HISTORY OF MODERN PHILOSOPHY.

LECTURE XXIIT,

ESSAY, THEORY OF JUDGMENT.*

Examination of the Fonrth Book of the Bssay on the Human Understanding
continued.—Of knowledge. Its different modes, Omission of inductive
knowledge.—Its degrees, False distinction of Locke between knowing
and judging.—That Locke’s theory of kmowledge and of judgment is
resolved into that of the perception of a relation of agreement or of disa-
greement between ideas. Detailed examination of this theory.—That it is
applied to abstract judgments and in nowise to primitive judgments,
which imply existence.—Analysis of this judgment: I exist. Three ob-
jections to the theory of Locke: 1st, impossibility of arriving at real
existence, by the abstraction of existence; 2d, that to begin by abstraction
is contrary to the frue process of the human mind ; 3d, that the theory of
Locke contains a paralogism.—Analysis of the Jjudgments: I think, This
body exists, This body is colored, God exists, d&e.—Analysis of the judg-
ments upon whieh arithmetie and geometry rest.

Wz have stopped some time at the beginning of the fourth
book of the Essay on the Human Undersianding : we will now
enter farther into it.

The fourth book of the Essay on the Human Understanding
. treats of knowledge in general, of its different modes, of its
different degrees, of its extent, and of its limits, with some appli-
cations: this is, properly speaking, logic with a little ontology.
The principle of this logic rests on the theory which we have
examined, thal of the representative idea. We have seen that
the condition of all legitimate knowledge, for Locke, is the con-
formity of the idea to the object; and we have in every way
shown this conformity to be a mere chimera. We have then
overturned in advance the general theory of kmowledge ; but we
have overturned it in its principle only. It is in some sort a

* On the true theory of judgment, see Ist Series, Vol. 4, Lecture 20, p
870-876, Lecture 21, p. 414, and Lecture 922, p. 464-477.
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prejudicial question, an exception which we have raised against
this theory; it is necessary now to examine it in itself, indepen-
dently of the principle of the representative idea, to follow it in
the development which is proper to it, and in the consequences
which belong to if.

Whether the idea represents or does not represent, in the sys-
tem of Locke, we always find that the understanding begins with
things only by ideas; that ideas are the only objects of the
undeﬁstanding, and consequently the only foundations of knowl-
edge. Now, if all knowledge necessarily rests upon ideas, where
there is no idea there can be no knowledge, and wherever there
is knowledge, there has necessarily been an idea. But the recip-
rocal is not true; and wherever there is an idea, it does not

follow that there is knowledge. For example, in order that you
should have a profound knowledge of God, it is first necessary
that you should have some idea of God; but because you have
some idea of him, it does not follow that you have a true or
sufficient knowledge of him. Thus knowledge is limited by ideas,
but it does not go as far as ideas go.

Book IV. Chap. IIL. § 1. «“We can have knowledge no farther
than we have ideas.” Ibid., § 6. «Our knowledge is narrower
than our ideas.”

If knowledge never surpasses the ideas, and sometimes fails of
coming up to them, and if all knowledge turns only on ideas, it is
clear that knowledge cannot be any thing more than the relation
of one idea with another idea, and that the process of the human
mind in knowledge is simply the perception of some relation
between ideas.

Book IV. Chap. I. § 1. “Since the mind, in all its thoughts
and reasonings, hath no other immediate object but its own ideas,
which it alone does, or can contemplate, it is evident, that our
knowledge is only conversant about them.”

§ 2. “Knowledge then seems to me to be nothing but the
perception of the connection or agreement, or disagreement and

vepugnancy of any of our ideas, In this alone it consists.

HISTORY OF MODERN PHILOSOPHY. 347

Where this perception is, there is knowledge: and where it is
not, there, though we may fancy, guess, or believe yet we
always come short of knowledge.” :

Thence follow different modes and different degrees of knowl-
edge _in the system of Locke. We simply kn;w whether we
Percewe a relation of agreement or disagreement between two
ideas, Now we can perceive this relation in two ways: either
we perceive it immediately, and then knowledge is intuitive, or
we do not perceive it immediately, and it is necessary that,we
should have recourse to another idea or to several other ideas
which we place between the two ideas whose relation eannot b(;
?erceived, so that by means of this new idea or of these new
?dea.s we may seize the relation which escapes us, Knowledoe
in this case is called demonstrative knowledge. Book IV. Oha?')

“IL §1. Ibid.,§ 2.

I-Iere Locke makes an excellent remark, which T ought not to
omit, and of which it is just to give him the honor. Doubtless
we :fre’ofben compelled to recur to demonstration, to the inter-
mediation of one idea or of several other ideas, in order to pereceive
the hidden relation of two ideas; but this new idea which we m
some way, interpose between the two cthers, it is necessary timt
we should see its relation with both. Now if the perccpt%on of
t‘his relation between this idea and the two others was not intai-
tive, if it were not 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 still be necessary to
have recowse to a new idea, and so on without end. The per-
ception of the relation between the middle idea and the extreme
terms must then be intuitive, and thus it must be in all the
degmes of deduction, so that demonstrative evidence is founded
on intuitive evidence and constantly supposes it. “Book IV, Chap.
II. § 7: « Bach step must have intuitive evidence.— Now in every
step reason makes in demonstrative knowledge, there is an intuitive
knowledge of that agreement or disagreement it seeks with the
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next intermediate idea, 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 lknowledge pro-
duced. If it be perceived by itself, it is intuitive knowledge:
if it cannot be perceived by itself, there is need of some inter-
vening 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 perceive the immediate
agreement of the intervening ideas, whereby the agreement or
disagreement of the two ideas under examination (whereof the
cne is always the first, and the other the last in the account) is
found. This intuitive perception of the agreement or disagree-
nient of the intermediate ideas, in each step and progression of
tite demonstration, must also be carried exaetly in the mind, and
2, man must be sure that no part is left out.”

"'his intuition and demonstration are the different modes of
knowledge according to Locke. But are there no others? Is
there no knowledge which we acquire except by intuition or by
demonstration? How do we acquire knowledge of the laws of
exterior nature? Take what you please, gravitation, for example.
Certainly here is not simple intuition and immediate evidence ;
for experiments multiplied and combined are necessary for the
icast law, and still, alone, they would not be sufficient, the least
law surpassing the number, whatever it may be, of particular
experiments drawn from it. There must then be an intervention
of some other operation of the mind besides intuition. Is it
demonstration? This is impossible. 'What in fact.is demonstra-
tion? Tt is the perception of a relation between two ideas by
means of a third, but on the condition that iie third be more
general than the other two, in order to embrace them and bind
them. . To demonstrate is in the last analysis to draw the par-
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ticular from the general. But what physical law is more veneral
than that of gravitation, and from what is it deduced; The
knowledge of gravitation is not deduced from any other knowl-
edge‘ anterior to it and which contains it. How then have wa
obtained this knowledge which we certainly have, and how in
general have we obtained the knowledge of physical laws? A
Phenomeuon having been presented to us with such a character,
in such cireumstances we have judged that if this phcnomenor;
should present itself anew in analogous circumstances, it would
have the same character; that is, we have at first g:enera]jzed
f;he particular character of this phenomenon: instead of descend-
ing from the general to the particular, we have risen from the
particular to the general. This general character is what is
called law; we have not deduced this law from a more general
?uw or character; we have drawn it from particular experiments,
1{1 order to transfer it beyond ; there is here neither sin;lple intui-
.tlon nor demonstration ; it is what is called induction.* Tt is to
mduc‘tion that we owe all our conquests over nature, all our dis-
coveries of the laws of the world. Natural philosophers, for a
lf)ng time, contented themselves either with immediate observa-
tions, which resulted in nothing of importance, or with reasonines
which simply gave hypotheses. For a long, time induction W:;s
merely a natural process of the human mind, of which all men
made use in order to acquire the knowledge of which they hed
need relatively to the exterior world, without accountine for it or
without its passing from practice into science, It is es;ecially to
Bacon that we owe, not the discovery, but the exposition and
greatest use of this process. It is strange that Locke, the com-
patriot of Bacon, and who belongs to his school, should, in his
classification of the modes of knowledge, have suffered to escape
the very one which Bacon has rendered most celebrated and
placed in the clearest light. It is strange that the whole sensual-

On H]dl-actlon, see Lecture 18 of this Sencs, and 1st Sel'leﬁ, Vol 4'
Ilectuﬂﬂ 20 and 22.
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istic 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 different species of evidence,
and that, contrary to what an experimental school should have
done, it should have neglected induction to plunge into demon-
siration. Such is the reason of this singular but incontestable phe-
nomenon, that in the eighteenth century the logic of the sensual-
istic school was little else than a reflection of the peripatetic scho-
lasticism of the middle age, of that scholasticism which admitted
no other processes in knowledge than intuition and demonstration.

T.et us now sce what, according to Locke, are the different
degrees of knowledge.

We know sometimes in so possitivé a manner that no doubt
whatever is mingled with our knowledge. Often instead of a
positive knowledge, we have simply a probable knowledge.
Probability itself has many degrees, and it has particular founda-
tions. Locke treats fully of this subject. T entreat you to read
with care the chapters not very profound, but sufficiently exact,
in which he treats of the different degrees of knowledge. I can-
not enter into all these details, and content myself with pointing
out to you chapters XIV. XV. and XVI. of the fourth book.
I shall dwell on but one distinction to which Locke attaches the
preatest importance, and which, in my opinion, has no foundation.

We cither lmow in a certain and absolute manner, or we know
only in a more or less probable manner. Locke wishes that the
expression know ledge should be exclusively applied to knowledge
absolute, placed above all probability, and he uses the term
judgment for knowledge which is wanting in certainty, simple
conjecture, presumption more or less probable. Book IV. Chap.
XIV. § 4: “The mind has two faculties conversant about truth
and falsehood. First knowledge, whereby it certainly perceives
and is undoubtedly satisfied of the agreement and disagreement

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 disagreement is nob perceived, but
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presumed o be so; which is as the word mports, taken to b
s8¢, before it certainly appears.” , :

I'{I ace of B I anocuao rary 6 t d
13 it the eneral us es 18 1rary to so limi e
g =] 1 = iate] 1S cont o

an employment of the word fo Znow, A certain knowled

Ia pr_obab]e, or even a conjectural knowledoe, is always kno %.ejd 5

in different degrees. It is the same witbh jucirrme}nt ':. e] <

guages have not confined the term knowledge tc? ztbsol-ute‘tks RT

e_dge, so they have not confined the term jugﬂmem to kno ?Oc;v :

simply probable. In certain cases we pass Dcertain judvzeentie"
g H

In other' cases we pass judgments which are onl

merely conjectural, Mk

In a word, judements are either i

or doubtful, to such or such a deét'eeg: but doui):ff;?r :zglhglle,
they are still judgments ; and this distinetion between e
as being exclusively infallible, and
probable, doubtful, or conjectural,

' knowledge
Judgment as being exclusively

’ _ ) is a verbal distinction entirel
arbitrary and sterile. Time has done Jjustice to it; but it seemss(

t’f’ have respected the theory which is at the basis of this disti
tion, a theory which makes knowledge and judgment consistn;r;
jthe perception of a relation of agreement bet\a‘-'een these two
ideas. All verbal distinction aside, to judge or to know to
k_now or to judge, is for Locke simply to per;zii'e whether in’t. X
tively or demonstratively, a relation of agn'eement’ or of disacrrm-
ment, certain or probable, between two ideas : such is LéZkiZ
theory 'of knowledge and of judgment reduced to its most simple
expression ; it is from Locke that it passed into the sensualisptic
school, where it still enjoys undisputed authority and forms the

settled theory of judgment.: it therefore claims and merits a
serupulous examination.

Let us at first ascertain the extent of this theory : it not only
pletend.s that there are Judgments which are nothing else than
ferce.;‘)ltlons of the relation of agreement or disagreement between
wo ideas; it pr he ery i i i i
e ‘pletends? that every Judgm(jnt 1s subject to this

: this 1s what it concerns us to verify.
; Let us take any knowledge whatever, any judgment whatever.
propose the f'ollowing judgment: two and three make five;
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this is not a chimera; it is clearly a knowledge, it is clearly a
judgment and a certain judgment. How do we acquire this
knowledge, what are the conditions of this judgment ?

The theowy of Locke supposes three: 1st, that there are here
two ideas before the understanding, known anterior to the per-
ception of the relation; 2d, that there is a comparison between
these two ideas; 3d, that succeeding this comparison there is a
perception of some relation between these two ideas. Two ideas,
a comparison between them, a perception of relation derived from
this comparison: such are the conditions of the theory of
Locke.

Let us resume: two and three make five. Where are the
two ideas? two and three, and five. Suppose that I had not
these two ideas, these two terms, on the one hand two and three,
and on the other five: could I never perceive that there is be-
tween them a relation of equality or of inequality, of identity or
of diversity? no. And if, having these two terms, I did not
compare them, would I never perceive their relation ? not at

all. Andif comparing them, notwithstanding all my efforts, their
relation escaped my understanding, would I never arrive at ttis
result, that two and three make five ? in nowise. On the con-
trary, these three conditions being fulfilled, is not this resclt
infallibly obtained? Without doubt, and I do not see that a1y
thing is wanting. Thus, to this point the theory of Locke seems
very good. Shall I take another arithmetical example? bub
arithmetical examples have this peculiarity, that they all see'n
alike. What, in fact, are arithmetical truths except the relations
of numbers? Arithmetical truths are nothing else; therefore
arithmetical truths enter into Locke’s general theory of knowl-
edge; and arithmetical judgment, if we may so express it, 18
nothing else than a perception of the relation of numbers: thus
far, again, the theory of Locke is perfectly justified.
Shall we take geometry ?  But if geometrical truths are only
relations of magnitude, it is clear that no geometrical truth can
Le obtained except on condition of previously having two ideas of
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magnitfxde, then of comparing them, then of drawing from th
a rel-a.tlon of agreement or of disagreement. And as all ma;m
ema:n}'.;s are, aczo::iing to Newton, only a universal arithmetic :;
must be grante at the ical j i .
. jrelaﬁ‘ms_ mathematical judgment is only a per-
Let us take still other examples a little at random, T wish to
know whether Alexander was a truly great man: it i's a questi
‘frequently agitated. It is evident that if, on one hand Iqhad .
idea of Alexander, and if, on the other, I formed no’idea ofn:
truly gTea_t man, if I did. not compare these two ideas, if I did
1ot perceive between them any relation of agreement c;r of dis-
agreement, T could not decide that Alexander was a great man
or that he was not. Here again, we have, and must necessaril :
have, two ideas, the one particular, that of Alexander, the oi;ho)i'r
genera], that of the great man, and we compare these’two idea:
in order to know whether they agree or disagree with each Othf‘:‘,
whether the predicate can be affirmed of the subject, Wheth"l"
the subject comes within the predicate, etc. : :

I‘W]'.Sh to know whether God is good. At first, T must have
'thfa idea of the existence of God, the idea of God in so far as exy-
isting ; then I must have the idea of goodness, a more or Ie;s
extended, more or less complete idea of goodness, so as to ]he
able to affirm, after comparison of the one idea wi’th the othe:
that these two ideas have a relation of agreement betwef-li:
them. :

’I_‘hese are clearly the conditions of knowiédge, the conditiors
of judgment in these different cases. But let us account for th‘e
nature of these different cases. Let us examine the mathematical
truths which so easily lend themselves to the theory of Locke.
Do aﬁthmgtical truths, for example, exist in nature ? no, Aud.
Why do they not exist in nature ? because these relations, which
a.rfa called arithmetical truths, have for terms not concrete quan-
tities, that is, real, but discrete quantities, that is, abstract. One,
two, three, four, five, all this does not exist in nature ; conse:
quently the relations between these abstract and not real quanti-
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ties have no more existence than their terms: arithmetical truths
are mere abstractions, And then, the human mind operates at
first on concrete quantities, and it is only at a later period that if
ascends from the conerete to the econception of these general re
lations, which are arithmetical truths properly so called. They
have two characters: 1st, they are abstract; 2d, they are not
primitive ; they suppose anterior concrete judgments, in the
midst of which they rest, until absiraction draws them therefrom,
and elevates them to the height of universal truths. 1 may say
as much of the truths of geometry. The magnitudes with
which geometry is occupied are not concrele magnitudes, they
are abstract magnitudes, which do not exist in nature; for imper-
feet figures alone exist in nature, and the condition of geometry
is to operate upon perfect figures, on the perfect triangle, the
perfect circle, ete., that is, on figures which have no real exist-
ence, and which are pure conceptions of the mind. The relations
of abstractions can therefore be nothing more than abstractions.
Besides, the human mind did no more begin by conceiving per-
fect figures, than it began by conceiving the abstract relations of
numbers ; it first conceived the concrete, the imperfect triangle,
the imperfect circle, from which it afterwards drew, by an ab-
straction, rapid, it is true, the triangle and the perfect circle of
geometry: the truths of geometry are not, therefore, primitive
truths in the human understanding. The other examples which
we have taken, to wit, that Alexander is a great man, that God
is good, are characterized by being problems instituted by a
tardy reflection and a learned curiosity. In a word, we have
thus far only verified the theory of Locke as regards abstract
judgments and judgments which are not primitive : let us take
judgments marked by other characters,

Behold another knowledge, another judgment which I propose
for your examination: I exist. You no more doubt the certainty
of this knowledge, than you do that of the first kmowledge which
I cited to you. Two and three make five: you would even
sooner doubt the first than the second. Well, let us submit this
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c'erta.in knowledge, this certain Jjudgment, I exist,* to the condi
tions o_f Locke’s general theory of knowledge and,of Jjudgment .
) I will remind you of the conditions of this theory'blst t.; 0
ideas; 2d, comparison between these two ideas: e
of some relation of agreement or disagreement, :
W.hat. are the two ideas which should be the two terms of thi
relation and the bases of the comparison ? It is the ide; of I .
me, and the idea of existence, between which it concerns u£§;
find a relation of agreement or disagreement, :
Let us be careful as to what we are abou doing. Tt is not
Lhe. idea of our existence which will be one of the'ideas uno
which Athe comparison will be made; for what are we scekitf 02
our existence. If we have it we should not seck it: we mfs;;
no-t take for granted that which is a matter of questimll our owr
existence; therefore the idea of existence which musi; here b1
fme of the two terms of the comparison, is the idea of existencz
31_1 general, and not the particular idea of our own existence ; this
= the rigorous condition of the problem. And what is the ;)tller
idea, the second term of the comparison? the ides of the me
But what are we seeking ? the existing me. Let us not L-here:
fore s:uppqse it, for we should take for granted that which is in
question. It is not therefore the existing me which will be the
sec.ond term of the comparison, but a me which must be neces-
sarily conceived as distinet from the idea with which it conc‘erns
us to compare it, to wit, the idea of existence, a me which must
consequently be conceived as not possessing existence, that is, an
abstract me, a general me. : ,
The idea of an abstract me, and the idea of abstract existence
are then the two ideas upon which we must make the comparison,
from which the judgment is to proceed. Think of it, T pray you
thﬁ: A you secking ? your personal existence. . Do mnot ;up-‘
pose 1t, since you are seeking it; do not place it in either of the

3d, perception

- >

5 'V\_Te h‘ave several times taken this example against the theory of repre-

’ ntai:rve ideas, and that of comparative judgment, 1st Series, Vol. 1, Lecture
) P- 87, and Vol. 4, Lecture 20, p. 371, and Lecture 22, p. 474. ;




