images upon
the retina, They were still farther from calling into question the
resemblance between these images, which they knew not, and
the forms of the bodies which they knew; and, consequently,
the condition which is imposed upon the human mind of knowing
the image upon the retina and verifying the conformity of this
image with its object,-is not the process which abandoned to it-
self, and without any system, it naturally employs to know the
forms of bodies. Afterwards, observe that if the faithful picture
of the object on the retina explains the secret of the perception
of this form, it is necessary that this image should go from the
retina to the optic nerve, from the optic nerve to the brain, which,
as Locke says, is the audience-chamber of the soul, and that
from this audience-chamber it should be introduced into the soul
itself : but it may be stopped at cach step. From the retina the
image must be transmitted by the optic nerve. Now, who dces
not know that the optic nerve is in a dark region, impenetrable
to light? The optic nerve is dark; no image can then be painted
.upon it : and the image thus abandons us. Besides, the brain,
this audience-chamber, is also in a dark region ; the soul, which,
according to the theory of Locke, must look upon the retina in
order to encounter an image of the form of the body, and which
must see this image, and see it conformed to its original, can
make this observation neither upon the optic neive, nor upon the
brain.
We have, thus to speak, closed all the avenues of the soul to
the hypothesis of the idea-image ; in the perception of the form
of objects, we do not find. the three things—figured objects—a
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smll.capable of perceiving the figures of these objects—an inter-
mediate image between the real form of objects and the soul ;
figured objects alone exist, and a soul endowed with the facult :
of perceiving them with their forms, The existence of the imagz
of the figure of objects upon the retina is a real fact, which is,
doubtless, the previous condition of the perception of visible ap-
pearances, but not the foundation of ihis perception,
cedes it, but does not constitute it nor in any v%ise explain it
The existence of the image of the figure of objects upon the reti:
na, a simple condition and an exterior condition of the phenome-
non of vision, transformed into a complete explanation of this phe-
nomenon, is the source of the hypothesis of the idea-image, as to
the perception of the forms of objects. It has still another., Not
-only is the soul endowed with the faculty of perceiving the forms
of present objects, certain organic conditions being fulfilled : but
again, when these objects are absent, it is endowetzl with th(; fae-
ulty of recalling them, not only of knowing that they were, but
of representing them such as they were, and with the forms which
we had perceived in them when they were present. The memory
has really this imaginative power; we imagine objects precisely
a.s we perceive them ; this is incontestable. But in the imasina.
tion of the forms of absent objects, as in the perception ot? the
f'orms of present objects, there are but two terms, the absent ob-
Jects, and the soul which can represent them when absent; or
rather, in this case, there is really nothing but the soul, which, in
the absence of the objects, recalls them with their forms, a; if
th(::‘y were before it. Now, in the soul which represents past
objects, poetry may very well detach the representation itself
from‘ the objects and consider it apart, as a proper element and
sul‘imsting by itself : it is the right of poetry, but not that of
Ehl]us‘ophjcal analysis, which cannot legitimately convert abstrac-
tfons Into realities. * Abstraction realized, the participle or adjec-
tive converted into a substantive, is the second source of the h:,:r-
pothesis of the idea-image, not to call to mind vicious conditions of
the sommunication between bodies imposed upon the intellizence.

which pre-
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As yet we have only discussed the phenomenon of vision, of
the form of external objects: what would it then be, if we dis-
gussed other primary qualities of bodies, for example, the primary
yquality par excellence, solidity? Would you dare to revive the
scholastic hypothesis of the tang'ible species, in order to make a
match for the visual image upon the retina ? Would you p.ace
this tangible species upon the mysterious avenues of the nerves
and of the brain, which the image of the form was unable to trav-
erse? Beitso: let us suppose that this tangible species, this
idea-image of solidity, has arrived as far as the soul, and let us
sce if it satisfies the fundamental condition of the theory of Locke,
f it is conformed or not conformed to its model, to solidity itself.
VWhat is solidity ? Solidity, as we have seen, is resistance.
VWhere there is no resistance, there is for us nothing but ourselves.
When resistance begins, then, for us, begins something besides
ourselves: the outward, the exterior, nature, the world. If so-
lidity is something that resists, it is a resisting cause; and again,
for the primary qualities of bodies as well as for their secondary
qualities, we are brought back to the idea of cause; here again
it is necessary, in order that we may have the legitimate knowl-
eldge of the resisting cause, of solidity, it is necessary, I say, that
sre should have an idea which is conformed to it, which is similar
to it, which is the image of the resisting cause, and which s its
material image. Such is the systematic condition of the knowl-
edge of the primary quality of bodies. But I have shown that
there cannot be a material image of any cause; there cannot then
be one of a resisting cause, of solid, that is, of the fundamental
quality of bedies. _

Thus we have not a more legitimate idea of the primary qualk
ties of bodies, than of their secondary qualities, if we have this
legitimate idea on condition that this idea shall be a materiai
mage of its object. DBut we have not yet finished; as yet we
are only at the entrance of the exterior world. Not only has
Lody secondary qualities and primary qualities, which I have just
enumerated, and which T have just demonstrated as incompatible
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with the theory of Locke ; but again, we believe that, under th
seco-ndary and primary qualities, there is ssmnething’F that i fl:e
subject of all these qualities, something which really existlss in .
permanent manner, whilst the qualities are in a movement and 'a
=.5. perpetual alteration; we all believe in the existence of Ja- ’I]Jn
jeet, of a substance of these qualities. Now, accordin toszh-
theor?’, Fhe idea of this substance is legitimate only on %ondihi i
that it is conformed to its object, to wit, the substance of t;)ln
body; and the idea, in order to be conformed to its object 'e
order to resemble it, must be its image, and every imafri m,un: |
T;;e material. But T ask you, if it is possible to have ai‘;na,f:eris1
Image of substance? it is evidently impossi’nle' then you haal
no idea of substance and of the reality of bodies., ! 7

Not ‘onIy do you believe in the real and substantial existenc
of l-)OdleS, but you believe that these bodies, whose fundam t(-’?
attribute is solidity, resistance, are somewhere, in a laczm'c1
space. You all have the idea of space. But,you ca: hax:el']:
fml_y on condition that the idea which you have of it re resenés
it, 18 1ts material image ; and as we have seen, one of thepchar'w
ters' of space is, that it cannot be confounded with the bo({h:;
wh:ch.ﬁl} it and measure it, but which do not constitute i;;
’-I‘hen 1t s impossible & jfortiors, that you can have a materi-li
image of that which does not materially exist, when you cann;nt
have such zfm image of bodies and of their fundamental attributes
or aceessories.

It is the same in regard to time. You believe that the move-
ments of bodies and the succession of their movements are ac-
complished in time, and you do not confound the succession of
thel movements of bodies with the time which it measures, and
ﬂmh it no more constitutes than the collection of bodies cc;nsti-
LTEES space. You have the idea of time distinct from all succes-
o if you have it, it is again, by the theory of Locke, on the
tzond{t':cm that you have an idea which is conformed t; it, an
lc.lea-zr.nage. But you cannot have an idea-image of time, since
time 1s distinct from the movements of bodies, and does not
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fall under any sense; then you cannot have a legitimate idea
of it.

I could pursue this discussion much farther; but I think that
I have carried it far enough to demonstrate that if, relatively to
the exterior world, our ideas are true only on condition that they
are representative ideas, ideas conformed to their objects, images
and material images of their objects, we should have no legiti-
mate idea of the exterior world, nor of secondary qualities, nor of
primary qualities, nor of their subject, nor of space, nor of time.
Therefore the theory of the material image concludes by destroy-

ing the legitimate knowledge of matter and of the exterior

world.

The objections which I have just presented to you are so
natural and so simple, that Locke could not even lay down the
problem as he has laid it down without suspecting them in part;

and they presented themselves to him with sufficient strength to

shake his conviction of the existence of the exterior world. He
does not call this existence in question, but he confesses that on
the sole foundation of the representative idea, the knowledge of
bodies has not a perfect certainty; he thinks, at the same time,
that it goes beyond simple probability. « But yet, if after all,”
says Locke, “any one will question the existence of all things, or
our knowledge of any thing, I must desire him to consider that
we have such an assurance of the existence 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 con-
cernment we have of being made acquainted with them.” This
is almost the language of skepticism.

Nevertheless, Locke is not skeptieal in regard to the existence
of hddies; notwithstanding his theory of ideas, he is clearly ideal-
istic. Heis attached to the great peripatetic and sensualistic
family, in which the theory of species, and sensible species, had
the authority of a dogma, and the duty of giving and explaining
the exterior world. Of sensible species, the seventeenth century
in general, and Locke in particular, have made sensible ideas,

o s
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provided with all the qualities of Species, representatives of their
obj?(:bs and emanating from them. There is, then, no idealistic
desﬂg:n in Locke’s theory of ideas. On the contrary, Locke is
convinced that these ideas, in so far as representatives, are the
only solid foundation which can be given for the kn(m:]ed e of
exterior objects; only he acknowledges, partly against his gWil]
the peripatetic hypothesis of species, transfol‘medbinto the mod-’
ern theory of sensible ideas, turns against his aim, and that
although this hypothesis has an evidently materialistic charactcel"
since in it ideas are necessarily images and material imawes, it has:.
'not.‘ the power to give matter legitimately. ~Judge whzt i,t mus
be in regard to the spiritual world, the soul, anz God: I shall
be brief.

Remember the general princi ple of Locke. We have no leoiti-
mate knowledge whatever, except on condition that the igeas
which we have of it be conformed to their object. Now, ever
one believes in the existence of his soul, that is, in the ex,istencz
of something in us, which feels, which wills, which thinks. Those
even who do not believe in the spiritual existence of this subjeet
l?ave never doubted the existence of its faculties, the existence o;
the sensibility, for example, that of the will, that of the thought
Well, think of it: you have no legitimate knowledoe of thought.
of will, of sensibility, except on condition that t-l?e ideas W}Jic]‘:
you have of them represent them ; and these ideas must be im-
ages, and consequently material images. See into what an abyss :
of absurdities we have fallen, In order to know thought and
}Vi]i, which are immaterial, we must necessarily have a :nateriul
image which resembles them. But what is a material imawe of
thought and of will? The same absurdity exists in regm?i to
the sensibility. The absurdity is greater, if possible, 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 the faculties of this soul
are fulfilled, sensations, volitions, thoughts.

Rehold, then, the spiritual world crumbling like the material




320 HISTORY OF MODERN PHILOSOPHY.

world. Simply because we have no legitimatct '{deas of our ffscul-
ties and of their subject, except on the condition of thes? .1deas
being material images, it is evidcnt. that we have no leg.ltun'f.te
knowledge of our soul, of its faculties, .R{’ld-()f our whole inter mn\
being, intellectual and moral. The difficulty here eve.n sc'emb
greater than in regard to the material world, or at least it shakes
:till more the successor of Bacon and of Hobbes. .As. to the
material world, he had acknowledged that m;m.y -o.bjectlo-ns ex-
isted against his theory of ideas, but these ObJEGtII-JnS did not
seem insurmountable, and he believed that t_hey still left us a
certain knowledge of the material world, sufficient fol_' our wta.nts;
by this he pretended to open the door only to a sem;—skepnclsr.ni
It was doubtless a weakness; for the i(llea of Locke, a m.aterm
image, in nowise representing bodies, either cohmplete or 1rlllcon’11é—[
plete, no idea of bodies shou_ld ha.w? been admzttf‘:d 5 .lie sdoul .1-
have gone on to absolute skepticism. .Lo?ke s anestt? ;
oood sense and by the evidence which, in his school, swrroun iy
tt:‘he objects of sense and the physical world. BPt. when he &t[‘-
rives at the spiritual world, to which the SOHS‘LlallSLl(‘.- school ?lt.-
heres less closely, the arguments which naturally arise from his
own theory, strike him more forcibly, and see what he declarg;_'
Book IV. Chap. XI. § 12: “We can 10 more know that lthf;nf
are finite spivits really existing, by the idea we have of Stllli'tl lq.
ings in our minds, than by the ideas nayone ha_s of fmuc:,:{ t‘
centaurs, he can come to know that things answ?rmg t]ﬁl(?Si 1- enj
do really exist.” This seems to me to be sllbsmum S}Lf}pulﬁ.ﬁl';l:
and you, perhaps, think that the last (:(.)I?GII.ISIOH of Locke w1 :Li;
that there is no knowledge of finite spiits, conscqucnt.l_y none J'
our soul, consequently again, none of any of the faculties ot;r z}ul‘
soul; for the objection is as valid against the phenomen:?.? . 3](,
soul as against ils substance. It is here he shou.ld have .ii,el ml;’]l;r
ted ; but he did not dare to do it, because ther(? is no _Phl OSka :
at the same time more wise and more inconsistent than Locke.
V es he then do? ; :
‘MI]TB:t gloe danger in which his philosophy throws him, ke aban-

HISTORY OF MODERN PHILOSOPHY. 321

dons his philosophy, and all philosophy, and he appeals to Chris-
tianity, to revelation, to faith ; and by faith and revelation, he does
not understand a faith, a natural revelation; he understands faith
and revelation in the peculiar theological sense, and he concludes
thus: “Therefore concerning the existence of fin
well as several other things,
evidence of faith.”

ite spirits, as
we must content ourselves with the
Thus, Locke himself anticipates the inevit-
able consequences to which I wished to lead him. = Speaking as a
philosopher and not as a theologian, I said that if we have no
other reason for believing in the existence of spirit than the
hypothesis of the representative idea, we have no good reason for
believing in it. Locke grants it, proclaims it himself, and throws
himself into the arms of faith. T shall not leave him there. The
world of faith is interdicted to him as well as the world of spirit
and that of matter; he could penetrate it only by the grossest
paralogism. Locke has no more right, he has still less right fo
believe in faith, in revelation, in Christianity, than to believe in
the finite spirits which we are and in the matter which is be-
fore us,

Revelation supposes two things: 1st, doctrines emanating from
God; 2d, a book in which these doctrines are deposited and
preserved. This book, although its contents are divine and
sacred, is itself material ; it is a body, and T here refer Locke to
the objections which T have made against the legitimate knowl-
edge of bodies, if we have no other foundation for believing in
them than the idea-image which represents them to us, Thus
we can have no legitimate knowledge of the book in which the
sacred doctrines, revealed by God, are contained. If it is thus
in regard to the book, what become of the doctrines which it
contains? Besides, these doctrines come from God.

And what is God ? a spirit, and, apparently, an infinite spirit.
Now, we have just seen that Locke was unable, according to his
theory, to admit the legitimate existence of finite spirits ; and,
incredible as it may seem, in order to make me admit the
existence of finite spirits; he proposes to have me begin by
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admitting the existence of an infinite spiri't! .But iz n(]): t.l;ls
explaining obscurum per obscurius? A while since t‘ e u-lrftn
mind was condemned to have no knowledge of finite spmf S,
because it could have no ideas conformed to .then'], and‘ ‘nowi -0}1“
greater facility, it must have an idea of the infinite Splr.lt, W m:]l
;erfectly represents it! DBut if it cannot re.preser_lt a ﬁnllte 1t wi
be still less able to represent an infinite Sp.il'lt ; evidently 1t. (?annot
do it on the condition of Locke, that is, on 'th? cond-mc: of
forming an image of it, and moreover a material image ; t e{;‘:
fore there is no infinite spirit, no Go_d; therefore no piSSl ;
revelation, Everywhere at each step, in the theory of Locke, we
av abyss of paralogism. :
hml? iini::?u: 133315 we h?we no legitimate knowledge, no _true 1(111ei
except on the condition that this idea re;?res.ents its ob]_ect; :;
it be conformed to an image, and a material 1.rxTage of this o Jech ;
which I have shown to be the rigorous condﬂjlc.m of t.he hypoth-
esis of ideas, it follows that we have no legitimate idea of ¢ ;
exterior world, of the world of spirits, of souls, of ourselvels, an1
atill less of God, to whom Locke appeals. (%onsequemfly it fo(i
lows in the last analysis that we have no true idea of bemgs;- an
that we have no other legitimate knm?ledge than th-at o Oll);r
ideas, still less their object, whatever it may be, begmnn;gl ¥y
our own personal being itself. Such a consequence ovfan*u-r e. 1r)rlus
the theory of ideas, and this consequence proceeds invincibly
fror this theory.
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LECTURE XXII,

ESSAY, FOURTH BOOK, REPRESENTATIVE IDEAS CONTINUED
Bummary and eontinnation of the preceding lecture.—Of the idea, no longer
in relation to the object which it should represent, but in relation to the
mind which perceives it and in which it is found.—The idea-image, taken
materially, implies a materia] subject; whence materialism.—Taken spirit-
ually, it can give neither bodjes nor spirit.—That the representative idea
laid down as the only primitive datum of spirit in the search after reality,

, it being impossi any representative idea

present well or ill, except by comparing it with its

original, with reality itself, to which, in the hypothesis of the repre-
sentative idea, we can arrive only by the idea.—That knowledge is direct

and without intermediation.—Of Judgments, of Propositions, of ideas.—
Return to the question of innate ideas.

I am now about to resume an
According to Locke,
idea to its object; an
as the relation of the

d complete the last lecture,
knowledge is entirely in the relation of the
d this knowledge is true or false according
idea to the object is a relation of conformity
or of nonconformity: the idea in order to he true, in order to he
the foundation of legitimate knowledge, must be similar to its
abject, must represent it, and be its image. Now, what is the
condition of an idea-image ? There is no image without figure,
without something extended, without something sensible and
material. - The idea—ima.ge implies then something material ; and
if the truth of knowledge is resolved into the conformity of the
idea to its object, it is resolved into the conformity of an Image,
taken materially, to its object, whatever it may be.

Remark that the theory of the representative idea, as the
basis of consciousness, is in Locke a universal theory, without

Limit, without exception: it must therefore account for all knowl-

edge; it must

2o as far as human knowledge can go; it embraces
God, spirits, b

odies ; for all this falls more or less under knowl-




