HISTORY OF MODERN PHILOSOPHY.

LECTURE XXIV,

E8SAY, FOURTH BOOK. CONTINUATION OF THE THEORY oF
JUDGMENT.

Continuation of the last lecture. That the theory of judgment as the per-
ception of a relation of agreement or disagreement between ideas supposes
that every judgment is founded upon a comparison. Refutation of the
theory of comparative judgment.— Of axioms.—Of identical propositions.—
Of reason and faith.—Of the syllogism.—Of enthusiasm.—Of the causes of
error.—Division of seiences. End of the examination of tha Fourth Book
of the Essay on the Human Understanding. ;

I srLieve T have sufficiently refuted, by its results, the theory
of Locke which malkes knowledge and judgment consist in a pe-
ception of the relation of agreement or disagreement of ideas; I
believe I have demonstrated that this theory cannot give reality,
existences ; that it is condemned to start from abstraction and to
result in abstraction. I now come to examine this theory under
another aspect, no longer in its results, but in its principles, in its
essential principle, in its very condition.

It is evident that the judgment can be the perception of a
relation of agreement or disagreement between ideas only on con
dition that there may have been a comparison between these
ideas: every judgment of relation is necessarily comparatiye.
This is, if we pay attention to it, the first and the last prineiple of
the theory of Locke; a principle which the infallible analysis of
time has successively disengaged and put at the head of the
sensualistic logic ; it is at least in germ in the fourth book of the
Hssay on the Human Understanding. Tt is this which we nmst
take up and examine,

Once more, the theory of comparative judgment,* as that of

* On the theory of comparative judgment, see 1st Series, Vol. 4, Teoture
20, p. 870, ete.
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which it is the foundation, is an unlimited, absolute theory whose
pretension is to account for all our knowledge, for all our judg-
ments; so that if the theory is exaet, that is, if it is complete,
there should not be a single judgment which is not a comparative
judgment. Thus I might, I should even, in this lecture as in the
preceding, go from judgments te judgments, asking whether in
fact they are or are not the fruit of comparison. But this super-
fluity of method would carry me foo far, and the long space
which remains to run over admonishes me to hasten. I will
therefore say all at once, that if there are many judgments
which are incontestably comparative judgments, there are also
many which are not, and that here again every judgment which
implies reality and existence excludes all comparison.

Let us begin by elearly recognizing the conditions of a com-
parative judgment, then let us verify these conditions in regard
to judgments which imply existence. We shall without doubt
return somewhat to our former reasonings; but it is necessary
in order to pursue and force in its last hold the theory of
Locke,

In order that there may be a comparison, there must be two
terms to compare. Whether these terms are abstractions or
realities, is a point which it is no longer necessary to examine;
there always must be two terms, or the comparison is impossible.
These two terms must be known and present to the mind before
the mind can compare and judge them. This is very simple:
well! this is sufficient to overturn the theory of comparative
judgment, in regard to reality and existence. Here, in fact, I
maintain that the judgment does not and cannot depend upon
two terms.

Let us again take, for example, personal existence, and let us
see what are the two terms which it is necessary to compare in
order to draw from them this judgment: I exist. Let us, for

this time, pass over the abstraction of me and the abstraction of
existence, which, we have seen, can give only an abstract judg-
ment; let us take a more favorable hypothesis; let us approach
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reality. It is indubitable that if we never thought, if we ne
acted,'if we never felt, we never should know t};at we ex;::tf
Sensation, action, thought, some phenomenon must appear upon
the theatre of consciousness, in order that the understand}i)ncr
may relate this phenomenon to the subject that experiences i:‘
to .that subject which we are. If then knowledge is here l;h:
fruit of a comparative judgment, the two termsashould be o;
the one side, action, sensation, thought, and in general e;er
phenomenon of consciousness ; on the other side, the subject mj
I see no other possible terms of comparison, :
But what Is the nature of these two terms? and .t first what

is that of the phenomenon of consciousness? The phenomenon

of c_onss:iousness is given by an immediate apperception which
attains 1t and directly knows it. Behold already a knowledge ;
Isay a lmm\“ledge, for, either we are disputing about WOI‘dSDOI,'
an a?perceptwn of consciousness pertains to knowledge, or i; is
nothing.  But if there is knowledge there has been jtidwment
for apparently there has been a belief that there ha.: beer:
knowledge, there has been affirmation of the truth of this knowl-
edge; and, whether this affirmation may have been tacit or
express, whether it may have taken place solely in the depths of
intelligence or may have been pronounced from the lips and
fexpressed in words, it has in fine taken place ; and to affirm is to
Judge. There has then been Judgment. Now, there is here
only a single term, sensation, action, or thought, in a word, a
phenomenon of consciousness, Therefore there can have be,en
no comparison; therefore again, according to Locke, there can
have heelnlno judgment, if every judgment is comparative: All
our cognitions are resolved, in the last analysis, into affirmations
of truth or falsehood, into judgments ; and it is a contradiction

to suppose that the judgment which gives the first knowledge

the knowledge of consciousness, is a comparative judgme?w’

because this kgowledge has only a single term, and two terms:

are necessary for a comparison ; and yet this single term is a

knowledge, and consequently it supposes a judgment, but a
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judgment which escapes the conditions that the theory of Locke
imposes on every judgment.

Thus, the two necessary terms of the comparison from which
should result the judgment: I exist, the first by itself alone
already comprehends a knowledge, a judgment which is not and
cannot be comparative: it is the same with the second term as
with the first. If every phenomenon of consciousness, so far as
known, already implies a judgment, it is evident that the me
which should also be known in order to be the second term of
the comparison, for the very reason that it is known implies alsc a
judgment, and a judgment that cannot have been comparative.
In faet, if it is the relation between a sensation, a volition, a

. thought, and the me which constitutes the judgment: I exist, it
follows that neither the phenomenon of consciousness, nor the
being me, which are the two terms of this comparison, neither
ought nor can, either of them, cause the comparison that has not
yet taken place: nevertheless both of these terms constitule
cognitions ; the second especially is an imporfant and funda-
mental cognition which evidently implies a judgment. The
theory of comparative judgment is therefore destroyed in regard
to the second term as well as in regard to the first; and the two
terms,—necessary, according to Locke, in order that a judgmert
may take place,—contain each a judgment, and a judgmert
without comparison. : ;
But there is a second difficulty, much more important than the
first. The special character of every cognition of conseiousness

is that of being an immediate and direct cognition. There is im-

mediate and direct apperception of a sensation, of a volition, of a

thought, and behold the reason why you can observe them and

deseribe them in all their modes, in all their shades, in all their
relative or particular, fugitive or permanent characters. Here
the judgment has no other principle than the faculty itsell of
_judging, and the consciousness itself. There is no general or
particular principle upon which consciousness must rest in order
to perceive its own objects. Without doubt any phenomenon
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whatever take in vaj i
tever takes place in vain; without an act of attention we do

not perceive it ; i

.; perceive 1t ; an act of attention is the conditi
ni i i
‘nition of consciousness ; but, this condition bein
nomenon is directly perceived und known

b_cing as with phenomenon; it is not with
tion,

on of every cog-
g given, the phe-
But it is not with
o the me as with sc
e & 1 sensa-
Pemeweld 10;1, or tho:ﬁ;ht. Any phenomenon having been directly
» Suppose that the understandine be
ey : g be not pervaded with
th61§11n?1ple that every phenomenon implies beiriljg
‘ll 5 - = - -
;;[u éxlytllmtplle: a subject, and the understanding would never
ge that, under sensation, volition
: 2 » or thought, there is bein
zh‘; sub‘]ect. me. And observe that I do not mean to say that t]i;
al? ;rst:mdmg should know this principle under its general and
stract form, I have elsewhere shown that such was not the -

that every

ptllqm;twe fm:m of principles;* I only say that the understandin
should be directed, consciously or unconsciously y

in order to judge, in order to suppose even,—ziizhhlsigr:;ic]llplte,
]u.dge',—that there is any being under the phenomenon whic]f:
consclousness perceives. This principle is, properly speaking, th
principle of being ; it is that which reveals the me » I sa 1~ez; 1e
fO.r the me does not fall under the immediate a.ppercepticfn of ca "
scmusness‘; the understanding conceives it and believes it althouo:};
tlhe consclousness does not attain it and see it, Sense:.tion vc;:l,'
tmn,‘ thought, are believed because they are seen, as it we,re '1-
the 1n‘tt?rna1 intuition of consciousness : the subject’ of sensat"om
of volition, of thought, is believed without being see'n. either] bn,
the extfernal senses, or by consciousness itself ; if is believed bejj
ca‘use it is conceived. Phenomenon alone is visible to the con-
sclousness, being is invisible ; but the oneis the sign of the other,
and the visible phenomenon reveals the invisible beine, on the faith,
of the principle in question, without which the E;Lderstandino-
would never come from consciousness, from the visible, from pheb-
'nomen?n, and would never attain the invisible, substance, the me.
There is still this eminent difference between the charact:zr of the:

* Bee Lecture 19 of this volume.

Vor IL 24
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knowledge of the me, and that of the knowledge of the phenoms
ena of consciousness : the one is a judgment of fact which gives
q truth, but a contingent truth, the truth that there is, at such or
guch a moment, under the eye of consciousness, such or such a
phenomenon ; whilst the other is a judgment which is necessary,
its condition once being supplied ; for as soon as a perception of
consciousness is given, we cannot help judging that the me exists
Thus, in regard to the second term, the subject me, there is not
only knowledge, and consequently judgment, as in regard to the
first term, but there is knowledge and judgment marked with
characters quite peculiar. It Is, therefore, absurd to draw the
judgment of personal existence from the comparison of {wo terms,
the sceond of which, in order to be known, supposes a judgment
of 50 remarkable a character. It is very evident that this judg-
ment is not a ccmpm'ative-judgment; for from what comparison
could the me proceed 2 Invisible, it cammot be brought under
the eye of consciousness with the visible phenomenon, in order
that they may be compared together. No more is it from a com-
parison of two terms that is drawn the certainty of the existence
of the second ; for this second term is given us all at once with a
certainty which neither inereases nor decreases, and which has no
degrees. The knowledge of the me and personal existence is so
far from coming from a comparison between a phenomenon and
the me taken as correlative terms, that it is sufficient to have a
single term, a phenomenon of consciousness, in order that at the
instant, and without the second term me being already known,
the understanding, by its innate virtue and that of the principle
which directs it in this circumstance, conceives, and as it were
divines, but infallibly divines, this second term, so far as it is the
necessary subject of the first. - It is after thus having known the
second term that the understanding can, if it pleases, place it by
the side of the first, and compare' the subject me with the phe-
nomena of sensation, volition, thought; but this comparison
teaches it only what it already knows, and it can do it only be-
cause it already has two terms, which contain all the knowledge
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which is sought i ir i
ght in their comparison, and have been acquited pre

viously to all comparison by two different terms
blance cgf which is that they are not compal"ative,
The judgment of personal existence therefor.e d
xgon the comparison of fwo terms, ; e
p enoTnen'on of consciousness: the latter 1s immedi i
amr;da:ldth it the un(f['erstand‘ing conq__eives the fcu"m(::(j,1 T}‘;’;{ iiwfl?’
personal existence itself—thus far unknown, and (:;nsee

q:lentiy, incffzpahle of serving as the second term
Now, what is true of person

the only resem-

not rest
but upon a single term, the

e of a comparison,
: al existence is true of all other exi
wnces, and of the judgments which reveal them e

these judgments rest only upon a single datum
- How do we know the exterior WOI‘Td, bodies' and
tfes, according to the theory of Locke ? s
F—li: of bodies, if we know them,
judgment founded upon a comparison i
pl'e"lously. known. Such is the tfeory ;,Iﬂ: Etl;; f:ﬁ?flile;“: i‘erms
L:Ciiecch;nzlzce a sensation, .pa_inful or agreeable, which ?s 1"::_'
y consciousness : this is all that is directly given me

to us: primitively,

their quali-
To begin with the quali-
we must know them only by a

and nothing more; for the thing i

= he thing in questio iti i
must not be taken for E,v'r&'m:eclcf : e et
knowledge of them, it must not be
known.

the question is to arrive at a

supposed that they are already
And you know how we arrive at a know]ed.ge of then’f

ig::e:sn I;;Ls:mil"mfn sensation, from the apperception of a phe-
. scI::;u‘sn(;jss, tO. the knowledge of the qualities of ex-
R Soo.n . alS yhvn'tue of the‘principle of causality,*
leads us to search ngvtfl)e i];?::: r(])'[f)thhegms to' e
, . 1t; in our inability to refer t

:il‘iiiiiessazi:a;l;ausedof an involuntary phenomenonyof sensatior‘:
4 S azl under the eye o.f consciousness, we refer it to a

3 n ourselves, foreign to us, that is, exterior
make as many causes as there are distinct classes of
and these different causes are the powers, properties,

; we
sensations,
qualities of

* Ses L is'v
ecture 19 of this u]ume, and 1st Series, Vol 4, Lecture 21 P 425
s P
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bodies. It is not then a comparison which causes us to arrive at
the knowledge of the qualities of bodies, for, at first, involuntary
sensation is alone given us, and it is after this sensation that the
mind passes the judgment that it is impossible that sensation
should be sufficient for itself, that it is, therefore, referred to a
cause, to an exterior. cause, which is such or such a quality of
bodies. :

The theory of comparison'cnnnat give the qualities of bodies;
still less does it give the substratum, the subject of these quali-
ties. You do not believe that there is before you merely exten-
sion, resistance, solidity, hardness, softness, savor, color, ete.; you
believe that there is something which is colored, extended, re-
sisting, solid, hard, soft, ete. Now we must not commence by
supposing this something at the same time with its qualities, so
as to have these two terms, solidity, resistance, hardness, ete. ;
and something really solid, resisting, hard, ete. ; two terms which
you might compare, in order to decide whether they agree or dis-
agree, No, such is not the case: at first you have only the
gnalities which are given you by the application of the. prineiple
of causality to your sensations ; then, upon this single datum, you
judge that these qualities. cannot but be referred to a subject of
the same nature, and this subjeet is body. Therefore it is not to
the eomparison of two terms, one of which, the subject of sensible
qualities, was at first. profoundly unknown to you, that you owe
the knowledge of body.

It is the same with space. Here, again, you have only a single
term, a single datum, to wit, bodies ; and, without having another
term, upon this alone you judge and cannot but judge that bodies
are in space: the knowledge of space is the fruit of  this judg-
ment, which. has nothing to do with any comparison; for you
knew not space previous to. your judgment; but a body being
given you, you judge that space exists, and it is then only that
somes the idea of space, that is, the second term.*

# Tecture 17.
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The same thing is true in regard to time. In o-rder to judge
that the succession of events is in time, you have not, on o:s
hand, the idea of succession, on the other, the idea of til;:le- you
ha._ve on.ly a single term, the succession of events, whether ;xter-
nal or internal events, of our sensations, our thoughts, or our
a;cts; and this single term being given, without comparing,* it with
time which is still profoundly unknown to you, you judge that
the succession of events is necessarily in time : hence tlz;e idea,
the. knowledge of time, Thus this knowledge, far from being thn;
fruit of s comparison, becomes the possible basis of an uiﬁarior
comp'a.nson only on condition that it shall at first have been siven
you in a judgment, which does not depend upon two term; but
upon one, upon the suecession of events. *

This is still more evident in regard to the infinite.  If we know
th'e infinite, we must know it, according to the theory of Locke, by
a Jud_gment, and by a comparative judgment ; now, the two te,rms
ol_' this judgment cannot be two finite terms, which counld never
give the infinite; it must be the finite and the infinite; between
which the understanding discovers a relation of agreeme,nt or dis-
agreement. But I think I have demonstrated, and T here onl}r
need' to refer to it, that it is sufficient that the idea of the finite
'be g’_wen 1‘13, in order that at the instant} we may judge that the

mﬁmtf} exists, or, not to pass beyond the limits of the subject we
are. discussing, the infinite is a character of time and of space
Wl:llch we necessarily conceive, on occasion of the contingent am;
finite character of bodies and of all succession of events. The
understanding is so constituted, that on occasion of the finite it
cann.ot but conceive the infinite. The finite is previously known ;
but it is known entirely alone : the finite is known directly by thr_:
senses or the consciousness; the infinite is invisible, and beyond
the grasp; it is only conceivable and comprehensible ; it escapes
Phe Senses and consciousness, and falls only under the understand-
Ing ; it is neither one of two terms, nor the fruit of a comparison §

*
Lecture 18, t Le wure 18
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it is given us in a judgment which rests upon a single term, the
idea of the finite. So much for the judgments whieh pertain tc
existence in general.

There are many other judgments which, without being related
to existence, present the same character. I will limit myself to
citing the judgment of good and evil, of the beautiful and the
ugly. In either case, the judgment rests upon a single datum,
upon a single term; and it is the judgment itself which attains
and reveals the other term, instead of resulting from the com-
parison of the two.

According to the theory of Locke, in order to judge whether
an action is just or unjust, good or bad, it would be necessary
first to have the idea of this action, then the idea of the just and
the unjust, and to compare the one with the other. But in or-
der to compare an action with the idea of the just and the un-
just, it is necessary to have this idea, this knowledge, and this
knowledge supposes a judgment ; the question is to know whence

this judgment comes and how it is formed. Now we have seen®
that in presence of such or such an act, destitute of any moral
character to the eyes of the senses, the understanding takes the
lead, and qualifies this act, indifferent for the sensibility, as just
or unjust, as good or bad. Itis from this primitive judgment,
which doubtless has its law, that subsequently analysis draws the
idea of the just and the unjust, which then serves as a rule for

our ulterior judgments.

The forms of objects are, for the sense, whether external or
internal, neither beautiful nor ugly. Take away intelligence, and
there is no longer any beauty for us in exterior forms and in
things. What, in fact, do the scnses teach you in regard to
form? Nothing, except that they are round or square, colored,
efc. What does consciousness teach you concerning them ?
Nothing, except that they give you agreeable or disagreeable
sensations; but between the agreeable or the disagreeable, the

* Lecture 20.
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square and the round, the green or the yellow color, ete., and
the beautiful or the ugly, there is an immense abyss. 'Whiist
the senses and the consciousness perceive such or such a form,
‘such or su.ch a sensation more or less agreeable, the understand-
mg concewves the beautiful, as well as the good and true, by a
primitive and spontaneous judgment, the whole force of which
resides in that of the understanding and its laws, and of which
the only datum is an exterior pereeption.*

I believe, then, that I have demonstrated, and too much at
length, perhaps, that the theory of Locke, which makes knowl-
edge depend upon comparison, that is, upon two terms previously
known, does not render an account of the true process of the
understanding in the acquisition of a multitude of cognitions ;
and, in general, I here reproduce the eriticism which I have
many times made upon Locke, that he always confounds either
the antecedents of a knowledge with this knowledge itself, as
when he confounds body with space, succession with time, the
finite with the infinite, effect with cause, qualities and their col-
lection with substance ; or, what is not less important, the conse-
quences of a knowledge with this knowledge itself. Here, for
example, the comparative judgments which pertain to existence,
and even in other cases, demand two terms, which suppose a
previous judgment founded upon a single term, and consequently
not comparative. Comparative judgments suppose judgments
not comparative. Comparative judgments are abstract, and sup-
pose real judgments; they teach us scarcely any thing but what
the first have already taught us; they explicitly mark what the
others teach implicitly, but decisively ; they are arbitrary, at least
in form: the others are universal and necessary ; they need the
aid of language; the others, strictly speaking, pass beyond lan-
guage, beyond signs, and suppose only the understanding and its
laws ; these pertain to reflection and artificial logic ; those con-
stitute the natural and spontaneous logic of the human race; to

* First Series, Vol. 2, Lesture 11 and Lecture 12; Vol. 4, I ecture 18 e1d
Lecture 23, :
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confound these two classes of judgments, is to vitiate at once the
whole of psychology and the whole of logic. Nevertheless, such
a confusion fills a great part of the fourth book of the Jssay
on. the Human Understanding. f
I will rapidly run over the fundamental points of which this
fourth book is composed, and you will see that in regard to the
most part we shall always find the same error, the results of
judgments confounded with the judgments themselves : this criti-
cism particularly applies to Chapter VII., on azioms.
If I made myself understood in my last lecture, it must be
evident to you that axioms, principles, general truths, are the
remains of primitive judgments. There are no axioms in the first
development of the understanding ; there is an understanding
which, certain exterior or interior conditions being fulfilled, and
by the aid of ifs own laws, passes certain judgments, sometimes
contingent and local, sometimes universal and necessary: these
last judgments, when we operate upon them by analysis and lan-
guage, are resolved, like the others, into propositions; these uni-
versal and necessary propositions, like the judgments which they
express, are what we call axioms. But it is elear that the form
of primitive judgments is one thing, and that the form of these
same judgments reduced to propositions and axioms is another
. thing. At first concrete, particular, and determined, at the same
time that they are universal and necessary, language and analy-
cis elevate them to that abstract form which is the actual form of
axioms. Thus, primitively, such a phenomenon being under the
eye of your consciousness, you instinetively refer it to a subject
which is yourself; on the contrary, at ‘present, instead of aban-
1oning your thought to its laws, yon recall them to it, you sub-
mit it to the axiom. Every plienc.nenon supposes a subject to
which it is referred ; and to these every succession supposes time,
every body supposes space, every effect supposes a cause, every
tinite supposes the infinite, ete. Observe that these axioms have
no foree except what they borrow from the primitive judgments
whence they are drawn. Primitive judgments give us all our
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:1{;:] :z}l ;unﬁi@entalf knowledge, the knowledge of ourselves, of
ld, of time, of space, and ev. ; it 1
the l‘ast lecture) the ké)owl:edge ofV:a§DEESZ iﬁ?iﬁi a;’ed l? .
But in regard to ‘axioms, it is not so : ;ou acquire no l'eaol kumty‘
edge by the application of the axiom : every effect su .
cause. It is the philosopher, and not the man, that Pposetsh'a
axmm.- The savage, the peasant, the common ma;l do n:tses d 'S
stand it; but all, as well as the philosopher, are pr;vided u?h =
understanding which causes them to pass certain judome ‘:l .
crete, Posit‘ive and determinate, as well as neces']sa. : thz . cor;-
?f which is the knowledge of such or such a caust;y, I rresu :
judgments and their laws produce all knowledoe : .‘xxionf v
only the analytical expressions of these judrrment: ar,ld‘t-hes ? -
whose %ast elements they express under L}?e most a’t:st-rem;.3 fodlW .
Locke, instead of stopping at these limits, pretends that axioz.
are of no use (ibid., § 11), and that they are not principles i'
science ; he rather contemptuously asks that a science s}fall IO
shown him founded on axioms: “It has heen my ill luck,” sa )'e
he,_ “never to meet with any such science; much less a,n m} Z
built upon these two maxims, what is, 25 ; and, it és im oi '6;
Jor the same thing to be, and not o be. And T :vc)uld heplaf; te
be shown where any such scicnce, erected upon these gor ar, -
other general axioms, is to be found ; I should be oblized to anjy
one who would lay before me the frame and system zf an scz
ence 50 built on these or any such like maxims, that could n{)t be
sh_own to stand as firm without any consideration of them.” Yes
without doubt axioms, under their actual form of axion:;s have:,
engendered no science; but it is not less true that, in their ;ource
fmd under their primitive form, that is, in the laws of the natural
judgments whence they are drawn, they have served as the basis
for all the sciences. Besides, if in their actual form the hav;
Produced and could produce no science, and if they give rfo par-
tl.cula.r truth, it must be recognized that with them no science
either general or particular, subsists.  Try to deny axioms; su :
pose, for example, that there may be a quality without a s:;bjeft;,




