108 THE PRINCIPLES OF HUMAN KNOWLEDGE. | PaRT 1.

LVIIL. Tenth objection.— Answer.—Tenthly, it will be ob-
that the notions we advance are inconsistent with several
sound truths in philosophy and mathematics. &~ [For example,
the motion of the earth is now universally admitted by astronomers,
as a truth grounded on the clearest am{ most convincing reasons;
but on the foregoing principles, there can be no such thing. For
motion being only an idea, it follows that if it be not perceived,
it exists not; but the motion of the earth is not perceived
by sense.] 1 answer, that tenet, if rightly unde: will be
found to agree with the principles we have premised; [for the
question, whether the earth moves or no, amounts in reality to no
more than this, to wit, whether we have reason to conclude from
what hath been observed by astronomers, that if we were placed
in such and such circumstances, and such or such a position and
distance, both from the earth and sun, we should perceive the
former to move among the choir of the planets, and appearing in
all respects like one of them: and this, by the established rules
of nature, which we have no reason to mistrust, is reasonably
collected from the phenomena. ]

LIX. [We may, from the experience we have had of the train
and succession of ideas in our minds, often make, I will net say
uncertain conjectures, but sure and well-grounded predictions,
concerning the ideas we shall be affected wiﬁ:;o pursuant to a great

. train of actions, and be enabled to pass a right judgment of what
would have appeared to us, in case we were In circumstances very
different from those we are in at present.] [Herein consists the
knowledge of nature, which may preserve its use and certainty
very consistently with what hath been said.] It will be easy to
apply this to whatever objections of the like sort may be drawn
from the magnitude of the stars, or any other discoveries in astro-
nomy or nature. .

LX. Eleventh objection.—[In the eleventh place, it will be de-
manded ¢ what purpose serves that curious organization of plants,
and the admirable mechanism in the parts of animals ] Might not
vegetables grow, and shoot forth leaves and blossoms, and animals
perform all their motions, as well without as with all that variety
of internal parts so elegantly contrived and put together, wkich
being ideas have nothing powerful or operative in them, nor have an;
necessary connexion with the effects ascribed to them ? If it be a spinit
that immediately produces every effect by a fiat, or act of his
will, we must thinE all that is fine and artificial in the works,
whether of man or nature, to be made in vain. 8% By this doc-
trine, though an artist hath made the spring and wheels, and every
movement of a watch, and adjusted them in such a manner as he
knew would produce the motions he designed ; yet he must think
all this done to no purpose, and that it 1s an intelligence which
directs the index, and points to the hour of the day. If so, why
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may not the intelligence do it, without his being at the pains of
mn{ing the movements, and putting them togetier? y does
not an empty case serve as well as another? And how comes it
to pass, that whenever there is any fault in the going of a watch,
there is some corresponding disorder to be found in the move-
ments, which being mended by a skilful hand, all is right again?

The like may be said of all the clock-work of nature, great
s::;whereof is 8o wonderfully fine and subtile, as scarce to be

iscerned by the best microscope. In short it will be asked, how
upon our principles any tolerable account can be given, or any
final cause assigned of an innumerable multitude of bodies and
machines framed with the most exquisite art, which in the com-
mon philosophy have very apposite uses assigned them, and serve
to explain abundance of phenomena.

L Answer.—To 151 which I answer, first, that though
there were some difficulties relating to the administration of pro-
vidence, and the uses by it assigned to the several parts of na-
ture, which I could not solve by the foregoing principles, yet
this objection could be of small weight against the truth and
certainty of those things which may be proved a priori, with the
utmost evidence. Secondly, but neither are the received princi-
ples free from the like difticulties ; for it may still be demanded,
to what end God should take those round-about methods of
effecting things by instruments and machines, which no one can
deny might have been effected by the mere command of his will,
witgout all that apparatus : nay, (thirdly, ) if we narrowly consi-
der it, we shall find the objection may be retorted with greater
force on those who hold the existence of those machines without
the mind; for it has been made evident, that solidity, bulk,
figure, motion, and the like, Aave no activity or efficacy in them, so
as to be capable of producing any one effect in nature. See
Sect. xxv. [Whoever therefore supposes them to exist (allowing
the supposition possible) when they are not perceived, does it
manifestly to no purpose; since the only use that is assigned to
them, as they exist unperceived, is that they produce those per-
ceivable effects, which in truth cannot be ascribed to any thing
but spirit.]

LXIL (F . )J—[But to come nearer the difficulty, it
must be observed, that though the fabrication of all those parts
and organs be not absolutely necessary to the producing any effect,
yet it 18 necessary to the producing of things in a constant, regu-
lar way, according to the laws of nature. 'There are certain gene-
ral laws that run through the whole chain of natural effects:
these are learned by the observation and study of nature, and are
by men applied (1) as well to the framing artificial things for the
use and ornament of life, as (2) to the explaining the various
phenomena :] which explication consists only in showing the con-
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formity any particular phenomenon hath to the general laws of
nature, or which is the same thing, in discovering the uniformity
there is in the production of natural effects; as will be evident
to whoever shaﬁ attend to the several instances, wherein philoso-
phers pretend to account for appearances. That there is a great
and conspicuous use in these regular constant methods of work-
ing observed by the supreme a]gent, hath been shown in Sect.
xxxI. And it is no less visible, that a particular size, figure,
motion, and disposition of parts are necessary, though not abso-
lutely to the producing any effect, yet to the producing it accord-
ing to the standing mechanical laws of nature. &% Thus, for
instance, it cannot be denied that God, or the intelligence which
sustains and rules the ordinary course of things, might, if he
were minded to produce a miracle, cause all the motions on the
dial-plate of a watch, though nobody had ever made the move-
ments, and put them in it: but yet if he will act agreeably to
the rules of mechanism, by him for wise ends established and
maintained in the creation, it is necessary that those actions of
the watchmaker, whereby he makes the movements and rightly
adjusts them, precede the production of the aforesaid motions;
as also that any disorder in them be attended with the Efrception
of some corresponding disorder in the movements, which being
once corrected, all is right again.

LXIIL It may indeed on some occasions be necessary, that
the author of nature display his overruling power in producing some
appearance out of his ordinary series of things. Such excep-
tions from the general rules of nature are proper to surprise and
awe men into an acknowledgment of the divine being: [but then
they are to be used but seldom, (1) otherwise there is a plain
reason why they should fail of that effect.] [(2) Besides, God
seems to choose the corvincing our reason of his attributes by the
works of nature, which discover so much harmony and contri-
vance in their make, and are such plain indications of wisdom
and beneficence in their author, rather than to astorisk us into a
belief of his being by anomalous and surprising events.

LXIV. To set this matter in a yet clearer lig%t, I shall observe
that what has been objected in Sect. LX. amounts in reality to
no more than this: ideas are not any how and at random pro-
duced, there being a certain order and connexion between them,
like to that of cause and effect : there are also several combina-~
tions of them, made in & very regular and artificial manner,
which seem like so many instruments in the hand of nature,
that being hid, as it were, behind the scenes, have a secret opera-
tion in tﬁrodueing those appearances which are seen on the thea-
tre of the world, beéing themselves discernible only to the curious
eye of the philosopher. But since one idea cannot be the cause
of another, to what purpose is that connexion ? and since those
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instruments, being barely inefficacious perceptions in the mind,
are not subservient to the production of natural effects: it is de~
manded why they are mnd‘;, or, in other words, what reason can
be assigned why God should make us, upon a close inspection
into his works, behold so great variety of ideas, so artfully laid
together, and so much according to rule; it not being credible,
that he would be at the expense (if one may so speak) of all
that art and regularity to no purpose ?

LXYV. [To all which my answer is, first, that the connexion
of ideas does not imply the relation of cause and effect, but onl
of a mark or sign with the thing x%zmﬁed.] &= The fire whi
I see is not the cause of the pain 1 suffer upon my approaching
it, but the mark that forewarns me of it. ﬂ like manner, the
noise that I hear is not the effect of this or that motion or col-
lision of the ambient bodies, but the sign thereof. [Secondly,
the reason why ideas are formed into macﬁnes, that is, artificial
and regular combinations, is the same with that for combining
letters into words. That a few original ideas may be made to
signify a great number of effects and actions, it is necessary they
be variously combined together: and to the end their use be per-
manent and universal, these combinations must be made by rule,
and with wise contrivance.] By this means abundance of infor-
mation is conveyed unto us concerning what we are to expect
from such and such actions, and what methods are proper to be
taken, for the exciting such and such ideas: which in effect is all
that I conceive to be distinctly meant, when it is said that by
discerning the figure, texture, and mechanism of the inward
Erts of bodies, whether natural or artificial, we may attain to

ow the several uses and properties depending thereon, or the
nature of the thing.

LXVL Proper employment of the natural philosopher.—Hence
it is evident, that those things which, under the notion of a cause
co-operating or concurring to the production of effects, are altogether
inezplicable, and run us into great absurdities, may be very natu-
rally explained, and have a proper and obvious use assigned them,
when they are considered only as marks or signs for our infor-
mation. [And it is the searching after, and endeavouring to
understand those signs (this language, if I may so call it) instituted
by the author of nature, that ought to be the employment of the
natural philosopher, and not the pretending to explain tlm:g: by
coTpo causes; which doctrine seems to have too much es-
tranged the minds of men from that active principle, that supreme
and wise spirit, “ in whom we live, move, and have our being.”]

LXVIL. Twelfth objection.—Answer.—In the twelfth place, it
may perhaps be objected, that though it be clear from what has
been said, that there can be no such thing as an inert, senseless,
extended, solid, figured, moveable substance, existing without the
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mind, such as philosophers describe matter: [yet if any man
shall leave out of his idea of matter, the positive ideas of exten-
sion, figure, solidity, and motion, and say that he means only by
that word an inert senseless substance, that exists without the
mind, or unperceived, which is the occasion of our ideas, or at the
presence whereof God is pleased to excite ideas in us:] it doth
not appear, but that matter taken in this sense may l;oaaibly
exist. [In answer to which I say first, that it seems no less ab-
surd to suppose a substance without accidents, than it is to sup-
pose accidents without a substance. But secondly, though we
should grant this unknown substance may possibly exist, yet
where can it be supposed to be? that it exists not in the
mind is agreed, and that it exists not in place is no less certain ;
since all (place or) extension exists only in the mind, as hath been
alrzlafj proved. It remains therefore that it exists no where
at all.

LXVIIL Matter supports nothing, an arqument against its exis-
tence.—Let us examine a little the description that is here given
us of matter. It neither acts, nor perceives, nor is perceived:
for this is all that is meant by saying it is an inert, senseless, un-
known substance; which is a definition entirelgY made up of
negatives, excepting only the relative notion of its standi
under or supporting: but then it must be observed, that it

nothing at all; and how nearly this comes to the de-
scription of a nomentity, 1 desire may be considered. But, say
you, it is the unknown occasion, at the presence of which ideas are
excited in us by the will of God. [Now I would fain know
how any thing can be present to us, which is neither perceivable
by sense nor reflection, nor capable of producing any i1dea in our
minds, nor is at all extended, nor hath any form, nor exists in
any place.] The words to be present, when thus applied, must
needs be taken in some abstract and strange meaning, and which
I am not able to comprehend.

LXIX. [Again,* let us examine what is meant by occasion ;
so far as I can gather from the common use of language, that
word signifies, either the agent which produces any effect, or else
something that is observed to accompany, or go before it, in the
ordinary course of things.] But when it is applied to matter as
above desoribed, it can be taken in neither of those senses.
[For matter is eaid to bef)usive and inert, and so cannot be an
agent or efficient cause. It is also unperceivable, as being devoid
of all sensible tiualities, and so cannot be the occasion of our per-
ceptions in the Iatter sense :] % as when the durning my
is said to be the occasion of the pain that attends it. t
therefore can be meant by calling matter an occasion # this term

e VidEedna. Ixvii, for the first argument to show that matter is not the occasion of our
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is either used in no sense at all, or else in some sense very distant
from its received signification.

LXX. [You will perhaps eay that matter, though it be not
perceived by us, is nevertheless perceived by God, to whom it is
the occasion of exciting ideas in our minds.] For, say you,
since we observe our sensations to be imprinted in an orderly and
constant manner, it is but reasonable to suppose there are certain
constant and regular occasions of their being J)roduced. Thatis
to say, that there are certain permanent and distinot parcels of
matter, corresponding to our ideas, which, though they do not
excite them in our minds, or any ways immediately affect us, as
being altogether passive and unperceivable to us, they are never-
theless to God, by whom they are perceived, as it were so many
occasions to remind him when and what ideas to imprint on our
minds : that so things may go on in a constant, uniform manner.

LXXI. [In answer to this I observe, that as the notion of
matter is here stated, the question is no longer concerning the
existence of a thing distinct from spirit and idea, from perceiving
and being perceived : but whether there are not certain ideas, of
I know not what sort, in the mind of God, which are so many
marks or notes that direct him how to produce sensations in our
minds, in a constant and regular method]: & much after the
same manner as a musician 18 directed by the notes of music to
produce that harmonious train and composition of sound, which
18 called a fune ; though they who hear the music do not ive
the notes, and may be entirely ignorant of them. But this
notion of matter*® seems too extravagant to deserve a confutation.
[Besides, it is in effect no objection against what we have ad-
vanced, to wit, that there is no senseless, unperceived substance.]

LXXIL Theorder of our perceptions shows the goodness of God,
but affords o proof of the existence of matter.—I1f we follow the
light of reason, we shall, from the constant, uniform method of
our sensations, collect the goodness and wisdom of the spirit who
excites them in our minds. But this is all that I can see reason-
ably concluded from thence. To me, I say, it is evident that
thebeingofaspiﬁt'ﬁi:zte wise, good, and powerful is abun-
dantly sufficient to explai the alzﬂianncee of nature. But
as for inert, senseless matter, nothing that I perceive has any the
least connexion with it, or leads to the thoughts of it. And I
would fain see any one explain any the meanest phenomenon in
nature by it, or show any manner of reason, though in the lowest
rank of probability, that he can have for its existence; or even
make any tolerable sense or meaning of that supposition. For
as to its being an occasion, we have, I think, evidently shown
that with regard to us it is no occasion: it remains therefore that

® (Which after “all is the only intelligibls ome that I can pick, from what is seid of
unknown occasions. )~ Edit. 1710, o
VOL. I I
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it must be, if at all, the occasion to God of exciting ideas in us ;
and what this amounts to, we have just now seen.

LXXIIL - [It is worth while to reflect a little on the motives
which induced men to suppose the existence of material substance] ;
that so having observed the gradual ceasing and expiration of
those motives or reasons, we may proportionably withdraw the
assent that was grounded on them. First, therefore, it was
thought that colour, figure, motion, and the rest of the sensible
?ualities or accidents, did really exist without the mind; [and

or this reason, it seemed needful to suppose some unthinking sub-
stratum or substance wherein they did exist, since they could not be
conceived to exist by themselves.] ~ Afterwards, (secondly) in process
of time, men being convinced that colours, sounds, and the rest of
the sensible secondary qualities had no existence without the
mind, they stripped this substratum or material substance of those
qualities, {eaving only the primary ones, figure, motion, and such
like, which they still conceived to exist without the mind, and con-
sequently to stand in need of a material support. But it having
been shown, that none, even of these, can possibly exist otherwise
than in a spirit or mind which perceives them, it follows that we
have no longer any reason to suppose the being of matter. Nay
that it is utterly impossible there should be any such thing, so
long as that word is taken to denote an unthinking substratum of
qualities or accidents, wherein they exist without the mind.

LXXIV. But though it be allowed by the materialists them-
selves, that matter was thought of only for the sake of support-
ing accidents ; and the reason enti ‘lz ceasing, one might expect
the mind should naturally, and without any reluctance 'at all,
quit the belief of what was solely grounded thereon. Yet the
prejudice is riveted so deeply in our thoughts, that we can scarce
tell how to part with it, and are therefore inclined, since the thing
itself is indefensible, at least to retain the name ; which we apply
to I know not what abstracted and indefinite notions of being or
-occasion, though without any show of reason, at least so far as I
can see. For what is there on our part, or what do we perceive
amongst all the ideas, sensations, notions, which are imprinted on
our minds, either by sense or reflection, from whence may be in-
ferred the existence of an inert, thoughtless, unperceived occasion?
and on the other hand, on the part of an all-sufficient spirit, what
can there be that should make us believe, or even susgct, he is
directed by an inert occasion to excite ideas in our minds?

LXXY. Abmrditytffcontemb'ngforthe existence of matter as
‘the occasion of ideas.—It is a very extraordinary instance of the
force of prejudice, and much to be lamented, that the mind of
man retains so great a fondness, against all the evidence of reason,
for a stupid, thoughtless somewkhat, by the int ition whereof it
would, as it were, screen itself from the providence of God, and
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remove him further off from the affairs of the world. But
though we do the utmost we can, to secure the belief of maiter,
though when reason forsakes us, we endeavour to support our
opinion on the bare possibility of the thing, and though we in-
dulge ourselves in the full scope of an imagination not regulated
by reason, to make out that poor pessibility, yet the upshot of all
18, that there are certain unknown ideas in the mind of God; for
this, if any thing, is all that I conceive to be meant by occasion
with regard to God. And this, at the bottom, is no longer con-
‘tending for the thing, but for the name.

LXXVI. Whether therefore there are such ideas in the mind
of God, and whether they may be called by the name matter, I
shall not dispute. But i{ ou stick to the notion of an unthink-
+ng substance, or support of extension, motion, and other sensible
qualities, then to me is it most evidently impossible there should
be any such thing. Since is it a plain repugnancy, that those
qualities should exist in or be supported by an unperceiving sub-
stance.

LXXVII. That a substratum not perceived, may exist, unim~
portant.—[But say you, though it be granted that there is no
thoughtless support of extension, and the other qualities or acci-
dents which we perceive; yet there may, perhaps, be some inert
unperceiving substance, or substratum of some other yualz'tz'es, as
imcomprehensible to us as colours are to a man born blind, because
we have not a sense adapted to them.] But if we had a new sense,
we should possibly no more doubt of their existence, than a
blind man made to see does of the existence of light and colours.
{I answer, jfirst, if what you mean by the word matter be only
.the unknown of unknown gualities, it is no matter whether
there is such a thing or not, since it no way cencerns us: and I
do not see the advantage there is in disputing about we know
not what, and we know net why.]

LXXVIIIL. [But secondly, if we had a new sense,* it could only
Sfurnish us with new ideas-or sensations: and then we should have
the same reason against their existing in an unperceiving sub-
‘stance, that has been already offered with relation to figure,
motion, colour, and the like.] Qualities, as hath been shown,
are nothing else but sensations or ideas, which exist only in a mind
perceiving them; and this is true not only of the ideas we are
acquainted with at present, but likewise of all possible ideas
whatsoever.

LXXIX. But you will insist, what if ]Sl) I have no reason
to believe the existence of matter, what it (2) I can assign any
use to it, or (3) explain any thing 3& it, or even (4) conceive
what is meant by that word? yet still it is no contradiction to
say that matter exists, and that this matter is in general a

* Vide sect. cxxxvi. 2
1
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substance, or occasion of ideas ; though, indeed, to go about to un-
fold the meaning, or adhere to any particular explication of those
words, may be attended with great difficulties. I answer,. when
words are used without a meaning, you may put them together
as you please, without danger of running into a contradiction.
You may say, for example, that fwice two is equal to seven, so
long as you declare you do not take the words of that proposition
in ieir usual acceptation, but for marks of you know not what.
And by the same reason you may say, there is an inert thought-
less substance without accidents, which is the occasion of our
ideas. And we shall understand just as much by one proposition,
s [In the last place, you will hat if
n the last , you will say, what if we give u

the cause of material aubetance,ysnd assert, that matter isg:m un13
known somewhat, neither substance nor accident, spirit nor ides,
inert, thoughtless, indivisible, immoveable, unextended, existing
in no place ?] for, say you, whatever may be u against sub-
stance or occasion, or any other positive or relative notion of
matter, hath no place at all, so long as this negative definition of
matterisadherenfto. I answer, you may, if so it shall seem good,
use the word matter in the same sense that other men use ;
and so make those terms convertible in your style. For after
this is what :;ppears to me to be the result of that definition, the
parts whereof when I consider with attention, either collectively, .
or separate from each other, I do not find that there is any kind
of effect or impression made on my mind, different from what is
excited by the term nothing.

XX&I. ! You will 7eply perhaps, that in the foresaid defini-
tion is included, what doth sufficiently distinguish it from nothing,
the positive, abstract idea of quiddity, entity, or existence.] 1own
indeed, that those who pretend to the faculty of framing abstract
general ideas, do talk as if they had such an idea, which is, say
they, the most abstract and general notion of all, that is to me
the most incomprehensible of all others. That there are a great
variety of spirits of different orders and capacities, whese facul-
ties, both in number and extent, are far exceeding those the
author of my being has bestowed on me, I see no reason to deny.
And for me to pretend to determine by my own few, stinted,
narrow inlets of perception, what ideas the inexhaustible power
of the supreme spirit may imprint upon them, were inly the
utmost folly and presumption. Since there may be, for ought
that I know, innumerable sorts of ideas or sensations, as different
from one another, and from all that I have perceived, as colours
are from sounds. But how ready soever I may be to acknow-

the scantiness of my comprehension, with regard to the
endless variety of spirits and l&lﬂ, that might poesibly exist,
yet for any one to pretend to a notion of entity or existence,
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abstracted from spirit and idea, from perceiving and being per-
ceived, is, I suspect, a downright repugnancy and trifling with
words.1 It 1::]&1115 th;t we consider the objections which may
ibly be e on the part of religion,
poeIs:th. Olgiectzbncl:a-ived fmh?n the scriptures answered.*—
Somef} there are who think, that though the arguments for the
real existence of bodies, which are drawn from reason, be allowed
not to amount to demonstration, yet (first) the koly scriptures are
8o clear in the point, as will sufficiently convince every good
Christian, that bodies do really exist, and are something more
than mere ideas; there being in holy writ innumerable facts re-
lated, which evidently suppose the reality of timber, and stone,
mountains, and rivers, ang cities, and human bodies. [To which
I answer, that no sort of writings whatever, sacred or profane,
which use those and the like words in the vulgar acceptation, or
80 a8 to have a meaning in them, are in danger of having their
truth called in question by our doctrine. That all those things
do really exist, that there are bodies, even corporeal substances,
when taken in the vulgar sense, has been shown to be agreeable
to our principles]: and the difference betwixt things and ideas,
realities and chimeras, has been distinctly explained.} [And I do
not think, that either what philosophers matter, or the exis-
tence of objects without the mind, is any where mentioned in
scripture. | '
XXXITI. No objection as to language tenable—[ Again,
whether there be or be not external things, it is agreed on all
hands, that the proper use of words is the marking our concep-
tions, or things only as they are known and perceived by us;
whence it plainly foli/ows, that in the tenets we have laid down,
there is nothing inconsistent with the nﬁllt: use and significan
of language, and that discourse of what kind soever, so far as it
is intelligible, remains undisturbed.] But all this seems so
manifest, from what hath been set forth in the premises, that it
is needless to insist any further on it.

LXXXIV. But (secondly)§ it will be urged, that miracles
do, at least, lose much of their stress and import by our principles.
% What must we think of Moses’ rod, was it not really turned
into a serpent, or was there only a change of ideas in the minds
of the spectators? And can it be s?poeed, that our Saviour
did no more at the marriage-feast in Cana, than impose on the
sight, and smell, and taste of the guests, so as to create in them
the appearance or idea only of wine? The same may be said of
all other miracles: which, in consequence of the foregoing prin-
ciples, must be looked upon only as 80 many cheats, or illusions

* And concluded in sect. xcv. + Malebranche. Vide sect. Ixxxiv.
t Sect. xxix., xxx., xxxiii., xx2Vi,, &\ § Sect. Ixxxii.
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of fancy. To this I reply, that the rod was changed into a real
serpent, and the water into real wine. That this doth not, in
the least, contradict what I have elsewhere said, will be evident
from Séct. XXX1v., xxXV. But this business of real and #maginary
hath been already so plainly and fully explained, and so often
referred to, and the tfiﬂicu{ties about it are so easily answered
from what hath gone before, that it were an affront to the read-
er’s understanding, to resume the explication of it in this place.
&% 1 shall only observe, that if at table all who were present
should see, and smell, and taste, and drink wine, and find the
effects of it, with me there could be no doubt of its reality. [So
that at bottom, the scruple concerning real miracles hath no
Place at all on ours, but only on the received principles, and, con-
sequently, maketh rather for, than against, what hath heen said. ]

XX%V. Consequences of the preceding tenets.—Having done
with the objections, which I endeavoured to propose i the
clearest light, and given them all the force and weight I could,
we proceed in the next place to take a view of our tenets in their
consequences. [Seme of these appear at first sight, as that
several difficult and obscure questions, on which abundance of
speculation hath been thrown away, are entirely banished from
philosophy. Whether (1) corporeal substance can think ? whe-
ther (2§ matter be infinitely divisible? and (3) how it operates
on spirit? These, and the like inquiries, have given infinite
amusement to philosophers in all ages.] But depending on the
existence of matter, they have no longer any place on our prin-
ciples. Many other advantages there are, as well with regard to
religion as the sciences, which it is easy for any one to deduce
from what hath been premised. But this will appear more
plainly in the sequel.*

LXXXVI. The removal of matter gives certainty to knowledge.
—[From the principles we have laid down, it follows, human
knowledge may naturally be reduced to two heads, that of ideas,
and that of spirits.] Of each of these I shall treat in order.
And first, as to ideas or unthinking things, our knowledge of
these hath been very much obscured and confounded, and we
have been led into very dangerous errors, by eupposing a two-
fold existence of the objects of sense, the one intelligible, or in
the mind, the other real and without the mind: whereby un-
thinking things are thought to have a natural subsistence of
their own, distinct from being perceived by spirits. [This,
which, if 1 mistake not, hath been shown to be a most ground-
less and absurd notion, is the very root of scepticism ; for so lon
as men thought that real things subsisted without the mind, ans

* (1) Many philosophic ﬂ)ecu.hﬁons banished : Scepticism extirpated : (3
Atbei(sts) and aﬁﬁistsmggpriv “of their- chief ::::ortsg()ﬂ Idolatry expos?; : (8) go)-
cinianism refuted, :
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that their knowledge was only so far forth real as it was con-
formable to real things, it follows, they could not be certain that
they had any real knowledge at all. For how can it be known,
that the things which are perceived are conformable to those
which are not perceived, or exist without the mind ?]

LXXXYVIIL Colour, figure, motion, extension, and the like,
considered only as so many sensations in the mind, are perfectl
known, there being nothing in them which is not perceivm{
But if they are looked on as notes or images, referred to things
or archetypes existing without the mind, then are we involved all
in scepticism. We see only the appearances, and not the real
qualities of things. [What may be the extension, figure, or
motion of any thing really and absolutely, or in itself, it is im-
possible for us to know, but only the proportion or the relation
they bear to our senses.] Things remaining the same, our ideas
vary, and which of them, or even whether any of them at all
refpresent the true quality really existing in the thing, it is out
of our reach to determine. So that, for ought we know, all we
see, hear, and feel, may be only phantom and vain chimera, and
not at all agree with the real things, existing in rerum natura.
All this scepticism follows, from our supposing a difference be-
tween things and ideas, and that the former have a subsistence
without the mind, or unperceived. It were easy to dilate on
this subject, and show how the arguments urlged by sceptics in
all depend on the supposition of external objects.*

I%X%IL If there be external matter, neither the nature nor
existence of things can be known.—So long as we attribute a real
existence to unthinking things, distinct from their being per-
ceived, it is not only impossible for us to know with evidence (1)
the nature of any real unthinking being, but even (2) that it
exists. Hence it is, that we see philosophers distrust their
senses, and doubt of the existence of heaven and earth, of eve
thing they see or feel, even of their own bodies. And after
their labour and struggle of thought, they are forced to own, we
cannot attain to any self-evident or demonstrative knowledge of
the existence of sensible things. But all this doubtfulness,
which so bewilders and confounds the mind, and makes phi-
losophy ridiculous in the eyes of the world, vanishes, if we annex
a meaning to our words, and do not amuse ourselves with the
terms absolute, external, exist, and such like, signifying we know
not what. I can as well doubt of my own being, as of the being
of those things which I actually perceive by sense: [it being a
manifest contradiction, that any sensible object should be im-
mediately Perceived by sight or touch, and, at the same time,
have no existence in nature, since the very existence of an un-
thinking being consists in deing percewed.]

® « But this is too obvious to need being insisted on.”—Edit. 1710,
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LXXXIX, Of thing or being.—Nothing seems of more im-

rtance, towards erecting a firm system of sound and real
E:owledge, which may be proof against the assaults of scepti-
cism, than to lay the beginning in a distinct explication of what
is meant by thing, reality, existence ; for in vain shall we dispute
concerning the real existence of things, or pretend to any know-
ledge thereof, so long as we have not fixed the meaning of those
words. [7Thing or being® is the most general name of all; it
comprehends under it two kinds entirely distinct and hetero-
geneous, and which have nothing common but the name, to wit,
spirits and ideas. The former are active, indivisible (incorrupt-
ible) substances : the latter are inert, fleeting, (perishable passions,)
or dependent beings, which subsist not by themselves, but are
supported by, or exist in minds or spiritual substances.} We
comprehend our own existence by inward feeling or reflection,
and that of other spirits by reason. We may be said to have
some knowledge or notion of our own minds, of spirits and active
beings, whereof, in a strict sense, we have not ideas. In like
manner we know and have a notion of relations. between things
or ideas, which relations are distinct from the ideas or things
related, inasmuch as the latter may be perceived by us without
our perceiving the former. [To me it seems that 1deas, spirits,
and relations, are all, in their reepective kinds, the object of
human knowledge and subject of discourse: and that the term
idea would be improperly extended to signify every thing we
know or have any notion of.]

XC. External things either imprinted by or perceived by some
other mind.—([Ideas imprinted on the senses are real things, or
do really exist; this we do not deny, but we deny (1) they can
subsist without the minds which perceive them, or (2) that they
are resemblances of any archetypes existing without the mind:
(1) since the very being of a sensation or idea consists in being

rceived, and r(v,‘VZ) an idea can be like nothing but an idea.}
E&gain,thetldngcperceivedbym may be termed external, with

to their orzfin, in that they are not generated from
within, by the mind itself, but (1) imprinted by a spirit distinct
Jrom that whick perceives them. Sensible objects may likewise be
said to be without the mind, in another sense, namely, (2) when
they exist in some other mind. Thus when I shut my eyes, the
things I saw may still exist, but it must be in another mind.]
CL Sensible qualities real—It were a mistake to think, that
what is here said derogates in the least from the reality of
things. [It is aclmowleged, on the received principles, that ex-
tension, motion, and, in a word, all sensible qualities, have need
of a support, as not being able to subsist by themselves. But

® Vide sect. xxxix.
t The remainder of the section does not appear in the edition of 1710,
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the objects perceived by sense are allowed to be nothing but
combinations of those qualities, and, consequently, cannot sub-
sist by themselves. - Thus far it is agreed on all hands.] So that
in denying the things perceived by sense, an existence inde-
gendent of a substance, or support wherein they may exist, we

etract nothing from the received opinion of their reality, and
are guilty of no innovation in that respect. All the difference
is, that according to us the unthinking beings perceived by
sense have no existence distinct from being perceived, and can-
not therefore exist in any other substance, than those unertended,
indivisible substances, or spirits, whick act, and think, and perceive
them : whereas philosophers vulgarly hold, that the sensible qua~
lities exist in an inert, extended, unperceiving substance, which they
call matter, to which they attribute a natural subsistence, ex-
terior to all thinking beings, or distinct from being perceived by
any mind whatsoever, even the eternal mind of the Creator,
wherein they suppose only ideas of the corporeal substances cre~
ated by him: if indeed they allow them to be at all created.

XCIL Objections of atheists overturned.—For as we have
shown the doctrine of matter, or corporeal substance, to have
been the main pillar and support of scepticism, so likewise upon
the same foundation have been raised nﬁ the impious schemes of
atheism and irreligion. [Nay, so great a difficulty hath it been
thought, o conceive matter produced out of nothing, that the most
celebrated among the ancient philosophers, even of these who
maintained the being of a God, have thought matter to be un-
created and coeternagl with him.] How great a friend material
substance hath been to atheists in all ages, were needless to
relate.  All their monstrous systems have so visible and neces-
sary a dependence on it, that when this corner-stone is once
removed, the whole fabric cannot choose but fall to the ground;
insomuch that it is no longer worth while to bestow a particular
consideration on the absurdities of every wretched sect of
atheists.

XCIIIL. And of fatalists also.—[That impious and profane per-
sons should readily fall in with those systems which favour their
inclinations, by deriding immaterial substance, and supposing
the soul to be divisible and subject to corruption as the body;
which exclude all freedom, intelligence, anci) degign from t{e
formation of things, and instead thereof make a self-existent,
stupid, unthinking substance, the root and origin of all beings.]
That they should hearken to those who deny a Providence, or
inspection of a superior mind over the affairs of the world,
attributing the whole series of events either to blind chance or
‘atal necessity, arising from the impulse of one body on another.
fA.Jl this i;mvtg natuxgn]'.f And on gl’m oth'g; hand, s(vhen men of
better principles observe the enemies of religion lay so great a
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stress on unthinking matter, and all of them use so much industry
and artifice to reduce every thing to it; methinks they should
rejoice to see them deprived of their d support, ang driven
from that only fortress, without which your ?icureans, Hobb-
ists, and the like, have not even the shadow of a pretence, but
become the most cheap and easy triumph in the world.

XCIV. Of Idolaters.—The existence of matter, or bodies
unperceived, has not only been the main support of atheists and
fatalists, but [on the same principle doth idolatry likewise in all its
various forms depend.] Did men but consider that the sun,
moon, and stars, and every other object of the senses, are only so
many sensations in their minds, which have no other existence
but barely being perceived, doubtless they would never fall down
and worship their own ideas ; but rather address their homage to
- that eternal invisible Mind which produces and sustains all th:

XCV. And Socinians.—The same absurd principle, by min-

ling itself with the articles of our faith, hath occasioned no small *

giﬂiculties to Christians. [§®% For example, about the resurrec-
tion, how many scruples and objections have been raised by Soci-
nians and others? But do not the most plausible of them depend
on the supposition, that a body is denominated the same, with
regard not to the form or that which is perceived by sense, but the
material substance which remains the same under several forms ?
Take away this material substance, about the identity whereof
the dispute is, and mean by body what every plain ordinary per-
son means by that word, to wit, that which is immediately seen
and felt, which is only a combination of sensible qualities, or
ideas: and then their inost unanswerable objections come to
nothing.*
XC%'I. Summary of the consequences of expelling matter.—
Matter being once expelled out of nature, d with it so many
sceptical a.ng impious hotions, such an incredible number of dis-
putes and puzzling questions, which have been thorns in the
sides of divines, as well as philosophers, and made so much fruit-
Iess work for mankind ; that if the arguments we have produced
against it are not found equal to demonstration (as to me they
evidently seem), yet I am sure all friends to knowledge, peace,
and religion, have reason to wish they were.

XCVIL BesipE the external existence of the objects of per-
ception, another great source of errors and difficulties, with re-

to ideal knowledge, is the doctrine of abstract ideas, such as
1t hath been set forth in the introduction. The plainest things
in the world, those we are most intimately acquainted with, and
perfectly know, when they are considered in an abstract way,
appear strangely difficult and incomprehensible. Time, place,

* The answers to objections on the ground of religion, which are concluded in this *
section, were commenced in sect. Ixxxii.
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and motion, taken in particular or concrete, are what every body
knows ; but having passed through the hands of a metaphysician,
they become too abstract and fine to! be apprehended by men of
ordinary sense. Bid your servant meet you at such a fime, in
such a place, and he shall never stay to deliberate on the meaning
of those words: in conceiving that particular time and or
the motion by which he is to get thither, he finds not the least
difficulty. But if #ime be taken, exclusive of all those particular
actions and ideas that diversify the day, merely for the continua-
tion of existence, or duration in abstract, then it will perhaps
vel even a philosopher to comprehend it.

XCVIIL Dilemma.—(For my own part,) whenever I attempt
to frame a simple idea of time, abstracted from the succession of
ideas in my mind, which flows uniformly, and is participated by all
beings, I am lost and embrangled in inextricable difficulties. I
have no notion of it at all, only I hear others say, it is infinitely di-
visible, and speak of it in such a manner as leads me to entertain
odd thoughts of my existence ; [since that doctrine lays one under
an absolute necessity of thinking, either (1) that he passes away
innumerable ages without a thought, or else (2) that he is an-
n'hilated every moment of his life:] both which seem equally
absurd. [Time therefore being nothing, abstracted from the
succession of ideas in our minds, it follows that the duration of any
finite spirit must be estimated by the number of ideas or actions
Bu g each other in that spirit or mind. Hence it is a plain
consequence that the soul always thinks:* and in truth, whoever
shall go about to divide in his thoughts, or abstract the existence
of a spirit from its cogitation, will, I believe, find it no easy task.

XCIX. So likewise, when we attempt to abstract extension
and motion from all other qualities, and consider them by them-
selves, we presently lose sight of them, and run into great ex-
travagancies.t [All which depend on a twofold abstraction:
first, 1t is supposed that extension, for example, may be abstracted
from all other sensible qualities; and secondly, that the entity
of extension may be abstracted from its being perceived.] But
whoever shall reflect, and take care to understand what he says,
will, if I mistake not, acknowledge that all sensible qualities are
alike sensations, and alike real ; that where the extension is, there
is the colour too, to wit, in his mind, and that their archetypes
can exist only in some other mind: and that the objects of sense
are nothing but those sensations combined, blended, or (if one
may so speak) concreted together: none of all which can be
su;g)osed to exist unperceived.

. What it is for a man to be happy, or an object of good,

* Vide Locke'.s Essay on the Human Understanding, Book ii. ch. i. sect. 10.

t *“ Hence ngn those odd paradoxes that the fire is not hot, nor the wall white, &c.,
or that heat and colour are in the objects, nothing but figure and motion.”—Edit. 1710,
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of happiness, prescinded from all particular pleasure, or of good-
ness, from every thing that is good, this is what few can pretend
to. [So likewise, a man may be just and virtuous, without hav-
ing precise ideas of justice and virtue. The opinion that those
and the like words stand for general notions abstracted from all
particular persons and actions, seems to have rendered morality
difficult, and the study thereof of less use to mankind.] And
in effect,* the doctrine of abstraction has not a little contributed
towards spoiling the most useful parts of knowledie.

CI. Of natural philosophy and mathematics.—The two great
¥rovinces of speculative science, conversant about ideas received

rom sense and their relations, are natural philosophy and mathe-

matics ; with regard to each of theseI make some observa-
tions. And first, I shall say somewhat of natural philosogny.
On this subject it is that the sceptics triumph: all that stock of
arguments they produce to depreciate our faculties, and make
mankind appear ignorant and low, are drawn principally from
this head, to wit, that we are under an invincible blindness as to
the true and real nature of things. This they exaggerate, and
love to enlarge on. We are miserably bantered, say they, by
our senses, and amused only with the outside and show of things.
The real essence, the internal qualities, and constitution of every
the meanest object, is hid from our view ; something there is in
every drop of water, every grain of sand, which it is beyond the

wer of iuman understanding to fathom or comprehend. But
1t is evident from what has been shown, that all this complaint is
gronndlees, and that we are influenced by false principles to that

egree as to mistrust our senses, and think we know nothing of

those things which we perfectly comprehend.

CIL [One great inducement to our pronouncing ourselves ig-
norant of the nature of things, is the current opinion that
thing includes within itself the cause of its properties : or that there
is in each object an inward essence, which is the source whence
its discernible qualities flow, and whereon they depend. Somet
have pretended to account for appearances by occult qualities, but
of late they are mostly resolveg) into mechanical causes, 1 to wit,
the ﬁfure, motion, weight, and such like qualities of insensible
particles: whereas in truth there is no other agent or efficient
cause than spiré, it being evident that motion, as well as all other
tdeas, is perfectly inert. See Sect. xxv. Hence, to endeavour
to explain the production of colours or sounds, by figure, motion,

® ¢ One may make & great progress in school ethics, without ever being the wiser or
better man for it, or knowing how to behave himself, in the affairs of life, more to the
advantage of himself, or his neighbours, than he did before. This hint may suffice to
let any one see that.”—Edit. 1710. t The Pen i

t
sect. 6{ 7. Edit. 1843,

the Cartesians. Vide Reid on the Intellectual Powers, y ii, ch, xviii. ¢
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every one may think he knows. But to frame an abetract idea
magnitude, and the like, must needs be labour in vain.* And
aocordingl%e see the attempts of that kind are not at all satis-
factory. ich may be said, in general, of those instances,
wherein one idea or quality is assigned for the cause of another.
[I need not say, how many hypotheses and speculations are left
out, and how mach the study of nature is abridged by this doo-

trine.

CIlL Attraction signifies the effect, not the manner or cause.—
The great mechanical principle now in vogue is attraction. That
a stone falls to the earth, or the sea swells towards the moon, may
to some ap sufficiently explained thereby. But how are we
enlightened by being told this is done by attraction? Is it that
that word signifies the manner of the tendency, and that it is by
the mutual drawing of bodies, instead of their being impelled or
protruded towards each other? but nothing is determined of the
manner or action, and it may as truly (for ought we know) be
termed impulse, or protrusion, as attraction. Again, the parts of
steel we see cohere firmly together, and this also is accounted for
by attraction; but in this, as in the other instances, I do not per-
ceive that any thing is signified besides the effect itself : for as to
the manner of the action whereby it is produced, or the cause
which produces it, these are not so much as aimed at.

CIV. Indeed, if we take a view of the several phenomem\,
and compare them together, we may observe some lkeness and
eonformltg between them. &% For example, in the falling of a
stone to the ground, in the rising of the sea towards the moon, in
cohesion and crystallization, there is something alike, namely a
union or mutual approach of bodies. So that any one of these
or the like phenomena, may not seem strange or surprieing to a
man who hath nicely observed and compared the effects of nature.
For that only is thought so which is uncommon, or a thin%vl})y
itself, and out of the ordinary course of our observation. at
bodies should tend towards the centre of the earth, is not thought
strange, because it is what we perceive every moment of our
lives. But that they should have a like gravitation towards the
centre of the moon, may seem odd and unaccountable to most
men, because it is discerned only in the tides. But a philosopher,
whose thoughts take in a larger compass of nature, having ob-
served a certain similitude of appearances, as well in the heavens
as the earth, that argue innumerable bodies to have a mutual
tendency towards each other, which he denotes by the general
name atfraction, whatever can be reduced to that, he thinks justly
accounted for. Thus he explains the tides by the attraction of

the terraqueous globe towards the moon, which to him doth not

® Because they are inert.
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appear odd or anomalous, but only a particular example of a ge-
neral rule or law of nature.

CV. If therefore we consider the difference there is betwixt
natural philosophers and other men, with regard to their knowledge
of the phenomena, we shall find it consists, [not in an exacter
knowledge of the efficient cause that produces them, for that can
be no other than the will of a spirit, but only in a greater large-
ness of comprehension, whereby analogies, harmonies, and agreements
are discovered in the works of nature, and the particular effects ez-
plained,] that is, reduced to general rules (see Sect. LX1I.), which
rules, grounded on the analogy and uniformness observed in the
production of natural effects, are most agreeable, and sought af-
ter by the mind; [for that they extend our proepect beyond
what is present, and near to us, and enable us to make very pro-
bable conjectures, touching things that may have happened at very
. great distances of time and place, as well as-to predict things to
come ;] which sort of endeavour towards omniscience is much
affected by the mind.

CVL Caution as to the use gf analogies.—[But we should pro-
ceed warily in such things:* for we are apt to lay too great a
stress on analogies, and to the prejudice of truth, humour that

rness of the mind, whereby it is carried to extend its know-
ledge into general theorems.] #% For example, gravitation, or
mutual attraction, because it appears in many instances, some are
straightway for pronouncing universal; and that to aftract, and
be attracted by every other body, is an essential quality inkerent in all
bodies whatsoever. Whereas it appears the fired stars have no
such tendency towards each other: and so far is that gravitation
from being essential to bodies, that in some instances a quite con-
trary principle seems to ehow itself; as in the perpendicular
growth of plants, and the elasticity of the air. There 18 nothing
necessary or essential in the case, but it depends entirely on the
will of the governing spirit, who causes certain bodies to cleave
together, or tend towards each other, according to various laws,
whilst he keeps others at a fixed distance; and to some he gives
a quite contrary tendency to fly asunder, just as he sees conve-
nient.

CVIIL After what has been premised, I think we may lay
down the following conclusions. First, it is plain philosophers
amuse themselves in vain, when they inquire for any natural
efficient cause distinct from a mind or spirit. Secondly, considering
the whole creation is the workmanship of a wise and good agent,

* Vide Reid on the Intellectual Powers, Essay i. ch. iv. sect. 4. et seq. 8vo. edit. 1843.

¢+ * For besides that this could prove a very pleasing entertainment to the mind, it
might be of great advantage,$ in that it net only discovers to us the (1) atiributesof the
Creator, but may also direct us in several instanoes to the (2) preper uses and applicg-
tions of things. .
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it should seem to become qhilosophers to employ their thoughts
contrary to what some hold) about the final causes of things:*
(3) and I must confess, I see no reason why pointing out the
various ends to which natural things are adapted, and for which
they were originally with unspeakable wisdom contrived, should
not be thought Onepﬁ:iOd way of accounting for them,] and alto-
gether worthy a philosopher. Thirdbi, rom what hath been
premised no reason can be drawn, why the kistory of nature
should not still be studied, and observations and experiments made,
which, that they are of use to mankind, and enable us to draw
any general conclusions, is not the result of any immutable habi-
tudes, or relations between things themselves, but only of God’s
ness and kindness to men in the administration of the world.
Sect. xxx., xxx1. Fourthly, by a diligent observation of
the phenomena within our view, we may discover the general laws
of nature, and from them deduce the other phenomena, 1 do not say
demonstrate ; for all deductions of that kind depend on a suppo-
sition that the Author of nature always operates uniformly, and
in a censtant observance of those rules we take for principles:
which we cannot evidently know.

CVIIL Three analogies.—tThose men who frame general rules
fromthe phenomens, and afterwards derive the phenomena from
those rules, seem to consider gigns rather than causes. A man
may well understand natural signs without knowing their aralogy
or being able to (l? say by what rule a thing is so or so.} [And
as it is very possible (2) to write improperly through too strict an
observance of general grammar rules: so in arguing from general
rules of nature, it is not impossible we may extend the analogy
too far, and by that means run into mistakes.]

CIX. [As in (3)reading other books, a wise man will choose to
fix his thoughts on the sense and apply it to use, rather than lay
them out in grammatical remarks on the language ; eo in perusi
the volume of nature, it seems beneath the dignity of the mxlx:ﬁ
to affect an exactness in reducing eack particular phenomenon to
general rules, or showing how it follows iz':m them.| We should
pxrzfose to ourselves nobler views, such as (1) to recreate and
exalt the mind, with a prospect of the beauty, order, extent, and

* This sdvantage threefold: (1) it would help in discovering the attributes of the
Creator ; (2) in directing us to the proper uses of &ings; (3) in pointing out the ends to
which natural things-are adapted.

+ (1) Speaking. (2) Writing. (3) Reading.

t In the edition of 1710, sect. cviii. commences as follows : “* It appears from sect.
Ixvi. (66) that the , consistent methods of nature may not unfitly be styled the
language of its Author, by which he discovers his attributes to our view, and directs us
how to act for the convenience and felicity of life. And to me, those men who frame
general rules from the phenomena, and afterwards derive the phenomena from those rules,
seem to be grammarians, and their art the grammar of nature. [Two ways there are of
- learning a language, either by ruls or by practice.] A man may be well read in the

language of nature, without understanding the grammar of it, or being able to say by
what rule a thing is so or so. .
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variety of natural things: hence, by proper inferences, (2) to
enlarge our notions of the grandeur, wisdom, and beneficence of
the Creator : and lastly, (3) to make the several parts of the crea~
tion, so far as in us lies, subservient to the ends they were de-
igned for, God’s glory, and the sustentation and comfort of our-
:leﬁ::es and fellow-creatures.

CX. The best key for the aforesaid analogy, or natural science,
will be easily acknowledged to be a certain celebrated treatise of
mechanics :* in the entrance of which justly admired treatise,
time, space, and motion, are distinguished into absolute and rela-
tive, true and apparent, mathematical and vulgar i [which distinc-
tion, as it is at large explained by the author, doth suppose those
quantities to have an existence without the mind: and that the
are ordinarily conceived with relation to sensible things, to whi
nevertheless, in their own nature, they bear no relation at all.]

CXI. As for time, as it is there taken in an absolute or
abstracted sense, for the duration or perseverance of the existence
of things, I have nothing more to add concerning it, after what
hath been already said on that subject, Sect. xcviL, xcviir. For
the rest, this celebrated author holds there is an absolute space,
which, being unperceivable to sense, remains in itself similar and
immoveable : and relative space to be the measure thereof, which
being moveable, and defined by its situation in respect of sensible
bodies, is vulgarly taken for immoveable s Place he defines
to be that part of space which is occupied by any body. And
according as the space is absolute or relative, 8o also is the place.
Absolute motion is said to be the translation of a body from abso-
lute place to absolute place, as relative motion is from one relative
place to another. And because the parts of absolute space do not
1all under our senses, instead of them we are obliged to use their
sensible measures: and so define both place and motion with re-
spect to bodies, which we regard as immoveable. But it is said, in
philosophical matters we must abstract from our senses, sinceit may
be, that none of those bodies which seem to be quiescent, are truly
g8o: and the same thing which is moved relatively, may be really
at rest. As likewise one and the same body may be in relative rest
and motion, or even moved with contrary relative motions at the
same time, according as its place is variously defined. ~All which
ambiguity is to be found in the apparent motions, but not at all

* This section is much altered and abridged from the edition of 1710, in which the
commencement is thus given: ‘‘ The best grammar of the kind we are speaking of,
will be easily acknowledged to be a treatise of Mechanics, demonstrated and applied to
nature, by a philosopher of a neighbouring nation, whom all the world admire.t I
shall not take upon me to make remarks on that extraordinary person : only some things
he has advanced, so directly opposite to the doctrine we have ilﬂ:a‘to laid down, that we
should be wanting in the regmuo to the authority of so great a man, did we not take
some notice of them.”

t Newton.
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in the true or absolute, which should therefore be alone regarded
in philosophy. And the true, we are told, are distinguished from
apparent or relative motions by the following properties. First,
in true or absolute motion, all parts which preserve the same
position with respect to the whole, partake of the motions of the
whole. Secondly, the place being moved, that which is placed
therein is also moved: so that a body moving in a place which is
in motion, doth participate the motion of its place. Thirdly,
true motion is never generated or changed, otherwise than by
force impressed on the dody itself. Fourthly, true motion is
always changed by force impressed on the body moved. Fifthly,
in circular motion barely relative, there is no centrifugal force,
which nevertheless in that which is true or absolute, is propor-
tional to the quantity of motion.

CXI1I. Motion, "whether real or a , relative—But not~
withstanding what hath been said, it doth not appear to me, that
there can be any motion other than relative : so that to conceive
motion, there must be at least conceived two bodies, whereof the
distance or position in to each other is varied. Hence if
there was one only body 1n being, it could not possibly be moved.
This seems evident, in that the idea I have of motion doth

ecessarily include relation.*

CXIIL Apparent motion denied.—But though in every motion
it be necessary to conceive more bodies than one, yet it may be
that one only is moved, namely that on which the force causing
the change of distance is impressed, or in other words, that to
which the action is applied. For however some may define rela~
tive motion, so as to term that body moved, which changes its
distance from some other body, whether the force or action
causing that change were applied to it, or no: yet as relative
motion is that whici is perceived by sense, and regarded in the
ordinary affairs of life, it should seem that every man of common
sense knows what it is, as well as the best philosopher: now I
ask any one, whether in this sense of motion as he walks along
the streets, the stones he passes over may be said to move, because
they change distance with his feet? [To me it seems, that though
motion includes a relation of one thing to another, yet i is not
necessary that each term of the relation be denominated from it.]
As a man may think of somewhat which doth not think, so a
body may be moved to or from another body, which is not there-
fore itself in motion.} .

CXIV. "As the place happens to be variously defined, the
motion which is related to it varies. % A man in a ship may

. * “This to me secrus very evident, in that the idea I have of motion does necessarily
involve relation in it. Whether others can conceive it otherwise, a little attention may
satisfy them.”—Edit. 1710, 8vo.

t ‘“ I mean relative motion, for other 1 am not able to conceive.”— Edit. 1710.

VOL. 1. . K
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be said to be quiescent, with relation to the sides of the vessel,
and yet move with relation to the land. Or he may move east-
mm{ in respect-of the one, and westward in respect of the other.
In the common affairs of life, men never go beyond the earth to
define the place of any body: and what 18 quiescent in respect
of that, is accounted absolutely to be so. But philosophers, who
have a greater extent of thought, and juster notions of the system
of things, discover even the earth itself to be moved. [In order
therefore to fix their notions, they seem to conceive the corporeal
world as finite, and the utmost unmoved walls or shell thereof
to be the place whereby they estimate true motions.] If we
sound our own conceptions, I believe we may find all the abso-
lute motion we can frame an idea of, to be at bottom no other
than relative motion thus defined. For as hath been already
observed, absolute motion exclusive of all external relation is in-
comprehensible: and to this kind of relative motion, all the
above-mentioned properties, causes, and effects ascribed to abso-
lute motion, will, if I mistake not, be found to agree. As to
what is eaid of the centrifugal force, that it doth not at all belong
to circular relative motion: I do not see how this follows from
the experiment which is brought to prove it. See Philosophie
Naturalis Principia Mathematica, in Schol. Def. VIIL. - For
the water in the vessel, at that time wherein it is said to have
the greatest relative circular motion, hath, I think, no motion at
all; as is plain from the foregoing section.

CXYV. [For to denominate a body moved, it is requisite, first,
that it change its distance or situation with regard to some other
body : and secondly, that the force or action occasioning that
chn.nie be ‘:E’I:Iied to it.] If either of these be wanting, I do
not think that agreeable to the sense of mankind, or the pro-
priety of language, a body can be said to be in motion. I grant
indeed, that it is possible for us to think a body, which we see
change its distance from some other, to be moved, though it have
no force applied to it, (in which sense there may be apparent
motion,) but then it is, because the force causing the change of
distance is imagined by us to be applied or impressed on that
body thought to move. Which indeed shows we are capable of
mistaking a thing to be in motion which is not, and that is all ;
*but does not prove that, in the common acceptation of motion,
a body is moved merely because it changes distance from
another; since as soon as we are undeceived, and find that the
moving force was not communicated to it, we no longer hold it
to be moved. [So on the other hand, when one only body, the

rts whereof preserve a given position between themselves, is
mmagined to exist; some there are who think that it can be moved

* The remainder of the section is taken from the edition of 1710.
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all manner of ways, though without any change of distance or
situation to any other bodies ; which we should not deny, if they
meant only that it might have an impressed force, which, upon
the bare creation of other bodies, would produce a motion of some
certain quantity and determination.] :g:'lt that an actual motion
(distinct from the impressed force, or power productive of change
of place, in case there were bodies present whereby to define it)
can exist in such a single body, I must confess I am not able to
comprehend.

CXVI. Any idea of pure space relative—From what hath
been said, it follows that the philosophic consideration of motion
doth not imply the being of an absolute space, distinct from that
which is perceived by sense, and related to bodies: which that it
cannot exist without the mind, is clear upon the same principles,
that demonstrate the like of all other objects of sense. And
Eirhaps, if we inquire narrowly, we shall find we cannot even

me an idea of pure space ezclusive of all body. This, I must
confess, seems impossible, as being a most abstract idea. When
I excite a motion in some part of my body, if it be free or with~
out resistance, I say there is space: but if I find a resistance, then
I say there is body : and in proportion as the resistance to motion
is lesser or greater, I say the space is more or less pure. So that
when I speak of pure or empty space, it is not to be supposed,
that the word space stands for an idea distinct from, or conceiv-
able without body and motion. Though indeed we are apt to
think every noun substantive stands for a distinct idea, that may be
separated from all others : which hath occasioned infinite mistakes.
[When therefore supposing, all the world to be annihilated besides
my own body, I say there still remains pure space: thereby
nothing else is meant, but only that I conceive 1t possible for
the limbs of my body to be moved on all sides without the least
resistance: but if that too were annihilated, then there could be
no motion, and consequently no space.] Some perhaps may
think the sense of seeing doth furnish them with the idea of pure
space ; but it is plain from what we have elsewhere shown, that
the ideas of space and distance are not obtained by that sense.
See the Essay concerning Vision. -

CXVIL What is here laid down seems to put an end to all
those disputes and difficulties which have sprung up amongst the
learned concerning the nature of pure space. [But the chief ad-
vantage arising from it is, that we are freed from that dangerous
dilemma, to wiich several who have employed their thoughts on
this subject imagine themselves reduced, to wit, of thinking
either that real space is God, or else that there is something
beside God which is eternal, uncreated, infinite, indivisible, im-
mutable.] Both which may justly be thought pernicious and
absurd notions. It is certain that not a few divines, as wzell as

K
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Philosophers of Ereat note, have, from the difficulty they found
1 conceiving either limits or annihilation of space, concluded it
must be divine. And some of late have set themselves particu-
larly to show, that the incommunicable attributes of God agree
to it. 'Which doctrine, how unworthy soever it may seem of the
divine nature, yet I do not see how we can get clear of it, so long
a8 we adhere to the received opinions.

CXVIIL. The errors arising from the doctrines of abstraction
and external material existences, influence mathematical reasonings.—
Hitherto of natural philosophy: we come now to make some in-
quiry concerning that other great branch of speculative knowledge,
to wit, mathematics. 'These, how celebrated soever the may
be for their clearness and certainty of demonstration, wiich 18
hardly any where else to be found, cannot nevertheless be sup-

ed altogether free from mistakes, if in their principles there
urks some secret error, which is common to the professors of
those scienices with the rest of mankind. Mathematicians, though
they deduce their theorems from a great height of evidence, yet
therr first principles are limited by the consiﬁeration of quantity:
and they do not ascend into any inquiry concerning those tran-
scendental maxims, which influence n.{[v the particular sciences,
each part whereof, mathematics not excepted, doth consequently
Erticipate of the errors involved in them. That the principles

id down by mathematicians are true, and their way of deduction
from those principles clear and incontestable, we do not deny.
But we hold, there may be certain erroneous maxims of greater
extent than the object of mathematics, and for that reason not
expressly mentioned, though tacitly supposed throughout the
whole progress of that science; and that the ill effects of those
secret, unexamined errors are diffused through all the branches
thereof. [To be plain, we suspect the mathematicians are, as
well as other men, concerned in the errors (1) arising from the
doctrine of abstract general ideas, and (2) the existence of objects
without the mind.]

CXIX. Arithmetic hath been thought to have for its object
abstract ideas of uumber. Of which to understand the properties
and mutual habitudes is supposed no mean part of speculative
knowledge. The opinion of the pure and intellectual nature of
numbers in abstract, hath made them in esteem with those philo-
sophers, who seem to have affected an uncommon fineness and
elevation of thought. It hath set a price on the most trifling
numerical speculations, which in practice are of no use, but serve
only for amusement: and hath therefore so far infected the
minds of some, that they have dreamt of mighty mysteries in-
volved in numbers, and attempted the explication of natural
things by them. But if we inquire into our own thoughts, and
consider what hath been premised, we may perhaps entertain a,
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low opinion of those high flights and abstractions, and look on all
inquiries about numbers, only as so many difficiles nuge, so far as
;il}ey are not subservient to. practice, and promote the benefit of

e.

CXX. [ Unity in abstract we have before considered in Sect. xJ11.,
from which and what has been said in the Introduction, it plainly
follows there is not any such idea. But number being defined a
collection of units, we may conclude that, if there no such
thing as unity or unit in abstract, there are no ideas of number
in abstract denoted by the numeral names and figures.] The
theories therefore in arithmetic, if they are abstraoted from the
names and figures, as likewise from all use and practice, as well
as from the particular things numbered, can be supposed to have
nothing at all for their object. Henoe we may see, how entirely
the science of numbers is subordinate to practice, and how jejune
and trifling it beeomes, when considered as a matter of mere
speeulation.

CXXI. However since there may be some, who, deluded by
the specious show of discovering abstracted verities, waste their
time in arithmetical theorems and problems, whieh have not any
use : it will not be amiss, if we more fully consider, and expose
the vanity of that pretence; and this will plainly appear, by
taking a view of arithmetic in its infancy, observing what 1t
was that ori{um]l put men on the étudy of that science, and to
what scope they grecﬁed it. It is natural to think that at first
men, for ease of memory and help of computation, made use of
counters, or in writing of single strokes, points, or the like, each
whereof was made to signify a unit, that is, some one thing of
whatever kind they had occasion to reckon. Afterwards ntiey
found out the more compendious ways, of makm(f one character
stand in place of several strokes, or points. And lastly, the no-
tation of the Arabians or Indians came into use, wherein, by the
repetition of a few characters or figures, and varying the signifi-

“eation of each figure according to the place ita;{rtams, all num-
bers may be most aptly expressed: which seems to have been
done in imitation of , 80 that an exact analogy is
observed betwixt the notation by figures and names, the nine
simple figures answering the nine first numeral names and places
in the former, corresponding to deneminations in the latter. And
agreeably to those conditions of the simple and local value of

were contrived methods of finding from the given figures

or marks of the parts, what figures, and how placed, are proper to
denote the whole, or vice versd. And having found the sought
figures, the same rule or analog{s beins observed throughout, it
is easy to read them into words; and so the number becomes
ectly known. For then the number of any particular things

18 said to be known, when we know the names or figures (with
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their due arrangement) that according to the standing analo,
belong to them. For these signs being known, we can, by the
operations of arithmetic, know the signs of any part of the par-
ticular sums signified by them ; and thus computing in signs (be-
cause of the connexion established betwixt them and the distinct
multitudes of things, whereof one is taken for a unit), we may
be able rightly to sum up, divide, and proportion the things
themselves that we intend to number.

CXXIL [In arithmetic therefore we not the things but
the signs, which nevertheless are not ed for their own sake,
but because they direct us how o act with relation to things, and
dis rightly of them.] [Now agreeably to what we have
before observed of words in general (Sect. x1x. Introd.), it
halé)pens here likewise, that abstract ideas are thought to be sig-
nified by numeral names or characters, while they do not suggest
ideas of particular things to our minds.] I shaﬁ not at present
enter into a more particular dissertation on this subject ; but only
observe that it is evident from what hath been saij, those things
which pass for abstract truths and theorems concerning numbers
are, in reality, conversant about no object distinct from particular
numerable things, except only names and characters; which ori-
ginally came to be considered on no other account but their being
signs, or capable to represent aptly whatever particular things
men had need to compute. Whence it follows, that to study them
for their own sake would be just as wise, and to as good purpose,
as if a man, neglecting the true use or original intention and sub-~
serviency of language, should spend his time in impertinent criti-
cisms Xligon words, or reasonings and controversies purely verbal.

- C IIL From numbers we proceed to speak of extension,
which considered as relative, is the object of geometry. The in~
Jinite divisibility of finite extension, though it is not expressly
laid down, either as an axiom or theorem in the elements of that
science, yet is throughout the same every where supposed, and
thought to have so inseparable and essential a connexion with the
principles and demonstrations in geometry,-that mathematicians
never admit it into doubt, or make the least question of it. And
as this notion is the source from whence do spring all those
amusing geometrical paradoxes, which have such a direct repug-
nancy to the plain common sense of mankind, and are admitted
with so much reluctance into a mind not yet debauched by
learning ; 80 is it the principal occasion of xﬁ that nice and ex-
treme subtilty, which renders the study of mathematics so difficult
and tedious. [Hence, if we can make it appear that no finite
extension contains innumerable parts, or is infinitely divisible, it
follows that we shall at once clear the science of geometry from
a great number of difficulties and contradictions, wiich have ever
been esteemed a reproach to human reason, and withal make the
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attainment thereof a business of much less time and pains than
it hitherto hath been.]

CXXIV. [Every particular finite extension, which may pos-
sibly be the object of our thought, is an idea existing only in the
mind, and ‘consequently eack part thereof must be perceived. If
therefore I cannot perceive innumerable parts in any finite exten-
sion that I consider, it is certain that they are;not contained in
it]: but it is evident, that I cannot distinguish innumerable
parts in any particular line, surface, or solid, which I either per-
ceive by sense, or figure to myself in my mind: wherefore I
conclude they are not contained in it. Nothing can be plainer
to me, than that the extensions I have in view are no other than
my own ideas, and it is no less plain, that I cannot resolve any
one of my ideas into an infinite number of other ideas, that is,
that they are not infinitely divisible. If by finite extension be
meant something distinct from a finite idea, I declare I do not
know what that 1s, and so cannot affirm or deny any thing of it.
But if the terms eztension, parts, and the like, are taken In any
sense conceivable, that is, for ideas ; then to say a finite quantity
or extension consists of parts infinite in number, is so manifest a
contradiction, that every one at first sight acknowledges it to be
80. And it is impossible it should ever gain the assent of any
reasonable creature, who is not.brought to it by gentle and slow
degrees, as a converted gentile to the belief of transubstantiation.
Ancient and rooted prejudices do often into principles: and
those propositions which once obtain the force and credit of a
principle, are not only themselves, but likewise whatever is de-
du:im from them, thought privileged from all examination.
And there is no absurdity so gross, which by this means the mind
of man may not be pre to swallow.

CXXY. [(1) He whose understanding is prepossessed with
the doctrine of abstract general ideas, may be persuaded, that
(whatever be thought of the ideas of sense) extension in abstract
is infinitely divisible. (2) And one who thinks the objects of
sense exist without the mind, will perhape in virtue thereof be
brought to admit, that a line but an inch long may contain innu-
merable parts really existing, though too small to be discerned.]
These errors are as well in the minds of geometricians, as
of other men, and have a like influence on their reasonings ; and
it were no difficult thing, to show how the ments from
geometry, made use of .to support the infinite divisibility of ex-
tension, are bottomed on them. [At present we shall only ob-
serve in general, whence it is that the mathematicians are all so
fond aud tenacious of this doctrine.

CXXYVL It hath been observed in another place, that the
theorems and demonstrations in geometry are conversant about
universal ideas. Sect. XV. Int.roi V%ere it is explained in
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lines and figures included in the diagram, are sup, to stand
for innumerable others of different sizes: or in other words, the
geometer considers them abstracting from their magnitude : which

oth not imply that he forms an abstract idea, but only that he
cares not what the particular magnitude is, whether great or small,
but looks on that as a thing indifferent to the demonstration:
[bence it follows, that a line in the scheme, but an inch long,
must be spoken of as though it contained ten thousand parts,
since it is rded not in itself, but as it is universal; and it is
universal only in its signification, whereby it represents innu-
merable lines greater than itself, in which may be distinguished
ten thousand parts or more, though there may not be above an
inch in it.  After this manner the properties of the lines signified
are (by a usual re) transferred to the sign, and thence
through mi';ﬁe thought to appertain. to it oons;z,-nredlin its own
nature. :

CXXVIL Because there is no number of parts so great, but
it is possible there may be a line containing more, the inch-line is
said to contain parts more than any assignable number ; which is
true, not of the inch taken absolutely, but only for the thi
signified by it. But men not retaining that distinction in their
thoughts, slide into a belief that the small particular line de-
scribed on paper contains in itself parts innumerable. There is
no such thing as the ten-thousandth part of an inch; but there
is of a mile or diameter of the earth, which may be signified by
that inch. 'When therefore I delineate a triangle on paper, and
take one side not above an inch, for example, in%ength, to be the
radius ; this 1 consider as divided into ten thousand or a hun-
dred thousand parts, or more. For though the ten thousandth
part of that line, considered in itself, is nothing at all, and conse-
quently may be neglected without any error or inconveniency ;
yet these described lines being only marks standing for greater
quantities, whereof it may be the ten-thousandth part 18 very
considerable, it follows, that to prevent notable errors in practice,
the radius must be taken of ten thousand parts, or more.

CXXVIIL Lines which are infinitely divisible—From what
hath been said the reason is plain why, to the end any theorem
may become universal in its use, it is necessary we speak of the
lines described on paper, as though they contained parts which
really they do not. In doing of which, if we examine the
matter throughly, we shall perhaps discover that we cannot con-
ceive an inch itself as. consisting of, or being divisible into a
thousand parts, (gbut only some other line which is far greater
than an inch, and represented by it.] And that when we say a
line is infinitely divisible, we must mean a line which is infinitely
great. hat we have here observed seems to be the chief cause,

what sense this ought to be understood, to wit, that Ei‘:};z:arﬁclﬂar
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why to supgose the iofinite divisibility of finite extension hath
been thought necessary in geometry.

CXXIX. The several absurdities and contradictions which
flowed from this false principle might, one would think, have
been esteemed so many demonstrations against it. [But by I
know not what logic, it is held that proofs a posteriori are not to
be admitted against propositions relating to infinity. As though
it were not im: ibYe even for an infinte mind to reconcile con-
tradictions. as if any thing absurd and repugnant could
have a mecessary connexion with truth, or flow fgom it.] But
whoever considers the weakness of this pretence, will think it
was contrived on pu to humour the laziness of the mind,
which had rather acquiesce in an indolent scepticism, than be at
the pains to go through with a severe examination of those
principles it hath ever embraced for true.

CXXX. Of late the speculations about infinites have run so

- high, and grown to such strange notions, as have occasioned no
small scruples and disputes among the geometers of the present

e. Some there are of great note, who, not content with
holding that finite lines may be divided into an infinite number
of parts, do yet further maintain, that each of those infinite-
eimals is itself subdivisible into an infinity of other parts, or
infinitesimals of a second order, and 8o on ad infinitum. These,
I say, assert there are infinitesimals of infinitesimals of infi-
nitesimals, without ever coming to an end. So that according
to them an inch doth not barncﬁy contain an infinite number of
parts, but an infinity of an infinity of an infinity ad infinitum of

arts. Others there be who hold all orders of infinitesimals be-
ow the first to be nothing at all, thinking it with good reason
absurd, to imagine there is any positive quantity or part of ex-
tension, which though multiphed infinitely, can ever equal the
smallest given extension. And yet on the other hand it seems
no less absurd, to think the square, cube, or other power of a
positive real root, should itself be nothing at all; which they
who hold infinitesimals of the first order, denying all of the sub-
sequent orders; are obliged to maintain.

CXXXI. Objection of mathematicians.— Answer.—Have we not
therefore reason to conclude, that they are botk in the wrong, and
that there is in effect no such thing as parts infinitely small, or an
infinite number of parts eontainef in any finite quantity ? But
you will say, that if this doctrine obtains, it will follow (1) that
the very foundations of geometry are destroyed : and those great
men who have raised that science to so astonishing a height,
have been all the while building a castle in the air. %To this it
may be replied, that whatever is useful in geometry and promotes
the benefit of human life, doth still remain firm and unshaken on
our principles.] That science, considered as practical, will rather
receive advantage than any prejudice from what hath been said.
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But to set this in a due light, may be the subject of a distinct .
inquiry. For the rest, though it should follow that some of the
more intricate and subtle parts of speculative mathematics may be

red off without any prejudice to truth; yet I do not see what

mage will be thence derived to mankind. On the contrary, it
were highly to be wished, that men of great abilities and obsti-
nate application would draw off their thoughts from those amuse-
ments, and employ them in the study of such things as lie nearer
the concerns of life, or have a more direct influence on the
manners.

CXXXII. Second objection of mathematicians.— Answer.—If
it be said that several theorems undoubtedly true, are discovered
by methods in which infinitesimals are e use of, which could
never have been, if their existence included a contradiction in it.

I answer, that upon a thorough examination it will not be found;
t in any instance it is necessary to make use of or conceive
infinitesimal parts of finite lines, or even quantities less than the
minimum sensibile : nay, it will be evident this is never done, it

being impossible. ]*

C%(X IIL If the doctrine were only an hypothesis it should be
respected for its consequences.—By what we have premised, it is
plain that very numerous and important errors have taken their
rise from those false principles, which were impugned in the fore-
going parts of this treatise. And the opposites of those erro-
neous tenets at the same time appear to be most fruitful prin-
ciples, from whence do flow innumerable consequences lnghly

vantageous to true philosophy as well as to religion. Par-
ticularly, matter or the absolute existence of corporeal objects, hath
been shown to be that wherein the most avowed and pernicious
enemies of all knowledge, whether human or divine, have ever

laced their chief strength and confidence. And surely, if by
sistinguishing the real existence of untiinking things from their
being perceived, and allowing them a substance of their own out
of the minds of epirits, (1) no one thing is explained in nature;
but on the contrary a great many inexplicable difficulties arise:
if (2) the supposition of matter is barely precarious, as not being
grounded on so much as one single reason: if (3) its consequences
cannot endure the lz‘zlzt of examination and free inquiry, but screen
themselves under the dark and general pretence of infinites being
incomprehensible : if withal (4) the removal of this matter be not

* The following isadded in the edition of 1710:—* And whatever mathema-
ticiana may think of fluzions or the differential calculus and the like, a little reflection will
show them, that in working by those methods, they do not conceive or imagine lines or
surfaces less than what are perceivable to sense. They may, indeed, call those little
and almost insensible quantities infinitesimals or infinitesimals of infinitesimals, if they
please : but at bottom this is all, they being in truth finite, nor docs the solution of
trobltz:: Tequire the supposing any other. But this will be more clearly made out

ereafter.”
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attended with the least evil consequence, if it be not even missed
in the world, but every thing as well, nay much easier conceived
without it : if lastly, (5) both sceptics and atheists are for ever
silenced upon supposing only spirits and ideas, and this scheme of
thinﬁ: is perfectly agreeable both to reason and religion : me-
thinks we may expect it should be admitted and firmly embraced,
though it were proposed only as an hypothests, and the existence
of matter had been allowed possible, which yet I think we have
evidently demonstrated that it is not.

C IV. True it is, that in consequence of the foregoi
principles, several disputes and speculations, which are esteem
no mean parts of learning, are rejected as useless. But how
great a prejudice soever against our notions, this may give to
those who have already been deeply engaged, and made large ad-
vances in studies of that nature: yet by others, we hope it will
not be thought any just ground of dislike to the principles and
tenets herein laid down, that they abridge the labour of study, and
make human sciences more clear, compendious, and attainable,
than they were before.

CXXXYV. HAvVING despatched what we intended to say con-
cerning the knowledge of ideas, the method we proposed leads us,
in the next place, to treat of spirits :* with regard to which,
perhaps human knowledge is not so deficient as is vulgarly ima-
gined. [The great reason that is assigned for our being ought
Enora.nt of the nature of spirits, is, our not having an idea of 1t.]

ut surely it ought not to be looked on as a defect in a human
understanding, that it does not perceive the idea of spiri, if it is
manifestly impossible there should be any such idea. And this, if I
mistake not, has been demonstrated in Sect. XxVvi1I.; to which I
shall here add [that a spirit has been shown to be the only sub-
stance or support, -wherein the unthinking beings or ideas can
exist : but that this substance which supports or perceives ideas
ghould itself be an idea, or like an idea, is evidently absurd.]

CXXXVI. Objection.— Answer.—[It will per{ape be said,
that we want a senset (as some have imagined) proper to know
substances withal, which if we had, we might know our own soul,
as we do a triangle. To this I answer, that in case we had a
new sense bestowed upon us, we could only receive thereby some
new sensations or ideas of sense. But I believe nobody wi s:.-{,
that what he means by the terms soul and substance, is only
some particular sort of idea or sensation.] We may therefore
infer, that all things duly considered, it is not more reasonable
to think our facuﬁ?es defective, in that they do not furnish us
with an idea of spirit or active thinking substance, than it would
be if we should blame them for not being able to comprehend a
round square.

® Vide sect. xxvii. ¢ Vide sect. Ixxviii.
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CXXXVIIL From the opinion (1) that spirits are to be known
after the manner of an idea® or sensation, have risen many absurd
and heterodox tenets, and much scepticism about the nature of
the soul. [It is even probable, that this opinion may have pro-
duced a doubt in some, whether they had any soul at all distinct
from their body, since upon inquiry they could not find they kad
an idea of it.] That an idea, which is inactive, and the existence
whereof consists in being perceived, should be the image or like-
ness of an agent subsisting by iteelf, seems no need to other refu-~
tation, than barely attending to what is meant by those words.
[But perhaps you will say, tint though an tdea cannot resemble a
spirit, in its thinking, acting, or subsisting by itself, yet it may
in some other respects: and it is not necessary that an idea or
image be in all respects like the original.]

lmégXXXVIII. [£ answer, if it does nut in those mentioned, it

is impossible it should represent it in any other thing. Do but
leave out the power of willing, thinking, and perceiving ideas,
and there remains nothing else wherein the idea can be like a
spirit.] For by the word spirit we mean only that which thinks,
wills, and perceives; this, and this alone, constitutes the signifi-
cation of that term. If, therefore, it is impossible that any
degree of those powers should be represented in an ides, it 18
evident there can be no idea of a spirit.

CXXXIX. [But it will be objected, (2)t that if there is ne
idea signified by the terms soul, spirit, and substance, they are
wholly insignificant, or have no meaning in them. I answer,
those words do mean- or signify a real thing, which is neither an
idea nor like an idea, but that which perceives ideas, and wills,
and reasons about them.] What I am myself, that which I de-
note by the term I, is the same with what is meant by soul or
spiritual substance. If it be said that this is oply quarrelling at
a word, and that since the immediate significations of other
names are, by common consent, called ideas, no reason can be
assigned, why that which is signified by the name spirit or soul,
may not partake in the same appellation. answer, all the un-
thinking objects of the mind agree, in that they are entirely
passive, and their existence consists only in being perceived :
whereas a soul or spirit is an active being, whose existence con-
sists not in being perceived, but in perceiving ideas and thinking.
It is therefore necessary, in order to prevent equivocation, and
confounding natures perfectly disagreeing and unlike, that we
distinguish between spirit andy tdea. See Sect. XXVIL]

CXL. Our idea gf spirit—[In a large sense indeed, we may
be said to have an idea, or rather a notion of spirit, that is, (1)
we understand the meaning of the word, otherwise we could not

* Vide sect. cxxxix. . t Vide sect. cxxxvii.
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affirm or deny any thing of it. Moreover, (2) as we conceive
the ideas that are i the minds of other spirits by means of our
own, which we suppose to be resemblances of them: so we know
other spirits by means of our own soul, which in that sense is
the image or idea of them, it having a like respect to other spi-
rits, that bluehess or heat by me perceived hath to those ideas
perceived by another.]*

CXLI. The natural immortality of ihe soul is a necessary con-
sequence of the foregoing doctrine.t—[It must not be supposed,
that they who assert the natural immortality of the soul Ero:e of
opinion that it is absolutely incapable of annihilation, even by the
infinite power of the Creator who first gave it being: but only
that it is not liable to be broken or dissolved by the ordinary
laws of nature or motion.] They, indeed, who hold the soul of
man to be only a thin vital flame, or system of animal spirits,
make it perishing and corruptible as the body, since there is
nothing more easily dissipated than such a being, which it is
naturally impossible should survive the ruin of the tabernacle
wherein it is enclosed. And this notion hath been greedily
embraced and cherished by the worst part of mankind, as the
most effectual antidote against all impressions of virtue and
religion. But it hath been made evident, that bodies, of what
frame or texture soever, are barely passive ideas in the mind,
which is more distant and heterogeneous from them, than light
is from darkness. [We have shown that the soul is indivisible,
incorporeal, unextended, and it is consequently incorruptible.
Nothing can be plainer, than that the motions, changes, decays,
and dissolutions, which we hourly see befall natural bodies (and
which is what we mean by the course of nature ), cannot possibly
affect an active, simple, uncompounded substance: such a being
therefore is indissoluble by the force of nature, that is to say, the
soul ;{I:nan is naturally immortal.]

CXLII. After what hath been said, it is I suppose plain,
that our souls are not to be known in the same manner as senseless,
inactive objects, or by way of idea. Spirits and ideas are things
so wholly different, that when we say they exist, they are known,
or the like, these words must not be thou%ht to signify any
thing common to both natures. There is nothing alike or com-
mon in them : and to expect that by any multiplication or en-
largement of our faculties, we may be enabled to know a spirit
as we do a triangle, seems as absurd as if we should hope to see
a sound. This is inculcated because I imagine it may be of
moment towards clearing several important questions, and pre-
venting some very dangerous errors concerning the nature of the

® Vide Reid on the Intellectual Powers. Easay ii. ch. x. sect. 13. Edit. 1843.
t * But before we attempt to prove that, it is fit that we explain the meaning of that
tenet,”—Original edition.
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soul. We may not, I think, strictly be said to have an idea of
an active being, or of an action, although we may be said to
have a notion of them. I have some knowledge or notion of my
mind, and its acts about ideas, inasmuch as I know or understand
what is meant by those words. What I know, that I have some
notion of. I will not say that the terms idea and notion may not
be used convertibly, if the world will have it so. But yet it
conduceth to clearness and propriety, that we distinguish things
very different by different names. It is also to be remarked,
that, all relations including an act of the mind, we cannot so pro-
perly be said to have an idea, but rather a notion of the rela-
tions or habitudes between things. But if, in the modern way,
the word idea is extended to spirits, and relations, and acts; this
is, after all, an affair of verbal concern.

CXLIII It will not be amiss to add, that the doctrine of
abstract ideas hath had no small share in rendering those sciences
tntricate and obscure, whick are particularly conversant about
spiritual things. [Men have imagined they could frame abstract
notions of the powers and acts of the mind, and consider them
prescinded, as well from the mind or spirit itself, as from their
respective objects and effects.] Hence a great number of dark
and ambiguous terms, presumed to stand for abstract notions,
have been introduced into metaphysics and morality, and from
fheseel:lave grown infinite distractions and disputes amongst the
earned.

CXLIV.* [But nothing seems more to have contributed
towards engaging men in controversies and mistakes, with re-
gard to the nature and operations of the mind, than the e
used to speak of those things in terms borrowed from sensible ideas.
&% For example, the will is termed the motion of the soul: this
infuses a belief, that the mind of man is as a ball in motion,
impelled and determined by the objects of sense, as necessarily
as that is by the stroke of a racket. Hence arise endless scru-
ples and errors of dangerous conmsequence in morality. All
which, I doubt not, may be cleared, and truth appear plain, uni-
form, and consistent, could but philosophers be prevailed on to
retire into themselves, and attentively consider their own meaning.

CXLYV. Knowledge of spirits not immediate—[ From what hat!
been said, it is plain that we cannot Anow the existence of other
spirits otherwise than by their operations, or the ideas by them ez-
cited in us. I perceive several motions, changes, and combina-~
tions of ideas, that inform me there are certain particular agents
like myself, which accompany them, and concur in their produc-

® We are said to have an idea of spirit because (1) an opinion of spirit may be had
in the manner of an idea. Sect. cxl. $2) It has been thought practicable to have an
abetract idea of the powers and acts of the mind. Sect. oxlni. (3) These powers are
spoken of in terms borrowed from sensible objects. Sect. cxliv.
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tion.] [Hence the knowledge I have of other spirits is not im-
mediate, as is the knowledge of my ideas ; but depending on the
intervention of ideas, by me referred to agents or spirits distinct
from myself, as effects or concomitant signs.]

CXLVI But though there be some things which convince
us human agents are concerned in producing them; yet it is
evident to every one, that those things which are called the
works of nature, that is, the far greater part of the ideas or sen-
sations perceived by us, are not produced by, or dependent on,
the wills of men. There is therefore some other spirit that
causes them, since it is repugnant that they should subsist by
themselves. See Sect. xx1Xx. But if we attentively consider the
constant regularity, order, and concatenation of natural things,
the surprising magnificence, beauty, and perfection of the larger,
and the exquisite contrivance of the smaller parts of the creation,
t?ether with the exact harmony and correspondence of the
whole, but, above all, the never enough admired laws of Pain
and pleasure, and the instincts or natural inclinations, appetites,
and passions of animals; I say if we consider all these things,
and at the same time attend to the meaning and import of the
attributes, one, eternal, infinitely wise, good, and perfect, we
shall clearly perceive that they belong to the aforesaid spirit,
who works all in all, and by whom all things consist.

CXLVIL The ezistence of God more evident than that of man.
—Hence it is evident, that God is known as certainly and im-
mediately as any other mind or spirit whatsoever, distinct from
ourselves. e may even assert, that the existence of God is
far more evidently perceived than the existence of men; because
the effects of nature are infinitely more numerous and considerable
than those ascribed to human agents.] There is not any ome
mark that denotes a man, or effect produced by him, which doth
not more strongly evince the being of that Spirit who is the
Author of nature. [For it is evident that in affecting other per-
sons, the will of man hath no other object than barely the
motion of the limbs of his body ; but that such a motion should be
attended by, or excite any idea in the mind of another, depends
wholly on the will of the Creator.] He alone it is who, * uphold-
ing all things by the word of his power,” maintains that intercourse
between spirits, whereby they are able to perceive the existence
of each other. And yet this pure and clear light, which en-
lightens every one, is itself invisible (to the greatest part of
mankind.‘%

CXLVIII. It seems to be a general pretence of the unthinking
herd, that they cannot see God. Could we but see him, say they,
a8 we see a man, we should believe that he is, and believing

¢ Orig. Edit.
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obey his commands. But, alas, we need only open our eyes to
see the sovereign Lord of all things with a more full and clear
view, than we do any one of our fellow-creatures. Not that I
imagine we see God-(as some will have it) by a direct and im-
mediate view, or see corporeal things, not by themselves, but b
sceing that which represents them in the essence of God, whicﬁ
doctrine is, I must confess, to me incomprehensible. But I shall
explain my meaning. A human spirit or person is not perceived
by sense, as not being an idea; when therefore we sece the
colour, size, figure, and motions of a man, we perceive only cer-
tain sensations or ideas excited in our own minds: and these
being exhibited to our view in sundry distinct collections, serve
to mark out unto us the existence of finite and created spirits
like ourselves. [Hence it is plain, we do not see a man, iIf by
man is meant that which lives, moves, perceives, and thinks as
we do : -but only such a certain collection of ideas, as directs us
to think there is a distinct principle of thought and motion like
to ourselves, accompanying and represented by it.] And after
the same manner we see God ; all the difference is, that whereas
some one finite and narrow assemblage of ideas denotes a par-
ticular human mind, whithersoever we direct our view, we do at
all times and in all places perceive manifest tokens of the
divinity : every thing we see, hear, feel, or anywise perceive by
sense, being a sign or effect of the ﬁower of God; as is our per-
ception of those very motions which are produced by men.
CXLIX. It is therefore plain, that nothing can be more evi-
dent to any one that is capable of the least reflection, than the
existence of God, or a Sprit who is intimately present to our
minds, producing in them all that variety of ideas or sensations,
which continual%y affect us, on whom we have an absolute and
entire dependence, in short, in whom we kve, and move, and have
our being. 'That the discovery of this great truth, which lies so
near and obvious to the mind, should be attained to by the
reason of so very few, is a sad instance of the stupidity and inat-
tention of men, who, though they are surrounded with such
clear manifestations of the Deity, are yet so little affected by
them, that they seem as it were blinded with excess of light.
CL. Objection on behalf of nature.—Answer.—[But you will
say, hath nature no share in the production of natural things,
and must they be all ascribed to the immediate and sole operation
of God? I answer, if by nature is meant only the visible series
of effects, or sensations imprinted on our minds according to cer-
tain fixed and general laws: then it is plain, that nature taken
in this sense cannot produce any thing at all. But if by nature
is meant some being distinct from God, as well as from the laws
of nature, and things perceived by sense, I must confess that
word is to me an empty sound, without any intelligible meaning
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annexed to it.] Nature in this acceptation is a vain chimera,
introduced by those heathens, who had not just notions of the
omnipresence and infinite perfection of God. But it is more
unaccountable, that it should be received among Christians pro-
fessing belief in the holy scriptures, which -constantly -ascribe
those effects to the immediate hand.of God, that heathen philoso~
phers are wont to impute to nature. “ The Lord, he causeth the
vapours to ascend ; he maketh lightniggs with rain ; he bringeth
forth the wind out of his treasures,” Jer. x. 13. “ He turneth
the shadow of death into the morning, and maketh the day dark
with night,” Amos v. 8. * He visiteth the earth, and maketh
it soft with showers: he blesseth the springing thereof, and
crowneth the year with his goodness; so that the pastures are
clothed with flocks, and the valleys are covered over with corn.”
See Psalm Ixv. But notwithstanding that this is the ‘constant
language of scripture; yet we have I know not what aversion
from believing, that concerns himself 8o nearly in our affairs.
Fain would we suppose him at a great distance off, and substitute
some blind unthﬁing deputy in his stead, though (if we may
believe St. Paul) he be “ not far from every one of us.”

CLI. Objection to the hand of God being the immediate cause,
thregfold.— Answer.—[It will I doubt not be objected, (1) that
the slow and gradual methods observed in the production of natu-
- ral things, do not seem to have for their cause the immediate hand
of an almighty agent. (2) Besides, monsters, untimely births,
fruits blasted in the blossom, rains falling in desert pi};cea, 3)
miseries incident to human life, are so many arguments that the
whole frame of nature is not immediately actuated and superin-
tended by a spirit of infinite wisdom and goodnese.] But the
answer to this objection is in a good measure plain from Sect.
LXIL, it being visible, that the aforesaid methods of nature are
absolutely necessary, in order to working by the most simple and
general rules, and after a steady and consistent manner ; which ar-
gues both the wisdom and goodness of God.* [Such is the arti-

cial contrivance of this mighty machine of nature, that whilst
its motions and various phenomena strike on our senses, the hand
which actuates the whole is itself unperceivable to men of flesh
and blood. “ Verily,” saith-the prophet, ¢ thou art a :God that
hidest thyself,” Isaiah xlv. 15. lgut though ‘God -conceal himself
from the eyes of the sensual and lazy, who will not be at the
least expense of thought; yet to an unbiassed and attentive
mind, nothing can be more plainly legible, than the intimate
presence of an all-wise Spirit, who fashions, regulates, and sus-

¢ «(First) For it doth hence follow, that the finger of God is not so conspicuous
to the resolved and careless sinner, which gives him an rtunity to harden in his im-
piety, and grow ripe for vengeance. Vide sect. Ivii.”—Edit. 1710.
VOL. L L



146 THE PRINCIPLES OF HUMAN KNOWLEDGE. [parrT 1.

tains the whole system of being. (' Secondly, )* it is clear from
what we have elsewhere observed, that the operating according
to general and stated laws, is so necessary for our guidance in the
affairs of life,] and letting us into the secret of nature, that with-
out it, all reach and compass of thought, all human sagacity and
design could serve to no manner of purpose: it were even im-
possible there should be any such faculties or powers in the
mind. See Sect. XXXI. ich one consideration abundantly
outbalances whatever particular inconveniences may thence arise.

CLIL [We shoultim Surther consider, (1) that the very blem-
ishes and defects of nature are not without their use, in that
they make an agreeable sort of variety, and augment the beauty
of the rest of the creation, as shades in a picture serve to set off
the brighter and more enlightened parts.] (2) [We would like-
wise do well to examine, whether our taxing the waste of seeds
and embryos, and accidental destruction of plants and animals,
before they come to full maturity, as an im, e in the author
of nature, be not the effect of prejudice contracted by our famili-
arity with impotent and saving mortals.] In man indeed a
thrifty management of those things, which ke cannot procure
without much pains and industry, may be esteemed wisdom. But
we must not imagine, that the inexplicably fine machine of an
animal or vegetable costs the great Creator any more pains or
trouble in its production than a pebble doth: notﬂing being more
evident, than that an omnipotent spirit can indifferently produce
every thing by a mere fiat or act of his will. [Hence 1t 1s plain,
that the splendid profusion of natural things should not be
interpreted weakness or prodigality in the agent who produces
them, but rather be looked on as an argument of the riches of
his power.] :

CLIII. As for the mirture of pain, or uneasiness which is in
the world, pursuant to the generalpl?v’;s of nature, and the actions
of finite imperfect spirits: this, in the state we are in at present,
is indispensably necessary to our well-being. But our prospects
are loo rarrow : we take, for instance, the idea of some one parti-
cular pain into our thoughts, and account it evil; whereas if we
enlarge our view, so as to comprehend the various ends, connex-
ions, and dependencies of thi on what occasions and in what
ﬁroportions we are affected with pain and pleasure, the nature of

uman freedom, and the design with which we are put into the
world ; [we shall be forced to acknowledge that those particular
things, which considered in themselves appear to be evil, have the
nature of good, when considered as linked with the whole system of

beings. ]
eyLIV. Atheism and Manicheism would have few supporters if

* The first argument is contained in the preceding note. °
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mankind were in general attentive.—From what hath been said it
will be manifest to any considering person, that it is merely for
want of attention and comprehensiveness of mind, that there are
any favourers of atheism or the Manichean heresy to be found.
Little and unreflecting souls may indeed burlesque the works of
Providence, the beauty and order whereof they have not capacity,
or will not be at the pains, to comprehend. But those who are
masters of any justness and extent of thought, and are withal
used to reflect, can never sufficiently admire the divine traces of
wisdom and goodness that shine throughout the economy of
nature. But what truth is there which shineth so strongly on
the mind, that by an aversion of thought, a wilful shutting of
the eyes, we may not escape seeing it? Is it therefore to be
wondered at, if the generality of men, who are ever intent on
business or pleasure, and littfe used to fix or open the eye of
their mind, should not have all that conviction and evidence of
the being of God, which might be expected in reasonable crea- .
tures ?

CLYV. We should rather wonder, that men can be found so stu-
pid as to neglect, than that neglecting they should be unconvinced
of such an evident and momentous truth. And yet it is to be
feared that too many of parts and leisure, who live in Christian
countries, are merely through a supine and dreadful negligence
sunk into a sort of atheism. Since it is downright impossible,
that a soul pierced and enlightened with a _thorozﬁl; sense of the
omnipresence, holiness, and justice of that ighty Spirit,
should persist in a remorseless violation of his laws. Vge oug t
therefore earnestly to meditate and dwell on those important
points; that so we may attain conviction without all scruple,
that “ the eyes of the Lord are in every place beholding the evil
and the good ;” that he is with us and keepeth us in all places
whither we go, and giveth us bread to eat, and raiment to put
on; that he is présent and conscious to our innermost thoughts;
and that we have a most absolute and immediate dependence on
him. A clear view of which great truths cannot choose but fill
our heart with an awful circumspe¢tion and holy fear, which is
the strongest incentive to virtue, and the best against vice,

CLVL For after all, what deserves the first place in our
studies, is the consideration of God, and our duty ; which to.pro-
mote, as it was the main drift and design of my labours, o s
I esteem them altogether useless and ineffectual if by what I
have said I cannot inspire my readers with a pious sense of the
presence of God: and having shown the falseness or vanity of
those barren speculations, which make the chief employment of
learned men, tﬁe better dispose them to reverence and embrace
the salutary truths of the gospel,. which to know and to practise
is the highest perfection of human nature. ,
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THE FIRST DIALOGUE.

Philonous. Goop morrow, Hylas: I did not expect to find you
abroad so early.

Hylas. It is indeed something unusual : but my thoughts were
so taken up with a subject I was discoursing of last mght, that
finding I could not sleep, I resolved to rise and take a turn in
the garden.

Phil. 1t happened well, to let you see what innocent and

ble pleasures you lose every morning. Can there be a
pleasanter time of the day, or a more delightful season of the
year? That purple sky, those wild but sweet notes of birds, the
fragrant bloom upon the trees and flowers, the gentle influence
of the rising sun, these and a thousand nameless beauties of
nature inspire the soul with secret transports; its faculties too
being at this time fresh and lively, are fit for these meditations,
which the solitude of a garden and tranquillit{ of the morning
naturally dispose us to. But I am afraid I interrupt your
thoughts ; for you seemed very intent on something.

Hyl. 1t is true, I was, and shall be obliged to Iyou if you will
permit me to go on in the same vein ; not that I would by any
means deprive myself of your company, for my thoughts always
flow more easily in conversation with a friend; than when I am
alone : but my request is, that you would: suffer me to impart
my reflections to you.

Phil. With all my heart, it is what ¥ should have requested
myself, if you had not prevented me.

Hyl. 1 was considering the odd fate of those men who have in
all ages, through an affectation of being distinguished from the
vulgar, or some unaccountable turn of thought, pretended either
to believe nothing at all, or to believe the most extravagant things
in the world. ’ﬁﬁs however might be borne, if their paradoxes
and seepticism did not draw after them some consequences of
general disadvantage to mankind. But the mischief lieth here;
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that when men of less leisure se¢ them who are supposed to have
spent their whole time in the pursuits of knowl professing
an entire ignorance of all things, or advancing such notions as
are repugnant to plain and commonly receivlg principles, they
will be tempted to entertain suspicions concerning the most im-
portant truths, which they had hitherto held sacred and unques-
tionable.

Phil. 1 entirely agree with you, as to the ill tendency of the
affected doubts of some philosophers, and fantastical conceits of
others. I am even so far gone of late in this way of thinki
that I have quitted seyemf of the sublime notions I had got in
their schools for vulgar opinions. And I give it you on my word,
gince this revolt from metaphysical notions to the plain dictates
of nature and common sense, I find my undemtan£ng strangely
enlightened, so- that I can now easily comprehend a great many
thi;;a which before were all mystery and riddle.

fyl. T am glad to find there was nothing in the accounts I
heard of you.

Phil. Pray, what were those ?

Hyl. You were represented in last night’s conversation, as one-
who maintained the most extravagant opinion that ever entered
into the mind of man, to wit, that there is no such thing as ma-
terial substance in the world.

Phil. That there is no such thing as what philosophers eall
material substance, I am seriously persuaded: but if I were made
to see any thing absurd or sceptical in this, I should then have
the same reason to renounce this, that I imagine I have now to
reject the contrary opinion.

Hyl. What! can any thing be more fantastical, more repug-
nant to common sense, or & more manifest piece of scepticiam,
than to believe there is no such thing as matter ?

Phil. Softly, Hylas. What if it should prove, that you
who hold there i, are by virtue of that opinion a greater sceptic,
and maintain more paradoxes and repugnancies to common sense,
than I who believe no such thing ?

Hyl. You may as soon persuade-me, the part is greater than
the whole, as that, in order to avoid absurdity and scePticism, I
should ever be obliged to give up my opinion in this pomt.

Phil. Well then, are you content to QSmit that opinion for true,
which upon examination shall appear most agreeable to common
sense, and remote from scepticism ?

Hyl. With all my heart. Since you are for raising disputes
about the plainest things in nature, f am content for once to hear
what you Eave to say.

Phil. Pray, Hylas, what do you mean by a sceptic ?

Hyl. T mean what all men mean, one that doubts of every
thing.
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Phil. He then who entertains no doubt concerning some par-
ticular point, with regard to that point cannot be thought a sceptie.

Hyl 1 with you.

Phil, ether doth doubting consist in embracing the affirma-
tive or negative side of a question ?

Hyl Inneither; for whoever understands lish, cannot but
know that doubting signifies a suspense between both.

Phil. He then that denieth an point, can no more be said to
doubt of it than he who aﬂirmetz it with the same degree of as-
surance.

Hyl. True.

Phil. And consequently, for such his denial is no more to be
esteemed a sceptic than the other:

Hyl. 1 acknowledge it.

Phil. How cometh it to pass then, Hylas, that you pronounce
me a sceptic, because I deny what you affrm, to wit, the existence
of matter? Since, for ought you can tell, I am as peremptory in
my denial, as {)on in your tion.

Hyl. Hold, Philonous, I have been a little out in my definition ;
but every false step a man makes in discourse is not to be insisted
on. I said, indeed, that a sceptic was one who doubted of every
thing ; but I should have added, or who denies the reality and
truth of things.

Phil. What things? Do you mean the principles and theorems
of sciences? but these you know are universal intellectual no-
tions, and consequently mdependent of matter ; the denial there-
fore of this doth not imply the denying them.

Hyl I grant it. But are there no other things? What think
you of distrusting the senses, of denying the real existence of
sensible things, or pretending to know nothing of them? Is not
this sufficient to denominate a man a sceptic #

Phil. Shall we therefore examine which of us it is that denies
the reality of sensible things, or professes the greatest ignorance
of them ; since, if I take you rightly, he is to be esteemed the
greatest sceptic ? :

Hyl. That is what I desire.

P%’I. ‘What mean you by sensible things?

Hyl. Those thinge which are perceived by the senses. Can

you ine that T mean any thing else ?
Phil. . Pardon me, Hyha, if I am desirous clearly to apprehend
your notions, since this may much’shorten our inquiry. Suffer

me then to ask you this further question. Are those things only
perceived by the senses which are perceived immediately ? or
may those things properly be said to be sensible, which are per-
ceived mediately, or not without the intervention of others?
Hyl. 1 do not sufficiently understand you.
Phil. In reading a book, what I immediately perceive are the
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letters, but mediately, or by means of these, are suggested to my
mind the notions of God, virtue, truth, &. Now that the let-
ters are truly sensible things, or perceived by sense, there is no
doubt : but I would know whether you take the things suggested
by them to be so too. :

Hyl. No, certainly, it were absurd to think God or virtue sen-
sible things, though they may be signified and suggested to the
mind by sensible marks, with which they have an arbitrary con-
nexion.

Phil. 1t seems then, that by sensible things you mean those only
which can be perceived immediately by sense. :

Hyl, Right,

Phil. Doth it not follow from this, that though I see one part
of the sky red, and another blue, and that my reason doth thence
evidently conclude there must be some cause of that diversity of
colours, yet that cause cannot be said to be a sensible thing, or
perceived by the sense of seeing ?

Hyl It (K)th.

Phil. In like manner, though I hear variety of sounds, yet I
cannot be said to hear the causes of those sounds.

Hyl. You cannot. .

Phil. And when by my touch I perceive a thing to be hot and
heavy, I cannot say with any truth or propriety, that I feel the
cause of its heat or weight.

Hyl. To prevent any more questions of this kind, I tell you
once for all, that by sensible things I mean those only which are
perceived by sense, and that in truth the senses perceive nothing
which they do not perceive immediately : for they make no in-
ferences. The deducing therefore of causes or occasions from
effects and appearances, which alone are perceived by sense, en-
tirely relates to reason.

Phil. This point then is agreed between us, that sensible things
are those only which are immediately perceived by sense. You will
further inform me, whether we immediately perceive by sight any
thing beside light, and colours, and figures: or by hearing any
thing but sounds: by the palate, any thing besides tastes: by
the smell, besides odours: or by the touch, more than tangible
qualities.

Hyl. We do not.

Phil. It seems therefore, that if you take away all sensible
qualities, there remains nothing sensible.

‘Hyl. 1 grant it.

Phil. Sensible things therefore are nothing else but so many
sensible qualities, or combinations of sensible qualities.

Hyl. Nothing else.

}’7'{1'1. Heat then is a sensible thing.

_Hyl. Certainly.
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Phil. Doth the reality of sensible things consist in being per-
ceived ?. or, is it something distinct from their being perceived,
and that bears no relation to the mind ?

Hyl. To exist is one thing, and to be perceived is another.

i Is with to sensible things only ; and of these
I ask, whether by their real existence you mean. a subsistence
exterior to the mind, and distinct from their being perceived ?

Hyl. T mean a real absolute being, distinct from, and without
any relation to their bei reeiv

Phil. Heat therefore, l:? 1t be allowed a real being, must exist
without the mind.

Hyl. It must. .

Phil. Tell me, Hylas, is this real existence equally compatible
to all degrees of heat, which we perceive: or is there any reason
why we should attribute it to some, and deny it others? and if
there be, pray let me know that reason. '

Hyl. tever degree of heat we perceive by sense, we may
be sure the same exists in the object that occasions it.

Phil. What, the test as well as the least ?

Hyl. 1 tell you, the reason is plainly the same in respect of
both: they are both perceived by sense; nay, the greater degree
of heat is more sensibly perceived ; and consequently, if there is
any difference, we are more certain of its real existence than we
can be of the reality of a lesser degree.

Phil. But is not the most vehement and intense degree of heat
a very great pain ?

Hyl. No one can deny it.

Phil. And is any unperceiving thing capable of pain or plea-
sure ?

Hyl. No.certainly.

Phil. Is your material substance a senseless being, or a being
endowed with sense and-perception ?

Hyl. 1t is senseless without doubt.

Phil. Tt cannot therefore be the subject of pain.

Hyl. By no means.

Phil. Nor consequently of the greatest heat perceived by
sense, since you acknowledge this to be no small pain.

Hyl 1 grantit. .

Phil. t shall we say then of your external object; is it a
material substance, or no ?

Hyl 1t is a material substance with the sensible qualities in-
hering in it.

Phil. How then can a great heat exist in it, since you own it
cannot in a material substance? I desire you would clear this

nt.

Hyl. Hold, Philonous; I fear I was out in yielding intense heat
to be a pain. It should seem rather, that pain is something dis-
tinct from heat, and the consequence or effect of it.
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Phil. Upon putting your hand near the fire, do you ive
one simple unixmn sensation, or two distinct sensations

Hyl But one simple sensation.

Phil. Is not the heat immediately perceived ?

Hyl. 1t is.

Phil. And the pain ?

Hyl. True. :

. Phil. Seeing therefore they are both immediately perceived
at the same time, and the fire affects you only with one simple,
or uncompounded ides, it follows that this same simple idea is
both the intense heat immediately perceived, and the pain; and
consequently, that the intense heat immediately perceived, is
nothing distinct from a particular sort of pain.

Hyl. 1t seems so.

P]‘Zl Again, try in your thoughts, Hylas, if you can conceive
a vehement sensation to be without pain, or pleasure.

Hyl. 1 cannot.

Phil. Or can you frame to yourself an idea of sensible pain
or pleasure in general, abstracted from every particular idea of
heat, cold, tastes, smells, &c. ?.

Hyl. 1 do not find that I can.

Phil. Doth it not therefore follow, that sensible pain is nothing
distinct from those sensations or ideas, in an intense degree ?

Hyl Itis unde:lllia.ble; and to speak the truth, I begin to sus-
pect a vel t heat cannot exist but in a mind perceiving it.

Phil. mm you then in that sceptical state of s:;inse,
between affirming and denying ? :

Hyl. 1 think I may be positive in the point. A very violent
and painful heat cannot exist without the mind.

Phil. It hath not therefore, according to you, any real being.

Hyl. 1 own it.

Pzil. Is it therefore certain, that there is no body in nature
real}}y hot ?

lyl. T have not denied there is any real heat in bodies. I only
say, there is no such thing as an intense real heat.

Phil. But did you not say before, that all degrees of heat were:
equally real: or if there was any difference, that the greater
were more undoubtedly real than the lesser ?

Hyl. True: but it was, because I_did not then consider the
ground there is for distinguishing between them, which I now
plainly see. And it is this: because intense heat is nothing else
but a particular kind of painful sensation; and pain cannot exist
butinsperoeiving being ; it follows that no intense heat can
really exist in an unperceiving corporeal substance, But this is
no reason why we should deny heat in an inferior degree to exist
in such a substance.

Phil. But how shall we be able to discern those degrees of
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heat v;hich exist only in the mind, from those which exist with-
out it

Hyl. That is no difficult matter. You know, the least pain
cannot exist unperceived; whatever therefore degree of heat is
& pain, exists only in the mind. But as for all other degrees of
heat, nothing obliges us to think the same of them.

Phil. 1 think you granted before, that no unperceiving being
was capable of pleasure, any more than of pain.

. Hyl I did.

Phil. And is not warmth, or a more gentle degree of heat
than what causes uneasiness, a pleasure ?

Hyl. What then ?

Ig:'l. Consequently it cannot exist without the mind in any
unperceiving substance, or body.

Hyl. So 1t seems.

Pril. Since therefore, as well those degrees of heat that are
not painful, as those that are, can exist only in a thinking sub-~
stance ; may we not conclude that external bodies are absolutely
incapable of any d of heat whatsoever? :

Hyl. On second thoughts, I do not think it so evident that
warmth is a pleasure, as that a great degree of heat is a pain.

Phil. 1 do not pretend that warmth 18 as great a pleasure as
heat is & pain. But if you grant it to be even a pleasure,
it serves to make good my conclusion.

Hyl. 1 could rather mﬂ it an tndolence. It seems to be nothing
more than a privation of both pain and pleasure. And that
such a quality or state as this may agree to an unthinking sub-
stance, I hope you will not deny.

Phil. If you are resolved to maintain that warmth, or a gentle
d:fl'ee of heat, is no pleasure, I know not how to convince you
otherwise, than by appealing to your own sense. But what
think you of cold?y ,

Hyl. The same that I do of heat. An intense degree of cold
is a pain; for to feel a very great cold, is to ﬁerceive a great
uneasiness : it cannot therefore exist without the mind; but a
lesser d of cold may, as well as a lesser degree of heat.

Phil. Those bodies therefore, upon whose application to our
own we perceive a moderate degree of heat, must be concluded
to have a moderate degree of heat or warmth in them: and those,
upon whose application we feel a like degree of cold, must be
thought to have cold in them.

lyl. They must.

Phil. Can any doctrine be true that necessarily leads a man
into an absurdity ? :

Hyl. Without doubt it cannot.

Phil. Is it not an absurdity to think that the same thing
should be at the same time both cold and warm?



158 THE FIRST DIALOGUE.

Hyl Itis.

Phil. Suppose now one of your hands hot, and the other cold,
and that they are both at once put into the same vessel of water,
in an intermediate state; will not the water seem cold to one
hand, and warm to the other ?

Hyl 1t will.

Phil. Ought we not therefore by your principles to conclude,
it is really both cold and warm at the same time, that is, accord-
ing to your own concession, to believe an absurdity ?

Hyl. 1 confess it seems so.

Phil. Consequently, the principles themselves are false, sin e
you have granted that no true principle leads to an absurdity.

Hyl. But after all, can any thing be more absurd than to say,
there is no heat in the fire ?

Phil. To make the point still clearer; tell me, whether in two
cases exactly alike, we ought not to make the same judgment ?

Hyl. We ought.

Phil. When a pin pricks your finger, doth it not rend and
divide the fibres OF your flesh ?

Hyl. It doth.

Phil. And when a coal burns your finger, doth it any more ?

Hyl. 1t doth not.

Phil. Since therefore you neither judge the sensation itself
occasioned by the pin, nor any thing like it to be in the pin;

ou should not, conformably to what you have now granted,
Judge the sensation occasioned by the fire, or any thing like it,
to be in the firo.

Hyl. Well, since it must be so, I am content to yield this
point, and acknowledge, that heat and cold are only sensations
existing in our minds: but there still remain qualities enough to
secure the reality of external thin

Phil. But what will you say, If;ias, if it shall appear that the
case i8 the same with regard to all other sensible qualities, and
that they can no more be supposed to exist without the mind,
than heat and cold ?

Hyl. Then indeed you will have done something to the pur-
pose; but that is what I despair of seeing proved.

Phil. Let us examine them in order. What think you of
tastes, do they exist without the mind, or no ?

Hyl. Can any man in his senses doubt whether sugar is sweet,
or wormwood bitter?

Phil, Inform me, Hylas. Is a sweet taste a particular kind of
pleasure or pleasant semnsation, or is it not?

Hyl. Tt is.

Phil. And is not bitterness some kind of uneasiness or pain?

Hyl. 1 t it.

Phil. 1f therefore sugar and wormwood are unthinking corpo-



THE FIRST DIALOGUE. 469

real substances existing without the mind, how-can sweetness and
bitterness, that is, pleasure and pain, agree to them ?

Hyl. Hold, Philonous ; I now see what it was deluded me all
this time. You asked whether heat and cold, sweetness and
bitterness, were not particular sorts of pleasure and pain; to
which I answered simply, that they were. Whereas I should
have thus distinguished : those qualities, as perceived by u ., are
pleasures or pains, but not as existing in the external objects. We
must not therefore conclude absolutely, that there is no h-at in
the fire, or sweetness in the sugar, but only that heat or sweet-
ness, as perceived by us, are not in the fire or sugar. What say
you to ths?

Phil. 1 say it is nothing to the purpose. QOur discourse pro-
ceeded altogether concerning sensible things, which you defined
to be the things we immediately perceive by our senses. Whatever
other qualities therefore you speak of, as distinct from these, I
know nothing of them, neither do they at all belong to the point
in dispute. %’ou may indeed pretend to have discovered certain
qualities which you do not perceive, and assert those insensible
qualities exist in fire and sugar. But what use can be made of
this to your present purpose, I am at a loss to conceive. Tell
me then once more, do you acknowledge that heat and cold,
sweetness and bitterness (meaning those qualities which are per-
ceived by the senses), do not exist without the mind ?

Hyl. %'see it is to no purpose to hold out, so I give up the
cause a8 to those mentioned qualities. Though I profess it sounds
oddly, to say that sugar is not sweet.

Phil. But for your further satisfaction, take this along with
you: that which at other times seems sweet, shall ‘to a distem-
pered palate appear bitter. And nothing can be plainer, than
that divers persons perceive different tastes in the same food,
since that which one man delights in, another abhors. And how
could this be, if the taste was something really inherent in the
food ?

Hyl. T acknowledge I know not how.

Pril. In the next place, odours are to be considered. And
with regard to these, fwould fain know, whether what hath been
said of tastes doth not exactly agree to them? Are they not so
many pleasing or displeasing sensations ?

Hyl. They are.

Phil. Can you then conceive it possible that they should exist
in an unperceiving thing ?

Hyl. f cannot.

Phil. Or can you imagine, that filth and ordure affect those
brute animals that feed on them out eof choice, with the same
srpells which we perceive in them ?

Hyl. By no means.
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Phil. May we not therefore conclude of smels, as of the other
forementioned qualities, that they cannot exist in any but a per-
ceiving substance or mind ?

Hyl. 1 think so.

Phil. Then as to sounds, what must we think of them: are
they aceidents really inherent in external bodies, or not?

Hyl. That they inhere not in the sonorous bodies, is plain from
hence ; because a bell struck in the exhausted receiver of an air-
pump, sends forth no sound. The air therefore must be thought
the subject of sound.

Phil. What reason is there for that, Hylas ?

Hyl. Because when any motion is raised in the air, we per-
ceive a sound greater or lesser, in proportion to the air’s motion;
:llll.t without some motion in the air, we never hear any sound at

Phil. And granting that we never hear a sound but when some
motion is produced in the air, yet I do not see how you can infer
from thence, that the sound itself is in the air.

Hyl. It is this very motion in the external air, that produces
in the mind the sensation of sound. For striking on the drum
of the ear, it causeth a vibration, which by the auditory nerves
being communicated to the brain, the soul is thereupon affected
with the sensation called sound.

Phil. What! is sound then a sensation ?

Hyl. 1 tell you, as perceived by us, it is & particular sensation
in the mind.

Phil. And can any sensation exist without the mind?

Hyl. No, certainly.

Phil. How then can sound, being a sensation, exist in the air,
if by('l the air you mean a senseless substance existing without the
min

Hyl. You must distinguish, Philonous, between sound, as it is
g:rceived by us, and asit 1s in itself ; or, (which is the same thing)

tween the sound we immediately perceive, and that which exists
without us. The former indeed 1s a particular kind of sensation,
but the latter is merely a vibrative or undulatory motion in the

air.

Phil. T thought I had already obviated that distinction by the
answer I gave when you were applying it in a like case before.
But to say no more of that; are you sure then that sound is
rea%y nothing but motion ?

I{zli I am.
Phil. Whatever therefore agrees to real sound, may with
truth be attributed to motion.

Hyl. 1t may.

Phil. Tt is then good sense to speak of motion, as of a thing
that is loud, sweet, acute, or grave.
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Hyl. 1 see you are resolved not to understand me. Is it not
evident, those accidents or modes belong only to sensible sound,
or sound in the common acceptation of the word, but not to sound
in the real and philosophic sense, which, as I just now told you,
is nothing but a certain motion of the air?

Phil. It seems then there are two sorts of sound, the one vul-
gar, or that which is heard, the other philosophical and real.

Hyl Even so.

Phil. And the latter consists in motion.

Hyl. 1 told you so before.

Phil. Tell me, Hylas, to which of the senses, tl|1ink you, the
idea of motion belongs: to the hearing ? "

Hyl. No, certainly, but to the sight and touch.

Phil. It should follow then, that according to you, real sounds
may possibly be seen or felt, but never heard.

lyl. Look you, Philonous, you may if you please make a jest
of my opinion, but that will not alter the truth of thi I own,
indeed, the inferences you draw me into sound something oddly :
but common language, you know, is framed by, and for the use
of the vulgar: we must not therefore wonder, if expressions
atgapted to exact philosophic notions, seem uncouth and out of .

e way. .

PIu’Z Is it come to that? I assure you, I imagine myself to
have gained no small point, since you make so ligaﬂnof departing
from common phrases and opinions ; it being a main part of our
inquiry, to examine whose notions are widest of the common
road, and most repugnant to the general sense of the world.
But can you think it no more than a hilosthical paradox, to
say that real sounds are never heard, and that the idea of them is
obtained by some other sense. And is there nothing in thjs con-

to nature and the truth of things? .

Hyl. To deal ingenuously, I do not like it. And after, }the
concessions already made, I had as well grant that sounds too
have no real being without the mind. .

Phil. And I hope you will make no difficulty to acknowledge
the same of colours. :

Hyl. Pardon me ; the case of colours is very different. Can
any thing be plainer, than that we see them on the objects ?

Phil. 'The objects you speak of are, I suppose, corporeal sub-
stances existing without the mind.

Hyl. They are.

Phil. And have true and real colours inhering in them ?

H{zli Each visible object hath that colour which we see in it.
b P, h How! is there any thing visible but what we perceive

y t.
yl. There is not.
VOL. I . M
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Phil. And do we perceive any thing by sense, which we do
not perceive immediately ? B

Hyl. How often must I be obliged to repeat the same thing ?
I tell you, we do not.

Phil. Have patience, good Hylas; and tell me once more
whether there is any thing immediately perceived by the senses,
except sensible qualities. I know you asserted there was not:
but fwould now be informed, whether you still persist: in the
same opinion.

Hyl. 1 do.

Phil. Pray, is your corporeal substance éither a sensible quality
or made up of sensible qualities?

Hyl W[;mt a question that is! who ever thought it was?

Phil. My reason for asking was, because in saying, each visible
object hath that colour which we see in it, you make visible objects
to be corporeal substances ; which implies either that corporeal
substances are sensible qualities, or else that there is something
beside sensible qualities perceived by sight: but as this point was
formerly agreed between us, and is still maintained by you, it is
a clear consequence, that your corporeal substance is nothing dis-
tinct from sensible qualities.

Hyl. You may draw as many absurd consequences as you
please, and endeavour to perplex the plainest things; but you
shall never persuade me out of my senses. I clearly understand
my own meaning.

Phil. T wish you would make me understand it too. But
since you are unwilling to have your notion of corporeal substance
examined, I shall urge that point no further. Only be pleased to
let me know, whether the same colours which we see, exist in
external bodies, or some other.

Hyl. The very same.

Phil. What! are then the beautiful red and purple we see on
yonder clouds, really in them? Or do you imagine they have in
themselves any other form than that of a dark mist or vapour?

Hyl. I must own, Philonous, those colours are not really in the
clouds as they seem to be at this distance. They are only appa-
rent colours.

Phil. Ap{arent call you them? how shall we distinguish these
apparent colours from real ?

Hyl. Very easily. Those are to be thought apparent, which,
appedring only at a distance, vanish upon a nearer approach.

Phil. And those I suppose are to be thought real, which are
discovered by the most near and exact survey.
Hyl. Right. o ,
P71:/il. Is the nearest and exactest survey made by the help of
a microscope, or by the naked eye?

Hyl By a microscope, doubtless.
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Phil. But a microscope often discovers colours in an object
different from those perceived by the unassisted sight. Ami. in
case we had microscopes magni.ging to any assigned degree; it
is certain, that no object whatsoever viewed through them, would
appear in the same colour which it exhibits to the naked eye.

Hyl. And what will you conclude from all this? You cannot
argue that there are y and naturally no colours on objects ;
because by artificial managements they may be altered, or made
to vanish.

Phil. 1 think it may evidently be concluded from your own
concesgions, that all the colours we see with our naked eyes, are
only apparent as those on the clouds, since they vanish upon a
more close and accurate inspection, which is afforded us by a
microscope. Then as to what you say by way of prevention ;
I ask you, whether the real and natural state of an object is better
discovered by a very sharp and piercing sight, or by one which
i8 less sharp.

Hyl. By the former without doubt.

Phil. Is it not plain from dioptrics, that microscopes make the
sight more penetrating, and represent objects as they would ap-
pear to the eye, in case it were naturally endowed with a most
exquisite sharpness ? :

Hyl. 1t is.

Phil. Consequently the microscopical representation is to be
thought that which best sets forth the real nature of “the thing,
or what it is in itself. The colours therefore by it perceiveg,
are more genuine and real, than those perceived otherwise.

Hyl. 1 confess there is something in what you say.

Phil. Besides, it is not only possible but manifest, that there
actually are animals, whose eyes are by nature framed to perceive
those things, which by reason of their minuteness escape our
sight. What think you of those inconceivably small animals
perceived by glasses ? must we suppose they are all stark blind ?
Or, in case they see, can it be imagined their sight hath not the
same use in preserving their bodies from injuries, which appears
in that of all other animals? And if it hath, is it not evident,
they must see particles less than their own bodies, which will
present them with a far different view in each object, from that
which strikes our senses ? Even-our own eyes do not always re-
present objects to us after the same manner. In the jaundice,
every one knows that all things seem yellow. Isit not therefore
highly probable, those animals in whose eyes we discern a very
different texture from that of ours, and whose bodies abound
with different humours, do not see the same colours in every ob-
ject that we do? From all of which, should it not seem to follow
that all colours are equally apparent, and that none of those
which we perceive are really inﬁerent in any outward obje;t?

: M
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Hyl. It should.

Phil. The point will be past -all doubt, if you consider, that
in case colours were real properties or affections inherent in ex-
ternal bodies, they could admit of no alteration, without some
change wrought in the very bodies themselves: but is it not
evident from what hath been said, that upon the use of micro-
scopes, upon & change happening in the humours of the eye, or
a variation of distance, without any manner of real alteration in
the thing itself, the colours of any object are either changed, or
totally disappear? Nay, all other circumstances remaining the
same, ge but the situation of some objects, and they shall
present different colours to the eye. The same thing happens
upon viewing an object in various degrees of light. g.nd what
is more known, than that the same bodies appear differently
coloured by candle-light from what they do in the open day?
Add to these the experiment of a Ensm, which, separating the
heterogeneous rays of light, alters the colour of any object; and
will cause the whitest to appear of a deep blue or red to the
naked eye. And now tell me, whether you are still of opinion,
that every body hath its true, real colour inhering in it; and if
you tb.ul;lvc it gath, I would fain know further from you, what
certain distance and position of the object, what peculiar texture
and formation of the eye, what degree or kind of light is neces-
sary for ascertaining that true colour, and distinguishing it from
apparent ones.

Hyl. 1 own myeelf entirely eatisfied, that they are all equally
apparent; and that there is no such thing as colour really inher-
ing in external bodies, but that it is altogether in the light.
And what confirms me in this opinion, is, that in proportion to
the light, colours are still more or less vivid ; and if there be no
light, then are there no colours perceived. Besides, allowing
there are colours on external objects, yet how is it possible for
us to perceive them? For no exterm{ body affects the mind,
unless it act first on our organs of sense. But the only action
of bodies is motion; and motion cannot be communicated other-
wise than by impulse. A distant object therefore cannot act on
the eye, nor consequently make itself or its properties perceiv-
able to the soul. %Vhenoe it plainly follows, that it is immedi-
ately some contiguous substance, which operating on the eye
occasions a perception of colours: and such is light.

Phil. How ! is light then a substance ?

Hyl 1 tell you, Philonous, external light is nothing but a
thin fluid substance, whose minute particles being agitated with
a brisk motion, and in various manners reﬂecbednfrom the differ-
ent surfaces of outward objects to the eyes, communicate differ-
ent motions to the optic nerves; which being propagated to the
brain, cause therein various impressions: and these are attended
with the sensations of red, blue, yellow, &c.
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Phil. It seems, then, the light doth no more than shake the
optic nerves.

Hyl. Nothing else.

Phil. And consequent to each particu#™iotion of the nerves
th? mind is affected with a sensation, which is some particular
colour.

Hyl. Right.

Phil. And these sensations have no existence without the

Hyl. They have not.

Phil. How then do you affirm that colours are in the light,
since by Xght you understand a corporeal substance exte to
the mind ?

Hyl Light and colours, as immediately perceived by us, I
grant cannot exist without the mind. But in themselves they
are only the motions and configurations of certain insensible
particles of matter. : i

Phil. Colours then, in the vulgar sense, or taken for the im-
mediate objects of sight, cannot agree to any but a perceiving
substance. ,

Hyl That is what I say.

Phil. Well then, since you give up the point as to those sen-
sible qualities, which are alone thought colours by all mankind
beside, you may hold what you please with regard to those in-
visibles ones of the philosophers. It is not my business to dis-
pute about them ; only I would advise you to bethink yourself,
whether, considering the inquiry we are upon, it be prudent for
you to affirm the red and blue which we see are not real colours, but
certain unknown motions and figures which no man ever did or can
see, are truly so. Are not these shocking notions, and are not
they subject to as many ridiculous inferences, as those yon were
ob to renounce before in the case-of sounds?

. I frankly own, Philonous, that it is in vain to stand out
any longer. Co{ours, sounds, tastes, in a word, all those termed
secondary ties, have certainly no existence without the mind.
But by this acknowl ent I must not be supposed to derogate
any thing from the reality of matter or external objects, seeing
it 18 no more than several philosophers maintain, who neverthe-
less are the furthest imaginable from denying matter. For the
clearer understanding of this, you must know sensible qualities
are by philosophers divided into primary and secondary. The
former are extension, figure, solidltg(,]dglnvity, motion, and rest.
And these they hold exist really in bodies. The latter are those
above enumerated; or briefly, all sensible qualities beside the
primary, which they assert are only so many sensations or ideas
existing no where but in the mind. But this, I doubt not,
you are already apprised of. For my part, I have been a long



166 THE FIRST DIALOGUE

time sensible there was such an opinion current among philoso-
phers, but was never thoroughly convinced of its truth till now.

Phil. You are still then of opinion, that extension and figures
are inherent in external unthinking substances.

Hyl. 1 am. |

Phil. But what if the same arguments which are brought
against secondary (iualities, will hold proof against these also?

Hyl. Why then I shall be obliged to think, they too exist only
in the mind.

Phil. Is it your opinion, the very figure and extension which
you perceive. by sense, exist in the outward object or material
substance ?

Hyl. Tt is.

Phil. Have all other animals as good grounds to think the
same of the figure and extension which they see and feel ?

Hyl. Without doubt, if they have any thought at all.

Phil. Answer me, Hylas. Think you the senses were bestowed
upon all animals for their preservation and well-being in life ? or
were they given to men alone for this end ?

Hyl. 1 make no question but they have the same use in all
other animals.

Phil. If so, is it not necessary they should be enabled by them
me tgeir <?)wn limbs, and those bodies which are capable

ing them

Hyl. Certainly.

Phil. A mite therefore must be supposed to see his own foot,
and things equal or even less than it, as bodies of some consider-
able dimension ; though at the same time they appear to you
scarce discernible, or at best as 80 many visible points.

Hyl. 1 cannot deny it.

Phil. And to creatures less than the mite they will seem yet

er.
fyl. They will
Phil. Insomuch that what you can hardly discern, will to ano-
ther extremely minute am.mai appear as some huge mountain.
Hyl. All this I grant.
Phil. Can one and the same thing be at the same time in itself
of different dimensions ?

Hyl That were absurd to imagine. .
Phil. But from what you have laid down it follows, that both
the extension by you perceived, and that perceived by the mite
itself, as likewise all those perceived by lesser animals, are each
of them the true extension of the mite’s foot, that is to say, by

your own Erinciples you are led into an absurdity.

Hyl. There seems to be some difficulty in the point.

Phil, A.?in, bave you not acknowledged that no real inherent
property o &ng object can be changed, without some change in
the thing itself

to
of
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Hyl. T have.

Phil. But as we approach to or recede from an object, the
visible extension varies, being at one distance ten or a hundred
times greater than at another. Doth it not therefore follow from
hence likewise, that it is not really inherent in the object ?

Hyl. 1 own I am at a logs what to think.

Phil. Your judgment will soon be determined, if you will
venture to thinf( as freely concerning this quality, as you have
done concerning the rest. Was it not admitted as a good argu-
ment, that neither heat nor cold was in the water, %ecause it
seemed warm to one hand, and cold to the other?

Hyl. It was.

Phil. Ts it not the very same reasoning to conclude, there is
no extension or ﬁﬁ:l.l'e in an object, because to one eye it shall
seem little, smooth, and round, when at the same time it appears
to the other, great, uneven, and angular?

Hyl. The very same. But doth this latter fact ever happen?

Phil. You may at any time make the experiment, by looﬁng
with one eye bare, and with the other through a microscope.

Hyl. T know not how to maintain it, and yet I am loath to
give up extension, I see so many odd consequences following upen
such a concession.

Phil. Odd, say you? After the concessions already made, 1
hope you will stick at nothing forits oddness. But on the other
hand should it not seem very odd, if the general reasoning
which includes all other sensible qualities did not also include
extension ? If it be allowed that no idea nor any thing like an
idea can exist in an unperceiving substance, then surely it follows,
that no figure or mode of extension, which we can either perceive
ar imagine, or have any idea of, can be really inherent in matter;
not to mention the peculiar difficulty there must be, in conceiv-
ing a material substanoce, prior to and distinct from extension, to
be the substratum of extension. Be the sensible quality what it
will, figure, or sound, or colour; it seems alike impossible it
should subsist in that which doth not perceive it.

Hyl. 1 give up the point for the present, reserving still a right
to retract my opinion, in case I hereafter discover any
step in my progress to it.

tﬁ?—"]n’l. %h!;t 18 a right you cannot be denied. Figures and ex-
tension being despatched, we proceed next to motion. Can a real
motion in any external body be at the same time both very swift
and very slow ?

Hyl It cannot.

Phil. Is not the motion of a body swift in a reciprocal pro-
%rtion to the time it takes up in describing any given space ?

us & body that describes a mile in an hour, moves three times
f};aster than it would in case it described only a mile in three

ours. .
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Hyl 1 agree with you."

Phyil. And is not time measured by the succession of ideas in
our minds?

Hyl 1t is.

Phil. And is it not possible ideas should succeed one another
twice as fast in your mind, as they do in mine, orin that of some
. spirit of another kind.

Hyl. 1 own it.

Phil. Consequently the same body may to another seem to
perform its motion over any space in half the time that it doth
to you. And the same reasoning will hold as to any other pro-
portion : that is to say, according to your principles (since the

-motions perceived are both really in the object) it is possible one
and the same body shall be y moved the same way at once,
both very swift and very slow. How is this consistent either
with common sense, or with what you just now granted?

HyL 1 have nothing to say to it.

Phil. Then as for solidity : either you do not mean any sensi-
ble quality by that word, and so it is beside our inquiry: or if
you do, it must be either hardness or resistance. But both the
one and the other are plm;x:.]dy relative to our senses: it being
evident, that what seems hard to one animal, may appear soft to
another, who hath greater force and firmness of limbs. Nor is
it less plain,.that the resistance I feel is not in the body. A

Hyl. I own the very sensation of resistance, which is all you
immediately perceive, 18 not in the dody, but the cause of that
sensation is. .

Phil. But the causes of our sensations are not things imme-
diatel rceived, and therefore not sensible. This point I
thought ﬁd been already determined.

lyl. I own it was; but you will on me if I seem a little
embarrassed : I know not how to quit my old notions.

Phil. To help you out, do but consider, that if extension be
once acknowledged to have no existence without the mind, the
same must necessarily be granted of motion, solidity, and gravity,
gince they all evidently suﬁ)pose extension. It is therefore super-
fluous to inquire particularly concerning each of them. In deny-
ing extension, you have denied them all to have any real existence.

Hyl. 1 wonder, Philonous, if what you say be true, why those
philosophers who deny the secondary qualities any real existence,
should yet attribute it to the primary. If there 1s no difference
between them, how can this be accounted for?

Phil. It is not my business to account for every opinion of the
‘philosophers. But among other reasons which may be assigned

or this, it seems probable, that pleasure and pain being rather

annexed to the former than the latter, may be one. eat and
cold, tastes and smells, have something more vividly pleasing or
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disagreeable than the ideas of extension, figure, and motion, af-
fect us with. And it being too visibly absurd to hold, that pain
or pleasure can be in an unperceiving substance, men are more
easily weaned from believing the external existence of the
secondary, than the primary qualities. You will be satisfied
there is something in this, if you recollect the difference you
made between an intense and more moderate degree of heat,
allowing the one a real existence, while you demied it to the
other. But after all, there is no rational ground for that distinc~
tion ; for surely an indifferent sensation is as truly @ sensation, as
one more pleasing or painful ; and consequently should not any
more than they be supposed to exist in an unthinking subject.

Hyl. It is just come into my head, Philonous, that I have
somewhere heard of a distinction between absolute and sensible
extension. Now though it be acknowledged that and smell,
consisting merely in the relation which other extended beings have
to the parts of our own bodies, do not really inhere in the sub-
stances themselves; yet nothing obliges us to hold the same with
regard to absolute extension, which is something abstracted from
great and small, from this or that Jnrticula.r magnitude or-figure.
So likewise as to motion, swift and slow are altogether relative to
the succession of ideas in our own minds. But it doth not fol-
low, because those modifications of motion exist not without the
mind, that therefore absolute motion abstracted from them doth
not.

Phil. Pray what is it that distinguishes one motion, or one
part of extension from another? Is it not something sensible, as
some degree of swiftness or slowness, some certain magnitude or
figure peculiar to each ?

Hyl 1 think so.

Phil. These qualities therefore, stripped of all sensible proper-
ties, are without all specific and numerical differences, as the
schools call them.

Hyl. They are. ,

Phil. That is to say, they are extension in general, and motion
in general. '

Hyl Let it be so.

Phil. But it is a universally received maxim, that every
which exists is particular. How then can motion in general, or
extension in general, exist in any corporeal substance%

Hyl. T will take time to solve your difficulty. ' .
Phil. But I think the point may be speedily decided. With-
out doubt you can tell, whether you are able to frame this or
that idea. Now I am content to put our dispute on this issue.
If you can frame in your thoughts a distinct abstract idea of
motion or extension, divested of“ﬁl those sensible modes, as swift

and slow, great and small, round and square, and the like, which
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are acknowledged to exist only in the mind, I will then yield the
point you contend for. But if you cannot, it will be unreasonable
o? your side to insist any longer upon what you have no notion
of.
Hyl. To confess ingenuously, I cannot.

Phil. Can you even separate the ideas of extension and motion,
from the ideas of all those qualities which they who make the
distinction term secondary ?

Hyl What! is it not an easy matter, to consider extension
and motion by themselves, abstracted from all other sensible
qualities ? Pray how do the mathematicians treat of them?

Phil. 1 acknowledge, Hylas, it is not difficult to form general
propositions and reasonings about those qualities, without men-
tioning any other; and in this sense to consider or treat of them
abs y. But how doth it follow that because I can pro-
nounce the word motion by itself, I can form the idea of it in my
mind exclusive of body? Or because theorems may be made of
extension and figures, without any mention of great or small, or
any other sensible mode or quality ; that therefore it is poesible
such an abstract idea of extension, without any icalar size or
figure, or sensible quality, should be distinctly formed, and ap-
prehended by the mind? Mathematicians treat of quantity,
without regarding what other sensible qualities it is attended
with, as being ?together indifferent to their demonstrations.
But when laying aside the words, they contemplate the bare
ideas, I believe you will find, they are not the pure
ideas of extension.

Hyl. But what say you to pure intellect ? May not abstracted
ideas be framed by that faculty ?

Phil. Since I cannot frame abstract ideas at all, it is plain, I
cannot frame them by the help of intellect, whatsoever faculty
you understand by those wo: esides—not to inquire into the
nature of pure intellect and its spiritual objects, a8 virtue—reason,
God, or the like, thus much seems manifest, that sensible thi
are only to be perceived by sense, or represented by the imagi-
nation. Figures therefore and extension, being originally per-
ceived by sense, do not belong to pure intellect. But for your
further satisfaction, try if you can frame the idea of any figure,
abstracted from all particularities of size, or even from other
sensible qualities.

Hyl. Let me think a little——I do not find that I can.

Phil. And can you think it possible, that should really exist
in nature, which implies a repugnancy in its conception ?

Hyl. By no means.

Pi’L Since therefore it is impossible even for the mind to dis-
unite the ideas of extension and motion from all other sensible
qualities, doth it not follow, that where the one -exist, there
necessarily the other exist likewise ?
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Hyl Ig.oshould s:lem t;o :

Phil. uently the very same arguments which you ad-
mitted, as musive against the secondary qualities, are Zvithout
any further application of force against the primary too. Besides,
if you will trust your senses, is 1t not plain all sensible qualities
co-exist, or to them appear as being in the same place? Do
they ever represent a motion, or figure, as being divested of all
other visible and tangible qualities ?

Hyl. You need say no more on this head. I am free to own,
if there be no secret error or oversight in our proceedings hith-
erto, that all sensible qualities are alike to be denied existence
without the mind. But my fear is, that I have been too liberal
in my former concessions, or overlooked some fallacy or other.
In short, I did not take time to think.

Phil. For that matter, Hylas, you may take what time you
lease in reviewing the progress of our inquiry. You are at
iberty to recover any slips you might have made, or offer what-
ever you have omitted, which makes for your first opinion.

Hyl. One great oversight I take to be this: that I did not
sufficiently distinguish the tﬁect from the sensation. Now though
this latter may not exist without the mind, yet it will not thence
follow that the former cannot.

Phil. What object do you mean? The object of the senses?

Hyl The same.

Phil. It is then immediately perceived ?

Hyl. Right.

Phil. Make me to understand the difference between what is
immediately perceived, and a sensation.

-Hyl. The sensation I take to be an act of the mind perceiving ;
besinza which, there is something perceived; and this I calvlutl.ﬁe
object. For example, there is red and yellow on that tulip. But
:lﬁen the act of perceiving those colours is in me only, and not in

e tulip.

Phil. What tulip do you speak of? is it that which you see?

Hyl. The same.

Phil. And what do you see beside colour, figure, and exten-
sion?

Hyl. Nothing.

Phil. What 'iou would say then is, that the red and yellow are
co-existent with the extension; is it not ?

Hyl. That is not all: I would eay, they have a real existence
without the mind, in some unthinking substance.

Phil. That the colours are really in the tulip which I see, is
manifest. Neither can it be denied, that this tulip may exist
independent of your mind or mine; but that any immediate
object of the senses, that is, any idea, or combination of ideas,
should exist in an unthinking substance, or exterior to all minds,
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is in itself an evident contradiction. Nor can I imagine how
this follows from what you said just now, to wit that the red and
yellow were on the tulip you saw, since you do not pretend to
see that unthinking substance. ' o

Hyl. You have an artful way, Philonous, of diverting our
inquiry from the subject.

Phil. T see you have no mind to be pressed that way. To
mt‘;kfum then to your d;sltinction between sensation and object ; if 1
e you right, you distinguish in every perception two thin
the oZe annfctionyof the x:xllghl(ll, the other not. P &

Hyl. True.
Phil. And this action cannot exist in, or belong to any un-
thinking thing ; but whatever beside is implied in a perception,

may.
Lyl. That is my meaning.
Phil. So that if there was a perception without any act of the
mind, it were possible such a perception should exist in an un-

ing substance.
Hyl. I grant it. Bat it is impossible there should be such a
reeption.

Phil. When is the mind said to be active? .

Hyl. When it produces, puts an end to, or changes any thing.

Pril. Can the mind produce, discontinue, or change any thing
but by an aet of the will?

Hyl. It cannot.

Phil. The mind therefore is to be accounted active in its per-
ceptions, so far forth as volition is included in them.

Hyl 1t is. :

Phil. In plucking this flower, I am active, because I do it by
the motion of my hand, which was consequent upon my volition ;
80 l{xﬁ:gise in applying it to my nose. But is either of these -
smelling ?

Hyl. No.

Phil. 1 act too in drawing the air through my nose; because
my breathing so rather than otherwise, is the effect of my voli-
tion. But neither can this be called smelling : for if it were, I
should smell every time I breathed in that manner.

Hyl. True.

Phil. Smelling then is somewhat consequent to all this.

Hyl 1t is.

Phil. But I do not find my will concerned any further. What-~
ever more‘there is, as that fperceive such a particular smell or
any smell at all, this is independent of my will, and therein I
;{m 1::togethet' passive. Do you find it otherwise with you,

?

z'IyI. No, the very same.

Phil. Then as to seeing, is it not in your power to open your
eyes, or keep them shut ; to turn thera this or that way ?
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Hyl. Without doubt.

Phil. But doth it in like manner depend on your will, that in
looking on this flower, you perceive white rather than any other
colour? Or directing your open eyes towards yonder part of the
heaven, can you avou{ seeing the sun? Or is light or darkness
the effect of your volition ?

Hyl. No, certainly.

Phil. You are then in these respects altogether passive.

Hyl 1 am.

Phil. Tell me now, whether seeing consists in perceiving light
and colours, or in opening and turning the eyes ?

Hyl. Without doubt, in the former.

Phil. Since therefore you are in the very perception of light
and colours altogether passive, what is become of that action you
were speaking of, as an ingredient in every sensation? And doth
it not follow from your own concessions, that the perception of
light and colours, including no action in it, may exist in an un-
perceiving substance ? And is not this a plain contradiction ?

Hyl. 1 know not what to think of it.

Phil. Besides, since you distinguish the active and passive in
every lpemept;ion, you must do it in that of pain. But how is it
possible that pain, be it as little active as you please, should
exist in an un iving substance ? In short, do but consider
the point, and then confess ingenuously, whether light and colours,
tastes,'sounds, &e., are not all equally passions or sensations in the
soul. You may indeed call them ezternal objects, and give them
in words what subsistence you please. But examine your own
thoughts, and then tell me whether it be not as I say?

Hyl 1 acknowledge, Philonous, that upon a fair observation of
what in my mind, I can discover nothing else, but that I
am a thinking being, affected with variety of sensations; neither
is it possible to conceive how a sensation should exist in an un-
perceiving substance. But then on the other hand, when I look
on sensible things in a different view, considering them as so
many modes and qualities, I find it necessary to suppose a mate-
rial substratum, without which they cannot be conceived to exist.

Phil. Material substratum call you it? Pray, by which of
your senses came you acquainted with that being ?

Hyl. 1t is not itself sensible; its modes and qualities only
being perceived by the senses.

Phil. 1 presume then, it was by reflection and reason you ob-
tained the idea of it. 1 dea of -

Hyl. T do not pretend to any proper positive idea of it. How-
everyI conclude ili: exists, becausem(f:ahpt(::s cannot be conceived

“to exist without a support. .

Phil. Tt seems then you have only a relative notion of it, or
that you conceive it not otherwise than by conceiving the rela-
tion it bears to sensible qualities.
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Hyl. Right. -

Phil. Be pleased therefore to let me know wherein that rela-
tion consists.

Hyl. Is it not sufficiently expressed in the term substratum, or
substance ?

Phil. If so, the word substratum should import, that it is
spread under the sensible qualities or accidents.

Hyl. True.

Phil. And consequently under extension.

Hyl 1 own it.

Phil. 1t is therefore somewhat in its own nature entirely dis-
tinct from extension.

Hyl. 1 tell you, extension is only a mode, and matter is some-
thing that supports modes. And is it not evident the thing
supported is d:ﬁ%orent from the thing supporting ?

Phil. So that something distinct from, and exclusive of exten-
gion, is supposed to be the substratum of extension.

Hyl., Just so.

Phil. Answer me, Hylas. Can a thing be spresd without
extension? or is not the idea of extension necessanly included in
spreading ?

Hyl. It is.

Phil. Whatsoever therefore you suppose spread under any
thing, must have in itself an extension gistinct from the exten-
sion of that thing under which it is spread.

Hyl. Tt must.

Phil. Consequently every corporeal substance being the sub-
stratum of extension, must have in itself another extension by
which it is qualified to be a substratum : and so on to infinity.
And I ask whether this be not absurd in itself, and repugnant to
what you (ﬁmnted just now, to wit, that the substratum was
somethi istinet from, and exclusive of extension.

Hyl. Aye but Philonous, you take me wrong. Ido not mean
that matter is spread in a gross literal sense under extension.
The word substratum is usedg;(;ly to express in general the same
thing with substance.

Phil. Well then, let us examine the relation implied in the
term substance. Is it not that it stands under accidents ? '

HyL The very same.

Phil. But that one thing may stand under or support another,
must it.not be extended ? .

Hyl. 1t must.

Phil. Is not therefore this supposition liable to the same ab-
surdity with the former ?

Hyl. You still take things in a strict literal sense: that is not
fair, Philonous.

Phil. 1 am not for imposing any sense on your words: you
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are at liberty to explain them as you please. Only I beseech
you, make me understand something by them. You tell me,
matter supports or stands under accidents. How ! is it as your
legs support your body?

Hyl. No; that is the literal sense.

Phil. Pray let me know any sense, literal or not literal, that

ou understand it in.——How long must I wait for an answer,

las?

S}Iyl. I declare I know not what to say. I once thought I
understood well enough what was meant by matter’s supporting
accidents. But now the more.I think on it, the less can}iocom-
prehend it ; in short, I find that T know nothing of it.

Phil. Tt seems then you have no idea at all, neither relative
nor positive, of matter; you know neither what itisin itself, nor
what relation it bears to accidents.

Hyl. T acknowledge it. '

Phil. And yet you asserted, that you could not conceive how
qualities or accidents should really exist, without conceiving at
the same time a material support of them.

Hyl. 1 did.

Phil. That is to say, when you conceive the real existence of
qualities, you do withal conceive something which you cannot
conceive.

Hyl. It was wrong, I own. But still I fear there is some
fallacy or other. Pray what think you of this ? It is just come
into my head, that the ground of all our mistake lies in your
treating of each quality by itself. Now, I grant that each
quality cannot singly subsist without the mind. Colour cannot
without extension, neither can figure without some other sensible

uality. But as the several qualities united or blended together
(florm entire sensible things, nothing hinders why such things may
not be supposed to exist without the mind.

Phil. Either, Hylas, you are jesting, or have a very bad me-
mory. Though indee({ we went through all the qualities by
name one after another; yet my arguments, or rather your con-
<essions no where tendedy to prove, that the secondary qualities
did not subsist each alone by itself : but that they were not at all
without-the mind. Indeed in treating of figure and motion, we
-concluded they could not exist without the mind, because it was
impossible even in thought to separate them from all secondary
qualities, so as to conceive them existing by themselves. But
then this was not the only argument made use of upon that oc-
casion. But (to pass by all that hath been hitherto said, and
reckon it for nothing, if you will have it 80) I am content to put
the whole upon this issue. If you can conceive it possible for
any mixture or combination of qualities, or any sensible object

whatever, to exist without the mind, then I will grant it actually
to be so. .
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HylL"If it comes to that, the point will soon be decided. What
more easy than to conceive a tree or house existing by itself, in-
dependent of, and unperceived by any mind whatsoever? I do
at this present time conceive them existing after that manner.

Phil. How say you, Hylas, can you see a thing which is at
the same time unseen ?

Hyl. No, that were a contradiction.

Phil. Ts it not as great a contradiction to talk of conceiving a
thing which is unconceived ?

Hyl. Tt is.

Phil. The tree or house therefore which you think of, is con-
ceived by you.

Hyl. How should it be otherwise ?

Phil. And what is conceived is surely in the mind.

Hyl Without question, that which is conceived isin the mind.

Phil. How then came you to say, you conceived a house or
tree existing independent and out of all minds whatsoever?

Hyl That was, I own, an oversight ; but stay, let me consider
what led me into it.—It is a pleasant mistake enough. AsI was
thinking of a tree in a solitary place, where no one was present
to see it, methought that was to conceive a tree as existing unper-
ceived or unthought of, not considering that I myself conceived
it all the while. But now I plainly see, that all I can do is to
frame ideas in my own mind. I may indeed conceive in my own
thoughts the idea of a tree, or a house, or a mountain, but that
is all. And this is far from proving, that I can conceive them
existing out of the minds of all spirits.

Phil. You acknowledge thex?:hat you cannot possibly conceive
how any one corporeal sensible thing should exist otherwise than
in a mind.

Hyl. 1 do.

Phil. And yet you will earnestly contend for the truth of that
which you cannot so much' as conceive.

Hyl 1 profess I know not what to think, but still there are
some scruples remain with me. Is it not certain I see things at
a distance? Do we not perceive the stars and moon, for example,
to be a great way off? Is not this, I say, manifest to the senses ?

Phil. Do you not in a dream too perceive those or the like ob-
jects?

Hyl. 1do.

Phil. And have they not then the same appearance of being
distant ?

Hyl. They have.

Phil. But you do not thence conclude the apparitions in a
dream to be without the mind ?

Hyl ];y no means.

Phil. You ought not therefore to conclude that sensible ob-
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jects are without the mind, from their appearance or manner
wherein they are perceived.

Hyl Iac owf:lge it. But doth not my sense deceive me in
those cases?

Phil. By no means. The idea or thing which you immedi-
ately perceive, neither sense nor reason inforin you that it actually
exists without the mind. By sense you only know that you are
affected with such certain sensations of light and colours, &ec.
And these you will not say are without the mind.

Hyl. True: but beside all that, do you not think the sight
suggests something of outness or distance ?

Phil. Upon approaching a distant object, do the visible size
and figure change perpetually, or do they appear the same at all
distances ?

Hyl. They are in a continual ¢

Pril. Sight therefore doth not suggest or any way inform
you, that the visible object you immediately perceive, exists at a
distance,* or will be perceived when you advance further onward,
there being a continued series of visible objects succeeding each
other, during the whole time of your approach.

Hyl. Ilt-uﬁ)th not ; but still kanow, upon seeing an object,
what object I shall perceive after having passed over a certain
distance : no matter whether it be exactly the same or no: there
is still something of distance suggested in the case.

Phil. Good Hylas, do but reflect a little on the point, and then
tell me whether there be any more in it than this. From the
ideas you actually perceive by sight, you have by experience
learned to collect what other ideas you will (according to the
standing order.of nature) be affected with, after such a certain
succession of time and motion.

Hyl Upon the whole, I take it to be nothing else.

Phil. Now is it not plain, that if we suppose a man born blind
was on a sudden made to see, he could at gmt have no experience
of what may be suggested by sight.

Hyl Tt is.

Phil. He would not then, according to you, have any notion of
distance annexed to the things he saw; but would take them for
a new set of sensations existing only in his mind.

Hyl. 1t is undeniable.

Phil. But to make it still more plain: is not distance a line
turned endwise to the eye ?

Hyl Itis.

Phil. And can a line so situated be perceived by sight?

Hyl Tt cannot.

Phil. Doth it not therefore follow that distance is not properly
and immediately perceived by sight? .

® See the Essay towards a new Theory of Vision; and its Vindication.
VOL. I N
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Hyl. It should seem so.

Phil. Again, is it your opinion that colours are at a distance ?

Hyl. 1t must be acknowledged, they are only in the mind.

Phil. But do not colours appear to the eye as coexisting in
the same place with extension and figures ?

Hyl. They do.

Phil. How can you then conclude from sight, that figures
exist without, when you acknowledge colours not; the sen-
sible appearance being the very same with regard to both ?

Hyl. 1 know not what to answer.

Phil. But allowing that distance was truly and immediately
perceived by the mind, yet it would not thence follow it existed
out of the mind. For whatever is immediately perceived is an
idea: and can any idea exist out of the mind ?

Hyl. To suppose that were absurd: but inform me, Philonous,
can we perceive or know nothing beside our ideas ?

Phil. As for the rational deducing of causes from effects, that
is beside our inquiry. .And by the senses you can best tell,
whether you perceive any thing which is not immediately per-
ceived. And I ask you, whether the things immediately per-
ceived, are other than your own sensations or ideas? You have
indeed more than once, in the course of this conversation, de-
clared yourself on those points; but you seem, by this last ques-
tion, to have departed from what you then thought.

Hyl. To speak the truth, Philonous, I think there are two
kinds of objects, the one ived immediately, which are like-
wise called ideas ; the otKZ:O:.re real things or external objects
perceived by the mediation of ideas, which are their images and
representations. Now I own, ideas do not exist without the
mind ; but the latter sort of objects do. I am sorry I did not
think of this distinction sooner; it would probably have cut
short your discourse.

Phil. Are those external objects perceived by sense, or by
some other faculty ? .

Hyl. They are perceived by sense. .

Pril. How! is there any thing perceived by sense, which is
not immediatel ived ;

Hyl, Yes, 1! onous, in some sort there in. For example,
when I look on a picture or statue of Julius Cmsar, I may be
gaid, after a manner, to perceive him (though not immediately)
by my senses. .

Phil. It seems, then, you will have our ideas, which alone are
immediately perceived, to be pictures of external things: and
that these also are perceived by sense, inasmuch as they bave a
conformity or resemblance to our ideas

Hyl. 'I{nt is my meaning.

Phil. And in the same way that Julius Cmsar, in himself
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invisible, is nevertheless perceived by sight ; real things, in them-
selves im ptible, are perceived by sense.

Hyl. 1n the very same. :

Phil. Tell me, Hylas, when you behold the picture of Julius
Ceesar, do you see with your eyes any more t!?an some colours
and ﬁ§ures, with a certain symmetry and composition of the
whole ?

Hyl. Nothing else.

Phil. And would not a man, who had never known any thing
of Julius Ceesar, see as much ?

Hyl. He would.

Plil. Consequently he hath his sight, and the use of it, in as
perfect a degree as you. .

Hyl 1 with you.

Phil. ence comes it then that your thoughts are directed
to the Roman emperor and his are not? This canpot proceed
from the sensations or ideas of sense by you then perceived;
‘since you acknowledge you have no advantage over him in that
respect. It should seem therefore to proceed from reason and
- memory : should it not ?

Hyl. 1t should.

Phil. Consequently it will not follow from that instance, that
any thing is perceived by sense which is not immediately per-
ceived. Though I grant we may in one acceptation be said to
perceive sensible things mediately by sense : tﬁat is, when from
a frequently perceived connexion, the immediate perception of
ideas by one sense suggests to the mind others perhaps belonging
to another sense, which are wont to be connected with them.
For instance, when I hear a coach drive along the streets, im-
mediately I perceive only the sound ; but from the experience I
have had that such a sound is connected with a coach, I am said
to hear the coach. It is nevertheless evident, that in truth and
strictness, nothing can be keard but sound : and the coach is not
then properly perceived by sense, but suggested from experience.
Solikewmewll::nwearesaidtoseea hot bar of iron; the
solidity and heat of the iron are not the objects of siill:t, but
suggested to the imagination by the colour and figure, which are
properly perceived by that sense. In short, those things alone
are actuafl; and strietly perceived by any sense, which would
have been perceived, in case that same sense had then been first
conferred on us. As for other things, it is glain they are only
suggested to the mind by experience grounded on former per-
ceptions. But to return to your comparison of Cssar’s picture,
it 18 plain, if you keep to that, you must hold the real things or
archetypes of our ideas are not perceived by sense, but by some
internal faculty of the soul, as reason or memory. I would

therefore fain know, what arguments you can draw from ;eason
N
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for the existence of what you call real things or material objects ;
or whetlier you remember to have seen them formerly as they
are in themselves; or if you have heard or read of any one
that did.

Hyl. 1 see, Philonous, youn are disposed to raillery; but that
will never convince me.

Phil. My aim is only to learn from you the way to come at
. the knowledge of material beings. Whatever we perceive, is per-
ceived either immediately or mediately : by sense, or by reason
and reflection. But as you have excluded sense, pray show me
what reason you have to believe their existence; or what
medium you can possibly make use of to prove it, either to mine
or your own understanding.

Hyl. To deal ingenuously, Philonous, now I consider the
point, I do not find I can give you any good reason for it. But
thus much seems pretty [ﬁlain, that 1t 18 at least possible such
things may really exist ; and as long as there is no absurdity in
suppoeing them, I am resolved to believe as I did, till you bring
good reasons to the contrary.

Phil. What! is it come to this, that you only believe the
existence of material objects, and that your belief is founded
barely on the possibility of its being true? Then youn will have
me bring reasons against it : thougi another would think it rea-
sonable, the proof should lie on him who holds the affirmative.
And after all, this very point which you are now resolved to
maintain without any reason, is, in effect, what you have more
than once, during this discourse, seen good reason to give up.
But to pass over all this; if I understand you rightly, you say
our ideas do not exist without the mind; but that they are
copies, images, or representations of certain originals that do.

Hyl. You take me right.

Phil. They are then like external things.

Hyl. They are. .

Phil. Have those things a stable and permanent nature inde-
pendent of our senses ; or are they in a perpetual change, upon
oul;lproducing any motions in our bodies, suspending, exerting,
or altering our faculties or organs of sense,

Hyl Real things, it is plain, have a fixed and real nature,
whic{ remains the same, notwithstanding any change in our
senses, or in the posture and motion of our bodies; which, in-
deed, may affect the ideas in our minds, but it were absurd to
think they had the same effect on things existing without the
mind.

Phil. How then is it ible, that things tually fleeti
and variable as our ideas,Pgi?uld be copies or il::;gs of zny thllgg
fixed and constant ? or in other words, since all sensible qualities,
as size, figure, colour, &c., that is, our ideas, are continually
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changing upon every alteration in the distance, medium, or in-
struments of sensation; how can any determinate material ob-
Jjects be properly represented or painted forth by several distinct
things, each of which is so different from and unlike the rest?
Or if you say it resembles some one only of our ideas, how shall
we be able to distinguish the true copy from all the false ones ?

Hyl. 1 profess, Philonous, I am at aloss. Iknow not what to
say to this.

Plil. But neither is this all. Which are material objects in
themselves, perceptible or imperceptible ?

Hyl. Properly and immediately nothing can be perceived but
ideas. All material things therefgre are in themselves inseneible,
and to be perceived only by their ideas.

Phil. Ideas then are sensible, and their archetypes or originals
insensible.

Hyl. Right.

Phil. But how can that which is sensible be like that which is
insensible? Can a real thing in itself invisible be like a colour ;
or a real thing which is not audidle, be like a sound? 1In a word,
can any thing be like a sensation or idea, but another sensation
or idea?

Hyl. 1 must own, I think not.

Phil. TIs it possible there should be any doubt in the point?
Do you not perfectly know your own ideas?

lyl. 1 know them perfectly ; since what I do not perceive or
know, can be no part of my idea-

Phil. Consider therefore, and examine them, and then tell me
if there be any thing in them which can exist without the mind:
or if('L you can conceive any thing like them existing without the
min
- Hyl. Upon inquiry, I find it is imposeible for me to conceive
or understand how any thing but an idea can be like an idea.
And it is most evident, that no idea can exist without the mird.

Phil. You are therefore by your principles forced to deny the
reality of sensible things, since you made it to consist in an ab-
solute existence exterior to the mind. That is to say, you are a
* downright sceptic. So I have gained my point, which was to

show your principles led to scepticism. :

Hyl. For the present I am, if not entirely convinced, at least
silenced.

Phil. I would fain know what more you would require in
order to a perfect conviction. Have you not had the liberty of
explaining yourself all manner of ways? Were any little slips
in discourse laid hold and insisted on? Or were you not allowed
to retract or reinforce any thing you had offered, as best served
your purpose? Hath not every thing you could say been heard
and examined with all the fairness imagable? In a word, have
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ou not in e point been convinced out of your own mouth?
yAnd if youveczl at present discover any flaw in any of your
former concessions, or think of any remaining subterfuge, any
new distinction, colour, or comment whatsoever, why do you not
produce it ?

Hyl A little patience, Philonous. I am at present so amazed
to see myself ensnared, and as it were imprisoned in the laby-
rinths you have drawn me into, that on the sudden it cannot be
expected I-should find my way out. You must give me time to
look about me, and recollect myself.

Phil. Hark; is not this the college-bell ?

Hyl. 1t rings for prayers. .

Phil. We will go in then if you please, and meet here again
to-morrow morning. In the mean time yon may employ your
thoughts on this morning’s discourse, and try if you can find any .
fallacy in it, or invent any new means to extricate yourself.

Hyl

THE SECOND DIALOGUE.

Hylas. 1 our on, Philonous, for not meeting you
mngr. Allb:]%isymomg:rgd my head was so filled with our late
conversation, that I had not leisure to think of the time of the
day, or indeed of any thing else.

Philonous. 1 am glad you were so intent upon it, in hopes if
there were any mistakes in your concessions, or fallacies in my
reasonings from them, you wiﬁ now discover them to me.

Hyl. 1 assure you, lyhave done nothing ever since I saw you,
but search after mistakes and fallacies, and with that view have
minutely examined the whole series of yesterday’s discourse : but
all in vain, for the notions it led me into, upon review appear
still more clear and evident ; and the more I consider them, the
more irresistibly do they force my assent. .

Phil. And is not this, think you, a sign that they are gen
that they proceed from nature, and are conformable to right
reason ? th and beauty are in this alike, that the strictest
survey sets them both off to advantage. While the false lustre
of error and disguise cannot endure being reviewed, or too nearly
ins

yl. 1 own there is a great deal in what you say. Nor can
any one be more entirely satisfied of the truth of those odd conse-
%uences, 80 long-as I have in view the reasonings that lead to them.
ut when these are out of my thougbts, there seems on the other
hand something so satisfactory, so natural and intelligible in the
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modern way of explaining things, that I profess I know not how
to reject it.

Phil. 1 know not what way you mean.

Hyl 1 mean the way of accounting for our sensations or ideas.

Phil. How is that?

Hyl. 1t is supposed the soul makes her residence in some part
of the brain, from which the nerves take their rise, and are
thence extended to all parts of the body : and that outward ob-
jects, by the different impressions they make on the organs of
sense, communicate certain vibrative motions to the nerves; and
these being filled with spirits, propagate them to the brain or seat
of the soul, which according to the various impressions or traces
thereby made in the brain, is variously affe with ideas.

Phil. And call you this an explication of the manner whereby
we are affected with ideas ?

Hyl. Why not, Philonous? have you any thing to object
against it ?

Phil. 1 would first know whether I rightly understand your"
hypothesis. You make certain traces in the brain to be the
causes or occasions of our ideas. Pray tell me, whether by the
brain you mean any sensible thing ?

Hyl. What else think you I could mean ?

Phil. Sensible things are all immediately perceivable; and
those things which are immediately perceivable, are ideas; and
these exist only in the mind. Thus much you have, if I mistake
not, long since agreed to. :

Hyl. % do not deny it.

Phil. The brain therefore you speak of, being a sensible thing,
exists only in the mind Now, I would fain know whether you
think it reasonable to suppose, that one idea or thing existing in
the mind, occasions all other ideas. - And if you think so, pray
how do you account for the origin of that primary idea or brain
itself?

Hyl. 1 do not explain the origin of our ideas by that brain
which is ivable to sense, this being itself only a combination
of sensible ideas, but by another which I imagine.

Phil. But are not tzmge imagined as y in the mind as
things perceived ?

Hyl. 1 must confess they are,

Phil Tt comes therefore to the same thing; and you have
been all this while aocounting for ideas, by certain motions or
impressions in the brain, that is, by some alterations in an idea,
whether sensible or imaginable, it matters not.

Hyl. 1 begin to suspect my hypothesis. .

Phil. Beside spirits, all that we know or conceive are our own
ideas, When therefore you say, all ideas are occasionedlb}y im-
pressions in the brain, do you conceive this brain or no? If you
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do, then you talk of ideas imprinted in an ides, causing that
same idea, which is absurd. you do not conceive it, you talk
unintelligibly, instead of forming a reasonable hypothesis.

Hyl. 1 now clearly see it was a mere dream, There is nothing
in it.

Phil. You need not be much concerned at it; for after all,
this way of explaininf things, as you called it, could never have
satisfied any reasonable man. What connexion is there between
a motion in the nerves, and the sensations of sound or colour in
the mind? "Or how is it possible these should be the effect of
that?

Hyl. But I could never think it had so little in it, as now it
seems to have.

Phil. Well then, are you at length satisfied that no sensible
things have a real existence; and that you are in truth an arrant
sceptic ?

Hyl. Tt is teo plain to be denied.

Phil. Look ! are not the fields covered with a delightful ver-
dure? Is there not something in the woods and groves, in the
rivers and clear springs, that sooths, that delights, ti:: transports
the soul? At the prospect of the wide and deep ocean, or some
huge mountain whose top is lost in the clouds, or of an old

loomy forest, are not our minds filled with a pleasing horror ?
%ven in rocks and deserts, is there not an agreeable wildness?
How sincere a pleasure is it to behold the natural beauties of the
earth! to preserve and renew our relish for them, is not the veil
of night alternately drawn over her face, and doth she not
change her dress with the seasons? How aptly are the elements
disposed ! What variety and use in the meanest production of
nature! What delicacy, what beauty, what contrivance in animal
and vegetable bodies? How exquisitely are all things suited
as well to their particular ends, as to constitute opposite parts of
the whole ! and while they mutually aid and support, do they
not also set off and illustrate each other! Raise now your
thoughts from this ball of earth, to all those glorious luminaries
that adorn the high arch of heaven. The motion and situation
of the planets, are they not admirable for use and order. Were
those (miscalled erratic) globes ever known to stray, in their
repeated journeys through the pathless void ? Do they not mea-
sure areas round the sun ever proportioned to the times? So
fixed, so immutable are the laws by which the unseen Author
of nature actuates the universe. How vivid and radiant is the
lustre of the fixed stars! how magnificent and rich that negligent
profusion, with which they appear to be scattered throughout the
whole azare vault! yet if you take the telescope, it brings into
your sight a new host of stars that escape the naked eye. Here
they seem contiguous and minute, but to a nearer view immense
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orbsof light at various distances, far sunk in the abyss of space.
Now you must call imagination to your aid. The feeble narrow
sense cannot descry innumerable worlds revolving round the
central fires; and in those worlds the energy of an all-perfect
mind displayed in endless forms. But neither sense nor imagina-
tion are big enough to comprehend the boundless extent with all
its glittering furniture. Though the labouring mind exert and
strain each power to its utmost reach, there still stands out un-
grasped a surplusage immeasurable. Yet all the vasp bodies that
compose this mighty frame, how distant and remote soever, are
by some secret mechanism, some divine art and force, linked in a
mutual dependence and intercourse with each other, even with
this earth, which was almost slipped from my thoughts, and lost
in the crowd of worlds. Is not the wholz system immense,
beautiful, glorious beyond expression and beyond thought ? What
treatment then do those philosophers deserve, who would deprive
these noble and delightful scenes of all reality ? How should
those principles be entertained, that lead us to think all the
visible beauty of the creation a false imaginary glare? To be
plain, can you expect this scepticism of yours will not be thought
extravagantly absurd by all men of sense?

Hyl. Other men may think as they please: but for your part
you have nothing to reproach me with. My comfort is, you are
as much a sceptic as I am.

Phil. There, Hylas, I must beg leave to differ from you.

Hyl. What! have you all along agreed to the premises, and
do you now deny the conclusion, and leave me to maintain those
paradoxes by myself which you led me into? This surely is
not fair.

Phil. 1 deny that I with you in those notions that led
to scepticism. You indeed said, the reality of sensible things
consisted in an absolute existence out of the minds of spirits, or
distinct from their being perceived. And pursuant to this notion
of reality, you are obliged to deny sensible things any real exist-
ence : tiat 1s, accordmf to your own definition, you profess
yourself a sceptic. But 1 neither said nor thought the reality of
sensible things was to be defined after that manner. To me it
is evident, for the reasons you allow of, that sensible things can-
not exist otherwise than in a mind or spirit. Whence I con-
clude, not that they have no real existence, but that seeing they
depend not on my thought, and have an existence distinct from
being perceived by me, there must be some other mind wherein they
ezist. As sure therefore as the sensible world really exists, so
sure is there an infinite, omnipresent Spirit who contains and
supports it.

. Hyl What! this is no more than I and all Christians hold ;
nay, and all others too who believe there is a God, and that he
knows and comprehends all things.
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Phil. Ay, but here lies the difference. Men commonly be-
lieve that all things are known or perceived by God, because
they believe the being of a God, whereas I, on the other side,
immediately and necessarily conclude the being of a God, be-
cause all sensible things must be perceived by hun.

Hyl. But so long as we all believe the same thing, what
matter is it how we come by that belief ?

Phil. But neither do we agree in the same opinion. For phi-
losophers, though they acknowledge all corporeal beings to be
perceived by God, yet they attribute to them an absolute sub-
sistence distinct from their being perceived by any mind what-
ever, which I do not. Besides, is there no difference between
saying, there is a God, therefore he perceives all things: and say-
ing, sensible things do really exist: and if they really exist, they
are necessarily perceived by an infinite mind: therefore there is an
infinite mind, or God. This furnishes you with a direct and
immediate demonstration, from a most evident principle, of the
being of a God. Divines and philosophers had proved beyond all
controversy, from the beauty and usefulness of the several parts
of the creation, that it was the workmanship of God. But that
setting aside all help of astronomy and natural philosophy, all
contemplation of the contrivance, order, and adjustment of
things, an infinite mind should be necessarily inferred from the
bare existence of the sensible world, is an m{vanta.ge liar to
them only who have made this easy reflection : that the semsible
world is that which we perceive by our several senses; and that
nothing is perceived by the senses beside ideas; and that no idea
or archetype of an idea can exist otherwise than in a mind. You
may now, without any laborious search into the sciences, with-
out any subtilty of reason, or tedious length of discourse, o Eose
and baffle the most strenuous advocate for atheism. 'f ose
miserable refuges, whether in an eternal succession of unthinking
causes and effects, or in a fortuitous concourse of atoms; those
wild imaginations of Vanini, Hobbes, -and Spinoza; in a word,
the whole system of atheism, is it not entirely overthrown by
this single reflection on the repugnancy included in supposing
the whole, or any part, even the most rude and shapeless of the
visible world, to exist without a mind? Let any one of those
abettors of impiety but look into his own thoughts, and there
try if he can conceive how so much as a rock, a gesert, a chaos,
or confused jumble of atoms ; how any thing at all, either sen-
sible or imaginable, can exist independent of a mind, and he
need go no further to be convinced of his folly. Can any thing
be fairer than to put a dispute on such an issue, and leave it to &
man himself to see if he can conceive, even in thought, what he
holds to be true in fact, and from a notional to allow it a real
existence ?
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Hyl. It cannot be denied, there is something highly service-
able to religion in what you advance. But do you not think it
looks very Eke a notion entertained by some eminent moderns,
of seeing all things in God ?

Phil. 1 would gladly know that opinion ; pray explain it to me.

Hyl. They conceive that the soul being immaterial, is inca-
pable of being united with material things, so as to perceive
them in themselves, but that she ives them by her union
with the substance of God, whicE being spiritual is therefore
purely intelligible, or capable of being the immediate object of a
spirit’s thought. Besides, the divine essence contains in it
fections correspondent to each created being ; and which are, for
that reason, proper to exhibit or represent them to the mind.

Phil. 1 do not understand how our ideas, which are things
altogether passive and inert, can be the essence, or any part (or
like any part) of the essence or substance of God, who is an
impassive, indivisible, purely active being. Many more difficul-
ties and objections there are, which occur at first view against
this hypothesis ; but I shall only add, that it is Liable to Elmthe
abeurdities of the common hypotheses, in making a created world
exist otherwise than in the mind of a spirit. Beside all which it
hath this peculiar to itself, that it makes that material world
serve to no purpose. And if it pass for a good argument against
other hypotheses in the sciences, that they suppose nature or the
Divine Wisdom to make something in vain, or do that by
tedious round-about methods, which might have been performed
in a much more easy and compendious wa{, what shall we think
of that hypothesis which supposes the whole world made in vain ?

Hyl. But what say you, are not you too of opinion that we
see all things in God? If I mistake not, what you advance
comes near it.

Phil. Few men think, yet all will have opinions. Hence
men’s opinions are superficial and confused. It is nothing
st that tenets, which in themselves are ever so different,
shoulﬁ nevertheless be confounded with each other by those who
do not consider them attentively. I shall not therefore be sur-

rised, if some men imagine that I run into the enthusiasm of
ebranche, though in truth I am very remote from it. He
builds on the most abstract general ideas, which I entirely dis-
claim. He asserts an absolute external world, which I deny.
He maintains that we are deceived by our senses, and know not
the real natures, or the true forms and figures of extended
beings ; of all which I hold the direct contrary. So that, upon
the whole, there are no principles more fundamentally opposite
than his and mine. It must be owned I entirely agree with
what the holy scripture saith, that “in God we live, and move,
and have our being.” But that we see things in his essence,



188 THE SECOND DIALOGUE.

after the manner above set forth, I am far from believingl.
Take here in brief my meaning. It is evident, that the things
perceive are my own ideas, alxl:g that no idea can exist unless it
be in a mind. Nor is it less plain that these ideas, or things by
me perceived, either themselves or their archetypes, exist inde-
pendently of my mind, since I know myself not to be their
. author, it being out of my power to determine at pleasure, Wwhat
particular ideas I shall be affected with upon opening my eyes
or ears. They must therefore exist in some other mind, whose
will it is they should be exhibited to me. The things, I say,
immediately perceived, are ideas or sensations, call them which
you will. But how can any idea or sensation exist in, or be pro-
duced by, any thing but a mind or spirit ? This indeed is incon-
ceivable ; a.ng to assert that which is inconceivable, is to talk
nonsense : is it not ?

Hyl. Without doubt.

Phil. But on the other hand, it is very conceivable that they
should exist in, and be produced by, a spirit : since this is no more
than I daily experience in myself, inasmuch as I perceive num-
berless ideas: and by an act of my will can form a great variety
of them, and raise them up in my imagination: though it must
be confessed, these creatures of the fancy are not altogether so
distinct, so strong, vivid, and permanent, as those perceived b
my senses, which latter are caﬁeed real things. From all which
conclude, there is @ mind which a{‘ects me every moment with all the
sensible im‘pressiom I perceive. And from the variety, order, and
manner of these, I conclude the author of them to be wise, pow-
erful, and good, beyond comprehension. Mark it well; I do not
say, I see things by perceiving that which represents them in the
intelligible substance of God. This I do not understand ; but I
say, the thi‘:;ss by me perceived are known by the understanding,
and produced by the will, of an infinite Spirit. And is not 51
this most plain and evident? Is there any more in it, than what
a little observation of our own minds, and that which passes in
them, not only enableth us to conceive, but also obligeth us to
acknowledge ?

Hyl. 1 think 1 understand you very clearly; and own the
proof you give of a Deity seems no less evident, than it is sur-
prising. But allowing that God is the supreme and universal
cause of all things, yet may not there be still a third nature be-
sides spirits and ideas? May we not admit a subordinate and
limited cause of our ideas? In a word, may there not for all that
be matter ?

Phil. How often must I inculcate the same thing ? You allow
the things immediately perceived by sense to exist no where
without the mind; but there is nothing perceived by sense,
which is not perceived immediately : therefore there is nothing
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sensible that exists without the mind. The matter therefore
.which you still insist on, is something intelligible, I suppose;
sometbing that may be discovered by reason, and not by sense.

Hyl. You are in the right. ‘

Phil. Pray let me know what reasoning your belief of mat-
ter is grounded on; and what this matter is in your present
sense of it.

Hyl. 1 find myself affected with various ideas, whereof I know
I am not the cause; neither are they the cause of themselves
or of one another, or capable of subsisting by themselves, as be-
ing altogether inactive, fleeting, dependent beings. They have
therefore some cause distinct from me and them: of which I
pretend to know no more, than that it is the cause of my ideas.
And this thing, whatever it be, I call matter.

Phil. Tell me, Hylas, hath every one a liberty to change the
current proper signification annexed to a common name in any
language ? %or example, suppose a traveller should tell you, that
in a certain country men might pass unhurt through the fire;
and, upon explaining himself, you found he meant by the word
Jire that which others call water : or if he should assert there are
trees which walk upon two legs, meaning men by the term ¢rees.
‘Would you think this reasonable ?

Hyl. No; 1should think it very absurd. Common custom is
the standard of propriety in language. And for any man to
affect speaking improperly, is to pervert the use of speech, and
can never serve to a better pu , than to protract and multi-
ply disputes where there is no difference in opinion.

Phil, And doth not matter, in the common current acceptation
of the word, signify an extended, solid, moveable, unthinking,
inactive substance ?

Hyl. 1t doth.

Phil. And hath it not been made evident, that no such sub-
stance can possibly exist? And though it should be allowed to
exist, yet how can that which is inactive be a cause ; or that which
18 unthinking be a cause of thought? You may indeed, if you
please, annex to the word matter a contrary meaning to what is

ly received ; and tell me you understand by it an unex-
tended, thinking, active being, which is the cause of our ideas.
But what else is this, than to play with words, and run into that
very fault you just now condemned with so much reason? I do
by no means find fault with your reasoning, in that you collect a
cause from the phenomena: but I deny that the cause deducible
by reason can properly be termed matter.

Hyl. There 18 indeed something in what you say. But I am
afraid you do not thoroughly comprehend my meaning. I would
by no means be thought to deny that God, or an infinite spirit, is
the supreme cause of all things. All I contend for, is that sub-
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ordinate to the supreme agent there is a canse of a limited and
inferior nature, which concurs in the production of our ideas, not
by any act of will or spiritual efficiency, but by that kind of ac-
tion which belongs to matter, viz. motion.

Phil. 1 find, you are at every turn relapsing into your old
exploded conceit, of a moveable and consequently an extended
substance existing without the mind. 'What !. have you already
forgot you were convinced, or are you willing I should repeat
what has been eaid on that head? In truth this is not fair det&e:g
in you, still to sulﬁose the being of that which you have 8o often
acknowledged to have no being. But not to insist further on
what has been so y handled, I ask whether all your ideas
are not perfectly passive and inert, including nothing of action
in them?

Hyl. They are.

Phil. And are sensible qualities any thing else but ideas?

Hyl. How often have I acknowledged that they are not?

PFlil. But is not motion a sensible quality ?

Hyl. It is.

Phil. Consequently it is no action.

Hyl. I agree with you. And indeed it is very plain, that
when I stir my finger, it remains passive; but my will which
produced the motion, is active.

Phil. Now I desire to know in the first place, whether motion
being allowed to be no action, you can conceive any action besides
volition : and in the second place, whether to say something and
conceive nothing be not to talk nonsense: and lastly, whether
having considered the premises, you do not perceive that to sup-

any efficient or active cause of our ideas, other than spirtt,
18 highly absurd and unreasonable ?

Hyl. 1 give up the point entirely. But though matter may
not be a cause, yet what hinders its being an instrument subser-
vient to the supreme agent in the production of our ideas?

Phil. An instrument, say you; pray what may be the figure,
springs, wheels, and motions of that instrument ?

Hyl. Those I pretend to determine nothing of, both the sub-
stance and its qualities being entirely unknown to me.

Phil. What? You are tﬁen of opinion, it is made up of un-
kl:xown parts, that it hath unknown motions, and an unknown
shape.

Hyl. Ido not believe it hath any figure or motion at all, being
already convinced, that no sensible qualities can exist in an un-
Pperceiving substance.

Phil. But what notion is it possible to frame of an instrument
void of all sensible qualities, even extension itself?

Hyl 1 do not pretend to have any notion of it.

Phil. And what reason have you to think, this unknown, this
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inconceivable somewhat doth exist ? Is it that you imagine God
cannot act a8 well without it, or that you find by experience the
use of some such thing, when you form ideas in your own mind ?

Hyl. You are always teazing me for reasons of my belief.
Pray what reasons have you not to believe it ?

Phil. Tt is to me a sufficient reason not to believe the exist-
ence of any thing, if I see no reason for believing it. But not
to insist on reasons for believing, you will not so much as let
me know what it is you would have me believe, since you say
you have no manner of notion of it. After all, let me entreat
you to consider whether it be like a philosopher, or even like a
man of common sense, to pretend to believe you know not what
and you know not why.

Hyl. Hold, Philonous. When I tell you matter is an instru~
ment, I do not mean altogether nothing. It is true, I know not
the particular kind of instrument: but however I have some
notion of instrument in general, which I apply to it.

Phil. But what if it should prove that thereis something, even
in the most general notion of instrument, as taken in a distinct
sense from cause, which makes the use of it inconsistent with the
divine attributes?

Hyl. Make that appear, and I shall give up the point.

Piil. What mean you by the genenﬁ nature or notion of in-
strument ? ‘

Hyl. That which is common to all particular instruments,
composeth the general notion.

Phil. Is it not common to all instruments, that they are ap-
plied to the doing those things only, which cannot be performed
by the mere-act of our wills? Thus for instance, I never use an
instrument to move my finger, because it is done by a volition.
But I should use one, if I were to remove part of a rock, or tear
up a tree by the roots. Are you of the same mind ? Or can you
show any example where an 1nstrument is made use of in pro-
ducing an effect immediately depending on the will of the agent ?

Hyl. 1 own, I cannot.

Phil. How therefore can you suppose, that an all-perfect Spirit,
on whose will all things have an absolute and immediate depend-
ence, should need an instrument in his operations, or not needing
it make use of it? Thus it seems to me that you are obliged to
own the use of a lifeless inactive instrument, to be incompatible
with the infinite perfection of God; that is, by your own con~
fession to give up the point.

Hyl Tt doth not readily occur what I can answer you.

Phil. But methinks you should be ready to own the truth,
when it hath been fairly proved to you. We indeed, who are
beings of finite powers, are forced to make use of instruments.
And the use of an instrument showeth the agent to be limited
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by rules of another’s prescription, and that he cannot obtain his
end, but in such a way and by such conditions. Whence it seems
a clear consequence, that the supreme unlimited agent useth no
tool or instrument at all. The will of an omnipotent Spirit is
no sooner exerted than executed, without the application of
means, which, if they are employed by inferior agents, it is not
upon account of any real efficacy that is in them, or n
aptitude to produce any effect, but merely in compliance wi
the laws of nature, or those conditions prescribed to them by the
first cause, who is himself above all Iimitation or prescription
whatsoever.

Hyl. 1 will no longer maintain that matter is an instrument.
However, I would not be understood to give up its existence
neither ; since, notwithstanding what hath been said, it may still
be an occasion.

Phil. How many shapes is your matter to take ? Or how often
must it be proved not to exist, before you are content to
with it? But to say no more of this (though by all the laws of
disputation I may justly blame you for so frequently changing
the signification of the principal term) I would fain Know what
you mean by affirming that matter is an occasion, having already
denied it to be a cause. And when you have shown in what
sense you understand occasion, pray in the next place be pleased
to show me what reason induceth you to believe there is such an
occasion of our ideas.

Hyl. As to the first point : by occasior I mean an inactive, un-
thinking being, at the presence whereof God excites ideas in our
minds.

Ppil. And what may be the nature of that inactive, unthink-
ing bein§ ?

Hyl. 1 know nothing of its nature.

Phil. Proceed then to the second point, and assign some reason
why we should allow an existence to this inactive, unthinking,
unknown thing.

Hyl. When we see ideas produced in our minds after an
orderly and constant manner, 1t is natural to think they have
some fixed and regular occasions, at the presence of which they
are excited.

Phil. You acknowledge then God alone to be the cause of our
ideas, and that he causes them at the presence of those occasions.

Hyl Thatis my opinien.

Phil. Those things which you say are present to God, without
doubt he perceives.

Hyl. Certainly ; otherwise they could not be to him an occa-
sion of acting.

Phil. Not to insist now on your making sense of this hypo-
thesis, or answering all the puzzling questions and difficulties it
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i8 liable to: I only ask whether the order and regularity observ-
able in the series of our ideas, or the course of nature, be not
sufficiently accounted for by the wisdom and power of God ; and
whether it doth not derogate from those attributes, to suppose he
is influenced, -directed, or put in mind, when and what Ee is to
act, by any unthinking substance. And lastly, whether in case
I granted all you contend for, it would make any thing to your
lmrpose, it not being easy to conceive how the external or abso-
ute existence of an unthinking substance, distinct from its being
perceived, can be inferred from my allowing that there are cer-
tain things perceived by the mind of God, which are to him the
occagion of producing ideas in us.

Hyl. T am perfectly at a loss what to think, this notion of
occasion seeming now altogether as groundless as the rest.

Phil. Do you not at length perceive, that in all these different
acceptations of matter, you have been only suim ing you know
not what, for no manner of reason, and to no kind o% use?

. Hyl 1 freely own myself less fond of my notions, since they
have been so accurately examined. But still, methinks I have
some confused perception that there is such a thing as matter.

Phil. Either you perceive the being of matter immediately,
or mediately. f;‘ immediately, pray inform me by which of the
senses_you perceive it. If mediately, let me know by what
reasoning it 1s inferred from those things which you perceive im-
mediately. So much for the perception. Then for the matter
itself, I ask whether it is object, substratum, cause, instrument,
or occasion ? You have already pleaded for each of these, shift-
ing your notions, and making matter to appear sometimes in one
shape, then in another. And what you have offered hath been
disapproved and rejected by yourself. If you have any thing
new to advance, I would gladly hear it.

Hyl 1 think I have already offered all I had to say on those
heads. I am at a loss what more to urge.

Phil. And yet you are loath to part with your old prejudice.
But to make you quit it more easily, I desire that, besides what
has been hitl{erbo suggested, you will further consider whether,
upon supposition that matter exists, you can possibly conceive
how you should be affected by it ? Or supposing it di(fv not exist,
whether it be not evident you jmight ¥or all that be affected
with the same ideas you now are, and consequently have the
very same reasons to believe its existence that you now can have?

yl. 1 acknowledge it is possible we might perceive all thi
Jjust as we do now, though there was no matter in the world;
neither can I conceive, 1% there be matter, how it should produce
any idea in our minds. And I do further grant, you have en-
tirely satisfied me, that it is impossible there should be such a
thing as matter in gny of the foregoing acceptations. But still

VOL. L o
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I cannot help supposing that there is matter in some sense or
other. What that is“igdo not indeed pretend to determine.

Phil. T do not expect you should define exactly the nature of
that unknown being. Only be pleased to tell me, whether it is
a substance: and if so, whether you can sup a substance
without accidents: or in case you suppose it to have accidents or
qualities, I desire you will let me know what those qualities are,
at least what is meant by matter’s supporting them.

Hyl. We have already argued on those points. I have no
more to say to them. But to prevent any further questions, let
me tell you, I at Enesent understand by matter neither substance
nor accident, thinking nor extended being, neither cause, instru-
ment, nor occasion, but something -entirely unknown, distinct
from all these.

Prhil. It seems then you include in your present. notion of
matter, nothing but the general abstract of idea of entity.

Hyl. Nothing else, save only that I superadd to this general
idea the negation of all those particular things, qualities, or ideas
that I perceive, imagine, or in any wise apprehend.

Phil. Pray where do you suppose this unkmown matter to
exist ?

Hyl. Oh Philonous ! now you think you have entangled me;
for if I say it exists in place, then you will infer that it exists
in. the mind, since it is agreed, that place or extension exists onl
in the mind : but I am not ashamed to own my ignorance. {
know not where it exists; only I am sure it exists not in place.
There is a negative answer for you: and you must expect no
other to all the questions you put for the future about matter.

Phil. Since you will not tell me where it exists, be pleased to
inform me after what manner you suppose it to exist, or what
you mean by its ezistence.

Hyl. It neither thinks nor acts, neither perceives, nor is per-

ceived.
- Phil. But what is there positive in your abstracted notion of
its existence ?

Hyl. Upon a nice observation, I do not find I have any posi~
tive notion or meaning at all. I tell you again I am not ashamed
to own my ignorance. I know not what is meant by its existence,
or how it exists.

Phil. Continue, good Hylas, to act the same ingenuous part,
and tell me sincerely whether you can frame a distinct idea of
entity in, general, prescinded from and exclusive of all thinking
and corporeal beings, all particular things whatsoever.

Hyl. Hold, let me think a little——1I profess, Philonous, I do
not f‘;/nd that I can. At first glance methought I had some dilute
and airy notion of pure entity in abstract; but upon closer at-
tention it hath quite vanished out of sight. \The more I think
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on it, the more am I confirmed in my prudent resolution of
iving none but negative answers, and not pretending to the least
egree of any positive knowledﬁe or conception of matter, its
where, its how, its entity, or any thing belonging to it.

Phil. When therefore you speak of the existence of matter,
you have not any notion in your mind.

Hyl. None at all.

Phil. Pray tell me if the case stands not thas: at first, from
a belief of material substance you would have it that the imme-
diate objects existed without the mind; then that their arche-
types; then causes; next instruments: then occasions: lastly,
something in general, which being interpreted proves nothing. go
matter comes to nothing. What think you, %Iylas? is not this
a fair summary of your whole proceeding?

Hyl. Be that as it will, yet f still insist upon it, that our not
being able to conceive a thing, is no argument against its ex-
istence. .

Phil. That from a cause, effect, operation, sign, or other cir-
cumstance, there may reasonably be inferred the existence of a
thing not immediately perceived, and that it were absurd for any
man to argue against the existence of that thing, from his having
no direct and positive notion of it, I freely own. But where
there is nothing of all this; where neither reason ner revelation
induces us to believe the existence of a thing ; where we have not
even a relative notion of it; where an abstraction is made from
perceiving and being perceived, from spirit and idea: lastly,
where there is not so much as the most inadequate or faint idea
pretended to: I will not indeed thence conclude against the
reality of any notion or existence of any thing: but my infer-
ence shall be, that you mean nothing at all : that you imply words
to no manner of purpose, without any design or signification
whatsoever. And I leave it to you to consider how mere jargon
should be treated.

Hyl. To deal frankly with you, Philonous, your arguments
seem in themselves unanswerable, but they have not so great an
effect on me as to produce that entire conviction, that heart
acquiescence which attends demonstration. I find myself still
relapsing into an obscure surmise of I know not what, matter.

Phil. But are you not sensible, Hylas, that two things must
concur to take away all scruple, and work a plenary assent in the
mind? Let a visible object be set in never so clear a light, yet
if there is any imperfection in the sight, or if the eye is not
directed towards it, it will not be distinctly seen. And though
a demonstration be never so well grounde({ and fairly proposed,
yet if there is withal a stain of prejudice, or a wrong bias on
the understanding, can it be expected on a sudden to perceive
clearly and adhere firmly to the truth ? No, there is need of time

02
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and pains; the attention must be awakened and detained by a
frequent repetition of the same thing placed oft in the same, oft
in different lights. I have said it already, and find I must still
repeat and inculcate, that it is an unaccountable license you take in
pretending to maintain you know not what, for you know not
what reason, to you know not what purpose. Can this be paral-
leled in any art or science, any sect or profession of men? Or is
there any thing so barefacedly groundless and unreasonable to be
met with even in the lowest of common conversation? But
perhaps you will still say, matter may exist, though at the same
time you neither know what is meant by matter, nor by its existence.
This indeed is surprising, and the more so because it is altogether
voluntary, you not being led to it by any one reason; for I
challenge you to show me that thing in nature which needs
matter to explain or account for it.

Hyl. The reality of things cannot be maintained without sup-
posing the existence of matter. And is not this, think you, a

reason why I should be earnest in its defence ?

ll’hz'l. The reality of things! What things, sensible or intelli-

ible ?
o Hyl. Sensible things.

Pril. My glove, for example ?

Hyl. That or any other thing perceived by the senses.

Phil. But to fix on some particular thing ; is it not a sufficient
evidence to me of the existence of this glove, that I see it, and
feel it, and wear it? Or if this will not do, how is it ible 1
should be assured of the reality of this thing, which 1 actuall
see in this place, by supposing that some uux:ﬁnown thing, whic
I never did or can see, exists after an unknown manner, in an
unknown place, or in no place at all? How can the supposed
reality of that which is intangible, be a proof that any thing
tangible really exists ? Or of that which 1s invisible, tZat any
visible thing, or in general of any thing which is imperceptible,
that a perceptible exists? Do but explain this, and I shall think
nothing tdo hard for you.

Hyl. Upon the whole, I am content to own the existence of
matter is highly improbable; but the direct and absolute impose-
gibility of it does not appear to me.

Phil But granting matter to be possible, yet upon that account
merely it can have no more claim to existence, than a golden
mountain or a centaur.

Hyl. I acknowledge it ; but still you do not deny it is possible ;
and that which is possible, for aught: you know, may actually
exist.

Phil. T deny it to be possible; and have, if I mistake not,
evidently proved from your own concessions that it is not. In
the common sense of the word matter, is there any more implied
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than an extended, solid, figured, moveable substance, existi
without the mind? And have not you acknowledged over a.l:ngl
over, that you have seen evident reason for denying the possi-
bility of sych a substance ?

Hyl. True, but that is only one sense of the term matter.

Phil. But is it not the only proper genuine received sense?
and if matter in such a sense be proved impossible, may it not be
thought with good grounds absolutely impossible? Else how
oould any thing be proved impossible? Or indeed how could
there be any proof at all one way or other, to a man who takes
the“liisb;rty to unsettle and change the common signification of
wo!

Hyl. 1 thought philosophers might be allowed to speak more
accurately thtrng thepvnlgarl,) and !:e%e not always confined to the
common acceptation of a term.

Phil. But this now mentioned is the common received sense
among philosophers themselves. But not to insist on that, have
you not been allowed to take matter in what sense you pleased ?
And have you not used this privilege in the utmost extent, some-
times entirely changing, at others leaving out or putting into the
definition of it whatever for the present best served your design,
contrary to all the known rules of reason and logic? And hath
ot this shifting, unfair method of yours spun out our dispute to
an unnecessary length ; matter having been particularly examined,
and by your own confession refuted in each of those senses?
And can any more be required to prove the absolute impossibility
of a thing, than the proving it impossible in every particular
sense, that either you or any one else understands it in ? )

Hyl. But I am not so thoroughly satisfied that you have
proved the impossibility of matter in the last most obscure, ab-
stracted and indefinite sense.

Phil. When is a thing shown to be impossible ?

Hyl. When a repugnancy is demonstrated between the ideas
comprehended in its definition.

Phil. But where there are no ideas, there no repugnancy can
be demonstrated between ideas.

Hyl. 1 agree with you. )

Phil. Now in that which you call the obscure, indefinite sense
of the word matter, it is plain, by your own confession, there was
included no idea at all, no sense except an unknown sense, which
is the same thing as none. You are not therefore to expect I
should prove a repugnancy between ideas where there are no ideas,
or the 1mpossibility of matter taken in an unknown sense, that is
no sense at all. My business was only to show, you meant no-

: and this you were brought to own. So that in all your
various senses, you have been shown either to mean nothing at
all, or if any thing, an absurdity. And if this be not sufficient
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to prove the impossibility of a thing, I desire you will let me
know what is,

Hyl. Iacknowledge you have proved that matter is impossible ;
nor do I see what more can be said in defence of it. . But at the
same time that I give up this, I suspect all my other notions.
For surely none could be more seemingly evident than this once
was: and yet it now seems as false and absurd as ever it did true
before. But I think we have discussed the point sufficiently for
the present. The remaining part of the day I would willin'ilg
spend, in running over in my thoughts the several heads of thi
morning’s conversation, and to morrow shall be glad to meet you
here again about the same time.

Phil. 1 will not fail to attend you.

COOPsrsrre prsrese

THE THIRD DIALOGUE.

Philonous. TELL me, Hylas, what are the fruits of yesterday’s
meditation ? Hath it confirmed you in the same mind you were
in at parting? or have you since seen cause to change your
opinion ?

Hylas. Truly my opinion is, that all our opinions are alike vain
and uncertain. What we approve to-day, we condemn to mor-
row. We keep a stir about Enowledge, and spend our lives in
the pursuit of it, when, alas! we know nothing all the while : nor
do lpthink it possible for us ever to know any thing in this life.
Our faculties are too narrow and too few. Nature certainly never
intended us for speculation.

Phil. What! say you we can know nothing, Hylas?

Hyl. There is not that single thing in the world, whereof we
can know the real nature, or what it 18 in itself.

Phil. Will you tell me I do not really know what fire or
water is ?

Hyl. You may indeed know that fire appears hot, and water
fluid: but this is no more than knowin wEat sensations are pro-
duced in your own mind, upon the application of fire and water
to your organs of sense. Their internal constitution, their true
amr real nature, you are utterly in the dark as to that.

Phil, Do I not know this to be a real stone that I stand on,
and that which I see before my eyes to be a real tree ?

Hyl. Know? No, it is impossible you or any man alive should
know it. All youn know is, that you have such a certain idea or
appearance in your own mind. But what is this to the real tree
or stone? I tell you, that colour, figure, and hardness, which you
perceive, are not the real natures of those things, or in the least
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like them. The same may be said of all other real things or
corporeal substances which compose the world. They have none
of them any thi% in themselves, like those sensible qualities by
us perceived. e should not therefore pretend to affirm or
know any thing of them, as they are in their own nature.

Pkhil. But surely, Hylas, I can distinguish gold, for example,
from iron: and how could this be, if % knew not what either
truly was?

Hyl. Believe me, Philonous, you can only distinguish between
your own ideas. That yellowness, that weight, and other sensi-
ble qualities, think you they are really in the gold? They are
only relative to the senses, and have no absolute existence in
nature. And in pretending to distinguish the species of real
things, by the appearances in your mind, you may perbaps act
a8 wisely as he tYlat should conclude two men were of a different
species, because their clothes were not of the same colour.

Phil. It seems then we are altogether put off with the appear-
ances of things, and those false ones too. The very meat f:rt,
?m}. the cloth I wear, have nothing in them like what I see and
ee

Hyl. Even so.

Phil. But is it not strange the whole world should be thus
imposed on and so foolish as to believe their senses? And yet
I know not how it is, but men eat, and drink, and sleep, and per-
form all the offices of life as comfortably and conveniently, as if
they really knew the things they are conversant about. _

Hyl. They do so: but you Enow ordinary practice does not
requre a nicety of speculative knowledge. l!ience the vulgar
retain their mistakes, and for all that, make a shift to bustle
through the affairs of life. But philosophers know better things.

Phil. You mean, they know that they know nothing. -

Hyl That is the very top and perfection of human knowledge.

Phil. But are you 31 this while in earnest, Hylas; and are
you seriously persuaded that you know nothing real in the
world ?  Suppose you are going to write, would you not call for
pen, ink, and paper, like another man; and do you not know
what it is you call for ?

Hyl. How often must I tell you, that I know not the real
nature of any one thing in the universe? I may, indeed, upon
occasion, make use of pen, ink, and paper. But what any one
of them is in its own true nature, I declare positively I know
not. And the same is true with regard to every other corporeal
thing. And, what is more, we are not only ignorant of the true
and real nature of things, but even of their existence. It cannot
be denied that we perceive such certain appearances or ideas;
but it cannot be concluded from thence that bodies really exist.
Nay, now I think on it, I must, agreeably to my former con-
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cessions, further declare, that it is impossible any real corporeal
thing should exist in nature. )

Phil You amaze me. Was ever any thing more wild and
extravagant than the notions you now maintain: and is it not
evident you are led into all these extravagancies by the belief of
material substance? This makes you dream of those unknown
natures in every thing. It is this occasions your dlsn.n%nshmg
between the reality and sensible appearances of things. It is to
this you are indebted for being ignorant of what every body else
knows perfectly well. Nor is this all: you are not only ignorant
of the true nature of every thing, but you know not whether
any thing really exists, or whether there are any true natures at
all; forasmuch as you attribute to your material beings an abso-
lute or external existence, wherein you suppose their realit
consists, And-as you are forced in the end to acknowledge snc.i
an existence means either a direct repugnancy, or nothing at all,
it follows that you are obliged to pull éown your own hypothesis
of material substance, and positively to deny the real existence
of any part of the universe. And so you are plunged into the
deepest and most deplorable scepticism that ever man was. Tell
me, Hylas, is it not as I say ?

Hyl. 1 agree with you. Material substance was no more than
an hypothesis, and a false and groundless one too. I will no
longer spend my breath in defence of it. But whatever hypo-
thesis you advance, or whatsoever scheme of things you intro-
duce in its stead, I doubt not it will appear every whit as false:
let me but be allowed to question you upon it. That is, suffer
me to serve you in your own kind, and %owarrant it shall con-
duct you through as many perplexities and contradictions, to the
very same state of scepticism :gat I myself am in at present.

hil. I assure you, Hylas, I do not pretend to frame any
hypothesis at all. I am of a vulgar cast, simple enough to
believe my senses, and leave things as I find them. To be plain,
it is my opinion, that the real things are those very things % see
and feel, and perceive by my senses. These I know, and finding

they answer all the necessities and purposes of life, have no.

reason to be solicitous about any other unknown beings. A
piece of sensible bread, for instance, would stay my stomach
better than ten thousand times as much of that insensible, unin-
telligible, real bread you speak of. It is likewise my opinion,
that colours and other sensible qualities are on the objects. I
cannot for my life help thinking that snow is white, and fire hot.
You indeed, who by snow and fire mean certain external, unper-
ceived, unperceiving substances, are in the right to deny white-
ness or heat to be affections inherent inntﬁem. But I, who
understand by those words the things I see and feel, am obliged
to think like other folks. And as I am no sceptic with regard
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to the nature of things, so neither am I as to their existence. .
That a thing should be really perceived by my senses, and at the
same time not really exist, is to me a plain contradiction ; since
I cannot prescind or abstract, even in thought, the existence of
a sensible thing from its being perceived. Wood, stones, fire,
water, flesh, iron, and the like gmgs, which I name and dis-
course of, are things that I know. And I should not have
known them, but that I perceived th(;x:]xm }:’eyl my senses; and
things perceived by the senses are immediately perceived ; and
things 1nmediately perceived are ideas; and ideas cannot exist
without the mind; their existence therefore consists in being
perceived; when therefore they are actually perceived, there can
be no doubt of their existence. Away then with all that scepti-
cism, all those ridiculous philosophical doubts. What a jest is it
for a philosopher to question the existence of sensible things, till
he hath it proved to him from the veracity of God: or to pre-
tend our Enowledge in this point falls short of intuition or
demonstration! I might as well doubt of my own being, as of
the being of those things I actually see and feel.

Hyl Not so fast, Philonous: you say you cannot conceive
how sensible things should exist without the mind. Do you not?

Phil é do. iy

l. Supposing you were annihilated, cannot you conceive it
posIsI'ylble that thingsyperceivable by sense may still exist ?

PhilL 1 can; but then it must be in another mind. When I
deny sensible things an existence out of the mind, I do not mean
my mind in particular, but all minds. Now it is plain they have
an existence exterior to my mind, since I find them by expe-
rience to be independent of it. There is therefore some ot.Eer
mind wherein they exist, during the intervals between the times
of my perceiving them: as likewise they did before my birth,
and would do after my supposed annihilation. And as the same
is true with regard to all other finite created spirits, it neces-
sarily follows, there is an omnipresent, eternal Mind, which
knows and comprehends all thi and exhibits them to our
view in such a manner, and according to such rules as he himself
hath ordained, and are by us termed the laws of nature.

Hyl. Answer me, Philonous. Are all our ideas perfectly
inert beings? Or have they any agency included in them ?

Phil. They are altogether passive and inert.

Hyl And is not God an agent, a being purely active ?

Phil. T acknowledge it.

Hyl No idea therefore can be like unto, or represent the
nature of God.

Phil. It cannot.

Hyl. Since therefore you have no idea of the mind of God,
how can you conceive it possible, that things should exist in his
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mind? Or, if you can conceive the mind of God without having
an idea of it, why may not I be allowed to conceive the existence
of matter, notwithstanding that I have no idea of it?

Phil. As to your first question: I own I have properly no idea,
either of God or any other spirit; for these being active, cannot
be represented by things perfectly inert, as our i1deas are. I do
nevertheless know, that I, who am a spirit or thinking substance,
exist as certainly, as I know my ideas exist. Further, I know
what I mean by the terms I and myself; and I know this imme-
diately, or intuitively, though I do not perceive it as I perceive a
triangle, a colour, or a sound. The mind, spirit, or soul, is that
indivisible, unextended thing, which thinks, acts, and perceives. I
say indivisible, because unextended; and unextended, because ex-
tended, figured, moveable things, are ideas; and that which per-
ceivep ideas, which thinks and wills, is plainly itself no idea, nor
like an idea. Ideas are things inactive, and perceived: and
spirits a sort of beings altogether different from them. I do not
therefore say my soul is an idea, or like an idea. However,
taking the word idea in a large sense, my soul may be said to
furnish me with an idea, that is, an image, or likeness of God,
though indeed extremely inadequate. For all the notion I have
of God, is obtained by reflecting on my own soul, heightening its
powers, and removing its imperfections. I have therefore, though
not an inactive idea, yet in myself some sort of an active think-
ing image of the Deity. And though I perceive him not by
sense, yet I have a notion of him, or know him by reflection and
reasoning. My own mind and my own ideas I have an imme-
diate knowledge of; and by the help of these, do mediately
apprehend the possibility of the existence of other spirits and
ideas. Further, from my own being, and from the dependency
I find in myself and my ideas, I do by an act of reason ne-
cessarily infer the existence of a Grod, and of all created things
in the mind of God. So much for your first question. For the -
second : I suppose by this time you can answer it yourself. For
you neither perceive matter objectively, as {ou do an inactive
being or idea, nor know it, as you do yourself, by a reflex act:
neither do you mediately apprehend it by similitude of the one
or the other : nor yet collect it by reasomng from that which you
know immediately. All which makes the case of matter widely
different from that of the Deity.

Hyl. You say your own souilsupplies you with some sort of an
idea or image of God. But at the same time you acknowledge
you have, properly speaking, no idea of your ownsoul. You even
affirm that spirits are a sort of beings altogether different from
ideas. Consequently that no idea can be like a spirit. 'We have
therefore no idea of any spirit. You admit nevertheless that
there is spiritual substance, although you have no idea of it;
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while you deny there can be such a thing as material substance,
because you have no notion or idea of it. Is this fair dealinr ?
To act consistently, you must either admit matter or reject spirit.
‘What say you to this?

Phil. 1 say in the first place, that I do not deny the existence
of material substance merely because I have no notion of it, but
becauss the notion of it is inconsistent, or in other words, because
it is repugnant that there should be a notion of it. Many things,
for aught I know, may exist, whereof neither I nor any other
man hath or can have any idea or notion whatsoever. But then
those things must be possible, that is, nothing inconsistent must
be included in their definition. I say secondly, that although we
believe things to exist which we do not perceive; yet we may not
believe that any farticular thing exists, without some reason for
such belief: but I have no reason for believing the existence of
matter. I have no immediate intuition thereof: neither can I
mediately from my sensations, ideas, notions, actions, or ions,
infer an unthinking, unperceiving, inactive substance, either by
probable deduction, or necessary consequence. Whereas the
being of myself, that is, my own soul, mind, or thinking principle,
I evidently know by reflection. You will forgive me if I repeat
the same things in answer to the same objections. In the very
notion or definition of material substance, there is included a ma-
nifest repugnance and inconsistency. But this cannot be said of
the notion of spirit. That ideas should exist in what doth not
Erceive, or be produced by what doth not act, is repugnant.

ut it is no repugnancy to say, that a perceiving thing should be
the subject of ideas, or an active thing the cause of them. It is
granted we have neither an immediate evidence nor a demonstra-
tive knowledge of the existence of other finite spirits; but it will
not thence follow that such spirits are on a foot with material
substances: if to suppose the one be inconsistent, and it be not
inconsistent to suppose the other; if the one can be inferred
by no argument, and there is a probability for the other; if we
see signs and effects indicating distinet finite agents like our-
selves, and see no sign or symptom whatever that leads to a
rational belief of matter. I say }l)astly, that I have a notion of
spirit, though I have not, strictly speaking, an idea of it. I do
not perceive it as an idea or by means of an idea, but know it by
reflection.

Hyl. Notwithstanding all you have said, to me it seems, that
according to your own way of thinking, and in consequence of
your own principles, it should follow that you are only a system
of floating ideas, without any substance to support them. Words
are not to be used without a meaning. And as there is no more
meaning in spiritual substance than in material substance, the one
is to be exploded as well as the other.
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Phil. How often must I repeat, that I know or am conscious
of my own being; and that I myself am not my ideas, but some-~
what else, a tbil;ﬁdng, active principle that perceives, knows, wills,
and operates about ideas? I know that I, one and the same self,
perceive both colours and sounds: that a colour cannot perceive
a sound, nor a sound a colour : that I am therefore one individual

rinciple, distinct from colour and sound ; and, for the same reason,
?rom all other sensible things and inert ideas. But I am not in
like manner conscious either of the existence or eesence of matter.
On the contrary, I know that nothing inconsistent can exist, and
that the existence of matter imgl;'es an inconsistency. Further,
I know what I mean, when I that there is & spiritual sub-
" stance or support of ideas, that is, that a spirit knows and per-
ceives ideas. But I do not know what is meant, when it is said,
that an unperceiving substance hath inherent in it and supports
either ideas or the archetypes of ideas. There is therefore upon
the whole no parity of case between spirit and matter.

Hyl 1 own myself eatisfied in this point. But do you in
earnest think, the real existence of sensible things consists in
their bmngls;cntuall perceived ? If so, how comes it that all
mankind distinguish between them? Ask the first man you
meet, and he tell you, to de perceived is one thing, and &
ezist is another.

Phil. I am content, Hylas, to appeal to the common sense of
the world for the truth of my notion. Ask the gardener, wh
he thinks yonder cherry-tree exists in the garden, and he ebaﬁ
tell you, because he sees and feels it ; in a word, because he per-
ceives it by his senses. Ask him, why he thinks an orange-tree
not to be there, and he shall tell you, because he does not per-
ceive it. What he perceives by sense, that he terms a real being,
and saith it is, or ezists; but that which is not perceivable, the
same, he saith, hath no being.

Hyl. Yes, Philonous, I lgrant the existence of a sensible ﬂux
consists in being perceivable, but not in being actually perceiv:

Phil. And what is perceivable but an idea? And can an idea
exist without being actually perceived? These are points long
since agreed between us.

Hyl But be your opinion never so true, yet surely you will
not deny it is azocking, and contrary to the common sense of
men, Xsk the fellow, whether yonder tree hath an existence
out of his mind : what answer, think you, he would make ?

Phil. The same that I should m , 0 wit, that it doth exist
out of his mind. But then to a Christian it cannot surely be
shocking to say, the real tree existing without hig mind is truly
known and comprehended by (that is, exists én) the infinite mind
of God. Probably be may not at first glance be aware of the
direct and immediate proo{ there is of this, inasmuch as the verv
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being of a tree, or any other sensible thing, implies a mind
wherein it is. But the point itself he cannot deny. The ques-
tion between the materialists and me is not, whether things have
a real existence out of the mind of this or that person, but
whether they have an absolute existence, distinct from being per-
ceived by (504, and exterior to all minds. This indeed some
heathens and philosophers have affirmed, but whoever entertains
notions of the Deity suitable to the holy scriptures, will be of
another opinion.

Hyl. But according to your notions, what difference is there
between real things, and chimeras formed by the imagination, or
the visions of a dream, since they are all equally in the mind ?

Phil. The ideas formed by the imagination are faint and indis-
tinet ; they have besides an entire dependence on the will. But
the ideas perceived by sense, that is, real things, are more vivid
and clear, and being imprinted on the mind by a spirit distinct
from us, have not a like dependence on our will ere is there-
fore no danger of confounding these with the foregoing: and
there is as little of confounding them with the visions of a dream,
which are dim, irregular, and confused. And though they should
happen to be never go lively and natural, yet by their not being
connected, and of a piece with the preceding and subsequent
transactions of our lives, they might easily be 5 inguished from
reslities. In short, by whatever method you distinguish things
from chimeras on your own scheme, the same, it is evident, will
hold also upon mine.  For it must be, I presume, by some per-
ceived difference, and I am not for depriving you of any one
thing that you ive.

Hyl. Baut still, Philonous, you hold, there is nothing in the
world but spirits and ideas. And this, you must needs acknow-
ledge, soumgs very oddly.

Phil. T own the word idea, not being commonly used for thing,
sounds something out of the way. My reason for using it was,
because a necessary relation to the mind is understood to be im-
plied by that term; and it is now commonly used by philoso-
%hers, to denote the immediate objects of the understanding.

ut however oddly the proposition may sound in words, yet it
includes nothing so very strange or shocking in its sense, which
in effect amounts to no t(;xore than this, 1:()1 wit, ﬁt there are

only thin reeiving, and things perceived; or that every un-
) thil{king gbsegleé is.ne%’eesarily, and from the very nature of its
existence, perceived by some mind ; if not bé:;y finite created
mind, yet certainly by the infinite mind of , in whom “ we
live, and move, and have our being.” 1Is this as strange as to say,
the sensible qualities are not on the objects: or, that we cannot
be sure of the existence of things, or know any thmf of their
real natures, though we both see and feel them, and perceive
them by all our senses ?
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Hyl. And in consequence of this, must we not think there

are no such things as physical or corporeal causes; but that a
irit is the immediate cause of all the phenomena in nature ?
an there be any thing more extravagant than this?

Phil. Yes, it is infinitely more extravagant to eay, a thing
which is inert, operates on the mind, and which is unperceiving,
is the cause of our perceptions. Besides, that which to you,
know not for what reason, seems 8o extravagant, is no more
than the holy scriptures assert in a hundred places. In them
God is represented as the sole and immediate author of all those
effects, which some heathens and philosophers are wont to
ascribe to nature, matter, fate, or the like unthinking principle.
This is so much the constant language of scripture, that it were
needless to confirm it by citations.

Hyl. You are not aware, Philonous, that in making God the
immediate author of all the motions in nature, you make him
the author of murder, sacrilege, adultery, and the like heinous
sins.

Phil. In answer to that, I observe first, that the imPutation
of guilt is the same, whether a person commits an action with
or without an instrument. In case therefoxe you sappose God
to act by the mediation of an instrument, or occasion, called
matter, you as truly make him the author of sin as I, who think
him the immediate agent in all those operations vulgarly
ascribed to nature. I further observe, that sin or moral turpi-
tude doth not consist in the outward physical action or motion,
but in the internal deviation of the will from the laws of reason
and religion. This is plain, in that the killing an enemy in a
battle, or putting a criminal legally to death, is not thought
sinful, though the outward act be the very same with that in
the case of murder. Since therefore sin doth not consist in the
physical action, the making God an immediate cause of all such
actions, is not making him the author of sin. Lastly, I have
no where said that God is the only agent who produces all the
motions in bodies. It is true, I have denied there are any other
agents beside spirits: but this is very consistent with allowing
to thinking, rational beings, in the production of motions, the
use of limited powers, ultimately indeed derived from God, but
immediately under the direction of their own wills, which is
sufficient to entitle them to all the guilt of their actions.

Hyl. But the denying matter, %’hilonous, or corporeal sub-
stance ; there is the point. You can never persuade me that
this is not repugnant to the universal sense of mankind. Were
our dispute to be determined by most voices, I am confident
you would give up the point, without gathering the votes.

Phil. I wish both our opinions were fairly stated and sub-
mitted to the judgment of men who had plain common sense,
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without the prejudices of a learned education. Let me be re-
presented as one who trusts his senses, who thinks he knows the
things he sees and feels, and entertains no doubts of their exist-
ence; and you fairly set forth with all your doubts, your para-
doxes, and your scepticism about you, and I shall willingly
acquiesce in the determination of any indifferent person. That
there is no substance wherein ideas can exist beside spirit, is to
me evident. And that the objects immediately perceived are
ideas, is on all hands agreed. And that sensible qualities are
objects immediately perceived, no one can deny. It is therefore
evident there can be no substratum of those qualities but spirit,
in which they exist, not by way of mode or property, but as a
thing perceived in that which perceives it. I deny therefore
that there is any unthinking substratum of the objects of sense,
and in that acceptation that there is any material substance.
But if by material substance is meant only sensible body, that
which is seen and felt (and the unphilosophical part of the
world, I dare say, mean no more), then I am more certain of
matter’s existence than you, or any other philosopher, pretend
to be. If there be any thing which makes the generality of
mankind averse from the notions I espouse, it is a misapprehen-
sion that I deny the reality of sensible things: but as 1t is you
who are guilty of that and not I, it follows that in truth their
aversion 18 against your notions, and not mine. I do therefore
assert that I am as certain as of my own being, that there are
bodies or corporeal substances (meaning the things I perceive
by my senses); and that granting this, the bulk of mankind will
take no thought about, nor think themselves at all concerned in
the fate of those unknown natures, and philosophical quiddities,
which some men are so fond of.

Hyl. What say you to this? Since, according to you, men
judge of the reality of things by their senses, how can a man be
mistaken in thinking the moon a plain lucid surface, about a foot
in diameter; or a square tower, seen at a distance, round ; or an
oar, with one end in the water, crooked ?

Phil. He is not mistaken with regard to the ideas he actually
perceives ; but in' the inferences he makes from his present per-
ceptions. Thus in the case of the oar, what he immediately
perceives by sight is certainly crooked; and so far he is in the
right. But if he thence conclude, that upon taking the oar out
of the water he shall perceive the same crookedness, or that it
would affect his touch as crooked things are wont to do, in that
he is mistaken. In like manner, if he should conclude from
what he perceives in one station, that in case he advances toward
the moon or tower, he should still be affected with the like ideas,
be is mistaken. But his mistake lies not in what he perceives
immediately and at present (it being a manifest contradiction to



suppose he should err in respect of that), but in the wrong judg-
menthemakeseoncemingtheidma’eappmhendstobecon-
nected with those immediately perceived: or concerning the
ideas that, from what he perceives at present, he imagines would
beperceivaincootherdmmstaneeswla‘hemsebi;ethemwith
regard to pernican system. e do not perceive an

motion of the earth: but it were erroneous thence to conclude{
that in case we were placed at as great a distance from that, as
we are now from the other planets, we should not then perceive
s mOtl(in- derstand and must needs things

Hyl. I un ou; must n own you say thi
plausible enouﬁl):]:nbnty give me leave to put you in lm.n({ of one
thing. Pray, Philonous, were you not formerly as positive that
matter existed, as you are now that it does not ?

Phil. T was. But here lies the difference. Before, my poei-
tiveness was founded without examination, upon prejudice; but
now, after inquiry, upon evidence.

Hyl. After all, it seems our dispute is rather about words than
things. We agree in the thing, but differ in the name. That
we are affected with ideas from without is evident ; and it is no
less evident, that there must be (I will not say archetypes, but)
powers without the mind, eorreq;:mdi to those ideas. And as
these powers cannot subsist by themselves, there is some subject
of them necessarily to be admitted, which I call matter, dnd you
call spirit. This is all the difference. -

Phil. Pray Hylas, is that powerful being, or subject of powers,
extended ?

Hyl. It hath not extension ; but it hath the power to raise in
you the idea of extension.

Phil. Tt is therefore itself unextended.

Hyl 1 grant it.

Is it not also active?

Hyl. Without doubt: otherwise, how could we attribute

wers to it ?

Phil. Now let me ask you two questions: first, whether it be
.:Emeable to the usage either of philosophers or others, to give

e name matter to an unextended active bein ? And secondly,
whether it be not ridiculously absurd to misapply names contrary
to the common use of language ?

Hyl. Well then, let it not be called matter, since you will
have it 8o, but some third nature distinct from matter and spirit.
For, what reason is theré why you should call it spirit?
not the notion of spirit imply, that it is thinking as well as active
and unextended ?

Phil. My reason is this: because I have a mind to have some
notion or meaning in what I eay; but I have no notion of any
action distinct from volition, neither can I conceive volition to

“
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be any where but in a spirit: therefore when I speak of an
active being, I am obligl to mean a spirit. Beside, what can
be plainer than that a thing which hath no ideas in itself, cannot
impart them to me; and if it hath ideas, surely it must be a
spirit. To make you comprehend the point still more clearly, if
it be possible: I assert as well as you, that since we are affected
from without, we must allow powers to be without in a being
distinct from ourselves. So far we are agreed. But then we
differ as to the kind of this powerful being. I will have it to be
spirit, you matter, or I know not what (I may add too, you know
not what) third nature. Thus I prove it to be spirit. From
the effects I see produced, I conclude there are actions; and be-
cause actions; volitions ; and because there are volitions, there
must be a will. Again, the things I perceive must have an ex-
istence, they or their archetypes, out of my mind: but being
ideas, neither they nor their archetypes can exist otherwise than
in an understanding : there is therefore an understanding. But
will and understanding constitute in the strictest sense a mind or
spirit. The powerful cause therefore of my ideas, is in strict
propriety of speech a spirit.

Hyl. And now I warrant you think you have made the point
very clear, little suspecting that what you advance leads directly
to a contradiction. it not an absurdity to imagine any imper-
fection in God?

Pril. Without doubt.

Hyl. To suffer pain is an imperfection.

Phil. Tt is.

Hyl. Are we not sometimes affected with pain and uneasiness
by some other being ?

Phil. We are.

Hyl. And have you not said that being is a spirit, and is not
that spirit God?

Phil. 1 grant it.

Hyl. But you have asserted, that whatever ideas we perceive
from without, are in the mind which affects us. The ideas there-
fore of pain and uneasiness are in God ; or in other words, God
suffers pain: that is to say, there is an imperfection in the divine
nature, which you acknowledged was absurd. So you are caught
in a plain contradiction.

Phil. That God knows or understands all things, and that he
knows among other things what pain is, even every sort of painful
sensation, and what it is for his creatures to suffer pain, I make
no question. But that God, though he knows and sometimes
causes painful sensations in us, can himself suffer pain, I positively
deny. 'We who are limited and dependent spirits, are liable to im-
pressions of sense, the effects of an external agent, which being
produced against our wills, are sometimes painful and uneasy.

VOL. 1. P
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But God, whom no external being can affect, who perceives
nothing by sense as we do, whose will is absolute and independ-
ent, causing all things, and liable to be thwarted or resisted by
nothing ; it is evident, such a being as this can suffer nothing,
nor be affected with any painful sensation, or indeed any sensa-
tion at all. 'We are chained to a body, that is to say, our per-
ceptions are connected with corporeal motions. By the law of
our nature we are affected upon every alteration in the nervous
parts of our sensible body: which sensible body rightly con-
sidered, is nothing but a complexion of such qualities or ideas, as
have no existence distinct from being perceived by a mind; so
that this connexion of sensations with corporeal motions, means
no more than a correspondence in the order of nature between
two sets of ideas, or things immediately perceivable. But God
is a pure spirit, disengaged from all such sympathy or natural
ties. No corporeal motions are attended with the sensations of
pain or pleasure in his mind. To know every thing knowable is
certainly a perfection ; but to endure, or suffer, or feel any thing
by sense, is an imperfection. The former, I say, agrees to God,
but not the latter. God knows or hath ideas: but his ideas are
not conveyed to him by sense, as ours are. Your not distinguish-
ing where there is so manifest a difference, makes you fancy you
see an absurdity where there is none.

Hyl. But all this while you have not considered, that the
quantity of matter hath been demonstrated to be proportioned
to the gravity of bodiea. And what can withstand demon-
stration ? :

Phil. Lee me see how you demonstrate that point.

Hyl 1 lay it down for a principle, that the moments or
quantities of motion in bodies, are in a direct compounded rea-
son of the velocities and quantities of matter contained in them.
Hence, where the velocities are equal, it follows, the moments
are directly as the quantity of matter in each. But it is found
by experience, that all bodies (bating the small inequalities
arising from the resistance of the air% descend with an equal
velocity ; the motion therefore of descending bodies, and conse-
quently their gravity, which is the cause or principle of that
motion, is proportional to the quantity of matter: which was to
be demonstrated.

Phil. You lay it down as a self-evident principle, that the
quantity of metion in any body is proportional to the velocity
and matter taken together: and this is made use of to prove a
groposition, from whence the existence of matter is inferred.

ray is not this arguing in a circle ?

Hyl. In the premise I only mean, that the motion is propor-
tional to the velocity, jointly with the extension and solidity.

Phil. But allowing this to be true, yet it will not thence fgllow,

)
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that gravity is proportional to matter, in your philosophic sense
of the word; except you take it for granted, that unknown sub-
stratum, or whatever else you call it, is proportional to those
sensible qualities ; which to suppose is plainly ﬁgging the ques-
tion. That there is magnitude, and solidity, or resistance, per-
ceived by sense, I readily grant; as likewise that gravity may
be proportional to those qualities, I will not dispute. But that
either these qualities as perceived by us, or the powers produci
them, do exist in a material substratum ; this is what I deny, an
you indeed affirm, but notwithstanding your demonstration, have
not yet proved.

Hyl I shall insist no longer on that point. Do you think,
however, you shall Eersuade me that natural philosophers have
been dreaming all this while? pray what becomes of all their
hypotheses and explications of the phenomena, which suppose the
existence of matter ?

Phil. What mean you, Hylas, by the phenomena ?

Hyl. I mean the appearances which I perceive by my senses.
dth'L And the appearances perceived by sense, are they not
ideas ? .

Hyl. T have told you so a hundred times.

Phil. Therefore, to explain the phenomens, is to show how we
come to be affected with ideas, in that manner and order wherein
thegaxe imprinted on our senses. Is it not?

fyl. It is.

Phil. Now if you can prove, that any philosopher hath ex-
plained the production of any one idea in our minds by the hel
- of matter, 1 shall for ever acquiesce, and look on all that ha
been eaid against it as nothing : but if you cannot, it is in vain
to urge the explication of phenomena. That a being endowed
with knowledge and will, sEould roduce or exhibit ideas, is easily
understood. But that a being which is utterly destitute of these
faculties should be able to produce ideas, or in any sort to affect
an intelligence, this I can never understand. This I say, though
we had some positive concegtion of matter, thou?h we knew i1ts
gzalities, and could comprehend its existence, would yet be so far

m explaining things, that it is itself the most inexplicable
thing in the world. d yet for all this, it will not follow, that
philosophers have been doing nothing; for by observing and
reasoning upon the connexion of ideas, they discover the laws
and methods of nature, which is a part of knowledge both useful
and entertaining.

Hyl After a%l, can it be supposed God would deceive all man-
kind? Do you imagine, he would have induced the whole world
to believe the being of matter, if there was no such thing ?

Phil. That every epidemical opinion arising from prejudice, or
passion, or thougrgtlessness, may be imputed to as the

P2
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author of it, I believe you will not affirm. Whatsoever opinion
we father on him, it must be either because he has discovered it
to us by supernatural revelation, or because it is so evident to our
natural faculties, which were framed and given us by God, that
it is impossible we should withhold our assent from it. But
where is the revelation, or where is the evidence that extorts
the belief of matter? Nay, how does it appear that matter,
taken for something distinct from what we perceive by our senses,
is thought to exist by all mankind, or indeed by any except a few
philosophers, who do not know what they would be at? Your
question supposes these points are clear; and when you have
cleared them, I shall think myself obliged to give you another
answer. In the mean time let it suffice that I tell you, I do not
suppose God has deceived mankind at all.

Hyl But the novelty, Philonous, the novelty! There lies
the danger. New notions should always be discountenanced ;.
they unsettle men’s minds, and nobody knows where they will
end.

Phil. Why the rejecting a notion that hath no foundation
either in sense, or in reason, or in divine authority, should be
thought to unsettle the belief of such opinions as are grounded
on afl or any of these, I cannot imagine. That innovations in
government and religion are dangerous, and ought to be dis-
_countenanced, I freely own. But is there the like reason why
they should be discouraged in philosophy? The making any
thing known which was unknown before, is an innevation in
knowledge : and if all such innovations had been forbidden, men
would have made a notable progress in the arts and sciences.
But it is none of my business to plead for novelties and para~
doxes. That the qualities we perceive are not on the objects:
that we must not believe our senses: that we know nothing of
the real nature of things, and can never be assured even of tien-
existence : that real colours and sounds are nothing but certain
unknown figures and motions: that motions are in themselves
neither swift nor slow: that there are in bodies absolute exten-
sions, without any particular magnitude or figure: that a thing
stupid, thoughtless, and inactive, operates on a spirit: that the
least particle of a body contains innumerable extended parts.
These are the novelties, these are the strange notions which
shock the genuine uncorrupted judgment of all mankind; and
being once admitted, embarrass the mind with endless doubts and
difficulties. And it is against these and the like innovations, I
endeavour to vindicate common sense. It is true, in doing this,
I may perhaps be obli%ed to use some ambages, and ways of
speech not common. But if my notions are once thoroughly
understood, that which is most singular in them will in effect be
found to amount to no more than this: that it is absolutely im-
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possible, and a plain contradiction to suppose, any unthinking
being should exist without being perceives by a mind. And if
this notion be si , it is a shame it should be so at this time
of day, and in a Christian countx"i.

Hyl. As for the difficulties other opinions may be liable to,
those are out of the question. It is your business to defend your
own opinion. Can any thing be plainer, than that you are for
changing all things into ideas? You, I say, who are not ashamed
to charge me with scepticism. This is so plain, there is no deny-
ing it.

gPIu'L You mistake me. I am not for changing things into
it}eas, but rather ﬁ;ie;’s into r::ihings; since those immediate objects
of perception, which, according to you, are only appearances of
things, lptake to be the real things {hemselves. v

Hyl. Things! you may pretend what you please; but it is
certain, you leave us nothing but the empty forms of things, the
outside only. which strikes the senses. .

Phil. What you call the empty forms and: outside of things,
seems to me the very things themselves. Nor are they empty
or incomplete otherwise, than upon your supposition, that matter
i8 an essential part of all corporeal things. We both therefore
agree in this, that we perceive only sensible forms: but herein
we differ, you will have them to be empty appearances, I real
bei;lgs. In short you do not trust your senses, I do.

fyl. You say you believe your senses; and seem to applaud
yourself that in this you agree with the vulgar. According to
you therefore, the true nature of a thing is discovered by the
senses. If so, whence comes that di ment? Why is not
the same figure, and other sensible qualities, perceived all manner
of ways? and why should we use a microscope, the better to dis-
cover the true nature of a body, if it were discoverable to the
naked eye?

Phil. Strictly speaking, Hylas, we do not see the same object
that we feel ; neither is the same object perceived by the micro-
scope, which was by the naked eye. But in case every variation
was thought sufficient to constitute a new kind or individual, the
endless number or confusion of names would render language
impracticable. Therefore to avoid this as well as other incon-
veniences which are obvious upon a little thought, men combine
together several ideas, apprehended by divers senses, or by the
same sense at different times, or in different circumstances, but
observed however to have some connexion in nature, either with
respect to co-existence or succession ; all which they refer to one
name, and consider as one thing. Hence it follows that when I
examine by my other senses a thing I have seen, it is not in
order to understand better the same object which I had eXemeived
by sight, the object of one sense not being perceived by the
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other senses. And when I look through a microscope, it is
not that I may perceive more clearly what I perceived already
with my bare eyes, the object perceived by the glass being
quite different from the former. But in both cases my aim
is only to know what ideas are conmected together; and the
more a man knows of the connexion of ideas, the more he
is said to know of the nature of things. What therefore if
our ideas are variable? What if our senses are not in all circum-
stances affected with the same t:gpemnces ? It will not thence
follow, they are not to be trusted, or that they are inconsistent
either with themselves or any thing else, except it be with your
preconceived notion of (I know not what) one single, unchanged,
unperceivable, real nature, marked by each name: which preju-~
dice seems to have taken its rise from not rightly understanding
the common language of men speaking of several distinct ideas,
as united into one thing by the mind. And indeed there is

. cause to suspect several erroneous conceits of the philosophers
are owing to the same original : while they to build their
schemes, not so much on notions as words, which were framed by
the vulgar, merely for conveniency and despatch in the common
actions of life, without an refard to speculation.

Hyl. Methinks I apprehend your meaning.

Phil. It is your opinion, the ideas we perceive by our senses
are not real things, but images, or copies of them. Our know-
ledge therefore is no further real, than as our ideas are the true
representations of those originals. But as these supposed ori-

inals are in themselves unﬂlown, it is impossible to know how
ar our ideas resemble them ; or whether they resemble them at
all. We cannot therefore be sure we have any real knowledge.
Further, as our ideas are perpetually varied, without any change
in the supposed real things, it necessarily follows they cannot all
be true copies of them; or if some are, and others are not, it is
impossible to distinguish the former from the latter. And this
plunges us yet deeper in uncertainty. Again, when we consider
the point, we cannot conceive how any idea, or any thing like an
idea, should have an absolute existence out of a mind ; nor con-
sequently, according to you, how there should be any real thing
in nature. The result of all which is, that we are thrown into
the most hopeless and abandoned scepticism. Now give me leave
to ask you, first, whether your referring ideas to certain ahbso-
lutely existing unperceived substances, as their originals, be not
the source of all this scepticism ? Secondly, whether you are
informed, either by sense or reason, of the existence of those
unknown originals ? And in case you are not, whether it be not
absurd to suppose them? Thirdly, whether upon inquiry, you
find there is any thing distinctly conceived or meant by the
absolute or external existence of unperceiving substances? Lastly,
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whether, the premises considered, it be not the wisest way to
follow nature, trust your semses, and laying aside all anxioug
thought about unknown natures or substances, admit with the
vulgar those for real things, which are perceived by the senses ?

Hyl. For the present, I have no inclination to the answering

rt. I would much rather see how you can get over what fol-
ows. Pray are not the objects perceived by the senses of one,
likewise perceivable to others present ? If there were a hundred
moyge here, they would all see the garden, the trees, and flowers
as I see them. But they are not in the same manner affected
with the ideas I frame in my imagination. Does not this make
a difference between the former sort of objects and the latter?

Phil. 1 grant it does. Nor have I ever denied a difference
between the objects of sense and those of imagination. But
what would you infér from thence? You cannot say that sensi-
ble objects exist unperceived, because they are perceived by
many.

I{y;l. I own, I can make nothing of that objection : but it hath
led me into another. Is it not your opinion that by our senses
we perceive only the ideas existing in our minds ?

Phil. Tt is.

. Hyl. But the same idea which is in my mind, cannot be in
yours, or in any other mind. Doth it not therefore follow from
your principles, that no two can see the same thing ? And isnot
this highly absurd ? :

Phil. If the term same be taken in the vulgar acceptation, it
is certain (and not at all repugnant to the principles I maintain)
that different persons may perceive the same thing ; or the same
thing or idea exist in different minds. Words are of arbitrary
imposition ; and since men are used to apply the word same where
no distinction or variety is perceived, and I do not pretend to
alter their perceptions, it follows, that as men have said before,
several saw the same thing, so they may upon like occasions still
continue to use the same phrase, without any deviation either
from propriety of language, or the truth of things. But if the
term same be used in the acceptation of philosophers, who pre-
tend to an abstracted notion of identity, then, according to their
sundry definitions of this notion (for itis not yet ag wherein
that philosophic identity consists), it may or may not be possible
for divers persons to perceive the same thing. But whether
philosophers shall think fit to call a thing the same or no, is, I
conceive, of small importance. Let us suppose several men to-

ether, all endued with the same faculties, and consequently af-
%ected in like sort by their senses, and who had yet never known
the use of language ; they would without question agree in their
perceptions. Though perhaps, when they came to the use of
qpeecﬁ, some regarding the uniformness of what was perceived,
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might call it the same thing : others especiglly regarding the di-

ersity of persons who perceived, might choose the denomination
of different things. But who sees not that all the dispute is
about a word ; to wit, whether what is perceived by different
persons, may yet have the term same applied to it? Or suppose
a house, whose walls or outward shell remaining unaltered, .the
chambers are all pulled down, and new ones built in their place ;
and that you should call this the same, and I should say 1t was
not the same house : would we not for all this perfectly agree in
our thoughts of the house, considered in itself 7 And would not
all the difference consist in a sound? If you should say, we differ
in our notions ; for that you superadded to youridea of the house
the simple abstracted i1dea of identity, whereas I did not;
I would tell you I know not what you mean by that abstracted
idea of identity ; and should desire you to look “into your own
thoughts, and be sure you understoody yourself. ‘Why so silent,
Hylas? Are you not yet satisfied, men may dispute about identity
and diversity, without any real difference in their thoughts and
opinions, abstracted from names? Take this further reflection
with you: that whether matter be allowed to exist or no, the
case is exactly the same as to the point in hand. For the ma-
terialists themselves acknowledge what we immediately perceive
by our senscs to be our own ideas. Your difficulty therefore,
that no two see the same thing, makes equally against the ma-
terialists and me.

Hyl. But they suppose an external archetype, to which refer-
ring their several ideas, they may truly be said to perceive the
same thing.

Phil. And (not to mention your having discovered those ar-
chetypes) so may you suppose an external archetype on my

rinciples : external, I mean, to your own mind ; though indeed
1t must be supposed to exist in that mind which comprehends all
things; but then this serves all the ends of identity, as well as
if it existed out of a mind. And I am sure you yourself will
not say, it is less intelligible.

Hyl. You have indeed clearly satisfied me, either that there is
no difficulty at bottom in this point ; or if there be, that it makes
equally against both opinions.

Phil. %:t that which makes equally against two contradictory
opinions, can be a proof against neither.

Hyl T acknowledge it. But after all, Philonous, when I con-
sider the substance of what you advance against scepticism, it
amounts to no more than this. We are sure that we really see,
h.ear, feel; in a word, that we are affected with sensible impres-
sions.

Phil. And how are we concerned any further? I see this
cherry, 1 feel it, I tastc it : and I am sure nothing cannot be seen,
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or felt, or tasted: it is therefore real. Take away the sensations
of softness, moisture, redness, tartness, and you take away the
cherry. Since it is not a being distinct from sensations ; a ckerry,
I say, is nothing but a congeries of sensible impressions, or ideas
perceived by various senses; which ideas are united into one
thing (or have one name given them) by the mind ; because the
are observed to attend each other. Thus when the palate is af-
fected with such a particular taste, the sight is affected with a
red colour, the touch with roundness, softness, &c. Hence, when
I see, and feel, and taste, in sundry certain manners, I am sure
the cherry exists, or is real; its reality being in my opinion
nothing abstracted from those sensations. But if by the word
cherry you mean an unknown nature distinct from all those sen-
sible qualities, and by its existence something distinct from its
being perceived ; then indeed I own, neither you, nor I, nor any
one else can be sure it exists.

Hyl. But what would you say, Philonous, if I should bring.
the very same reasons against the existence of sensible things in
a mind, which you have offered against their existing in a
material substratum ?

Phil. When I see your reasons, you shall hear what I have to
say to them.

Hyl Is the mind extended or unextended ?

Phil. Unextended, without doubt.

Hyl. Do you say the things you perceive are in your mind ?

Phil. They are. )

Hyl. Again, have I not heard you speak of sensible im-
pressions ?

Phil. 1 believe you may.

Hyl. Explain to me now, O Philonous! how it is possible
there should be room for all those trees and houses to exist in
your mind. Can extended things be contained in that which is
unextended ? or are we to imagine impressions made on a thing
void of all solidity ? You cannot say objects are in your mind,
as books in your study : or that things are imprinted on it, as
the figure og a seal upon wax. In what sense therefore are we
to understand those expressions? Explain me this if you can:
and I shall then be dble to answer all tlfose' queries you formerly
put to me about my substratum.

Phil. Look you, Hylas, when I speak of objects as existing in.
the mind or imprinted on the senses, I would not be understood
in the gross literal sense, as when bodies are said to exist in a

lace, or a seal to make an impression upon wax. My meaning
18 only that the mind comprehends or perceives them ; and that
it is affected from without, or by some being distinct from itself.
This is my explication of your difficulty ; and how it can serve
to make your tenet of an unperceiving material substratum intel~
ligible, I would fain know.
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Hyl. Nay, if that be all, I confess I do not see what use can
be made of it. But are you not guilty of some abuse of lan-
guage in this ?

Pil. None at all : it is no more than common custom, which
you know is the rule of uage, hath authorized: nothing
being more usual, than for philosophers to speak of the imme-
diate objects of the understanding as things existing in the mind.
Nor is there any thing in this, but what is conformable to the
general analogy of language ; most part of the mental operations
being signified by words borrowed from sensible things; as is
plain in the terms comprehend, reflect, discourse, &c., which bei
applied to the mind, must not be taken in their gross origiﬁ
sense.

Hyl. You have, I own, satisfied me in this point; but there
still remains one great difficulty, which I know not how you will
get over. And, indeed, it is of such importance, that if you could
solve all others, without being able to find a solution for this, you
must never expect to make me a proselyte to your principles.

Phil. Let me know this mighty difficulty.

Hyl. The scripture account of the creation is what appears to
me utterly irreconcilable with your notions. Moses tells us of a
creation : a creation of what? of ideas? No, certainly, but of
things, of real things, solid corporeal substances. Bring your
principles to agree with this, and I shall perhaps agree with you.

Phil. Moses mentions the sun, moon, and stars, earth and sea,
plants and animals: that all these do really exist, and were in
the beginning created by God, I make no question. If by ideas

ou mean fictions and fancies of the mind, then these are no
1deas. If by ideas you mean immediate objects of the under-
standing, or sensible things which cannot exist unperceived, or
out of a mind, then these things are ideas. But whether you do
or do not call them ideas, it matters little. The difference is
only about a name. And whether that name be retained or
rejected, the sense, the truth, and reality of things continues the
same. In common talk, the objects of our senses are not termed
ideas, but things. Call them so still ; provided you do not attri~
bute to them any absolute external existence, and I shall never
quarrel with you for a word. The creation, therefore, I allow
to have been a creation of things, of real things. Neither is this
in the least inconsistent with my principles, as is evident from
what I bhave now said; and wouf:l have been evident to you
without this, if you had not forgotten what had been so often
said before. But as for solid corporeal substances, I desire you
to show where Moses makes any mention of them; and if they
ghould be mentioned by him, or any other inspired writer, it
would still be incumbent on you to show those words were not
taken in the vulgar acceptation, for things falling under our
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senses, but in the philosophic acceptation, for matter, or an
unknown quiddity, with an absolute existence. When you have

proved these ﬁoints, then (and not till then) may you bring the
authority of Moses into our dispute.

Hyl 1t is in vain to dispute about a point 8o clear. I am con-
tent to refer it to your own conscience. Are you not satisfied
there is some pecufmr repugnancy between the Mosaic account
of the creation and your notions ?

Phil. If all possible sense, which can be put on the first chap-
ter of Genesis, may be conceived as consistently with my prin-
ciples as any other, then it has no peculiar repugnancy with
them. But there is no sense dyou may not as well conceive,
believing as I do. Since, beside spirits, all you conceive are
ideas, and the existence of these I do not deny. Neither do you
pretend they exist without the mind.

Hyl. Pray let me see any sense you can understand it in.

Pkhil. Why 1 imagine that if I had been present at the cre-
ation, I should have seen t.hu;‘gle produced into being; that is,
become perceptible, in the order described by the sacred his-
torian. I ever before believed the Mosaic account of the creation,
and now find no alteration in my manner of believing it. When
things are said to begin or end their existence, we l:g) not mean
this with regard to God, but his creatures. All objects are
eternally known by God, or which is the same thing, have an
eternal existence in his mind: but when things before imper-
ceptible to creatures, are by a decree of God, made perceptible
to them ; then are they said to begin a relative existence with
respect to created minds. Upon reading therefore the Mosaic
account of the creation, I understand that the several parts of
the world became gradually perceivable to finite epirits, endowed
with proper faculties ; so that, whoever such were present, they
were in truth perceived by them. This is the literal, obvious
sense suggested to me by the words of the holy scri})ture: in
which is included no mention or no thought, either of subsira-
tum, instrument, occasion, or absolute existence. And upon
inquiry, I doubt not it will be found, that most plain, honest
men, who believe the creation, never think of those things an
more than I. 'What metaphysical sense you may understand it
in, you only can tell.

Hyl But, Philonous, you do not seem to be aware, that you
allow created things in the beginning only a relative, and, conse-
quently, hypothetical being: that is to say, upon supposition
there were men to perceive them, without which they have no
actuality of abeolute existence, wherein creation might terminate.
Is it not, therefore, according to you plainly impossible, the cre-
ation of any inanimate creatures should precede that of man?
And is not this directly contrary to the Mosaic account ?
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Pril, In answer to that I say, first, created bei ight begin
to exist in the mind of other Zreated intelligenc::gs %&e men.
You will not therefore be able to prove any contradiction between
Moses and my notions, unless you first show, there was no other
order of finite created spirits in being before man. I say further,
in case we conceive the creation, as we should at this time a
parcel of plants or vegetables of all sorts, produced by an invisi-
ble power, in a desert where nobody was present: that this way
of explaining or conceiving it, is consistent with my principles,
since they deprive you of nothing, either sensible or imaginable :

"that it exactly suits with the common, natural, undebauched
notions of mankind: that it manifests the dependence of all
things on God; and consequently hath all the good effect or in-
fluence, which it is possible that important article of our faith
should have in making men humble, thankful, and resigned to
their Creator. I say moreover, that in this naked conception of
things, divested of words, there will not be found any notion of
what you call the actuality of absolute existence. Y ou may indeed
raise a dust with those terms, and so lengthen our dispute to no
P But I entreat you calmly to look into your own
thoughts, and then tell me if they are not a useless and unin-
telligible jargon.

Hyl. I own I have no very clear notion annexed to them.
But what say you to this? Do you not make the:existence of
sensible things consist in their being in a mind? and were not
all things eternally in the mind of God? Did they not therefore
exist from all eternity, according to you? And how could that
which was eternal be created in time? Can any thing be clearer
or better connected than this ?

Phil. And are not you too of opinion, that God knew all
things from eternity ?

Hyl. 1 am,

Phil. Consequently they always had a being in the divine in-
tellect.

Hyl. This I acknowledge.

Phil. By your own confession therefore, nothing is new, or
begins to be, in respect of the mind of God. So we are agreed
in that point. .

Hyl. %’hat shall we make then of the creation?

Phil. May we not understand it to have been entirely in re-
spect of finite spirits; so that things, with regard to us, may
properly be said to begin their existence, or be created, when
God decreed they should become perceptible to intelligent crea-
tures, in that order and manner wﬁch,ie then established, and
we now call the laws of nature? You may call this a relative, or
hypothetical existence if you please. But so long as it supplies us
with the mest natural, obvious, and literal sense of the Mosaic
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history of the creation; so long as it answers all the religious
ends of that great article; in a word, so long as you can assign
no other sense or meaning in its stead; why should we reject
this? Is it to comply with a ridiculous sceptical humour of
making every thing nonsense and unintelligible ? I am sure you
cannot say it is for the glory of God. For allowing it to be a
thing possible and conceivable, that the corporeal ‘world should
have ap absolute subsistence extrinsical to the mind of God, as
well as to the minds of all created spirits: yet how could this
set forth either the immensity or omniscience of the Deity, or
the necessary and immediate dependence of all things on him ?
Nay, would it not rather seem to derogate from those attri-
butes ?

Hyl. Well, but as to this decree of God’s, for making things
perceptible : what say you, Philonous, is it not plain, God, did
either execute that decree from all eternity, or at some certain
time began to will what he had not actua.ﬁy willed before, but
only designed to will? If the former, then there 'could 'be no
creation or beginning of existence in finite things. If the latter,
then we must acknowledge something new to befall the Deity ;
which implies a sort of change; all -change argues imper-
fection.

Phil. Pray consider what you are doing. Is it mot evident,
this objection concludes equa{ly against a creation in any sense ;
nay, against every other act of the Deity, discoverable by the
light of nature? ilone of which can we conceive, otherwise than
as performed in time, and baving a beginning. God is a being of
transcendent and unlimited perfections: his nature therefore is
incomprehensible to finite spirits. It is not therefore to be ex-
E:cted, that any man, whether materialist or immaterialist, should

ve exactly just notions of the Deity, his attributes, and ways
of operation. If then you would infer any thing against me,
your difficulty must not be drawn from the inadequateness of
our conceptions of the divine nature, which is unavoidable on
any scheme : but from the denial of matter, of which there is
‘not one word, directly or indirectly, in what you have now ob-

jected. )
! Hyl. T must acknowledge the difficulties you are concerned to
clear, are such only as arise from the non-existence of matter,
and are peculiar to that notion. So far you are in the right.
But I cannot by any means bring myself to think there is no
such peculiar repugnancy between the creation and your opinion ;
though indeed where to fix it, I do not distinctly know.

Phil. What would you have ? Do I not acknowledge a twofold
state of things, the one ectypal or natural, the other archetypal
and eternal ? The former was created in time; the latter existed
from everlasting in the mind of God. Is not this agreeable to
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the common notions of divines? or is any more than this neces-
sary in order to conceive the creation? But you suspect some
peculiar repugnancy, thou!gh you know not where it lies. To
take away all possibility of scruple in the case, do but consider
this one point. Either you are not able to conceive the creation
on any hypothesis whatsoever; and if so, there is no ground for
dislike or complaint against my particular opinion on that score :
or you are able to conceive it; and if so, why not on my princi-
ples, since thereby nothing conceivable is taken away ? You have
all along been allowed the full scope of sense, imagination, and
reason. Whatever therefore you could before apprehend, either
immediately or mediately by your senses, or by ratiocination from
your senses; whatever you could perceive, imagine, or understand,
remains still with you. If therefore the notion you have of the
creation by other principles be intelligible, you have it still upon
mine ; if it be not intelligible, I conceive it to be no notion at
all; and so there is no loss of it. And indeed it secems to me
very plain, that the supposition of matter, that is, a thing per-
fectly unknown and inconceivable, cannot serve to make us con-
ceive any thing. And I hope, it need not be proved to you, that
if the existence of matter doth not make the creation conceivable,
the creation’s being without it inconceivable, can be no objection
against its non-existence.

Hyl 1 confess, Philonous, you have almost satisfied me in this

int of the creation.

Phil. Iwould fain know why you are not quite satisfied. You
tell me indeed of a repu?ancy between the Mosaic history and
immaterialism : but you know not where it lies. Is this reason-
able, Hylas? Can you expect I should solve a difficulty without
knowing what it is? But to pass by all that, would not a man
think you were assured there 1s no repugnancy between the re-
ceived notions of materialists and the 1nspired writings ?

Hyl. And so I am. )

Phil. Ought the historical part of scripture to be understood
in a plain, obvious sense, or in a sense which is metaphysical and
out of the way ?

Hyl. In the plain sense, doubtless.

Phil. When Moses ks of herbs, earth, water, &ec., as
having been created by 8):3 ; think you not the sensible things,
commonly signified by those words, are suggested to every un-
philosephical reader? .

Hyl. 1 cannot help thinking so.

Phil. And are not all ideas, or things perceived by sense, to
be denied a real existence by the doctrine of the materialists

Hyl. This I have already acknowledged. '

Phil. The creation therefore, according to them, was not the
creation of things sensible, which have only a relative being, but





