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Foreword

We have endeavored as well &s we have been able
to criticise fairly the epistemology of Jalime Luclano
Balmes from the standpoint of the teaching of St. Thomas
Agquinas. The difficultles involved 1n acquiring s full
appreclation of’the wrlitings of the Spanish philosopher
have been great, and it is our hope that we have levelled
no unjust criticism. Critical discussions of his philo-
sophy have been wanting in this century, with a result
that we have been forced almost entirely to rely upon our -
own interpretation of his teaching. We trust that the
reader willl keep this in mind if he finds at any time that

we have misinterpreted our philosopher.
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Introduction

1; The Life of Jaime Lucianb Balmes:

Jaime Luciapo Balmes was born at Vich in the province of
Ccatalonia, Spain, on August 28, 1810. While his parents were
poor; they were determined that he shquld have an opportunity
to become well-educated. It 1s sald that his mother implored
the intervention of St. Thomas of Aquin each morning at Mass
that her son might obtain the gifts of‘sanctity and knowledge.l
He studied at the seminary of Vich from his seventh to his six
teenth year, pursulng courses in Latin, rhetoric, philosophy
and the prolegomena to theology. In 1826, he entered the Uni-
versity of Cervera, where he read the Summa of St. Thomas and
the commentaries upon it by Bellarmine, Suarez and Cajetan;
and indeed of St. Thomas he says: "Every thing i1s to be found
in St. Thomas; philosophy, religlon, politics: his writings
are an inexhaustible mine." At first he confined himself al-
most totally to a reading of St. Thomas, but his purpose was to
ground hlmself adequately for future pursuit in philosophical
and theologilcal studies. Indeed, he had adopted this attitude
'in relation to his study: "The true method of study is to read
little, to select good authors, and to think much. If we con-
fined ourselves to a knowledge of what 1s contained in books,
the sciences would never advance & step. We must learn what
others have not known. During my meditations in the dark, my
thoughts ferment, and my brain burns like a boiling cauldron.”
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It was with the foregoing ideal that he began to enlarge his
sphere of knowledge by reading a great variety of authows. He
received his licentiate at Cervera in 1833. After his elevation
into the priesthood in his native village, he returned to the
universlty as assistant professor. He continued to pursue his
studles in theology and in cilvil and danon law, and received
his doctorate in pompa. In 1834, he returned tb Vich, where he
purposed to mature’his character a.nc; k:gowledge. There}he Pro-
fessed mathematics, studied physics, read the classics, and
wrote poems.

His first literary effort was an essay on clerical cellbacy
written for the Madrileno Catollico prize; and this was followed
shortly by his first book, which was entitled: Observaciones

/7
soclales, politicas, y econdmicas sobre 1los bienes del clero

(1840). The political situatlion of his country, especially the
clamoring of the revolutlonary army under Espartero, led him Eg

write another volume: Consideraclones sobre la situacibn en

Espdtia.

Beslides his interest in the political problems which be-
sileged his country at the time, he maintained great interest in
the spiritual welfare of his people, and the defence of the
faith against heresy and rationalism. In 1840, he transldted
the maxims of St. Francils de Sales, and prepared a work of ad-
vanced Instruction in catechism for children: La Religiéh

demonstrado al alcance de los niﬁos, which became very popular

in Spaln and South America, and was translated into English.
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He was elected a member of the academy of Barcelona in 1841,

where he delivered an inaugural dlssertation on Originality.

Meanwhile, he had completed another work which was designed to
counteract the influenée of the lectures of Guizot on European
Civilisation, and to neutralise the Impetus for the success of
Protestantism under Espartero. This wgfk appeared 1In Barcelona

under the title of El Protestantismo comparado con el Catolic-

ismo en sus relaciones con la civilizacién Europea (1844), and

it has been translated into Itallan, German and English.

In Barceloné, meanwhile, he had collaborated with two
friends, Roca y Cornet and Ferrer y Subirana, in editing the
periodical L& Givilizacidh, but after eighteen months he re-
linquished his editorship that he might edit a publication of
his own entitled La Socledad. He was forced into retirement,

however, after the first year of its publication, during the
bombardment of Barcelona by Espartero., He fled into the countgy;
and during his state of refuge, he produced El Criterio, which
is a very interesting volume of practical and reédable loéic aﬁif
philosophy. Later on, he published his Cartas_é un eséﬁtico.

| A national uprising overthrew the government of Espartero,
and the country was then divided between two parties whose rec-
onciliation was necessary for the peace and tranquility of "Spain..
The adherents of the Queen Regent, Maria Christina, whose numba*i
included chiefly the nobility and the bourgeoisie, had recognised

the excesses of the revolutionary faction which they had called

to their aid; but the Carlists, which numbered an imposing
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majority from the lower classes, were in opposition to an abso-
Jute monarchy. Balmes became a central flgure in an attempt at
arbitration. He was called to lMadrid in 1844, where he edited

a newspaper entitled E1l Pensamiento de la Nacidn, whose work it

was to denoucne the violent spirit of revolution, and Instill
respect for the religlous, social and ﬁolitical inheritance of
the Spanish people. He regarded the marriage of Isabella II
with the eldest son of Don Carlos as esiential. The government,
however, had resolved to offer the Queen in marriage to Don
Francisco, the infanta to the Duke of Montpensier., This came as
a severe shock to Balmes, who discontinued his paper, and re-
tired to a quiet life of philosophy and literature.

He repaired first to Barcelona, where the Filosofi; Funda-

mental appeared in 1846. The followlng year the Filosofié
Elemental was completed at Vich. His health had by that time ]
become rather poor, and he began to travel 1n an attempt to rei‘
store his: former energy. In France, he noted the intellectual,

political and moral corruption. The result of his visit was his
adherence to the policy of Pius IX 1n relation to the social
ameliorations necéssary in his brochure Pio Nino, which provoked
great opposition., He retired again to Barcelona, where he was
admitted into the Royal Spanish Academy, and prepared & Latin

translation of the Filosofia Elemental at the request of Arch-

bishop Affre of Paris. He returned to Vich in May 1848, where
his health declined until his death on July 9 of that year. 2

2. The Importance and Genlus of Balmes:
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Balmes, during his life and throughout the years that have
succeeded his death, has been most highly regarded in Spein.
This may be seen very evidently in the brief essay written upon
the occaslon of the centenary celebration of the birth of Balmes
by the dlstinguished Spanish scholar, Meneond es y Pelayo:

"During his life, unfortunately so brief, but so rich and so
harmonlous, he was without exaggeration, the doctor and master 6f
his countrymen. Spain in its entirety thought with him, and his
mastery continued after the tomb. How many did his books pre-
serve from the contagion of incredulity! In how many understand-
ings did he light the first flame of th# speculative sciences!
To how many did he show for the first time the cardinal princi-
ples of public ‘Right, the laws of the Philosophy of History, and
especially the rules of practical logic, the art of modest, sober
thought, with continual application to the uses of life, with
certain instinct of popular morality! Through the clear form of
his writings, reflectlions of the lucidity of hls understanding,
through the temperance of his sould, free of all violence and
exaggeration, through the sane eclectlicism of his open mind,
Balmes was predestined to be the supreme educator of the Spain
of his century, and in such a concept none surpass him. El Cri-
terio, El Protestantismo, his very Filosoflia Fundamental were :
the £irst Serious books which the youth of my time read, and
through them we learned 'that there existed a difficult and tempt-
ing sclence, Metaphysics, and what were its principal problems.
. o Modern philosophy, even in what 1t has that most opposes
our thlnker, Kentian ldealism and its derlvations in Fichte and*
Schelling (although from Hegel 1t obtained little notice--entered
into Spailn principally through the expositions and criticlsms o
Balmes, which were prudent and conscientious within what he was
gble to read. His vigorous analytical talent supplied in part
the deficlencies of his information. . ." (Translation our own).3d

The foregoing trilbute is one which can but rarely be given to

any thinker, whether a countryman or not; but as we shall see,

Balmes is rather highly regarded in other countries, especially
South America. To conclude our brief consideration of the esteen]
in which he is held by his countrymen, we may refer to the eulogy
of Antonio Soler: "Hardly had Balmes died, when we all felt that
he constituted part of the national glory; we all believed our-
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gelves obliged to gather the remains of that great memory."4

In other nations, Balmes has received rather wide atten-
tion, especlally in South America and France, although to some
extent in Germany, Italy and the United States. Blanche-Raffin
gives the following brief summary of the expansion of the

thought of Balmes lnto other nationsi *

"At the same time the influence of the Spanish writer, we
kxnow well, has- extended far beyond the frontiers of his native
land. In all Europe hils principal writings are read, analysed,
and take a place among the most importaht documents for the
cause of truth. In South America these works have attained a
national popularity. For this immense reglon in which the Good
land the Bad take part in our day, in a battle so lamentable and
of which the issues unfortunately yet remain so doubtful, the
language of Balmes 1s the language of the ancients; his thought
is also the thought which ruled in a happler age. We recognise
in this voice the echo of great doctors, who formerly msde of
the parent country the 1nstructress of & new world, the fruitful
nurse of & rising civilisation.”

Thus both at home and abroad the thought of Balmes has become
wide~-spread, and even 1in our century his writings are prevalent
especially in Europe and South America. 6 .
The style of Balmes seems t0o us to have two phases: in dis-f
cussing those subjects which concern the practlcal aspects of a |
certain topic, he 1is generally very lucid; but in his philosoph-
ical and abstract writings, he seems to tend to become a trifle
obscure. True, we may agree with Blanche-~Raffin, who says that
"the true genius of Balmes, the distinctive character of his
writings, the stamp which places his thoughts and his writings

gpart, 1is hils good sense. "7 His good sense, however, reminds us

somewhat of Locke, for when B&dmes tries to be most philosophical
he often plunges most deeply into rather obscure psychological
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(;gﬁsiderations, and becomes too abstracted from the ontological
El Criterio, however, is rather an outstanding example of his
simple and clear expression of questiOns:of philosophy that
hinge about the practical., Here his stjle,is beautiful and
clear, and his work possesses true geniué; it 1s here that his
bon sens is very apparent. This, howe?er, we must admit of all
the writings of Balmes: that his writing in’itself is generally
glear, his criticism is excellent, and fhat he endeavors as well

as he 1s able to render his more obscure passages clear and

concise.




Notes to Introduction * e

1 c¢f. European Civilization: Protestantism and Catholicity,
Notice of the Author, pg.vil.

2 ¢f. Catholic Encyclopedia, "Balmes".

/ . .
3 Ensayos de Critica Filosofica, X, Medéndez y Pelayo:

"Durante su vida, por desgracia tan breve, pero tan
rica amonica, fud, sin hipérbole, el doctor y el maestro
de sus conciudadanos. Espalia entera pensocon é;, ¥ su
magisterio continud después de la tumba. §A cudntos
preservaron sus libros del contagig de la incredulidad!
iEn cuantos entendimientos encendlo la primera llama de
las clenclas especulativas! i A cuantos mostro por primera
ves los principilos qgrdinales del Derecho publico, las
leyes de la Filosofia de la Historia, y, sobre todo, las
reglas de la 1dgica prdctica, el arte de pensar sobrio,
modesto, con aplicacldn continua & los usos de la vida,
con instinto certero de moralista popular! Por la forma
clarfsima de sus escritos, refeljo de la lucildez de su
entendimiento, por 1altemplanza de su animo, libre de toda
violencia y exageraclon, por el sano eclecticlsmo de su
nente hospltalaria, Balmes estaba predestinado pars ser el
mejor educador de la Espana de su siglo, y en tal concepto
no le aventajd nadie. El Criterio, El Protestantismo,
la misme Filosofisa Fundamental eran 1os primeros Llibros
serios que la juventqg de mi tiempo leia, y por ellos
aprendimos que gxistia una clencia diflcil y tentadora -~
Metafisica y cudles eran sus principales problemas. ]
e o oI8 ﬁ;losoffé moderna, aun en lo qQue tiene de més
opuesto & la doctrina de nuestra pensador, el ldealismo
kantlano y sus derivaciones en Fichte y Schelling questo
que de Hegel alcanzo’poca noticia) entraqpn en Hsp&ana
principalmente por las exposiciones y criticas de Balmes,
gue fueron razonadas y contlenzudas dentro de lo que é1
pudo leer. Su vigoroso talento aqalitico suplid en parte
las deficilencias de su informacion. . . ."

4 Biografia, as quoted by Blanche-Raffin in Jacques Balmds, sa
vie et ses ouvrages:
~ "A pelne Balmes eut expire, nous sentimes tous qu'll
faisalt partie de la gloire natlonale; nous crumes tgps :
obligds de recueillir les vestiges de cette grande mémoire."”

* All notes to the Filosofla Fundamental will be cited in black
nunerals; all other notes will be cited in red numerals.
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acques Balmes, s&e vie et ses ouvrages, pg. 136 Blanche-Raffin:
5"l"‘g"""’:ﬁ!n méme temps“IfT"fluence du publiciste espagnoly on le
sait assez, s'lest dtendue fort au deld des frontieres de sa
patrle, Dans toute 1l'Europe, ses principaux dcrits sont 1lus,
analyses, et prennent place parmi les documents 1es rlus
importants pour la cause de la véritd. Dans 1'Amer1que du
Sud, ces ouvrages ont congquis une popularitd nationale. Pour.
cette réglon immense, dans laquelle le Blen et le Mal se
livrent, de nos jours, un combat si lamentable, et dont
ltissue, malheureusement, reste encore si douteuse, la
langue de Bahnes est la langue des ancetres sa pensee est
aussi 19 pensée qui rdégnalt dags un age plus heureux. On
reconnalt, dans cette voix, 1'écho des grands docteurs, qul
firent autrefols de la meérepatrie 1l'institutrice dtun monde
nouveau, la nourrice feconde d'une &ivilisation naissante.' ]

6cf. Ensayo X, Menéndez y Pelayo.

7Jacques Balﬁés, sa vie et ses ouvrages, pg. 136,Blanche-Raffin:
"Le vral génie de Balmes, la marque distinctive de ses

ouvrages, le cachet qui met a part ses pensdes et ses dcrits,

c'est le bon sens.
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_ Chapter I
The Fundamental Philosophy: Epistemological Terminology

I
The Fundamental Philosophy is rather a criticlsm of the

errors found in various systems of modgrn philosophy then a new
and complete system of thought in itself. Orestes A. Brownson,
in the Introduction to the English translation of the Filosoffé

Fundamental by Henry F. Brownson, sayss® "As a refutation of

Bacon, chke, Hume, and Condillac, Kant,‘Fichte, Schelling, and
spinoza, it is a master-piece, and leaves little to desire."}
Indeed, this statement 1s well-substantiated: "He sought to com-
bine scholastic teachings with modern thought and combined it
critically with more recent philosophers, but he became an
eclectic;"® and, "One notes in him the refutation of the syétems
of Condillac, Kant, Schelling, and Lamennais. However,‘Bélmes is]
not always faithful to the teaching of the Angelic Doctor." =
In criticising others, Balmes 1s ontological, but in his
own work he 1s almost psychological.4 Indeed, he certainly does
not seem to recognise the hierarchy of the sciences or the great:
synthesls effected by St. Thomas; his interest lles rather in a
combination of certain conflicting systems into a syncrasy. This
view of Brownson is, of course, contrary to the view citedlabove

in the Grosse Brockhaus and indeed to the view of Menéhdez Wi

Pelayo, where Balmes is regarded as an eclectic, but it never-

theless seems to be a better characterisation of the system of

Balmes. We have noted in our brief summary of his life that
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palmes tended to conciliate--hls entire political efforts were
directed immediately toward a reconciliation of the twoe.opposing
factions in Spain. This attitude has carried ofer into his phil-
osophy, where he has been influenced especially by St. Thomes,
Suarez, Descartes, Leibniz, and the Scottish School. Menéndez y
Pelayo glves the followilng 1nteresting“thought upon the Funde-

mental Phllosophy:

"His analytical faculties are superior to his synthesizing:
perhaps he has not left a philosophicaf‘construction which could
be sald to be entirely his own, but he has extraordinary novelty
in detaills and 1n applications. St. Thomas, Descartes, Leibniz, -
the Scottish 3chool, very singularly}gombined, are the principsal
elements whlch integrate the Filosofia Fundamental, but never-
theless, this book is a llving organism, not a mechanical syn-
chronism. Balmes assimilated forelgn thought wilth such vigor,
that re~creating it, he puts into it his own life and personal-
ity, and makes it serve as new theories. There are occasions in
which he appears to arrive at the peak of genius, especilally
when his religious faith and his metaphysical talent concur in
the same demonstration. But these flashes are not frequent: what
surpasses in him 1s the powerful dialectic, the great art of
controversy, which in his skilful hands Eever degenerates into
sophistry nor logomachy." (Tr. our own). v

And he continues with the following most interesting passage <
which shows the relationship of the writings of Balmes with 1

those of St. Thomas:

"Balmes wrote before the scholastic restoration, and only in
& very broad sense can 1t be sald that his book pertains to 1it,
because in reality 1t is an independent manifestation of Chris-
tian spirit. But there 1is no doubt but that he knew profoundly
the doctrine of St. Thomas, and that he had him (St. Thomas) for
his first and never-forgotten text. Expounding and vindicating
him not only in the sphere of ideology, but in relation to the
bhilosophy of law, He did more for Thomism than many professed
Thomists, and deserved the name of disciple of the Angelic
Doctor more than many servile repeaters of the articles of the
Summe ; although he departs from it in lmportant points; even
though he interprets others in conformity to the meaning of
Suarez and other great masters of Spanish scholasticism; even
though he makes concesslons to the Cartesian philosophy which
today appear to us excessive. What there was perennial and deep
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in the traditilonal teachings of the Christlan schools took the
rorm entirely of the blologicel scilences, occupied in the actual
philosophical movement, & position analogous to that of i&he
modern school of Louvain, of which 1t is the undoubted precur-
Sorcn (Tro our Own).6

Thus, while he endeavors to follow fundamentally the sys~
tem of St. Thomas, we shall see several departures from that
system. The failure to recognise the hferarchy of sciences is a
serious flaw in a complete understanding of St. Thomas; and the |
intelligible species and the acting 1nEFllect, both of which he
rejects, are very lmportant to the eplstemology of St. Thomas.
But there is a psychological turn in the system of Balmes that
is somewhat reminiscent of Locke. His nomenclature is also sim-
ilar to that used 1in the Lockean school. The second volume of

the Fundamental Phllosophy had, moreover, been condemned by

Rome. The circumstances have been given in the work on Balmes
written by A. de Blanche-Raffin:

"The second volume of the Fundamental Philosophy had been de-
nounced at Rome by the congregatlIon of the Index as tinged with+
error. "I have read and reread the book," said Balmes to a
friend. "I believe that there is in it no dogmatic error. How-
ever, whatever be my conviction in this regard, I shall not take
up my pen to defend myself. If only one proposition 1s condemned,
I shall renounce the entire edition and have 1t thrown in the '
fire. I shall announce &t the same time, by the voice of the
newspapers, my obedience to the decision of the Church." Happily,
the suspicion, hardly formed, vanished. The public was ignorant .
of this affair. In place of censures, the work of the Spanish
doctor gathered lively praise at Rome." (Tr. our own).?

We shall, of course, develop of criticism of the Funda-

mental Philosophy In the succeeding chapters of'this work. Most |

of the critics of Balmes have either regarded him as original

and satisfactory, or as eclectlic or syncretistic; and indeed we

/
may agree with Menendez y Pelayo that "in spite of its title,
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y . .
the Filosofia Fundamental 1s not a complete treatment of the

primery sclilence, but a series of metaphysical dissertatleons, for
whose order and unity it is necessary to make some apologies."
Our purpose is to dilscuss the epistemological elements in his
system in the light of the writings of St. Thomas of Aquin. Ve
shall endeavor to determine in what redpects he is at variance
with St. Thomas in his epistemology, rather than discuss the in-
trinsic value of what appears to us to Pe the "psychology" of
Balmes.
1T

We have considered it expedient at this point to introduce
8 few brief comments upon the terminqlogy used by Balmes in his |
treatment of the theory of knowledge, with a view towards clari-
fying some of the difficulties that must arise in considering a
philosopher whose terms are frequently different from our own.
As we shall note, there will be at least an occasional usage O?‘
terms 1n an entirely different sense from that of the Scholastiés.

In the first place, there 1s some difficulty arising from |
the meaning of the Spanish word, certeza, which may be translat-
ed as meaning elther certainty or certitude. Balmes, in his

notes to the first book of the Filosofia Fundamental, clearly

indicates that he 1s referring to what we should term certainty,
rather than certitude: "Certainty is a firm assent to a real or -}
apparent truth. Centalinty is not truth, but it must at least have
the 1llusion of truth."l From this, we assume that he means by

1Notes on Ch. I.
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certeza, certainty a8 a subjective assent, rather than certi-

Py

| tude.

He confuses, moreover, consciousness (conciencia) as a

subjective state of slmple awareness with consciousness as introd
spection upon the objects as they exlst in the intellect. This |
will become rather apparent in our disghssion in Chapter II of
this work of consclousness as a criterion of truth.

Common sense (sentido comun) 1s uyderstood by Balmes as a

law of the mind by which we give our assent to the truth of a

proposition:

"I believe the expression common sense to denote a law of our
mind. . .consisting in a natural Inclination of our mind to glw
its assent to some truths not attested by consciousness nor dem-
onstrated by reason, necessary to all men in order to’gatisfy
the wants of sensitive, intellectual, and moral life.'™

This definition seems rather in accordance with the views of
Hamilton and Reid, or with the "Illative Sense" of Newmen,rathe
than with the accepted Thomistic understanding of "common sensQJ?‘
St. Thomas regards the common sense as a potency of the soul |
which recognises a fuhdamental unity in the perceptions of the
various senses in relatdom to the same object; 8 it is one of the |
four interior senses.

Evidence (evidencia) in Balmes implies & relation, & com-
parison of terms which presupposes a judgment: "We find two
things in every act where there is evidence: the pure intultion

of the idea, and the decomposition of thls 1idea into various

Fund. Pnil. I, 316.
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conceptions accompanied with the perception of their mutual re-
jations." "Evidence has nothing to do with the testimony of the
genses, even 1n thelr intellectual part, wherein we judge that
an external object corresponds to the sensation." Vhile it is
true that he admits that evidence requires a judgment, he seems
to separate the external object to a cgbtain extent from the in-
tellectual judgment relating to the conforming of our mind with
the objective truth. Evidence is rather‘an affirmation or denilsal
of the relation between two objects of thought, which have their
basis in external reality. 7 |

"Sensation (semsacion)," according to Balmes, "considered
in i1tself is simply an internal affection, " but "it is almost
-|always accompanied by a judgment.' This judgment that accompan-
les sensation determines whether or not an Internal affection
has any cause iIn exterior reallty. The senses may decelve us .’
This definition of sensation stresses‘greatly the subjectlve o]
element in sensation. On the contrary, St. Thomas regards the 4
complete act of sensation to include the actuallsation of the
sense potency by the accidental form of the exterior object: the |’
senses in seeking their proper object cannot deceive us.? Balmes
does not seem to distinguish sensation from perception and cog-
nition. For him, us we have noted, sensation implies more than a.

mere internal affection, but he does not proceed to diétinguish :

perception and sensation. Perception, as we shall see, 1s con-

lpund. Phil. I, 241. PIbid. II, 1.
“Ibid. I, 234.
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fused by him with conception.

The phantasm seems nearly always misunderstood by Balmes.
He regards the Scholastics rather as ldealists, as we shall note
in our chapter on Intellection, clalming that they tend to con-
fuse seeing and knowing. Thus the phantasm and the idea as un-
derstood by the Scholastics appear to ﬁim to express merely a
picture of the object rather than the object itself. In treating
the Scholastic teaching he says: .

"In ideas which are images; these do not at all explain how

the transition from the internal act to the object 1s made.™

In the first place, an ldea for the Scholastics is never
an image. The idea is that by which we lmow the object itself;
it 1s not the thing knowm but the means by which we know. Balmes
constantly misinterprets the meaning of 3t. Thomas in his use o

the word, similitudo,l0 which Balmes insists 1s mere analogy and-
> :
: 1

el

not true science.
As we shall see, Balmes refuses to accept elther the
sensible or the intelligible specles, probably for the precise
reason that he regards them as merely gpproximating knowledge,
or as merely analogous knowledge. The result is that he appears |
to be rather nominalistic in his treatment of the universal |
1deas. The universal takes the form of an Indeterminate ideéa, as

of being, necessary, contingent and the 1like;> and it is not im-

lPund. Phil. IV. 26. SFund. Phil. IV, 90.
2Tp1g. IV, 27. ’
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E;éiately eapplicable to an object. All that we arerable to at-
tain in this life is an Incomplete ldea of a thling, we cen never
penetrate to the essence of & thing.l Thus Balmes would seem to
take all reallty out of the universal idea by confusing it with
e vague and indeterminate idea. He does not understand the real-
ity which is characteristic of the universal as it is understood
by St. Thomas,}l for in the teaching of the latter, the univer-
sal idea represents the véry essence of*the material reallty as
abstracted from the individuating matter by the acting intellect.]
Thus we are able to abstract the essence of the thing even though
we do not completely exhaust the relatlons inherent 1ln the object.
Balmes inslsts that we know things by intuition (1ntu1ci6n)
and discursion (discurso). Intuition is an lmmediate appr ehen-
slon of an object, and this may be elther on the part of the
senses or on the part of the intellect. Consciousness attests_to‘
an intuitive knowledge of reflection, comparison, abstraction, A1
electlion and the like.® He defines intultive cognition as "that
in which the subject 1s presented to the understanding, such as‘{
it 1s, and upon which the perceptive faculty has to exercise no
function but that of contemplation.'? Here, as is apparent
throughout his work, he evidently means by perceptlon, cognition
or understanding. Intultion for him impllies a direct operation
of the intellect upon the object. He has difficulty, as we shall !
see in Chapter IV of this work, in rendering the object lmmater-

1p,p.. IV, 100. 31bida. IV, T77.
2Tpig. IV, 8k. -
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ial in order that he might be able to dntuit it, for he refuses
to accept the acting intellect as anything other than poetical.
He reverts ultimately to the fecundity of the idea of being and
the direct operation of God in order to explain how an immaterial
faculty can intuit directly an object which 1s material.
Discursive knmowledge implies a fotmation of the object by
"uniting in one conception several partial conceptions" which
take the place of the object.1 Here aga%p he detracts from the
objectiveness of the ideas.
Probably the greatest misuse of terms 1n Balmes arises from

a confusion of the terms, perception (percepcidn) and conception

(conocimiento). For example: "The objectivity of our ideas and

the perception of necessary relations in a possible order:"™@ "the

idea of being 1s mingled in every intellectual perception;'™ and

the like. These statements obviously refer to conception as it is;
understood by St. Thomas. On the other hand, as we have seen just
el

above 1in relation to discursive knowledge, he uses conception in ‘

a2 manner that would be more suitable 1n relation to the combinirg

of perceptions 1in the imagination. Thus throughout the Filosoffé

fundamental one is forced to distinguish at all times, by refer-

ence to the context, between perception and conception. His usage:
of the two terms 1s confusing.
Indeed, throughout his entire phillosophy, much care is

necessary in order to interpret correctly the meaning which

lpynd. Phil. Iv, T78. JIbid, Vv, 115.
TEid. TU, 1700
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| palmes attributes to his terms. At best, we can say with cer-
tainty that they depart considerably from the usage which _
St. Thomas makes of certain terms; and Indeed, it 1s often dif-
ficult to distinguish in what sense Balmes wishes his terms to

pe taken in divers parts of his work.
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Notes to Chepter I

gcf. Der Grosse Brockhaus, v. 2, pg. 258, "Balmes”.

3cf. La Dictionnaire des Dictiomnaires, v.l, pg.820, "Balmes'.

4cf. Fundamental Philosophy, tr. by Brownson; Introduction by
O.A.Brownson, pg. 1X.

Ensayos: X, Menéndez y Pelagyo:

® Sus faculdades analfticas superaban & las sintéticas:
quiza’no ha dejado una construcciolt filoséfica Qque pueda
declirse enteramenta suya, pero tliene extraordinaria novedad
en los detalles y en las applicaciones. Santo Tomés,
Descartes, Leibniz, la escuela esconcesa, muy singularmente
combinados, son los principales elements que integran la
Filosoflia Fundamental, sin embargo, este libro es un organ-
ismo viviente, no un mecanico sincretismo. Balmes gse asimila
con tanto vigor el pensamiento ajeno, que vuelve & crearle,
le infunde vida propia y personal y le hace servir para
nuevas terrfas. Ocasiones hay en que parece llegar & las
alturas del genlio, sobre todo cuando su fe religiosa y su
talento metaffsico concurren € una misma demostracidén. Pero )
estos relémpagos no son frecuentes: lo que sobresale en é1
es la pujanzsa dialéctica, el grande arte de la controversla,
qQue en manos tan tonradas como las suyas no degenera nunca
en logomaqufa ni en sofisteria."”

P

6Ibld.:

"Balmes escribid antes de las restauracidn escoléstica,

¥y sélo en sentido muy lato puede decirse que su libro
- pertenezca 1 ella, porque en realidad es una Independiente ,
manifestagion des esplritualismo cristlano, Pero ng cabe dudg
que conocia profundamente la doctrina de Santo Tomas, y que {°
ls habié tenido por primerg y nunca olvidado texto. Exponi- |
éndola Yy vindicdndola no sdlo en la esfera ideolbgica, sino
en lo tocante a la fllosofia en las leyes, hizo més por el
tomismo que puchos tomistas de profesién, y merecid el nom— .
bre de discipulo del Doctor Angélico, més que muchos serviles
repetidores de los artficulos de la Summe; aundque sSe apartase
de ella en puntos importagtes; aunque interpretase otros
confogme a la megte de Suearez y otros grandes maestros de la
escolastica espanola; aunque hiclese & la filosoffé cartes—, |
lana concesiones que hoy nos parecen excesivas. Lo que habla]
de perenne y fecundo en la ensenanza tradicional de las
escuelas cristianas, tomo forma enteramente de las ciencilas
bioldgicas,/ocupar a en el movimiento filosdfico actual una
posicidn andloga &€ la de la moderna escuela de Lovaina, de




la cual es indudable precursor. . ."

, _ -
7Jacques Balmes, sa vie et ses ouvrages, pg. 130, xxxiv:
- "Te seconde volume de la Philosophie fondamentale avait
dtd dénoncé & Rome & la congrdgation de I'index, comme .
entache dterreur. 'Jtai lu et relu le livre,! disalt Balmes
& un ami. 'Je crois qu'il ne s'y trouve point d'erreur
dogmatique. Cependant, quelle que solt ma conviction a cet
égard, je ne prendrail point la plume pour me défendre. 3i
une seule proposition est condammde, je retireral ltedition
entidre et la feral jeter au feu. J'annonceral en méme
temps, par lg voile des journaux, mon obeissance & la dé-
cision de 1'Eglise.! Heureusement, le soupcon, & peine
forme, s'evanouit. Le public ignora cette affaire. Au lieu
de censures, L'ouvrage du docteur ©spagnol recueillit a

Rome de vifs é&loges.'

BCfc Sum- TheOl. I, qo 78, 8. 20

9Sum. Theo. I, q. 75, a. 6, corp.: "Sensus. . .circa proprium

objectum non decipitur.”
10cf. Sum. Theol. I, Qe 85, 8. 2.

llcf. The Intellectualism of Saint Thomas, Plerre Rousselot,S.J.
(Tr. by Fr. J. K., O'Mehony. Sheed & Ward, N.Y. 1935).

Chapter One, pg. 24 ff.
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Chapter IIV

Certitude and the Criteria of Truth
The Filosofia Fundamental has 1its beginning in the quest

of certitude, and it is upon the fact that we can have certitude
that the entire work is founded: "All philosophical questions
are in some manner involved in that of certainty.l When we have
completely unfolded this, we have examined under one aspect or
another all that human reasson can conceive of God, man, and the
universe. At first sight 1t may perhaps seem to be the simple
foundation of the sclentific structure; but in this fouﬁdation,
if we carefully examine lt, we shall see the whole edifice re-
presented; it isva plane whereon is projected, visibly and in
fair perspective, the whole body it is to support.™ Balmes pur-f
poses therefore first to determine that certitude exists, then
to discuss 1its basis, and finally to show the mode in which it is
acquired.” A consideration of these points in the order in which
Balmes discusses them shall constitute the first part of this
chapter.
» I

According to Balmes, philosophy commences with an examin-
ation, by an affirmation, not with a denial: "Philosophy should
begin by explaining, not by disputing the fact of certainty. If
we are certain of nothing, it is absolutely impossible for us'to

lecf. discussion of certitude and certainty in Ch. I.
2Fund. Phil. I, 2.
>Tp1d. T, 5.
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advance a single step in any science; or to take any part what-
ever in the affalirs of 1life."l Thus Balmes would not have us be
entirely critical or sceptical in the beginning of our study of
certitude. "Certainty is to us a happy necessity; nature imposes
it, and philosophers do not cast off nature;"™ hence philosophy
is concerned chiefly with the motives afld the means of acquiring
‘certitude rather than with questioning its existence. We cannot
ldestroy the light 1in an attempt to defigf its nature:
"Philosophy can propose to itself no more reasonable object
than simply to examine the foundations of certainty, with the sole
view of more thoroughly knowing the human mind, not of making any
change 1n practlice; just as astronomers observe the course of the
stars, investigate and determine the laws to which they are suyb-
ject, without therefore presuming to be able to modify them."
However, as we shail see, rather than admit that our ceftitude Is
based fundamentally upon self—evident principles corroborated by |
psychological reflection, he will say that assent 1s based upon
an inétinct or "common sense" rather than entirely upon evidence
"Certainty does not originate in reflectlon; it is the spontan- <.
eous product of man's nature, and 1s annexed to the direct act of;
the intellectual and semsitive facultles. It is a condition ne-
ceséary to the exerclse of both, and without it life were & chaos
we therefore possess it instinctively, and without any reflec-

tion."™ He proceeds to show that men by a natural instinct assem

to the existence of external objects, to the testimony of author-

ity, etc.:

g, p,. 1, 7. | JFund. Phil. I, 35
2Tbid. I, 9. b1p1a. I, 16
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"If any part of sciemce ought to be regarded as purely Spec- 1
ulative, it 1is undoubtedly the part which concerns certalnty. .
perlence has in fact shown our understanding to be guiged by no
one of the conslderations made by phillosophers; its assent, when
it is accompanled by the greatest certainty, is a spontaneous
roduct of a natural instinct, not of combinations: it is a firm
adhesion exacted by the evidence of the truth, the power of the
internal sense, or by the impulse of ing%inct; not a coavittion
produced by a-serles of ratiocinations.’ _

A clear refutation of the opposition ofﬁnétural and philosophic
certitude as asserted above by Balmes is given by John Rickaby,
S.Jey in his First Principles of Knowledge.l Balmes does not seem

FY
to recognise that when philosophy and common sense are sald to

travel divergent roads, that philosophy is not co-extensive with
all the practical discoveries "in many of which we know that
things are, without knowing how they are;" thus philosophy has

mot yet been able.to conslder all the clrcumstances. Furthermore,
in ordlnary life we often arrive at a conclusion that is the re-
sult of several steps in reasoning in a manner that is almost

spontaneous. "By dint of habit our mental associatidns become

very nimble, and partly as a matter of direct memory, partly by"
the aid of dimly suggested inferences, our course 1s expedited."Z2
And finally, "as too much attention concéntrated on the bodilily |
functions may derange them, and as even the simple process of

jumping a ditch may fall from excess of care to do it neatly; so
pn attempt to think out a Question in strict philosophic form may‘
leaden or misguide the energles of thought."® There 1s no essen-
tial divergence between the spontaneous and the systematilsed pro-:

cess in arriving at a conclusion; both should be mutually helpfulf

P, I, 32. | 2Ipbid. I, 36.
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(As we shall see later; all our certitude is based upon evidence,
whether immediate or mediate, and not upon an instinct, 4s Balmes|
would here have us imagine).

Balmes now directs his search towards discovering the
first principle of knowledge, and this he says may be understood
in two senses: ?

"As denoting one first truth from which all others flow, or as
expressing a truth which_we must suppose 1f we would not have all
other truths disappear.”l .

He 1ls concerned first with a searc¢h for one truth from which all
others flow; and he answers a priori; "There is in reality, in
the order of beingé, in the universal 1ntellectual order; but in
the human intellectual order there is non."s _

He observes that Being 1s Truth, that God 1is the source of|
all truth;? and that "if our understanding could ascend to the
knowledge of all truths, and embrace them in their unity and in
all the relations uniting them, it would see them after arriving |
at a certaln helght, notwithstanding their dispersion and diverg-)
ence as now perceived by us, converge to a centre, in which they

unite.™ In this latter point he cites the doctrine of St .Thomas
that God sees all things by means of one idea which is His

essence:d

"If we observe the scale of beings, the grades of distinction -
between Individual Iintelllgences, and the successive progress of -
3cience, the Image of this truth will be presented to us 1n a
rery striking manner. One of the distinctive characteristics of
our mind 1s its power of generalizatlon, of perceiving the common
ln the various, of reducing the multiplex to unity; and this is
wroportiongl to its degree of intelligence.”6

lkund. Pnil. I, 38. JFund. Phil. I,%0. OSIbid. I, 42.
2¥pid. 9. Y1513, T, #1. 6IpId. I, 4%.
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But 1n the human intellectual order, there 1is no one truth from
which others flow. ‘ | -

This truth could not emanate from the senses, because
"sensations are as various as the objects which produce them; by:
them we acquire knowlédge of individual end material things; but
no one truth, source of all other truth8, can be found in any
one of these, or the sensations proceeding from them. "™ Indeed,
"although such a sensation were to exisE: it could not serve as
the basis of any thing 1in the intellectual order, for wiith- sen-
sation alone it is impossible even to think;" and "sensations,
so far from belng éble to serve as the basis of transcendental
science; camot serve of themselves alone td establish any
sciehce; because necessary truths camnnot flow from them, since
they are contingent facts.'"

Balmes distingulshes two kinds of truth, real and ideal:

"we call facts, or whatever exists, real truths; we call the

necessary connection of ideas 1deal truths. . .Whoever thinks

exlsts, expresses an ideal truth, for it does not affirm that
there 1s any one who thinks or exists, but that if there is any
one Who thinks, he exists; or, in other words, it affirms a
necessary relation between thought and being."> These defini-
tions leave something to be desired. In the first place, both of .
these truths may be contained in the definition of logical truthi
given by St. Thomas: "Veritas intellectus est adaequatio rei et

Intellectus secundum quod Intellectus dicit esse quod est, vel

L@, P, I, 54, 5Fund. Phil. I, 65.
DT T Bhe e
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E;;—;sse quod non est."™® ("Verum enim est cumidicitur esse guod

est‘velﬁnon esse .quod non est. Falsem autem est cum dicitur non

esse quod est, vel esse quod non est.")® Further, the conformity
in which truth consists does not,consist‘in mere sense awareness
or in mere intellectual awareness, but only when the mind judgesy
affirming or denying a predicate of a sfibject. Real truth in

Balmes seems to consist in an expression of the correspondence

found between the subject and predicate_ff an & posteriori propo-
sition, and this corfespondence would be contingent, depending ”
upon the evidence of externmal facts. Ideal truth in Balmes seems
to consist in thefexpression of the correspondence found between
the subject and predicate of an & prlori propositlon, and here
the connectlon would be necessary in that the predicate 1s con-
tained in or necessarlly unlted to the subject. However, both of
these are expressions of ldeal or logical truth according to St.
Thomas. Real pruth is rather reality itself considered &as con-
formed with its mental archetype in some intellect. -
It 1s true, of course, that mere facts could not present
any truth from which &l others flow: "Take any real truth what-
ever, the plainest and most certain fact, and yet we can derive
nothing from it if ideal truth comes not to fecundate it. We ex-
ist, we thlink, we feel; these are Indubitable facts, but sclence
can deduce nothing from them; they afe particular contingent ‘

facts."l Thus in medlate reasoning there must be at least one

lFund..Ph1l.I, 68.
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premise which is a universal proposition, else no correct con-
clusion could be drawn. | -
There can, moreover, be no source of all truth to be
found in any of the facts of consciousness; the philosophy of the|

me cannot discover this necessary truth from which all others

wme—

flow:

<
.

"The testimony of consciousness is sure and irresistible, but
it has no connection wlth that of eviderice. The object of the one
is a particular and contingent fact; thgg of the other, a neces~
sary truth. That I now think, 1s to me solutely certain; but
this thought of mine is not a necessary but a decidedly contin-
gent truth; for I might never have thought, or even existed: it
is & purely individual fact, is confined to me, and its exlstence
or non-existence in nowise affects universal truths.,"

Here again there seems to be an element of subjectivism, for the
relation of any fact to the intellect must contain a conformity
of the Intellect to the thing, and the me becomes here its own
object: the criterion of truth 1s objective evidence. However,

he continues to say that

"the true light 1s found in objectivity, for it is properly =~
the object of knowledge. The me can neither be known nor thought,
save inasmuch as 1t makes itself 1ts own object, and consequently

places ltself on a level with other beings subject to intellect-~
ual activity, which operates only by virtue of objective truths..

e o o Science may find a resting-point in the me itself as sub~-
ject, but no polnt of departure.’> :

Here, 1n what seems to be in opposition to the foregoing, he

seems to favor objectivlity as a means of attainihg truth. He sup-
ports this argument in saying that "to pretend that truth has its
source 1n the subjective me, 1s to begin by supposing the me to

ln‘lec I, 700 BIbido I, 720
°Tpid. I, Tl. |
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pe absolute, invinite being, the origin of all truths, and the
reason of all beings; which ls equlvalent to making philgsophy
commence by delfying the human understanding. But as one individ-
ual has no more right to thils delfication than another, to admit
it 1s to establish & rational pantheism, which. .is nearly, if
not quite,'identical with absolute pantheism."l He proceeds to
criticise thoroughly Fichte and other Germans, "who attribute an |
altogether unmerited importance to subjective philosophy":2

‘ + .
"Men cannot think without thinking something, desire without
desiring something, feel without feeling =omethlng, or reflect
upon Iinternal acts without fixing his reflection upon something.
There 1is some determination in every act of consciousness: an act
perfectly pure, abstracted from everything, and wholly Indeter-
minate, 1s lmpossible, absolutely impossible; subjectively, be-
cause the act of consclousness, although considered in the sub-
ject, requires some determination; objectively, because such an
act is inconcelvable as individual, and consequently as exlsting,
since it offers nothing determinate to the mind.'>
In spite of &ll this, however, we shall see that Balmes makes
consclousness a criterion of truth.
Balmes pauses in his search for the one truth which is tke
source of others to discuss the problem of representation. Our
treatment of this we shall reserve for our chapter on Ideas. He
continues, however, to note that no one ideal truth, as he de-
fines 1t, can be the source of all truth:
"The ideal truth, apart from the fact, remains purely objectsr
ive 1n the log &cal world, and has no means of descending to that
of .existences.”. .To pass from the logicel world to that of real-

1ty, all that 1s required is a fact to serve as a bridge. If thils
fact be offered to the understanding, the two banks are jolned,

lFund. Pail. I, 75. 3Tbid. I, 81.
21p14. I, 80. ¥mp1d. 1, 138.
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and sclence commencesl, ., .General trufhs, of themselves, even
in the purely ldeal order, lead to nothing, beceuse of the inde-
terminateness of the ideas which they contain; and, on tke other
hand, partlcular truths of themselves produce no result, because
they are limited to what they are, making reasoning. .impossible.
1ight results from the union of one with the other.2. . .There
1s for us in tge ideal order no one truth, the origin of all
other truths."

Thus Balmes concludes that sincgﬁthere is no one truth
from which other truths flow to our intellect in this 1ife, "evi-
dently there must be & resting-point. If asked the reason of'an
assent, we must at last come to a fact dr a proposition, beyond
which we cannot go; for we cannot admlt the process ad infini-
tum.“u,He proceeds in his search, therefore, to find those prin-
ciples which may be regarded as fundamental. He reduces the fund-
amental principles to three: 1). Descartes! principle, "I think,
therefore I am"3 2). the principle of contradiction; and 3). the
Cartesian principle, "whatever is contained in the clear and dis-

tinct idea of anything,maey be affirmed of it with all certainty'
The first of these he regards as & simple and necessary -

fact which 1s Indispensable to our knowledge, and in thls we may
agree with him. "Our existence cannot be demonstrated: we have
50 clear and strong & consclousness of it that it leaves us no
uncertainty; but it is impossible tp prove it by reasoning.”®
The principle of contradiction "is a law of all intelli-
gence; 1t i1s of absolute necessity for'the finite as for thé in-
finite; not even the Infinite intelligence 1s beyond this neces-.

1W,P.. I, 139. | YTpig. I, 144.
2Fund. Phil. I, 141. 5T6Id. I, 161.

3Tbid. T, 142, 6Tp13. I, 163.
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E;;;; for infinite perfection cannot be an absurdity. Every fact
of consclousness as purely individual, relates only to the being
that experiences if; nelther the order of intelligences, nor
that of truth suffers any mutation from my existence or non-
{existence."l This principle, according to Balmes, "is known only
by immediate evidence."2 - '

He reduces  the third principle to the principle of evi-
dence: whatever 1s evident is true: "Evident is the same thing

as clearly seen, as offered to the ihtellect in a most 1uc1d'man;

ner. gggg is the same as conformity of the ldea with the object?.
. « oWe hold that the principle of evidence can be based on no
other prinéiple, and that, consequently, 1t has the first mark
of the fundamental principle. If it fails, all other principles
. .fail with 1t."¥ Thus we see that Balmes ultimately is forced
to admit that the ultimate motive of certitude is evidence. The
principle 6f Descartes 1s a simple fact of consciousness; and his
two remaining principles are dependent upon objective evidence. |
It 1s rather difficult to determine why he does not admit direct-
1y that the ultimate motive and the ultimate criterlon of knowl-
edge 1s objective evldence. He insists, however, upon conécious-"
ness and common sense as criteria of truth, along with‘evidence.:
A consideration of each of these criteria will be presented'in

the second part of this chapter.

1. p.. 1, 214, S5Fund. Phil. I, 221.
2Tbid. I, 211. b1pig. I, 223.




. =g Y
'F”—f- . I

According to the Scholastlc system, the only ultimate

criterion of truth is objective evidence. As we have noted abovei
gruth depends upon the conformity of our intellects with the _

things of reallty:

"Cum. .omnis res sit vera secundum Guod habet propriam formam

paturae suae, necesse est quod intellectus, in quantum est
cognoscens, sit verus in quantum habet similitudinem rei cognita#

quae est forma ejus 1n quantum est cognoscens; et propter hoc per
conformitatem intellectus et rei verita definitur isunde conform-
1tatem 1stam cognoscere, est cognoscere‘veritatem.

For a criterion to be of value, it must be such that it
assures the conformlity of our intellects with the real object of
cognltion. Balmes, however, admits three criteria of certitude

in knowledge: (1) the criterion of conscilousness; (2) the criter-

ion of evidence; and (3) the criterion of common sense, or intel-

lectual instinct.?

(1) The criterion of consciousness: "

According to Balmes, consclousness is that criterion by
which we know what we experilence, not that we experience some

thing:

"Phe testimony of comscilousness includes all phenomena, elther
actively or passilvely, realized in our soul. It 1s by its nature
= [purely subjective; so that In 1tself considered, apart from the
. |intellectual instinct and the light of evidence, it testifles

nothing with respect to objects. By it we know what we experilencs,
not what ls; we perceive the phenomenon, not the reality; what
authorizes us to say: such a thing appears to me; but not, sucha.

 |thing is."l .
From thils, it seems rather evldent that Balmes is unwilling to

F iBrant that any objective certitude may be attained through the

lpung. Phil. I, 225,
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medlum of this criterion. The only value of consciousness lies
in a passive awareness that something 1s present to it; 4hus he
distinguishes between experiencing something internal, and know-
tng that any reality corresponds to that experience. Balmes
seems to confuse the mere state of consciousness with the activ-
ity of introspection. Ve do not know aﬂ& thing unless it is one
|with us--we know the thing by becoming one with it. Thus we do
not know the phenomenon, but we know the reality by & modifice-
tion of the ego in which the thing 1tself acts upon our sensitive
or Intellective potencies.

Two varietlies of consclousness are distinguished by him:
direct consciousness, which is the presence of any phenomenon of .
the soul to the mind;1 and reflex consciousness, which denotes a
perception of a perception, is "the act whereby the mind explic-
itly knows any phenomenon which is realized in it."2 The second

6§ %ﬁeéa is also referred to as apperception, for in hearing a

i
noise, beside the fact that one hears, he is aware also that he

thinks that he hears. We must insist, however, that the mind
knows the thing, and not the species, much less the phenomenon:
"species intelligibilis se habet ad intellectum, ut 1d quo
intelligit 1ntellectus; non autem ut id quod intelliglitur, nisi
secundario: res cnim, cujus species 1ntelligibilis est simili-
tudo, est 1d quod primo intelligitur."8

Balmes admits,however, that all exact sclences have eman~ |

bted from a knowledge of objects and their relations rather than

lpynd. Phil. I, 225. 21pid. I, 227.




R 00 b

from & mere subjective consideration.l Thus "consclousness 1s the
foundation of the other criteria, not as a pfoposition which

serves as their basis, but as a fact which 1s a necessary condi-

tion of them all."2(Italics our own). In order to prove this, he
resorts to the formula: it appears to me, as expressive of the
testimony of consciousness, and says th#t "consciousness tells us

that we see the idea of one thing contained in the idea of
another, " .

We admit, of course, that in order for a thing to be known
in this 1ife there must be a recipient of kmowledge; nevertheless,
it seems that Balmes includes under "consciousness" more than we
would ordinarily admit: one reality éannot be contained in an-
other. Consciousness first malkes us aware that sonething exterlor
to the mind is in some manner affecting us, and this is all that

consciousness glone is able to make us aware of. The reflex con-

sclousness might more appropriately be termed reflection or

P
introspection, which implies that the acts or states of the mind

are considered as objects to be examined--the exercise of self
conscilousness.? This certalnly is not subjective in the sense

that the mind has no object separate from itself upon which it
Judges, for in the instance of reflection, the mind becomes 1its
own object. While attention and reflection are, of course, not
Separate powers, but divers functions of the same intellectual

faculty, it is well for our purpose to distinguish them. Thus

1g,p.. 1, 230. 3Tpid. I, 232.
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consciousness cannot tell us that the idea of one thing is con-
tained in the idea of another. This requires a judgment of the
intellect based upon the objective content of the two ideas.

"Evidence, " moreover, "has nothing to do with the testi-
mony of the senses, even in thelr intellectual part, wherein we
judge that an external object correspoﬂ%s to the sensatiohfml
This is obviously false, since we can judge that an externai ob-
ject corresponds to a éepsation only by$the evidence which the
object presents to our senses. This is a reference to the
"intellectual instinct,” however, which "makes us believe what-
ever 1s evident to be true." e shall continue at length upon
this toplc when we consider this "common sense" or "intellectual]
instinct." | .

He continues to tell us that "we continually have the
repreéentation of the external subjectively considered, as a
pure phenomenon in our soul, although no real object correspondi
to it,"2 and he cites the example of the illusions that appear'
to the mind during sleep. Even these, however, requlre some ex-
ternal cause. We must remember that in perceiving, the potencies
of our sense faculties are actuated by the accidental forms of
the external objects perceived; hence the external object 1is
thus far recelved into us, for the forms recelved by the sense
potencies are the same as those accidental forms in the objects.
Thus in "the 1llusions of sleep" the imagination is able to com--

bine those accidental forms of the real external objects in

lrund. Phil. I, 234, 2 1pi4.
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varlous manners. Therefore, the accidental forms of the real ex-
ternal objects are the objects to which "the phenomeha im the
goul” correspond. |
Balmeé seems to separate consclousness almost completely

from objective reality: "we perceive the phenomenon, not the
reality,” "we know what we experience, Hot what is,” etc. Thus
consclousness for him, instead of presenting evidenée of the self]
becomes a subjective criterion of certiEPde._According to St. '
Thomas, the mind can ascertain directly that 1t exists by becom-
ing cognlzant of ltself in its acts:

"Quantum igitur ad actualem cognitionem qua aliquis considerat
se in actu animam habere, sic dico quod anima cognoscitur per

actus suos. In hoc enim aliquis percipit se animam habere e
vivere, et esse, quod percipit selésentire et intelligere et alia

hujusmodi vitae opera exercerec."”

According to St.Thomas, objectlive evidence is necessary
in determining the véry nature of the human soul, and the evi-
dence for conscilousness is dependent to some extent upon percepi“
tion and cognltion based upon external realitles:

"Quia comnaturale est intellectui nostro secundum statum
praesentis vitae quod ad materialie et senslibillia respicilat. . .
consequens est ut sic seipsum Intelligat noster, secundum quod '
fit actu per specles a sensibilibus abstractas per lumen intel-
lectus agentis, quod est actus 1ipsorum intelligibilium; et eils
mediantibus intelligit intellectus possibilis. Non ergo per
essentiam suam, sed per actum suum se cognoscit intellectus nos- |
ter; et hoc dupliciter: uno gquidem modo particulariter, secundum
quod Socrates vel Plato percipit se habere animam intellectlvanm
ex hoc quod percipit se intelligere. Alio modo in universali,
secundum qguod naturam humanae mentis ex actu intellectus consides
amus. . B8t autem differentia inter has duas cognitiones. Nam
ad primam cognitionem de mente habendam sufficlt ipsa mentis
praesentia, quae est principium actus, ex quo mens percipit
seilpsam; et 1deo dicitur se cog8noscere per suam praesentlam. Sed
ad secundum cognitionem de mente habendam non sufficit ejus
praesentla, sed requiritur diligens et subtilis inquisitio. Unde
et multi naturam animae ignorant, et multi etiam circa naturam
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gpnimae erraverunt. Propter quod Augustinus dicit, 10de Trin.
" | (cap- 95 in princ.), de tali inquisitione mentis: Non velut
gbsentem Se quaerat mens cernere; Sed praesentem Se cure¥ dis-
cernere; Id est, cognoscere differentiam suam &b allls rebus;
Guod est cognoscere quidditatem et naturam suem.'ll

Balmes wauld have us regard conscilousness as the founda-
tion of all other criteria. He believes that evidence cannot be
abstracted from the subjective elements”in consciousness., Howeverd
he seems to give to the psychological element a little too much
emphasis. We must remember that our search is for certitude which
is an assent to the truth of one of two propositions, on prudent
aﬁd sufficient &rounds. Truth lies in the conformity of our mind
to the object known, and the evidence of this conformify or lack
of conformity to the object causes us to assent to one of two |
propositions. Truth lies in conformity, and certitude rests upon |
the clear recognition of this conformity. Conformlity of the mind
can only be to an object, whether the object be the mind itself
or whether it be completely external to the mind. Hence concioug:
ness 1tself presents evidence of some thing which is objective,
and if the consclousness of self 1s the thing thought of, 1t is
itself an object of thought presenting evidence of itself.
We may agree that consciousness 1s a necessary prerequis-
ite of certitude, insofar as consciousness denotes all the modes .
|of our mental life, and insofar as certitude can be had by us as
Intelligent beings. But 1n regard to the objectiveness necessary |
for certitude, Balmes himself states:

"Te believe that if the objectiveness of 1deas be denied, not
only all science, but also all consciousness is annihilated; and

here sceptics are guilty of an inconsequence; for, while they
deny the objectlveness of some ideas, they admit that of others.
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No consciousness,‘progfrly,so called, can exlist, 1f this object~-
iyeness 1s destroyed.

.
Here Balmes himself admits indirectly the necessity of objective
evidence as the source of all certitude; and indeed, this is ob-
yious from the foregolng statement of St. Thomas.12 Conscious-
ness 1ltself cannot come about without ofjective evidence; hence

'consciousness is not the foundation of the criterion of evidence,

bhut evidence is the ultimate criterion of certitude.
'Y
(2) The criterion of evidence:

Balmes distinguishes immediate evidence, which requires
only an understanding of the terms; and medlate evidence, which
requilres reasoning.2 Hé does not employ the scholastic division
fWhichi:also distinguishes an‘existential and an essential evidenos
There are three characteristics of evidence according to him:
necessity, universality, and a more essential characteristic
which is "that the idea of the predicate is found contained in
that of the subject.” This latter is that by which immediate
evidence "is distinguished from the criterila of conscfiousness and

common Sensej"

and even in mediate evidence the "idea of the
bredicate may be contained in that of the subject."u

Evidence involves & relation, for it implies a comparison,
Fhich presupposes a judgment: "We find two things in every act
where there 1s evidence; the pﬁre Intuition of the idesa, and the

becomposition of this idea into varlous conceptions accompanied

lFund. Phil. I, 246. 3Ibia. I, 240.
Ipb1d. I, 239. ¥Tpid.
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:;;; the perception of their mutual relations."l Without pausing
to discuss the non-3Scholastic usaBe of terms in the foregoing
passage, we note that this is true of essential evidence which
is concerned wlth the essentlal relations between abstract as-
pects of reality. Indeed, as Balmes says, we do not call a term
evident, but only a proposition: "the p?oposition expresses the
judgment, that is, affirms or deﬂies that one conception is con-
tained in another, which, in the present* matter, supposes de-
composition of the entire conception."2 Thus we may &a8ree with
Balmes when he says: "Immediate evidence 1s the perception of
identity between variéus conceptions, separated by the analytical
power of the intellect.’. .Evidence. .finds in the conception ’
analyzed whatever was placed in the principle or was contained in
it. Hence the necessity and universality of the object of evi- |
dence, inasmuch as, and in the manner, in which it 1s expressed
by the idea."4 Thus far, we Wduld agree with Balmes in his dis-

e

cussion of iﬁmediate evidence.

The succeeding chapters which deal with the objective
value of ideas and the "perception" of identity are scarcely as.
acceptible as those Whiéh deal witﬁ immediate evidence. As far as;
we are able to discern, his difficulty 1ies fundamentally in his
failure to:recognise the true reality of the universal--~the re-
sult of which 1s that he seems to tend towards nominalism. The

discussion of the objective value of ideas is so interwoven with

lFund. Phil. I, 241. SIbid. I, 242.
°Tpig. ¥Tpig. 1, 243.




-) Ll

" "

gubjectivism that it is difficult to determine in just what
respect he relles upon the objectivity of evidence as a eriterion
of truth. As we have seen, of course, he Inslsts that the object-
iveness of ideas 1s necessary even for consclousness, but after
an examination of hils dlscussion of that objectiveness of ideas,
we find difficulty in determining to juft what extemt his criter-
ion of evidence 1s really objective. These polnts .we shall con-
gsider more fully in the ensuing discuss%fn.

Before we enter into a consideration of evidence as a
criterion in Balmes, let us cite a passage found in his discus-
sion of evidence which seems to indicate his opinion upon the
|universal:

"(The) difference between the purely ideal and the real order
did not escape the scholastics. They were accustomed to say that
there was no science of contingent and particular, but only of
necessary and universal things. In the place of contingent sub-
stitute reality, since all finite reality 1is contingent; and
instead of universal put ideal, since the purely ideal is all

universal; and ygu will have the same doctrine enunciated in
distinct words."

The foregolng passage certainly does not seem to indicate that

Balmes recognised the reallity of the universal: it tends to in-
dicate that the universal is opposed to the real. However, accord§
ing to St. Thomas: "The noblest way of possession or having a
thing is to possess'it in & non-material manner, yet formally,
which is the definition of kmowledge."1® This failure to recog-
nise the reality of the universal is probably the source of the

difficulty with Balmes in his inability to accept evidence alone

s the criterion of certitude, for as we shall see, he seems to

lpund. Phil. I, 312.
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give adequate progf that evidence is dufficient as a criterion,
and yet he will not admit evidence alone. -

There seems also to be a latent subjectlvism and nominal-
ism also in his discussion of the reduction of cognitions to the
"perception" of identity. He appears to us to stress too greatly
the importance of reasoning alone in cdﬁstructing science:

"It 1s neither contrary to common sense nor false to say that
all cognitions of mathematicians are perceptions of identity, '
which, presented under different conceptions, undergoes infinite

varlations of firm, and so fecundates ti intellect and consti-
tutes science.” '

In answéring the synthetic jud8ments of Kant, moreover, we
find the following:

"rithout experience we have only the conception of the thing.
We do not pretend that all propositions express such a relatlon
between the subject and the predicate, that the conception of
the former will always g1ive that of the latter; but we do hold,
that the reason of this insufficiency is the incompleteness of
the conception, elther in itself, or in relation to our compre-
hension. But if we suppose the conceptlion complete in itself, and
a due capacity in our intellect to understand whatever 1t con-
tains, we shall find in the conception all that can be the ob-

ject of scilence.'™ -

The two forefolng passages seem to us to indlcate an undue stress:
of mere reasoning without very evident reference to reality. |
Certainly, they do not indicate a very &reat understanding of St,_‘
Thomas'! idea of the unlversal, and in what manner we arrive at
the perfect act which comprises all that we can know of an ob-
ject 4

Balmes, however, recognises that we must extend beyond

the mere subjective order in order to have certitude: "To ask

lfund. Phil. I, 269. 2Ipbid. I, 275.
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why the criterion of evidence 1s legitimate, 1s to ask why this
proposition: 'whatever i1s evident is true;! it 1s to raise the

question of the objectiveness of ideas."l He shows that conscioust
ness will not permit us to doubt that things appear to us, but

that our d;fficulty lies in the basls from which he beg&ins his

search of the foundation of the criterich of evidence:

"We do not bellieve any satisfactory reason can be glven for
the veraclty of the criterion of evidence, although it is im-
possible not to yield to it. The connection, therefore, of evi-
dence with reality, and consequently, th#® transition from the
idea to the object, are primitive facts of our nature, a neces-
sary law of our understanding, the foundatlon of all that it
contains,--&a foundatlon which in 1its ggrn rests, and can rest
only on Goa, the Creator of our soul.'

He proceeds to show therefore, that to resist that "internal
necessity" is to destroy the very consciousness of the soul,
since "the identity of a bein& which endures and is the same
throughout the changes succeeding 1t" is necessary to the con-
sciousness of our own ego. Indeed, without objective truth "all
certain recollection even of internal phenomena, and by & légit-‘
imate consequence, all reasoning, jud8ment, and thought, are
impossible. "

According to Balmes, we could not recollect past acts un-
less they were connected with the pfesent ect and correspond to
the idea presenting them to us. Reasoning, moreover, supposes &
succession of acts, and if the recollections were destroyed,

there could be no rea,s_r,gn_']_'rjg,4 Judéments of Immediately evident
propositions which did not relate to the immediate "act of the

1F.B.. 1, 245, 3Fund. Phil. I, 254.
°Tpid. I, 250. YToia. T, 256.
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goul” would be impossible at the very instant the judment was
pronounced,-and mediate evidence, requiring reasoning, chld not
exist, for the succession could not be known with certainty withe
out objective truth.l Even sensations could not be reflected upon
since objective truth would be wanting:
"The reflectlion upon the act is not the act itself. One is the

object of the other; they are not identical, and are often foung
separated. If, then,"ghere were no objective truth, reflections
would be Impossible.
And indeed the present consclousness of Ihe‘gg would be destroy-
ed, because "the me thinking knows the me only as ebject.,">

Thus in &all ﬁhe acts of knowled&e, from the consclousness
of the self to the acts of jud&ing and reasoning, objective eyi.
dence 1s necessary accordiﬁé to Balmes. There 1is, however, this
strange paradox: if, &8 he says, objectiveness of ideas is neces.
sary even for the consclousness of the self, since thelgg_is
considered as an object of knowledte, why must we admit the cpi.
terion of consclousness? And aBsln, while he says that the ver- -
aclity of evidehce cannof be shown conclusively, nevertheless, he
himself proceeds to show that objective evidence is absolutely
necessary for us to be certain of anythint. Thus it seems to us
that using merely the demonstrations which he himself has pre.
sented they are sufficlent to show that evlidence, rather thap
consclousness or an intellectual iInstinct, is the ultimate cfi_
terion of truth.
(3) The criterion of common Sense:

In:discussing the crlterion of common sense, Balmes first‘

1p.».. 1, 257. 2Tpbid. I, 3Ipid. I, 261.
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distinguishes the sense in which he understands "common sense:"

"T believe the exXpression common sense to denote & law of our
mind, apparently differine accordiné to the different cases to
which it applies, but in reality and apart from its modificatliong
only one, always the same, conslstiné in a natural inclination of
our mind to bive 1its assent to some truths not attested by con-
gclousness nor demonstrated by reason, necessary to all men in
order'to satlsfy the wents of sensitive, intellectual, and moral

1ife.’

He understands that sense excludes all reflectlon, reasonin&, and

<«
g

combination, and that common "excludes all individuality, and
shows the object of common sense to be #fkeneral to all men. . .No

internal phenomenon, however extravabant, 1s ever sald to be op-

posed to common sense. "2

This determination of the meanins of "common sgnse" is, of

course, not at all similar to what St.Thomas means by theVSensus

communls:

"Discernere album & dulci non potest neque visus, neque &us-
tus; dqula oportet quod qui lnter aliqua disceranit, utrumque
cobnoscat. Unde oportet ad sensum communem pertinere discretionis
judicium, ad quem referantur, sicut ad communem terminum, omnes
apprehenslones sensuum, a quo etiam gercipiantur actiones sensuumy
sicut cum aliquis videt se videre.'l

It is rather more strikinely similar to the discussion of common |

[sense as presented by Thomas Reid:

"Common sense is that desree of judsment which is common to
men with whom we can converse and transact business. . .The phille
osophical meanins corresponds perfectly with the account which
Mr. Locke and other modern philosophers sive of judement, For if
the sole province of the senses, external and internal, be to :
furnish the mind with the ideas about which we judee and dlscern,
it seems to be a natural consequence, that the sole province of
judement should be to compare those ldeas, and to percelve their
necessary relations. . .This inward lieht or sense 1s &iven by
Heaven to different persons 1in different desrees. There is a

lpund. Phil. I, 316. 21p1d. I, 315.
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certaln degree of it which is necessary to our being subjects of
law and government, capable of managing our own affalrs, and
answerable for our oonduct towards others. . ." 1% -

The influence of Reid, and his followers, among whom we may name
Oswald, Beattie and Stewart, seems to have led Balmes to give
rather undue importance to the usage of "common sense® which is

a blind instlnct lnherent in us and whé%e Judgment 1is 1nfallible,

After his definition of common sense, Balmes proceeds to
designate various cases in which the exfrcise of this instinct
may arise: in the case of truths of lmmedilate evidencé, although
thls 1ls dlsputable, of the first intellectual and moral princi-
ples, of the objectiveness of ideas and sensations, of the
weight of human authority, and Qf arguménts by analogy. To these

we may note his consideration of the instinct of faith as pre-

sented 1n Chapter five of Protestantism and Catholicity.

In truths that are immediately evident "the understanding
neither does nor can prove them, and yet it must assent to .
them. . .Here, then, we find all that is comprised in the defin-
ition of common semse: the impossibility of proof, an intellect-
ual neceslty, which must be satisfled by assent, and an irresist
ible and universal inclination to give this assent.”l

According to Balmes, the natural inclination to essent "is
not limited to the subjective value of 1ldeas; it also extends to
their objective value,” and this objective wvalue 1is not directly

demonstrable a priori. "It 1s then necessary to assent to the |

objectiveness of ideas and we find within ourselves an irresist-

lpynd. Pni1. I, 317.
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jble and universal inclination to such an assent.™ This 1s also
true iIn relation to the objective ldeas even in the mora¥ order:

The soul, endowed as it 1s with free will, needs rules for
its direction: 1f first intellectual principles are necessary in
order to know, moral principles are not less so in order to will
and work. What truth and error are to the understanding, good aml
evil are to the will. . .It is not enough in the intellectual
order to know, but 1t 1s also necessary. to act, and one of the
principles of actlon 1s perception by t the senses; so moral truths
are not only known but felt. When they are offered to the mind
the understanding assents to them as ugshaken, and the heart em-
braces them with enthusiasm and love."

Balmes insists that our sensationd must correspond to an
external world, "real and true, not phenomenal.” He proceeds to
demonstrate the use of "common sense" or the intellectual instinct
in proving that men assent to the exlstence of the real world:

"Men do not ordinarily possess elther the capacity or the
time requisite to investigate the philosophical questions of the
existence of bodles. . .What 1s necessary is perfect certainty
that bodies do exist,that sensations have an external object in
reality. All men have this certainty when they assent with an
irresistible force to the objectiveness of 1deas, that 1s, to the
exlstence of bodies."” )

"Faith in human authority furnishes us with another case Of
this wdnderful instinct. Both the individual and soclety require
faith. . .Man 1is 1nc11ned, by & natural instinct, to belleve his
fellow man." We have here the perfectly natural inclination of
& man who has never seen elther England or Rome to accept the
authority of another man that such places exist; and indeed, we

must admit that men do accept much that they know on the author-

ity of other men.

lpuna. Phil. I, 318. 3Ibid. I, 320.
°Ibid. I, 319. ¥Tb1a. 1, 301.




In the case of analogy, men believe that the sun will rise
on the morrow, because by "a law of nature” it will contdnue to
do what it has done on the present day: "Men ordinarily do not
now the vreasons which might be given for founding the argument
from analogy on the constancy of the laws of nature, and on the
relation between certain physical causé% and terminate effects;
put their assent 1s required and given."t
The "instinct of faith” we may ad&it provides a spectacular
argument against the rationalists. This "instinct” 1is rather an
extension of bellef in authority, for Baimes showé very well that
in most cases in which the rationalists insist that they accept |
only what 1s perfectly demonstrated to them they "only echo the
opinions of others." He pursues the argument in an attack upon
those who say that the Catholic Church accepts everything upon
faith by showing that they themselves rely upon authority for
almost all that they know. 17 .

He concludes his citation of examples of the use of "common

gense" by saying that! "Man assents by & natural impulse; and 1f

his conception, as in immediate evidence, but 1s completely dis-
concerted, and knows not what to answer; he then appllies to the
objection, not the name of error, nor of absurdity, but that of
extravagance, of something contrary to common sense.” Indeed,

this instinct under certain conditions 1is 1nfa111ble'as & cri-

terion of truth:

lpund. Phil. I, 323.

anything is objected to his belief, he does not call attention to|
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"First Condition.--That the inclination be every way irresist-
ible, so that one cannot, even by the aid of reflection, resist
or avoid it. «

"Second .Condition.--That every truth of common sense be abso-
lutely certain to the whole human race. This condition follows
from the first.

"Third Condition.--That every truth of common sense stand the
test—_? reason.

"Pourth Condition.--That every truth of common sense have for
its objJect the satisfaction of some great necessity of sensitive,
intellectual, or moral life. "l

"When possessed of all these characters, the criterion of
common sense 1ls absolutely :Lnralliblgé and may defy sceptics to
assign a case wherein it has failed.

The only condition that appears to ué 1 need of explanation is
the last. Balmes cltes two examples to explain this condition:
that grass is in 1tself green, and that sensations correspond to
external objects. He claims that the former is not necessary fior
universallyvagreed upon; but that the latter, although reason
may shake its foundations, 1s nevertheless accepted as certaln,

since 1t fulfills all the conditiobs of certalinty by common

sense.

The usage of the term, "common:sense,” as referring to an~

intellectual instinct which compels us to give our assent inde-
pendently of objectlve evidence seems to be characteristic of thJ(
schools that follow the philosophical system of John Locke, who |
speaks of "beliefs rising to assurance.” As we have noted, the
doctrine of Balmes on this point 1s similar to Reid, and 1nqeed,
our philosopher probably accepted "common sense” and "common

consent” from the Scottish philosophers. "Common sense” in Balmes

reminds us rather strikingly of Newman's Illative Sense which

lpund. Phil. I, 327. 2Tbia. I, 328.
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:;;11nes us to assent, and without which the most clear and ex~-
tensive evidence would be of little avail in causing us %0 assent
to the truth of a proposition.

We do not believe, however, that Balmes in his criterion of
common sense 1s Inclined to regard all the conclusions of infer-
ence &s distinct from assent, or that for him assent is always
unconditional. As we have seen in discussing his criterion of
evidence, the objectiveness of the evidgnce Presentéd was con-
sidered as necessary in causing us ﬁo assent to its truth; Balmegy
is indeed & realist: "we understand the thing, not the idea.”l
fhere are, howevér, some difficult problems brought about by his
criterion of common sense.

While objective evidence certainly seems to be regarded by
Balmes as & source of certitude, we find in his discussion of
the relation of the intellectual Iinstinct to the objectiveness
of 1deas what seems to contradict the value of this objective
evidence. We noted above that he insists upon a universal and
irresistible inclination to assent to the objectiveness of ideas.
This does not leave much to be ascertalned by objective evidence.
Indeed, the assent to the exiatence of the real world 1s given
because of this instinct.

As we shall see later, Balmes objects to the "intelligible
species,? although 1t 1is somewhat difficult to deteﬁminé Jjust
what it is possible to substitute for the intelligible speciles
and yet maintain the reallty of the universal. While he admits

lpynd. Phil. IV, 26.
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that we know the thing, and not the idea, he 1s not very precise
in relation to the exact manner in which we know the thimf. As
we have sald before, there seems to be a latent nominalism in
his system. In relation to the “general ideas” he says: "This
capacity of knowing objects under general 1deés, is a character-
istic property of our mind, and we cannot, in our inability to
penetrate to the eséence of things, think without this indispens-
|able auxiliary."l Ih discussing consciougness as & criterion of
truth we saw that he was inclined to stress the importance of
the subjective elements rather than to the objective elements in
knowledge; and indeed, as we saw in the last chapter, he confuses
perceptions with conceptions.

It appears then that Balmes does not recognise the full
meaning of the universal, that he refuse to admit that we are
able to abstract the quiddity or essence of a thing. The univer- .
sal 1s rather a means in aiding our mind to think: that much he

seems to have accepted from the Scottish phllosophers. On the

contrary, however:

"Phe intellect has the power of knowing the real world, and
it 1s aware of the certalnty of its knewledge in self-evident
propositions or truths, in what can be deduced by necessity from
these truths, in immediate experience, and perhaps 1in various
other ways. The vital problem is concerned with these other ways,
with what some are inclined to ¢all beliefs."18

Self-evident principles are so certain that thelr. opposites
are seen to be impossible; thus the evidence supporting them 1is

so great that the mind cannot accept their opposites without

1p,2,. v, 100.
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doing violence. It is true that we judge as human beings and not
as pure intelligences; hence prejudice, iﬁterest, like amd dis-
like enter into our judgments. But these latter serve to obscure
the clarity of the evidence presented to us and thus 1ﬁterfere
with the rationality of our judgments. An incorrect judgment
does not come about because of some fault or because of some in-
sufficlency of the evidence presented. Thus in the understanding
of self-evident principles, objective ev}dence alone 1s suffic-
ient as & criterion of the truth of a proposition, and there 1is
no necessity of admitting an instinct which causes us to assent
to that truth.

"The i1deal of kmowledge 1s that we possess the object even
as We possess ourselves, that it should become our own act, our
very life and self-expression."l9 Thus in knowing the objects in
the external world we become one with the object: Cognoscendo |
anime guodammodo fit omnia. Not only is the evidence df the Ob-

iy
ject clear and evlident to us; in knowing we become one with the

object. As we noted at the beginning of our discussion of the
criteria of truth; truth is a conformlty of our mind with the
object lmown. Thus the objective evidence, ®mnd not any subjeeﬁivé |
instinct, is sufficient for us to assent to the objectiveness of
idess and the existence of the real world.

The reﬁl difficulty which Balmes faced seems to have been
the fact that men assent almost spontaneously to many things
that are common in everyday life, and without apparent evidence.

He has cited many examples where men assent to the truth of
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things without "investigating the philosophical questions” con-
cerned, and often merely upon the authority of another. ﬂﬁese
assents he regards as having come about by the instinct of
"common sense” which is an intellectual intuition. The acceptanc%
of such an 1nét1nct, however, is not at all necessary. Probably
the best explanation of these ordinary #ssents has been given by
D'Arcy in his Nature of Belief, in which they are explained by

his "Interpretation” and "Indirect Refeﬁsnce.” Before attempting
to explain his views, howéver, We may note that D'Arcy's theory
is much more 1n accord with the traditional Thomism than the ac-
ceptance of any intellectual instinct as presented by Balmes.

"Interpretation” may be explained &s an almost spontaneous
detection of the esseﬁtial elements in a proposition owing to
the great accumulation of divers bits of stored-up evidence. Our
assent to the things that occur in ordinary life 1s based upon
such a great quantity of evidence which has become so familiar

e

to us that we "interpret" the truth of the proposition so quick-
ly that it appéars to be'naarly sponteneous. D'Arcy has explain-
ed it thus:

"In books of loglc & general criterion 1s usually set down,
such as objective evlidence. But clearly such a criterion cannot
serve ag & norm already knuwn which can convenlently apply to the
particular act, like a foot-rule. . .There are a number of truths
of everyday life of which we are certain. When asked to gilve the
evlidence for them we are unable to do so. The reason for this 1s
not the paucity of evidence but the abundance. So abundant, 20
indeed, 1s the evidence that it approaches to the infinite.”

Thus when Balmes says that men do not ordinarily possess

the capacity or the time" requisite to imspect the philésophical

E?ounds upon which the existence of bodles is based, and that
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"men do not know the reasons which might be given for the argﬁ-
ment of analogy on the constancy of the laws of nature, " etc.,
1t 1s not that they do not have sufficient evidence to arrive at
those conclusions; it is rather that the evidence is so over-
whelming that it 1ls difficult to assign the exact premises for
arriving at the conclusive truth of the proposition. Phe same
thing holds true for the assent that men give mutually to one
another. We are certaln that England is gn island upon the evi-
dence of & friend who has visited Bngland, upon the evidence of
our books, our newspapers, etc., t0O such an extent that the evli-
dence of these authorities is overwhelming. In truths of the
sclentlific order we are reasonable in accepting the authority of
experts, since we cammot attain all knowledge by personal exper-
lence and investigations, and since the men who are engaged in
such pursults may reasonably be expected to be more qu#lified to
draw conclusions in thelr respective filelds. We must, however,
observe the ordinary laws of criticism and sound Judgment in
accepting thelr conclusions.

Thus in all the instances which Balmes has cited where his
intellectual instinct was found necessary for us to assent to thJ
truth of a proposition, we have seen that objective evidence has
been sufficlent dnd Indeed more satisfactory. In truths which are
immediately evident and in truths reached by inference the obw-

we assent to the truth of many propositions with a superfluity of)

evidence. Thus evidence alone 1s sufficlent as a criterion of

jective evidence was seen to be great, and in our everyday lives |

/
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truth without accepting the crilterion of common sense.

Iy
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Chapter III

‘Sensation «

Sensation ln Balmes is treated for the most part from the

subjective standpoint, although he does not seem to distinguish
petween sensatlion as a modification of & sense viewed merely as

a subjective state, and perception as tﬂe apprehension of exter-
pal reality given in the sentient act. He says that "sensation |
considered: in itself is simply en interngl affection,” but he add
that "it 1s almost always accompanied by a judgment."uThese two
elements nust be considered as constituting sensatioﬁ. Thus in
the internal affection of seeilng ornaments, whether "they exist
lor not, there still exists in my soul the representation which I
call seeing the ornaments;” and at the same time we judge that

"hesides the internal affection which I experience, the ornaments

exist, that they are 1n,relief, and thﬁt_they are before my eyes.”
In this judgment, mofeover, we ﬁay be decelved. Thus it 1is pos-ﬁ;
sible according to Balmes:

"I. That there is no external object. |

II. That the object exists, but not in the position supposedd
III. That the object 1s not the architectural ornaments.
IV. That both are plane surfaces: or, that one 1is in relief,
nd the other a plane.”
d he adds to this:

"Mere sensation has no necessary relation to an external ob-
ect; for it not only can, but it not infrequently does, exist
ithout any such object. This correspondence of the internal to
he external belongs to the judgment whieh accompanies sensation,

ot to sensation itself. . .Sensatlon, therefore, in itself con-
ldered, affirms nothing. It is a mere affection of our being, an
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effect produced in our soul, and does not determine whether
there 1s any actlion of an external object u on our senses, nor
ghether the object 1s what 1t seems to be."

However, as we shall see later, Balmes rather expands his vieﬁs
peyond the limits of the foregoing consideration.

Before proceeding to a consideration of the two divisions
of sensation as presented in Balmes, we must note that there is
no such thing as pure subjectlive sensation independent of an
external object which 1s sensed. Even in the most rudimentary
sensatlions, there is cognition of something other than the self,
and even this primitive form of knowledge is still objective.l
Sensation, of course, no matter how developed and perfected, al-
ways "falls short of intelligence, from which it must ever remain

separated, as from a faculty of a different order."2

I

Balmes considers sensation first as "a modification of our
being.” Thus there must be some permanent being which.experiénceﬁ
what is transitory; one and the same being experiences a variety
of sensations.>"There 1s no sensation without direct conscious-
ness; for, as this is nothing but the very presence of the phen-
omenon to the being experiencing it, it would be contradictory to
say that it feels without consciousness. A sensation experienced,
is a sensation present; a sensation not present, that is, not
experienced, is inconceivable, 1s an absurdity.”4 We note in

passing that we experlence a reality and not a ﬁhenomenon, as he |

1 >
Fund. Phil. II, 1. Ibid. II, 8.
Z‘Fu'nd‘., Phil. II, 3. llIbid. I1, 9.
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gsays. He 1nsilsts, however, that while sensation involves pres-

ence, 1t does not involve representation. Sensations of smell,

taste, and hearing are not representative, but touch and sight

are by natpre representative, implying a relation to other be~
ings, "not as to mere causes of the internal affection, but as
the originals represented in the sensation." These latter senses
are of a superilor order because beings that‘possess them not onlf
have consciousness, but also "a mysterious power whereby they
see within themselves an entire world."l

In opposition to the foregotng view is the doctrine of St.
' |Thomas, who says that the potencles of sense do not exist because]
of the organ, but that the organs of sense exist because of the |
potencies: "Non enim potentiae sunt propter organa, sed organa
propter ppténtias; unde non propter hoc sunt diversae potentilae,
quia gﬁnt diversa organa; séd ideo natura institult diversitatem |
in organis, ut congruerent diversitati potentiarum.qg The exter-
nal sensible, moreover, is that which 1s perceived‘ggg.gg; for
the passive potencies of sénse are modified by some exterior

sensible object:

"Accipienda est. .ratio numeri et distinctionis exteriorum

sensuum, secundum illud quod proprie et per se ad sensum pertinet.
Est autem sensus gquaedam potentia passiva, quase nata est immutari
ab exteriori sensibili. Bxterius ergo immutativum est quod per se
& sensu percipitur, et aecundum cujus diversitatem sensitivae

potentiae distinguuntur.” 3
Thus St. Thomas would not at all agree with Balmes 1in saying that

lall sensations do not involve a relation to external objects.

1%.P.. 11, 10.
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According to Bﬁlmes, matter is wholly incapable of sensa-
gion, since it 1is a composite being. "If sensation could e pred-
jcated of a cbmposite belng, the sensitive would not be a single
peing, but a collection of beings; but seﬁsation essentially be-
longs to ba being which 1s ome, and if divided 1s destroyed;
therefore, no composite being, however ;%11 organized, 1s capable
of sensation}”l Thus sensation presents & common subject which
remains one in the midst of diversity. This unity brought about
by sensation and especlally by & combination of all the senses

is similar to the common sense as it 1s understood in St .Thomas . 4

"The diversity of sensations contributes in an especial manner to
form judgments of the existence of objects, and therefore the

combination of two senses will more conduce to this end than two
sensations of one sense.”2 Balmes, however, does not seem at any

time to refer directly to the common sense as 1t 1is understood

by 3t. Thomas. He does, however, seem to recognise its existencg:

Wé shall note another circumstance in which the common sense 1s

referred to indirectly in his discussion of extension in relation
to sensation.
| At this point, Balmes considers the difficulty of the
animal soul, for 1i1f matter is incapable of percelving, the soul
of brutes cannot be material, and if it is "immaterial, it is a
spirit, which camnot be admitte.” He proceeds, thereupon, to dis-
tinguish between immaterial and spiritual. But the soulrof an
animal is not composed of parts, hence it cammot perish by dis-

lpgnd. PRil. II, 12. 2Tpid. II, 57.




organization. Thus Balmes concludes that the soul of brutes

|"cennot perish by corruption, properly so called; for no being
pot composed of matter can.". There &re, then, two possibilities
in relation to thé soulcof brutes; the soul 1s annihilated, which
1s a tenable conclusion; or the vital principle residing in
prutes continues "after the organization“of the body 1s destroyed
and, absorbed anew in the treasures of nature, (is) there pre-
served, not as a useless thing, but in tgf exercise of its fac-
ulties in different ways, according to the conditions to which
1t 1s subjected.™ |

In the forégoing consideration, Balmes does not seem fullyv
to recognise that the soul is the form of the body, 1l.e., it is
a formal cause which produces 1its effect by determining matter in
a certain way. But we must remember that "as a being is, so it
acts;" and the mental acts which we ascribe to anlmals are all of]
an organic or sensuous nature. Thus the amimal soul 1is essential;
ly dependent upon the material organism,and lnseparable from 11'.:’"
it 1s thus that the animal soul 1s regarded as materisal or cor-
poreal. As & form, however, the animal soul 1is, as Balmes says,
not material; unfortunately Balmes did not seem to realise that
it is because of that rormalrprinciple that the soul of the brutéL
is not material. But for St. Thomas the animal soul is a sube
stantial form completely immersed in the subject which it ani-
mates; it is a thing which depends upon something which is cor-

ruptible:

lpund. Pnil. II, 17. 2Tbid. II, 19.
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"Sentire vero et consequentes operationes animae sensitivae
menifeste accldunt cum aliqua corporis immutatione. . .Anima
genslitiva non habet aliquam operationem propriam per seipsam;
sed omnis operatlo sensitivae animae est conjuncti. Ex quo '
relinquitur quod, cum animae brutorum animalium per se non
operentur, non sint subsistentes: similiter enim unumquodque
habet esse et operationem.5

-|Thus, while the soul.of the brute is not a compound, it is en-
tirely dependent upon the body which is compound. The soul of the
brute is therefore corruptible per accidens: "Animae brutorum
corrumpuntur, corruptis corporibus."6 Balmes recognised that the
soul of the brute could not properly be said to be corruptible,
but he d1d not seem to recognise the dependence of the material
or sensible soul upon the body, and that such a soul, as the form

of the body, was corruptible per accldens.

Balmes contlinues to discuss the difference between sleep
and waking. "If we abstract sensations having or not having re-
lation to external objects, and also the sufficiency of their
testimony in any particular case, and consider them solely as -
phenomena of our soul, we shall find two orders of facts com-
pletely distinguished by marked characters, sleep and waking."l
We have shown above that sensations must have a relatiom to an
external object, and that sensation cannot entirely be considered
‘as a phenomenan of our soul. However, Balmes proceeds to show

a posteriori that sleep is different from waking, all of which is

done reasonably well. But he concludes his chapter by saying
that he presumes that no one doubts that "the sensations experi-

ienced in sleep are not produced by external objects."2 In this

lpund. Phil. II, 23. 21pi4.
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last statément, Balmes does not seem to have distinguished be-
tween sensatlions produced directly and sensations dependemt upon
the imagination, which 1s an internal sense. Indeed, 1in sleepwe
do not perceive exterior objects directly as in our waking
states, but we have an internal sense by which we are able to
form representations or images of objectg even in théir absence.
Thus the imaSination retains the sensible or accidental forms
recelved directly from the object exterior to the sense: "Ad
harum autem formarum retentionem aut conservationem ordinatur

phantasia, slve imaginatio, quae idem sunt; est enim phantasia

sive imaginatio quasl thesaurus quidem :ormarum per sensum
acceptarum.”? We see, therefore, that even 1n sleep our sensa-
|tions are dependent upon exﬁerior objects through the power of
the imagination to retain the sensible specles.

In determining the relation of sensations to the external
world, Balmes again refers "to that necessity of our nature
which makes us believe in the existence of such relations,” as
the most certain manmer in which we know that sensations are re-
ferable to external objects. That such an instinct is not neces- |
sary, we saw in Chapter one of this work. He does not, however,
deny that we may establish rationally upon objective evidence
that our senses are referred to exterior objects, as we shall see
shortly. |

In Ghaptér four of the second book, he demonstrates a ,
:
posteriori that there are sensations dependent upon our imagina- -
tion which can be controlled by our free will, and that there are
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those which are independent of our free will and directly and
necessarily experienced by an immediate relation to an exbernal

object:

"Purely internal phenomena have & very different mutual rela-
tion from that of external phenomena. The will exerts a great
influence upon the former, but not upon the latter. The former
also are offered either by a mere act of the wlll, or by them-
selves, in 1isolafion, and need no connecdtlion with other preceding
phenomen&. . . o With sight, or the external phenomena. .every-
thing keeps its place, or, at least, seems to; and the sensations
are Pound together with bands of iron.

From all this he dfaws the following conélusions:

"First, that our sensatlons considered as purely internsal
phenomena, are divided into two very different classes; some de-
pend upon our will, others do not; some have no mutual connectionJ
or-dre variable in their relations, at the pleasure of him who ex-
perlencés them; others have a certain connection which we can
nelther change nor destroy. Secondly, we conclude that the exist-
ence as well as the modifications of this last class, proceeds
from causes not ourselves, independent of our will, and outside
of us. That instinct, therefore, which impels us to refer these
sensations to external objects, 1s confirmed by reason: therefore
the testimony of the senses, in so far as 1t assures us of the
reality of objects, 1s admissible at the tribunal of philosopmm4§~

It is true that the will is able to effect various combina-
tions 1n our imagination, but as we have noted above there are ﬂ;‘
sensations that do not involve representation. Thus in the power
of the lmagination to form representations or images in the ab-
sence of the exterior object, we must insist that the 1magination;
1s representative only. There seems to be in Balmes a tendency to
regard these "internmal phenomena” as productive rather than re-
productive. However, strictly speaking, the imagination does not |
land can not produce anything completely new; 1t merely combines
into novel forms those elements which 1t has received in paét

ensations in perceiving the external objects, and this can be
‘Pund. Phil. II, 26. 2Fund. Phil. IL,27. 3Ibid.II, 31.




i @;;;ﬁunder the guildance of the will and judgment. The various
relations formed by the imaginatlion must be éaused by sonfe power
of judgment, for the imagination can only reproduce in various
ways the former data of sense. Thus all acts of sensation, whe-

ther of direct perceptlon or those formgd in the imagination, are

referred to external objects:

"Necesse est extrinsecam rem, quae est objectum operationis
animae, secundum duplicem rationem ad animam comparari. Uno modo
secundum quod nata est animsase comgjungi, gt In anima esse per suam
gimilitudinem; et quantum ad hoc sunt dud genera potentiarum,
scllicet sensitivum respectu objecti minus communis, quod est
corpus senslibile; et intellectlvum respectu objecti communissimi,
quod est ens universale. Al1O vero modo secundum quod ipsa anima
inclinatur et tendit in rem exteriorem.™8

In chapter seven, Balmes merely demonétrates'g posteriori

that our sensatlions do not proceed immedlately from a free cause,
but rather that both the object sensed and the being that senses
lare subject to fixed and necessary laws.

II -
The probiem which now presents itself 1s whether the exter-|
nal world is such a&s we believe it to be: "Are the beings, called
bodies, which cause our sensations in re&lity what we belileve
them? "L In order to attack this problem by a concrete example,
Balméé employs an orange as lllustrative of an external object
which exists in relation to other beings and to ourselves accord-
ing to necessary laws, and which is composite, external, extended
colored, odorous and savory: ™Whenever all these circumstances

exist together, whenever I reéeive from an object these same im-

lpund. Phil. II, 37.




preSsions, I Say that I see an orange."l Thus odor, smell, color,
| etc. are the causes or occasions of seﬁsat:!.on, resldent 1m the
external object. Balmes proceeds then to show that these quali-
ties do not actually exist in the object of sense:
"He who has never thought of the relation of external objects
to hls sensations 1s indescribably confused; he in some sense
transfers color, taste, odor, and even sound, to objects them-
selves, and considers confusedly these things to be qualities
inherent in them. Thus the child and the uneducated man believe
the color green to be really in the fo%éage, odor in the rose,
sound in the bell, taste in the fruit. .
Hence, although Balmes does not make the statement directly, he
seems to note that an object of sight 1s at least potentisally
colored, etc. In other words,.there must be something in the ob-
ject which, combined with our sense faculty, causes us to per-
celve, for example, that the object has some definite color:
percelved grass_is green. These observations merely cause us to
"fix our attention upon some relations.which we had imperfectiy
defined. . .but the world continues the same that it was before;A
excepting that we have discovered in the marvels of nature &
closer relation with owr own being, and have perceived that our
organization and our soul play a more important part in them than
We had imagined." |
Balmes does not seem to have fully recognised the extra-
mental as well as the 1ntfa-meﬁtal elements in perception? "the
only sensation that we transfer, and cannot help transferfiﬁg to

the external, 1s that of extension; all others relate to objects ‘

II, 38. SPund. Phil. II, 41.
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only &g effects to causes, not as cpples to originals, ,sound
butside of me 1s not sound, but simply a vibration ofjpe #ir,
produced by the vibration of a body. . .etc.”l But thpapt con-
tributed by the external objects in those instances & qually
as necess#ry as the sense organ percelving them. Withy the vi-
bration there would be no sound, and wifhout an organg hearing
there would be no sound. It 1s true, Of course, as Ba)g says,
that there is no real sound without our pense organ, i we must
remember that the external object 1s & necessary condjon in
order that the organ of sense may operate in rscelvinppress-
ions.

While the perception of the qualities of color,gyng,
odor, etc., are not absolﬁtely necessary in order t0 {epmine
'|the objectivity of bodies, we find that extension "isy tho bas-
1s of all other sensible properties”: -

"If we destroy extensioh, take tﬁis quality from eipnsl ob-
Jjects, and regard 1t as only a mere sensation, of whijye only
know that there 1s an external object which causes 1itihe cop-
poreal world at once disappears. . .Without the 1dea& ¢ extensi
we can nelther form any l1dea of body, nor know if allygt we
have thought of the world be aught else than a pure ijgion,"™

"Two of our senses percelve extensilon; sight aniouch,
Sound, taste, and smell accompany extension, but are wething
different from 1t."> He might have added here that siy apg
touch give an immediate Presentation of extenslon, acwypanied by
an lmmediate apprehension of what 1s not 1in the mind.hys exten-

sion 1s not an attribute of simple mental modificatloy and the

lp,P:. II, 49. Pund. Phil. II, %2.  JIbliys, !
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gimple cognitions in matﬁhe life aﬁe accompanied by contributions
e from the imagination and memory. -
"Extensiop involves multiplicity. An extended being is of
necessity a collection}of belngs, more or less closely united by
a bond which makes them all constitute one whole, but does not
prevent them from continuing many. . .tHz maﬁerial chain unites,
but does not 1dentify them.": Here, it seems, the "common sense"
as it 13 understood in St. Thomas, servei to unite‘our impress-‘
ions into & unity. l‘hltiplicity, of course, may exist without ex-
tension, &s 1n algebraic quantities there is not any extension;
thus multiplicity alone does not suffice to constitute extension.
There must also be in extension some degree of contimuity; "It 1is
impogssible for us to see or to touch, without receiving the‘imr
pression of objects continuous, immediately adjoining each other,
co-existing in their duration, and & the same time presented as
continuous onme with another in space. Without this continuity,
multiplicity does not constitute extension." Thus multiplicity"
and continulty constitute extension in space, and hence extension
really exists in the objects which cause sensations. And indeed,
we admlt that extenslion as a quality existiﬁg in bodies 1s inde-
pendent of our senses, and that without extensilon in bodies we
would be totally unable to perceive them.
He concludes his remarks upon the objectiveness of the sen-

sation of extension with the following hopeful statement:

1. ps. dh. 21pid. 45.
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jr—f;;hese remarks show that we do not transfer our sensations to
" lthe exterior, that they are & medium whereby our soul is informed
put not lmages wherein 1t contemplates objects. All sensatlons

- |indicate an external cause; but some, llke those of sight and

- |gouch, in an especlal mamer denote multlplicity and continulty,
. lor extension. Hence we. .infer that the external world is not a
¥ |pure illusion, but that it really exists."l

ndamentally, the scholastic position is maintained by Balmes,
Jthough the last sentence might cause us to believe that he is
s reasoned realiét. It 1s unfortunate that he does not accept the
scholastic theory ofhsgecies, which we sgall dlscuss in our chap~
ker on Ideas.'If he had done this, he would have understood more |
fully how objects exterlor to the senses inform the sense potenc-
1es; for according to St. Thomas the sense pbtency becomes actual
by the reception of the potentially sensible forms existing in
the object, and thése forms of the object itself are the same as
lthose that inform the senses. However, since Balmes does not dis-
cuss the specles theory at this point, we shall confine our re-
parks upon the sensible and the intelligible species to the suc-_
ceeding chapter. ;
The remaining part of the second book of the Filosoffa
Fundamental 1s concerned chlefly with the senses of touch and

sight. Balmes begins his consideration of the sense of touch by‘:
criticising the view that touch is superior to the other senses,
since through touch we are able to come into contact with extetd-
ed body in a direct fasion, and‘because touch 1s able to recelve
la "double sensation.” he does not subscribe to the view that toud

1s & superlior sense, however:

lFung. Phil. II, 53.




"It 1s almost beyond doubt that the sense of touch also re-
{quires the ald of the other senses, and that the judgments re-
sulting from it are similar to those coming from the othe® senses;
It 1s probable that only after repeated trials do we refer the
sensation of toYch to the object that causes 1t, or even to the
part affected.” :

But Be says aléo” "Phere 1is...no0 necessary relation between the |
sense of touch and the object; and thls sense is, llke the others
1iasble to 1llusions.™ He supports this by citing the example
that & man still reférs'pain to an arm which has been amputated.
Furthermore, "Heat and cold, dryness and Ymoistness, are what the
impressions which some bodies, though distent, may make upon
touch are reduced to; and these impressions are clearly of a
|nature to be exposed to many serious errors.">

The opinion that the sense of touch, as well as other sens-
es, 1s llable to érr is contrary to the doctrine of St. Thémas
which says that the senses cannot err in regerd to their own
proper object:

"Sensus. .circe proprium objectum non decipitur, sicut visus
circa colorem, nisi forte per accldens ex lmpedimento circa
organum contingente. . .Ad proprium objectum unaquaeque potentia
Per se ordinatur, secundum quod ipsa; quae autem sunt hujusmodil,
semper eodem modo se habent. Unde, manente potentia, non deficit
ejus judicium circe proprium objectum.” o9
According to St. Thomas, all our knowledge comes ultimately from

the senses: Nihll est in intellectu quod prius non fuerit in

sensu. Thus if our senses in seeking their proper objects are
able to decelve us, we could have no certaln knowledge at all.
Even our knowledge of ourself as Independent from the rest of

1fund. Ph1l. IT, 57. 3Tb1d. II, 61.
°Tpia. — —
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reality 1s galned through objects intruding themselves upon our
gsenses. BError can come-into knowledge galned from the senses only
when the senses are not concerned with the:lr‘proper object, as
there may be deception in relation to the sensiblle per accidens
or the substance. Ultimately, however, error muét be attributed
not to the senses, but to our judgment dﬁonlour sensations, which
in turn may be influenced by our will. Further, there must be a
necessary relation between the sense of Epuch, and the other
senses, and the object, insofar as the potency of sense is act-
ualised by the accidental forms of the object, and then only can
we sa&y that the sense 1is in act.

Balmes agrees with 8t. Thomas in saylng that the sense of
|touch 1s inferior to the senses of sight, hearing and smell:"The
limitation of touch to what is immedlate to it 1nvolves a scarc-
ity of the ldeas originating in it alone, and of necessity places
it in a lower grade than the other three senses, particularly A
sight."l Indeed, in order to "comprehend the superiority of hear;
ing to touch in thils matter, we have only to consider the rela- |
tion of distances, the variety of objects, the rapldity of the
succession of sensations, the simultaneousness so much greater
in hearing than in touch, and their relatlons to speech." St.
(Thomas, moreover, regards toﬁch as the least immaterial of all
the senses.10
In beginning hils conslderation of the faculty of sight as
giving us an idea of surface, Balmes makes the following statemerty

"Pund. Pnil. II, 60. 2Tb14. 63.
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"The sensation of extension is the only one that is represent-
ative, and in all others there was only a relation of causality,
that 1s, & connection of some sensation or an internal phenomenon
with an external object, without our transferring to this any-
thing resembling what we experienced in that."l

Here agaln there seems to be a manifestation of the fallure of
Balmes fully to understand the speciles theory.vFor in actuating
the potency of sense by the sensible spé%ies, there is no need of
transferring even extension. The sense faculty'is itself material,
so that the accidental or sensible forms of the object are able i«
hctuate the senses without transferring thelr extension.

The main consideration, however, upon which Balmes enters
in his particular consideration of the sense of sight rests upon
the abllity of sight independently to give us an idea of surface,
s0lid and motion. Thus he says 1ln relation to the idea of surfacej
"Me cammot but see that extension lies within the domain of
touch, and that, too, whether 1t be considered only as a surface,
or also as & solid. The same faculty cannot be denled to sight,
so far as surfaces are concerned; for it 1is impossible to see if
ot least a plane be not presented to the eye. A point without
extenslion cannot be painted upon the retina, but the instant an <
object 1s painted,it has painted parts. We can by no effort of
the imagination, conceive colors without extensiogé for what 1s
color without & surface over which it may extend?’

And in answering Condillac's argument that the sense of sight has
mot the faculty of perceiving surfaces,ll he says: "What else is
Ehe perception of extension than the perception of séme parts be-
yond others: Is it not to perceive the difference of magnitude,
ko perceive some greater than others, and containing them? Evi-
dently it 1s. The sight therefore perceives magnitude: therefore
1t perceives extension."™ In opposition, moreover, to the proof

1!‘“21* 62!‘0 . l 7 3Ibido 710
2 Fupd. Phil. II, 65. :




hich Condillac offered in Cheselden's blind man, Balmes draws

he following conclusion from the incident:

"Sight, like all the other senses, needs & certain education
. o olts first impressions are necessarily confused. .the organ
cqulres the proper strength and preclision only after long prac-
ice, and finally. .the judgments formed in comsequence, must be
ery incorrect untll comparison, jolned with reflection, has
aught how to rectify inaccuracies."l

e concludes that since the sense of slght alone can give us an
idea of a plane surface, that it can give us an idea of & solid,
which merely implies the addition of another dimension.? The
proof of this includes the necessity of motion on the part of the
object, and "sight alone can not give us a true idea of motion.”
Sight alone éives us two distinct orders of phenomena of motion:

"I. The first, in which all the objects change thelr position.

II. The second, in which one object changes its position. . .
When everything around us changes we infer that 1t 1s the eye
that moves; when one or two change thelr position we conclude
that they move and not the eye. . .The ldeas derlved from touch
are essentially limited, and it 1s therefore impossible that they
should proceed from distant objects which cannot be touched. .
Without it (the sense of touch) we can acquire the certainty of
the existence of bodies; without it we can form the ldea of sur-
faces and solids; without it we can discover motion, and dlstin-
guish the motion of the_object from that of the organ which per-
celves the impression."

Balmes does not seem to distinguish in the foregoing con-
slderation between the proper and common sensibles. According to
St. Thomas, magnitude, figure, surface and local motion are com-

mon sensibles, as distinguished from both the sensibllia propria

and the sensibilis per accidens;

"Sensibilia propris primo et per se immutant sensum; sensibil-.
ia vero communia omnia reducuntur ad quantitatem. Et de magnl- '
tudine quidem et numero patet quod sunt specles quantitatis;

1m2.. 77. 3Ivid. II, 89.
2Fund. Phil. II, Ch. xiv.
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figura autem est gqualitas circa quantitatem, cum consistat ratio
figurae indeterminatione magnitudinis; motus autem et quies
sent iuntur, secundum quod subjectum uno modo vel pluribus modis
se habet secundum magnitudinem subjecti vel localils distantiae,
“{quantum ad motum augmenti, et motum localem, vel etiam secundum
sensiblles gualitates, ut in motu alterationis. Et sic sentire
motum et quietum est quodammodo sentlire unum et multa. Quantitas
autem est proximum subjectum qualitatls alterativae, ut super-
ficies est subjectum coloris. Et 1deo sensibilia communia non
movent sensum primo et per se, sed ratigne sensibilis qualitatls,
ut superficies ratione coloris.” 12

P. Coffey, in his Epistemologyl® gives a clear explanation of
the reality of these complex data of senge, in saying that as
they immediately apprehended sense data are real, so is their
multiplicity real. We admit, of course, that the abllity of the
sense of sight alone to percelve surface and motion without the
ald of the sense of touch 1s & much-disputed point in modern
psychology; but in our present work we consider it adequate to
present the teaching of St.Thomas as in opposition to the view

of Balmes.
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Chapter IV
Intellectlion

We have now come to our most important feature in consider-
ing the eplstemology of Balmes. As we shall see, it 1s in his
theory of conception that Balmes seems to be most divergent from
traditional Scholasticism; and 1t 1is indeed here that we shall
find his syncretistic, or, if you wish, gclectlc tendencles most
evidently portrayed. He recognises that a dlstinction between the
intellect and the imagination 1s necessary, but he maintains |
rather interesting views in relation to the Scholastic teaching
upon this line of distinction: '

"All the scholastics recognized this line; but they, like
many others, used a language which, unless well understood, was
of a character to obscure it. They called every ldea an image of
the object, and explalned the act of the understanding as if
there were a kind of form in the understanding which expressed
the object, just as a plcture represented to the eyes offers them
the image of the thing pictured. This language arose from the

continual comparisog which ls very naturally made between seeing‘
and understanding."

Balmes shows here éhat he may be included among those who do not
understahd Scholasticism very clearly, and here agaln we note
that he seems totally unable to appreciate the specles-theory.
Neither an 1dea nor a phantasm 1s an image in the strictest sensel
for according to the theory of St.Thomas the essentlal form which|
is the determining element of the material object actuates the
intellectual potency, and then only can Wwe be saild to understand;j

and the accidental forms of the object itself actuate the poten-

lpund. phil. Iv, 22.




i

et

cles of seln4se. Thus the immaterial essence of the material ob-
ject may be sald toiinform the potency of the mind, causipg the
obj ectﬁactua.lly to exist, but in an immateriel manne, as dis-
.|tingulshed from the materlal exlistence of the object., When the
intellect 1is informed by the essence of materlal things it is
then said to understand or by analogy, f£o see the object, since
the object 1s actually received by the intellect. Balmes does
not seem to appreclate the Scholastic pr‘inciple: Quidguid
recipitur est recipitur secundum modum reciplentis; sccordingly

he will not admit the necessity of elther the intelligible or
sensible specles, or the acting intellect. We shall consider
these points more fully 8s we proceed.

According to Balmes the relationship between sibject and
object is either that of identity, in which the lkmowgr and the
thing kmown are i1dentical; causality, 1n which the ciuse includes|

the effect; or 1deality, in which knowledge 1s gaine{ through

1deas.1

Knowledge through ldentity supposes immediate intelligibil-
1ty; the object must become knowable as an idea without. an inter-
medlary agent. Immaterlallty and activity are the neicessary con-
ditions of en inmedistely intelligible object: |

"A thing to be intelligible must have two qualities: immater-
iality, and the activity necessary to operate upon the intelli-
gent being. This activity 1s indispensable, for in the act of
intelligence, the intellect 1s in some sense passive, When the
ldea 18 present, the intellect cannot but know it: whken 1t is
wanting, it 1s impossible for the intellect to know {t. The idea,
therefore, enables the intellect to act; without it the intellect

lcf. Pund. Phil. I, 112.
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can do nothing. Consequently, 1if we admit that any belng can

serve as 1dea to the intellect, we must concede that being an
activity to excite intellectual actlon; and so far we make it
superior to the intellect excited."l :

He does not recognise the difficulty here that in order to be

immedlately 1ntelligibl§, the object must first be abstracted
from its individuating matter, and that this abstraction must be
done by a power of intellect which 1s already in act, namely, the
acting intellect. Indeed, Balmes presents the doctrine of St.
Thomas which sdys that things are intelligible insofar as they
-are in act; hence greater perfection is required to be immediate-
1y intelligible than to be intelligent. But Balmes seems unable
to visualise the necessity of the acting intellect in order to
abstract from the individuating matter so that the material es-
sences may be 1ntéllig1ble:

. "Phis is not, however) to say that we have no spontaneity, and
that no action 1s possible without an external determining causse;
but only that this same spontaneous development would not exist,
if we had not previously been subjected to the influence which
brought out our activity.™
Indeed, as we shall see 1éter, he propaunds a doctrine of im-
mediate intuition by the intellect. Thus he admits that a rela-
tionship of identity is & true principle of representation; but
knowledge through identity for him means the knowledge of God anj
the beatific vision of Him by the blessed.3 As we have said be-
fore, however, there must be conformlty of the knower and the |

known, in other words, the form of the object and the form in thd

knower must be identical; 1n this sense the intellect becomes ong

1lgeP, . I, 124, 3Ibid. I, 119.
Fung- ﬂlilo I’ ]240
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with its object: cognoscendo anima guodammodo f£it omnia. Thus the

jdentity of knower and knowh is In thls sense necessary for all
knowledge, whether in this l1ife or the next.

Knowledge through causallty belongs only to God: "God, the
universal cause of all that does or can exist, contains~in his
essence all real and possible beings ina virtual and eminent
manner. "l He continues to say that "although we attribute to mat-
ter an activity of its own, we‘cannét cogcede it the power to
represent 1ts effects, for want of the indispensable condition
of immediste intelligibility."® Thus knowledge through causslity
can only come "by uniting all the conditions and determinations
requisite to the production of the effect," and this can be ac-
complished by God aloﬁe. '

" In relation to representation of ideality, he says that
our ldeas are of this class,
for they age nelther identical with their objects nor do they
cause them.”/. . .The ldeal representation may be reduced to that.
of causality; for since & spirit can have no idea of an object
not produced by it, unless communicated to 1t by another spirit,
the cause of the thing represented, we infer that all purely
ideal representations proceed elther directly or indirectly, I
mediately or immediately, from the cause of the objects known.
. . .In the real order, the principle of being is identical with
the principle of knowledge. That only which gives being can give.
knowledge. The first cause can give knowledge only in so far as -
it gives being: it represents because it causes."'S
Here it would seem that Balmes is falling into ontologism, and
indeed, admittedly incorporating the ideas of Descartes and

Malebranche, he says:

lg,P.. I, 126. 3Ipid. I, 128. 51bid. I, 134.
pund. Pnil. I, 129. “Ibia. I, 13t. | -
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"Our understanding, although limited, participates in the
infinite light; this light is not that which exists in God him-
self, but a semblance communicated to a belng created according
to his image. Illumined by this light, objects shine upon the
eyes of our mind, whether because they are in communication with
it by means unknown to us, or because the representition is given
to us directly by God, in the presence of objects.”

Thus in his theory of kmowledge, Balmes seems to revert to the
Divine veraclty, to the principle that God is the direct cause

of our knowledge, and to the principle that we may attaln knowl-
edge by ldentity. In discussing his theory of knowledge we shall
Ifirst consider theKcauses of his opposition to the species theory
and the actling intellect, and follow that preliminary discussion
by & consideration of his own system which seems to tend uktimate-
ly to syncretise the systems of St. Thomas, Descartes, and Male~
branche.

I

Balmes and the Species Theory:

As we have noted above, Balmes criticises the Scholastics
on the grounds that they tend to confuse the line of demarcation
between the 1dea and fhe 1mage.’It is upon this basis that he
criticises the species theory as the true method of knowing:

"If we see an object which 1is the image of another not lknown,
we shall see the object in 1tself, but we shall not know that 1t
as the relation of image, unless Informed that it has: we shall -

ow 1ts reallity, but not 1its representation. The same will hap-
en in ideas which are images; these, therefore, do not at all
xplain how the transition from the internal act to the object 1is

ade; for this would require them to do for the undeqstanding
hat which we #find them unable to do for themselves.'

This 1s the first criticlsm of the species theory as "failing to
Bpply the idea ot the object." He shows here that he does not
l1p,p.. I, 103. ‘ 2Fund. Phil. IV, 26.
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understand how St.Thomas explains knowledge. As he said himself,
we know the thing not the idea; and that is precisely the posi-
tion of St. Thomas. The idea or the image 1s not the object of
cognltion; in the Scholastic theory of knowledge we do not pro-
ceed from the internal to the external. According to.St.Thomas:
"Species intelligibilis se habet ad intellectum, ut id quo

intelligit intellectus; non autem ut id quod Intelligitur, nisi
secundario; res enim, cujus specles intelliglbllis est similitudq
est 1d quod primo intelligitur.'

Balmes is arguing precisely with the use which St. Thomes makes

of the word, similitudo. This term, however, as it 1s used by

St. Thomas refers rather to the different mode in which the ob-
ject exists when its essence actuates the intellective potency
and when it actuates the material potency of the exterior object.
For the specles or form which the intellect abstracts 1s, accord-
ing to St. Thomes, the form of the object itself abstracted fram
its individuating notes: "Cognoscere. .est abstrahere formam a
materia individuali, quem repraesentant phantasmata."? Thus the
same form that determines the matter of the object determines the
potency of the intellect; not merely analoglically as a simple
mirroring of the object in the mind, but as causing the object
itself to exlst inthe mind in a different mammer. Balmes does not
seem t0 understand that to St.Thomas the idea and the image are |
that by which we know, and not that which we know.

Nearly all of his arguments are based upon this misconcép—

tion of St. Thomas'meaning of image and idea, perception and con-

/
ception. In the fourth chapter of the Fllosofia Fundamental,




el L5

for example, he shows rather conclusively that he regards the
Scholastics as idealists who say that the idea 1s the thifig we
kmow and not the object. This is apparent from the foregoing
gquotation, and he continues to say:

"Mhey (the Scholastics) even admitted the principle that
there can be nothing in the understanding which was not previous-
ly in the senses; but pretended, nevertheless, that there really
was something in the understanding, which might conduce to the
knowledge of the truth of the Immaterial, as well as of material
things in themselves. The 1deas of the purely intellectual order
origlinate In the senses as movers of the intellectual activity,
by means of abstraction and other operatfons, forms to itself
ideas of its own, by whose ald it may go beyond the sensible.
order in its search for truth."

That such 1s not the Scholastic position is evident from our
consideration of his first argument: we know the thing, not the
idea, and all our knowledge 1s based upon objective reality. In-
deed, that "something" in the understanding which conduces to the
truth of the immaterial is the image of the Divine intellect.
He says, moreover, that fithe Scholastics regarded ideas

as accidental forms, in such a way that an understanding with

ideas may be compared to & plece of canvas covered with figures)E,
This agaein is not quite correct, for as we have said before, the
specles 1s the form of the object abstracted from its individu-
ating or accidental nbtes. The accldental forms are capable of
informing only the sense potenciles. There is, of course, one
sense in which we can séy that the forms of objects are accideht-_
pl: the substantial forms abstracted by the acting intellect aré
pccidental 1n that they are not the formal element in the humean |

composite.
lpund. Phil. IV, 63. ®Fund. Phil. IV. 193,




Balmes concludes his arguments against the specles theory

in the followling words: | p

"There is something mysterious in the intellectual act; when
men .seek to explain in a thousand ddfferent ways, by rendering
senslble what they lnwardly experlence. Hence so many metaphori-
cal expressions, useful only so long as they serve merely to call
and flx the attention, and give an account of the phenomenon, but
forgotten that_they are metaphors, and are never to be confounded
with reality."® b -
Here he shows!that he regards the specles theory as unnecessary
and indeed & hindrance to our true knowlfdge of reality. However,
we must call to mind again that by the specles we are united
with the reélity itself, since the form in the mind and the form
in the object are identical, and not to be confounded.
Thus we see that Balmes argues agalinst the specles theory
lon the following considerations:
1). The species theory does not explailn the relation pf
knower and known, because of a confusion of seeing and knowing,
and of the 1dea and the image;
2). The specles theory makes the 1dea rather than the
thing the object of knowledge; | |
3). The species theory concerns itself merely with acci-
dental forms; and fimally

~ 4). The species theory 1s not necessary in explaining
knowledge, and it deals in mebaphors rather than in scientific
truth.
Each of these arguments has been :considered &bove.

IRP,. IV, 27.
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II
Balmes and the Acting Intellect:

It 1s rather evident from the. foregoing that Balmes will
refuse to admit any necessity of the acting intellect. He regard-|
ed the specles as unnecessary in explaining knowlege, and he de—
nies, &s & consequence, that the aating intellect 1s necessary to
abstract them. After a rather clear explanationm of thefAristot;
elian and Scholastic of.the acting 1nte1ibct, whose purpose he
seems to fully underatahd, he says:

"Phis faculty is the acting intellect; & real magician which
possesses the wonderful secret of stripping sensible species of
their material conditions, of smoothing every roughness which
prevents them from coming in contact with the pure understanding,

and transforms the gross food of the sensitive faculties into
the purest ambrosia, fit to be served at the repast of spirits."l

These words, in themselves, might be taken for none-too-subtle
sarcasm, but he continues to say of the acting intellect:

"This invention merits to be called ingenious rather than ex-
travagant, poetical rather than ridivulous, But 1ts most remark-.
able feature 1s, that it Involves a profound philosophical sense,
as well because 1t marks an ideological fact of the highest im-
portance, as because it Indicates the true way of explaining the
phenomena of intelligence in thelr relations to the sensible
world. . . %Et us leave the poetical part to the explanation of
the schools.

From the‘foregoing'statements of Balmes it becomes apparent
that he does not accept the theory of the acting intellect. He
seems to understand it well, but he does not deem it necessary.
In the course of the following pages we shall be able to discuss
his own theory of knowledge, and endeavor to determine in what

respects his theory differs from that of St. Thomas who accepts

‘Puna. Pni1. I, 49. 2pund. Phil. IV, 50.
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poth the sensible and Intelligible specles and the acting

intellect. ‘ N
ITI

The Balmesian Theory of EKnowledge: |
Acoording to Balmes "sensible representations always ac-
company our intellectual ideas,"l and indeed this is in accord

wlth the teachings of St. Thomas, especially in relation to our

knowledge of singulars per conversionem gd phantasmata4 Thus he

says that'the geometrician can scarcely medltate upon a triangle
without conjuring up an image of some triangle.2 But the idea of
a trliangle is different from its lmaginary representation:

"I. The idea of the triangle 1s one, and is common to all
triangles of every size and kind; the representation of 1t 1is
multiple, and varles Iin size and form.
II. When we reason upon the properties of the triangle we
proceed from a fixed and necessary idea; the representation .
changes at every l1nstant, no so, however, the unity of the idea.
JII. The 1dea of a triangle of any kind in particular is |
clear and evident; we see 1ts propertlies in the -clearest manner;
the representation onthe contrary 1s vague and confused. -
IV. The idea of the triangle 1s the same to the man born .
blind and to him who has sight. . .The representation is differ-
ent, for u% it 1is a picture, which it cannot be for the blind
man. * * L J R
Having shown that geometrical 1deas are not sensible rﬁﬁresenb
ations, we can safely conclude that no kind of ideas sare.

Thus Balmes 1s careful, along with Reid, to distinguish bétween
the intellect and the imagination, the ldea and the image. As we
have noted above, however, he says that there "is something mys-
terious in the intellectual act": "Phe act of the understanding
1s, in 1ts objective part, exceedingly luminous, since by it we
|[see what there 1s in objects; but in its subjective nature, or

15.” v, 17. >Fund. Phil. IV, 19.
2Tpid. IV, 18. ‘*Ibia. v, 21.
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in 1tself, it is an internal fact, simple Indeed, but incapable
of belng explained by words. . .An explanation supposes various
notions, the combination of which may be expressed by language;
in the intellectual act there are none of these."l

He distinguishes two classes of ideas: geoﬁ:etrieﬁl and non-
geometrical. The geometrical ideas "embrace the whole sensible
world so far as it can be perceived~in the representation of
space;" the non-geometrical ideas "include every kind of being,
whether sensible or not, and suppose & primitive element which
is the representation of extension. "™ The geometrical ideas,
which always involve the 1ldeas of relation and number, are infer-
ior.to this matter, or to theilr sensible representations, to the
non-geometrical ideas.” Thus arithmetic never requires the aid
lof géometry, but geometry at every step needs that of arithmetic.
Althoﬁgh we noted above that no ldeas are sensible repre-
sentationsﬁ he‘insists.that geometrical ideas, as we concelve
them, have a necessary relation to sensible intuition.4
“Intuition bélongs only to perceptive powers, to those by

which the subject affecteg distinguishes between its affection .
and the object causing it°. . .The sensations which are with the
greategt propriety called intultive, are those of sight and
touch.”. .Not every sensation is an intuition. . .Imaginary re-
productions of past semnsatlons, or the imaginary g;oduction of
possible sensations. .are. .unworthy of the name.

These sensible intultions seem to be understood by the intellect
when the pure understanding acts upon them: "The act of pure

1!&2;4 IV, 270 uIbido IV, ko. 6Ibidc IV, 710
21pia. IV, 30. ~ S5Ibid. IV, 69. TIbid. IV, T2.

3Fund. Phil. IV. 35.




undersﬁanding and that of senslble intuiltion, are indeed differ-
ent, but they meet in consciousness, as in "a common fileld; and
there they come In contact, the one exercising its perceptive
activity upon the material supplied by the other."™k

In the above paragraphs, Balmes shows some similarity with
the Scholastic view, especially when he Bays that the intellect-
ive faculty acts upon the material supplied by the senses. HoweveX
he seems to forget that the intellect oféw&n 13 & passive or pos-
sible intellect which 1s made actual by the reception of the
substantial forms abstracted from material objects.5 According
to Balmes there is no acting intellect, but he insists in the
foregolng paragraph that the‘pure understanding acts. It is rather
difficult to see why he admits that an intellect‘which is not
acting is able to act upon the material supplied by sense. He
says, moreover, that thié activity takes place in conscioushess;
and here again he seemé to place too great importance in that
subjective.element. Thus Balmes 1s agailn conffonted with his
most apparent difficulty: he finds 1t somewhat hard to explain
how the material objects of sense are made immaterial -that they
m1ght'be recelved into a potency that is purely immaterial.
There are, moreover, two modes of knowing: intuitive and
discursive. |
"Intuitive cognition is that in which the subject 1is presented
to the understanding, such as it 1s, and upon which the percept-
ive faculgy has to exercise no function but that of contempla-
tion. « . This intultion may take place in two ways. It may
elther present the object itself to the perceptive faculty, and

1p.P.. IV, 44. 2Fund. Phil. I, 76.




unite them without any intermediary; or by the intervention of an
idea or representation, capable of putting the perceptive faculty
in action, so that 1t may, without the necessity of combimation,
see the object in this representation. The first requires the
object perceived to be intelligible by itself. .the iecond needs
a representation to supply the place of the object.”

"Discursive cognition is that in which the understanding does
not have the object itself present, but forms it itself, so to
speak, by uniting in one whole conception several partial con-
ceptions, whose. commection in one subject 1t has found out by
ratiocination. ™ -

With intuitive cognition, one is said to see; with discursive

cognition, one is sald to know. .

Thus we see that Balmes admits that we can intuit intellect-
ually objects which are material. This we must insist is impos-
sible, for an immaterial faculty cannot apprehend directly an
object which 1s material. According to St. Thomas, whatever is
received'is recelved adcording to the manner of the recipilent;
pput the recipient in this instance is an immaterial potency,
therefore the object’received must first be immaterialised. 3t.
Thomas therefore would not admit that it is natural to man in
this life directly to intult a material object; the immaterial -
essence nust first be abstracted by the acting Intellect before
the possible intellect c¢an be actualiséd. Here we may note also

‘that Balmes seems to fall into the error which he clalmed was the'

trrorofthe Scholastlics: he confuses seeing and knowing. If we
ere to intuit an object directly, we would most perfectly kmow
it by becaming one with it; and only by analogy could we say that
by intuiting we see an object. Balmes, moreover, seems to make

Bll discursive knowledge merely a combination of various ideas,

lg‘zf;n I, 770 . albido I, 78.




which appears to have rather a nominalistic tinge. He seems to
take no note of the fagt that the terms of the propbsitions used
in discursive knowledge represent realitles.

Balmes continues to assert the exlstence of pure intellect-
intuitions: "Reflection, comparison, abstraction, election, and
all the acts of the understanding and will, include nothing of |
the sensible. . +These facts are presented to us immedlately; we
know them, not by discursion, but by inttiition."l He claims that |
consciousness attests the fact of the existence of these intult-
ive ideas.? Indeed, we have in a certain mode idea-images by
which we "¥now minds distinct from our own, by & kind of mediate,]
not 1mmedia.te intuition, in so far as they are presented ‘to our
consclousness as the image in a mirror.™

The perfection of intelligence involves extension and clea:n?
ness of its intuitions. As the infinite being Sees with the in-
tultion of identity what belongs to 1lts own essence, and ~has .
Intimate and immedlate relations with the whole universe, there
1s & most perfect representation of all beings in God.* "Hence
it follows that every intelligent being will have its represent- -
ativeness adapted to the functions 1t has to exXercise in the
univei'Se. 'If the belng do not pertain to the order of intelll-
gences, its perceptive facultles will be limited to senslble _
intuitions, in a measure ‘oor'responding tothe place 1t 1s destined

to occupy. 'S

lPund. Phil. IV, 83, 4Pund. Phil. IV, 106, 7,8.

2Tpid. ok, 5Tbid. IV', 1V, 108.

3Tbid. 85.




had T A Lo

Here Balmes seems to have falled to note in his study of
St.Thomas, that the Angelic Doctor deals at 1ength with awhier-
archy of intellects, of which the lowest is that of man. While
God kmows all things as in one specles which is His essence, and
while the angels are said to kmow through comparatively few con-
cepts, 1t does not follow, as Balmes would seem to desire us to
believe, that man must necessarily intuilt in order to know. 6
Indeed, in this life, all that conscious:zess could tell us that
we Intult would be our own existence; certalnly consclousness
does not attest to the exlstence of the numerous intultive ideas
which Balmes would caﬁse us to possess. While the theory of the
acting'intellect mey possibly be an imperfect manner of explain-
ing the knowledge of man, at any rate it 1s much more satisfact-
ory than the intuiltive ideas of Balmes. The Latter 1s constantly
introducing the subjective element of consciousness to prove his
point, and consciousness alone cannot be sufficlent in explaining
how the material object is received into the intellect. There is
dangef in saying that consclousness attests that we experience
many intultive ideas, because we must first explain how those
ideas were received into consciousness; and indeed howwould we
then know but that those ldeas came from within and had no re-
lation to exterior objects, which Balmes insists 1s necessary? He
Feems to forget that the possibility of direqt apprehension bf
the intellect 1s conditioned by the sense apprehension of con-
[crete data: Nihil est in intellectu quod non prius fuerit in

gensﬁ.7
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Balmes insists that genéral 1dea§ arexnoﬁ intuitive, be-
cause they are not_immédiately epplicable to an object.l By gen-
eral ideas he seems to refer to our abstract ideas: "Let us sup-
pose him to have general 1deas,'such as of being andtbf non-bein
of substance and accidents, of the absolute and the conditioned,
of the necessary and contingent."2 He s&a¥s, moreover, that "it 1is
certain that general ideas, of themselves alone, do not lead to
anj positive result; or, in other WOrds,ithey do not make us
know existing beings; but 1f they be jolned to particular onmes,

a reciprocal influence 1s established between them, from which
cognition results.” For example, experience shows us contingent
belngs, and joined’to that experlience the general proposition,
“EVery contingent being must have a cause," becomes fecund .} Here
again we find a reference to the necessity of consciousness,
|which 1s considered the clearest of experiences.D ’ |

He distihguishes, moreover, between incomplete and indeter-
minateAconceptions: "the former may refer to a positive thing,
although imperfectly kmown; the latter include nothing but a
relation of i1deas, meaning nothing in the order of facts."

Our general ideas, joined with a particular experience, are, "in
our inability to penetrate to the essence of things," an indis-
pPensable auxlliary. Indeed, as we shall see later, Géd.only has
the abstract essences of things known to Himself. |
Afte; citing the principle of contradiction as an éxample,

“IFund, Phil. IV, 89. SIbld. IV, 90.  H5Ibid. IV, ok,
°Ipid. IV, 95. *11a. v, 92. 6Ibia. I, 97.
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he says that facts and general principles allow us to penetrafe
to the world of reality:' 4
"Starting with the data furnished by external and internal ex-
Perience, and alded by those general principles which involve the
primary conditions of every intelligence and of every being, We
are enabled to penetrate to the world of reality, and to imow,
[tho univorac; and tho infinive canse Which mede them aiisil
’
Indeed, these general principles are & priori conditions of in-
tellectual activity: "The intellectual activity has a priori con-
iitions totally independent of semsibility, and applicable to all
objects, no matter what impressions may have been their cause.™
Balmes here seems almost to regard our general ldeas and
principles as innate: & priori conditions of intellectual activ-
ity. Following the principle of St. Thomas that there is nothing
in the intellect which was not previously in the sensés, we must
insist that even to obfain a kmnowledge of those principles that
lare so fundamental that they are immediately evident, we must
Pirst have received them through the senses. In the principle of 4
contradiction, for example, We know what‘ggigg is by abstracting
i1t from objects that have being, and by that means only could We
have any basis for our principle of contradiction.
He says that there 1s something of the necessary in all

Hdeas which are not verified by experience! If general principles

epended upon experience they Would cease to be general, and
ould be limited to & certain number of cases.'” "General and
necessary truths are imperative to all science."™ But these gen-

TFund, Phil. IV, 110. 3Fund. Phil. IV. 147,
21pid. IV, 207 (x1). 41bia. 148.
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eral truths must be related to particular truths--a connectlon
between the possible and existing objects--else all would,be sub-
jective.l And as we have noted above, this meeting of the general
truths with the facts of experience takes place in consciousness.
Here he states almost explicitly that general principles
are innate. It does not follow at all tﬁht if general principles
depended upon experience they should be limlted. Here again he
shows that he does not understand the un}versal, nor does he un-
derstand how we can abstract an immaterial essence that l1ls common
to many individuals. The essences 1in themselves need not be lim-
1ted to any definite number of cases; they are determined only

when they actuate determinable matter.

We have now reached the climax of his system: how are we
t0 understand in én immaterial manner what is materisl in real-
ity? In other words, what substitute can we make for the acting
intellect? He answers this in two ways 3 1) in saying that tWe aree
11lumined by God, and 2) in the unmsusl fecundity of the idea of
being. | |
(1) Balmes says that a universal reason, which 1s not an abstrac-
tion from particular reasons 1s a phenomenon common to all and
which must have a universal cause:

"There is. .a universal reason, the origin of all finite
reason, the source of all truth, the light of all intelligence,
the bond of all beings. There 1s, then, above all phenomensa,
above all finite individuals, a being, in which is found the
bond of all order, and of all the community of other belngs. The

unity, therefore, of all human reason affords & complete demon-
stesétion of the existence of God. The universal reason 1is; but

lp.p,. 152
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universal reason is an unmeaning word, unless 1t denote an in-
telligent, active being, a being by essence, the producer of all
bi%nﬁg, of all intelligences, the cause of all, and the light of
all.

He continues to say:

"The objectivity of our ideas and the perception of necessary
relations in a possible order, reveal a communication of our un-
derstanding with a being on which 1s founded all possibility.
This possibllity can be explained on no Bupposition except that
which makes the communication consist in the action of God giving
to our mind facultles perceptive of the necessary relation of
certain ideas, basgd upon necessary, and representative of his
infinite essence. .

Thus We explain all individusl and intellectual phenomena by the
universal subsisting reason:

"On this supposition science is not full of empty words, nor
of mere creations of our reason, but of necessary relations rep-
resented jn & necessary being, and known by it from all eternity.
Sclence 1s possible; there is some necessity in contingent beings;
their destruction does not destroy the eternal types of all beilng;
the only object of sclence. All indlvidual reason, sprung from
the same source, participates In one same light,lives one same
life, has one and the same patrimony, is indivisible in the cre-
atlve principle, but divisible in creatures. The unity, themn, or
rather the uniformity of community of humen reason 1is possible,
is necessary. The reason, then, of all men 1s united by the in-
finlite Intelligence: God then is 1n us; and the most profound e
philosophical truth 1s contained in these words of the Apostle:
tIn ipso vivimus, movemur, et sumus.'! . . .Thus we understand why
we cannot give the reason of many things; we see them; they are
they are thus: they are necessary; more We cannot say.">

In the foregoing discussion, we note that the intellects
of allAmen participate in the intelligence of God, and also that
they are united with God directly. While we admit that our intel-
lects are an lmage of the Divine Intelligence, we need not admit
that the only manner in which we can know is by direct knowledge
through God. To say this 1s to revert to the teaching of Male-
branche that God 1s first in the order of knowledge, which 1is

lpung. Pnil. IV, 157. 2Ibid. Iv, 170,  JIbid. IV, 172
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directly opposed to the system of St. Thomes. According to St.
Thomas we prove the existence of God through our knowledge of
material things as abstracted from material objects. According
to Balmes, the universal reason which is common to all men, is

an immediate proof of the existence of God. By our idea ot the
universal reason, we know the existence™f God. This indeed 1s
Cartesian; and when We say that We can know only through this one
universal reason which is identical with‘God, we must say that

we know God first, which indicates that Balmes tends towards on-
tologism. The unity of the universal intellect is strikingly rem-
iniscent, moreover, of the error of the Averrolsts, who held the
unity of the acting intellect. If Balmes 1s to admit that all our
knowledge comes ultimately by reverting to an Intellect which is
outside of us, he must deny the substantial union of the soul:and
body, and besides that, he must deny Individual immortality.
(2) The i1dea of being is contained in all self-evident proposi-
tions, and is an "element indispensable to all intellectual acts?&
It 1is 1ndeterm1nafe and therefore not intultlve. Belng is not, of
course, the only form of the understanding, but is an essential
form of all perception.2 And Indeed, existence enters in some
degree as a condlition of everything percelved. We affirm or deny
an essentlal reletion of the thing--not the ides; but there is no
affirmation or denial unless we admit existence.”

The idea of being 1s the sine qua non of all our intellect~

unal acts:
lFund. Phil. V, 6. 21pid. V. 41. 3Ibid. V, Ch.vii.
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"The 1dea of being is mingled in every intellectual perception
but it 1s not offered to us:with perfect clearness and distinct-
ness until we separa{e it by reflectlion from the particular ldeas
which accompany it."

Indeed, "as sensible representation is based upidn the finite
intultion of extension, so the perceptive facultlies of the pure

understanding receive the idea of being as thelr foundatione. . «
All our cognltitns flow from the idea of being and non-being,

combined with Intuitive ideas. (This 1dea of being can) when
united with others, and modified in various ways, so illuminate
the 1nte11ectu%% world as to merit to ber called the object of the
understanding.

We must femember, however, that before we could possibly
Ipossess the idea of being we must first presuppose the acting
intellect in order that the general notion of being may be ab-
stracted from particular objeﬁts that possess belng. Thus Balmes
is endeavoring to substitute something for the acting‘intellect
hhich can be 6ﬁta1ned only by an operation of the acting 1ntellecd
Indeed, the general idea of being is the most primitive of all ow
ideas, having the least comprehension of &ll. In this reppect it
s fundamental. But the idea of being cannot serve to illuminate
the intellect in the manner Balmes would have us belleve, for in.
prder to possess this ldea we must first presuppose the acting
intellect.

We cannot agree, therefore, with Maris HermkesS in saying

that the Belmeslan theory of knowledge 1s more satisfactory than
the theory of St.Thomas. It is apparent that Balmes would cause
s to know material reality by reference to 3@ universal reason

which 1s common to all, and by an idea of being which is not
1lluminative in the sense which he suggests. In his effort to

lFund. Phil. V; 111.  2Ibid. V, 115.  3Ibid. V, 116.
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dispose of the intelligible species and the acting intellect, he
has fallen into subjectivism and ontologism as b;his' only peens of
explaining how we can have knowledge of external reality; and it
is apparent from what has been said &bove that nelther can be-
come an effective substitute for the acting intellesct.

«
-




e Nt

Notes to Chapter IV

1 c¢f. Sum. ThGOlo I, q. 79, 8o 30

£ Sum. Theol. I, q. 85, a. 2, corp.

& Ibid. q. 85, a. 1, corp. |

4 Ibid. q. 86, a. 1. ' ®
5 Ibid. I, q. 79, a. 2

6 Ibid. %. 79, & 2, corp.:

Intellectus autem humanus, qudk est infirmus in ordine
intellectum, et maxime remotus a perfectione divini
intellectus, est in potentia respectu intelligibilium; et
in principio est 'stcut tabula rasa, in qua nihil est
scriptum,' ut Philosophus dicit."

»y cf. Eplstemology, Coffey, pPD. 15-16;

g Die Fundamental—ghilosoﬁ%ie des Jalme Balmes, Maria Hermkes

Ch. on eas '--The Metaphysical Theory of Knowledge:
"That through these metaphysical speculations the

insight into the actual relation between subject and object
would not be furthered, is clear without saying anything |
more; yet while this train of thoughts contains the Iinner-
most foundations of all the systems of Thomas, Descartes,
Malebranche, here they show that they fit ln only extran-
eously. Our author, independent of these considerations, =«
undertakes a more self-supporting solution of the question
of how knowledge 1is brought about, in the 4th book of his
Fundamental Philosophy."

"Dass durch diese metaphysischen Spekulationen die
Einsicht in die tatséchliche Bezilehung zwischen Subjekt ..
und Objekt nicht gefbrdert wird, ist ohneweilteres klar;
dennoch haben dlese Gedankengdnge bei. .Thomas, Descartes,
Malebranche in Genzen der Systeme lhre innere Begrindung
hier aber scheinen sie nur 4usserlich eingefligt. Elne
selbsténdigere Idsung der Frage nach dem Wie der Erkenntnig
unternimmt unser Autor unabhdngig von diesen Erwlgungen
im 4. Buche der Fundamentalphilosophie."”
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Chapter V
Summary and Conclusions «

Ve have viewed the epistemological doctrines of Jaime
Luciano Balmes under divers aspects: from the standpoiﬁt of the
motive and basis-of certitude and the gfiteria of truth, from
his discussion of the problem of sensatidn, and finally, from
his rather original presentation of the problem of intellectual
knowledge. Each of these we have endeavéred to present as |
clearly}aad as fairly as we were able; presenting the doctrines
of St. Thomas and the Scholastics wherever ﬁhere seemed to be a
divergence on the part of Balmes from the traditionsl Scholasti-
cism. Whether we have accomplished our purpose remalns fof the
reader to determine, but it is our sincere hope that we have
been as just as we were able in discussipg the eplstemology of
Balmes.

We saw in the first place that the terminology of Balmes <
was somewhét different from that of St. Thomas, especialiy inso-
far as the former falled to distinguish élearly between ﬁerceptia
and conception and very often used those‘terms synongmously. Ste.
Thomas uses perception 1in relation to the actuallsation of a
sense potency by the accidental forms of a material object, and
conception in relation to the actualisation of the 1ntellecfive
potency by the immaterial substantial form of the material object.
These distinctions Balmes did not keep in mind. The only other
important misuse of terms by Balmes was his usage of the term
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"common sense” which he is inclined to regard as an instinct
rather than as & unifying sense in which the divers percegptions
of the various senses in relation to & single object are united.
Balmes falls to recognise, moreover, that the ultimate
motive and basis of certitude is objective evlidence. He sought
to £ind a number of principles, such as®the principle of contra-
dictlon, the simple fact of consciousness expressing'our exlst-
ence, and the principle of evidence. He does not expressly reach
any ultimate motive for certitude, but £; the course of our dis-
cussion we saw that the Cartesian principle "I think, Therefore
I am" was merely a simple fact of consciousnéés upon which our
knowiedge cduld not be built, but which was presupposed to our
knowledge; we saw that the principle of contradiction could be

roved, even according to Balmes, only by objective evidence.
Ehus we saw that ultimatel& the Balmeslan motives for certltude
can be reduced to one, namely, that of objectlve evidence.
Balmes distinguished three criteria of certitude: conscio:;-
ness, evidence, and common sense. We noted that in his discussion
of the criterion of consciousness he seemed to confuse the mere
Btate of consciousness with the activity of introspection. He
seems to have been iInfluenced by psychology in his study of
epistemology, and 1n many respects assumes almost the attitude of
fthe psychologist rather than the attitude of the philosopher. As

we noted, however, at the conclusion of our diséussion of con-

Bciousness as a criterion of truth, consciousness 1s a necessary

rrerequisite of certitude, but Balmes admits that objectivity is
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necessary even for‘consciousness. Thus in spite of some fonfus-
in his discussion of consciousness, Balmes ultimately rasorté to
objective evidence as his ultimate criterion. In his treatment

of the criterion of‘évidence, we noted that pefhaps even despite
himself, he clearly Indicates the necessity of objective evidence
and in his treatment of common sense & a criterion of truth, his
difficulty Beems to be almost exactly the same as that of nearly
the entire English and Scottish schools, namely, that many things
hhich are exceedingly common to all ar; kmown almost spontaneous-
1y, with no apparent reference to reason or objectivity. We have
indicated in treating this criterion, that his difficulty has
been solved by D'Arcy in his theory of Interpretation and Indirect

eference, which show that the evidence in those things which

ve become common knowledge 1s so great that it 1is almost in-
inite. Thus weymay reduce the three criterila of Balmes into one,
hamely, that of objective evidence. o

In his treatment of Sensatlion, Balmes is inclined to be .
berhaps a little too subjective, and he fails to distinguish be-
tween sensation as a subjective state, and perception by which
the sense potency 1s modified by the accidemtal forms of the
bbject. His chief difficulty lles in his means of relating semsa-
tions to the exterior world. He will not admit that all sensatilon:
involve a relation to external objects, but in those that are ré—

lated to external objects he falls back upon & "necessity of our

hature™ which causes us to belleve that such relations exist.

rhis of course, 1s entirely against the Thomistic view, which
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insists that all senses are related to external objects, and in-
deed that the sense potency becomes actual only when the sensible
form determines it. As we saw in Chapter four, his real difficuh&
lies 1in his fallure to accept the sensiblé specles, for without
the sensible specles he finds it difficult to proceed from his
subjective consideration of sensation t® objective realityQ

- A comparatively minor problem ensues. In his desire to
show that touch is inferior to the other external senses, he
endeavors to show that the sense of sight alone is able to per-
celve surface, distance, motion, etes., which are regarded by
St. Thomas as common sensibles.

The problem of Intellectlon presents the greatest difficulty
to Balmes. He reduces the relationship between subject and‘object
to that of identity of cauéality, but the relationship of caus-
ality can exist only in:iGod. Therefore; subject and object are
related only by ldentity; and in order that this be possible, the
object,as he himself insists, must possess immateriallty and -
activity. But Balmes rejects the sensible and intelligible
species and the acting intellect as unnecessary. His problem,
then, in his theory of kmowledge is to render immaterial and
actual what 1s in reality material. This he does by referring to
the universal reawon, which he accepts as a proof of the exist-
ence of God, and the ldea of belng. But the latter 1is entirely
insufficient, as we have shown, and the former is tainted with
ontologism. Balmes has found it almost impossible to explain his
intuition of material reality by means of an immaterisl faculty;
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and his difficulty lies precisely in his refusal to accept the
"poetic" species theory and the acting intellect. He tries al-'
most evéry concelvable means to explain his theory, but none.of
them are as acceptible as the doctrine of St.Thomas, which mccepty
the theory of the acting intellect.

We conclude, then, that the eplstemology of Jaime ILuciano
Balmes divagates into varlous phases. No one systeﬁ seemé to
have had complete influence over him in formulating his philloso-
phy. Indeed, we must admit that his philosophy 1s syncretistic,
combining elements of subjectlivism, nominslism, ontologism,
cartesianism, and indeed Thomism. Fundamentally, he seems to havd
been influenced by the writings of the Angellic Doctor, but, liv-
ing in a period of philosophic distress, he has beeh tainted by
some of the errors of modern philosophy. In splte of all that,
‘however, he has achieved & worthy success in the field of phil-
osophy, not perhaps so much as an individual or & new philoéopher 4
but especially as a critic of many of the more flagrant errors
of the moderns. As a critic his influence has been most edifyingﬁn
as a philosopher in his own right his success has been less
great--overbBhadowed, as it were, by the genlus and sublimity of

our Saint and Doctor, Thomas of Aquin.
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