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ADVERTISEMENT.
My des�gn �n the present work �s suff�c�ently expla�ned �n the

Introduct�on. The reader must only observe, that all the subjects I
have there planned out to myself, are not treated of �n these two
volumes. The subjects of the Understand�ng and Pass�ons make a
compleat cha�n of reason�ng by themselves; and I was w�ll�ng to take
advantage of th�s natural d�v�s�on, �n order to try the taste of the
publ�c. If I have the good fortune to meet w�th success, I shall
proceed to the exam�nat�on of Morals, Pol�t�cs, and Cr�t�c�sm; wh�ch
w�ll compleat th�s Treat�se of Human Nature. The approbat�on of the
publ�c I cons�der as the greatest reward of my labours; but am
determ�ned to regard �ts judgment, whatever �t be, as my best
�nstruct�on.



INTRODUCTION.
Noth�ng �s more usual and more natural for those, who pretend to

d�scover anyth�ng new to the world �n ph�losophy and the sc�ences,
than to �ns�nuate the pra�ses of the�r own systems, by decry�ng all
those, wh�ch have been advanced before them. And �ndeed were
they content w�th lament�ng that �gnorance, wh�ch we st�ll l�e under �n
the most �mportant quest�ons, that can come before the tr�bunal of
human reason, there are few, who have an acqua�ntance w�th the
sc�ences, that would not read�ly agree w�th them. It �s easy for one of
judgment and learn�ng, to perce�ve the weak foundat�on even of
those systems, wh�ch have obta�ned the greatest cred�t, and have
carr�ed the�r pretens�ons h�ghest to accurate and profound
reason�ng. Pr�nc�ples taken upon trust, consequences lamely
deduced from them, want of coherence �n the parts, and of ev�dence
�n the whole, these are every where to be met w�th �n the systems of
the most em�nent ph�losophers, and seem to have drawn d�sgrace
upon ph�losophy �tself.

Nor �s there requ�red such profound knowledge to d�scover the
present �mperfect cond�t�on of the sc�ences, but even the rabble
w�thout doors may, judge from the no�se and clamour, wh�ch they
hear, that all goes not well w�th�n. There �s noth�ng wh�ch �s not the
subject of debate, and �n wh�ch men of learn�ng are not of contrary
op�n�ons. The most tr�v�al quest�on escapes not our controversy, and
�n the most momentous we are not able to g�ve any certa�n dec�s�on.
D�sputes are mult�pl�ed, as �f every th�ng was uncerta�n; and these
d�sputes are managed w�th the greatest warmth, as �f every th�ng
was certa�n. Am�dst all th�s bustle �t �s not reason, wh�ch carr�es the
pr�ze, but eloquence; and no man needs ever despa�r of ga�n�ng
proselytes to the most extravagant hypothes�s, who has art enough
to represent �t �n any favourable colours. The v�ctory �s not ga�ned by
the men at arms, who manage the p�ke and the sword; but by the
trumpeters, drummers, and mus�c�ans of the army.



From hence �n my op�n�on ar�ses that common prejud�ce aga�nst
metaphys�cal reason�ngs of all k�nds, even amongst those, who
profess themselves scholars, and have a just value for every other
part of l�terature. By metaphys�cal reason�ngs, they do not
understand those on any part�cular branch of sc�ence, but every k�nd
of argument, wh�ch �s any way abstruse, and requ�res some attent�on
to be comprehended. We have so often lost our labour �n such
researches, that we commonly reject them w�thout hes�tat�on, and
resolve, �f we must for ever be a prey to errors and delus�ons, that
they shall at least be natural and enterta�n�ng. And �ndeed noth�ng
but the most determ�ned scept�c�sm, along w�th a great degree of
�ndolence, can just�fy th�s avers�on to metaphys�cs. For �f truth be at
all w�th�n the reach of human capac�ty, �t �s certa�n �t must l�e very
deep and abstruse: and to hope we shall arr�ve at �t w�thout pa�ns,
wh�le the greatest gen�uses have fa�led w�th the utmost pa�ns, must
certa�nly be esteemed suff�c�ently va�n and presumptuous. I pretend
to no such advantage �n the ph�losophy I am go�ng to unfold, and
would esteem �t a strong presumpt�on aga�nst �t, were �t so very easy
and obv�ous.

It �s ev�dent, that all the sc�ences have a relat�on, greater or less,
to human nature: and that however w�de any of them may seem to
run from �t, they st�ll return back by one passage or another. Even.
Mathemat�cs, Natural Ph�losophy, and Natural Rel�g�on, are �n some
measure dependent on the sc�ence of MAN; s�nce the l�e under the
cogn�zance of men, and are judged of by the�r powers and facult�es.
It �s �mposs�ble to tell what changes and �mprovements we m�ght
make �n these sc�ences were we thoroughly acqua�nted w�th the
extent and force of human understand�ng, and could expla�n the
nature of the �deas we employ, and of the operat�ons we perform �n
our reason�ngs. And these �mprovements are the more to be hoped
for �n natural rel�g�on, as �t �s not content w�th �nstruct�ng us �n the
nature of super�or powers, but carr�es �ts v�ews farther, to the�r
d�spos�t�on towards us, and our dut�es towards them; and
consequently we ourselves are not only the be�ngs, that reason, but
also one of the objects, concern�ng wh�ch we reason.

If therefore the sc�ences of Mathemat�cs, Natural Ph�losophy, and
Natural Rel�g�on, have such a dependence on the knowledge of



man, what may be expected �n the other sc�ences, whose connex�on
w�th human nature �s more close and �nt�mate? The sole end of log�c
�s to expla�n the pr�nc�ples and operat�ons of our reason�ng faculty,
and the nature of our �deas: morals and cr�t�c�sm regard our tastes
and sent�ments: and pol�t�cs cons�der men as un�ted �n soc�ety, and
dependent on each other. In these four sc�ences of Log�c, Morals,
Cr�t�c�sm, and Pol�t�cs, �s comprehended almost everyth�ng, wh�ch �t
can any way �mport us to be acqua�nted w�th, or wh�ch can tend
e�ther to the �mprovement or ornament of the human m�nd.

Here then �s the only exped�ent, from wh�ch we can hope for
success �n our ph�losoph�cal researches, to leave the ted�ous
l�nger�ng method, wh�ch we have h�therto followed, and �nstead of
tak�ng now and then a castle or v�llage on the front�er, to march up
d�rectly to the cap�tal or center of these sc�ences, to human nature
�tself; wh�ch be�ng once masters of, we may every where else hope
for an easy v�ctory. From th�s stat�on we may extend our conquests
over all those sc�ences, wh�ch more �nt�mately concern human l�fe,
and may afterwards proceed at le�sure to d�scover more fully those,
wh�ch are the objects of pore cur�os�ty. There �s no quest�on of
�mportance, whose dec�s�on �s not compr�sed �n the sc�ence of man;
and there �s none, wh�ch can be dec�ded w�th any certa�nty, before
we become acqua�nted w�th that sc�ence. In pretend�ng, therefore, to
expla�n the pr�nc�ples of human nature, we �n effect propose a
compleat system of the sc�ences, bu�lt on a foundat�on almost
ent�rely new, and the only one upon wh�ch they can stand w�th any
secur�ty.

And as the sc�ence of man �s the-only sol�d foundat�on for the
other sc�ences, so the only sol�d foundat�on we can g�ve to th�s
sc�ence �tself must be la�d on exper�ence and observat�on. It �s no
aston�sh�ng reflect�on to cons�der, that the appl�cat�on of
exper�mental ph�losophy to moral subjects should come after that to
natural at the d�stance of above a whole century; s�nce we f�nd �n
fact, that there was about the same �nterval betw�xt the or�g�ns of
these sc�ences; and that reckon�ng from THALES to SOCRATES,
the space of t�me �s nearly equal to that betw�xt, my Lord Bacon and
some late ph�losophers [Mr. Locke, my Lord Shaftesbury, Dr.
Mandev�lle, Mr. Hutch�nson, Dr. Butler, etc.] �n England, who have



begun to put the sc�ence of man on a new foot�ng, and have
engaged the attent�on, and exc�ted the cur�os�ty of the publ�c. So true
�t �s, that however other nat�ons may r�val us �n poetry, and excel us
�n some other agreeable arts, the �mprovements �n reason and
ph�losophy can only be ow�ng to a land of tolerat�on and of l�berty.

Nor ought we to th�nk, that th�s latter �mprovement �n the sc�ence
of man w�ll do less honour to our nat�ve country than the former �n
natural ph�losophy, but ought rather to esteem �t a greater glory,
upon account of the greater �mportance of that sc�ence, as well as
the necess�ty �t lay under of such a reformat�on. For to me �t seems
ev�dent, that the essence of the m�nd be�ng equally unknown to us
w�th that of external bod�es, �t must be equally �mposs�ble to form any
not�on of �ts powers and qual�t�es otherw�se than from careful and
exact exper�ments, and the observat�on of those part�cular effects,
wh�ch result from �ts d�fferent c�rcumstances and s�tuat�ons. And
though we must endeavour to render all our pr�nc�ples as un�versal
as poss�ble, by trac�ng up our exper�ments to the utmost, and
expla�n�ng all effects from the s�mplest and fewest causes, �t �s st�ll
certa�n we cannot go beyond exper�ence; and any hypothes�s, that
pretends to d�scover the ult�mate or�g�nal qual�t�es of human nature,
ought at f�rst to be rejected as presumptuous and ch�mer�cal.

I do not th�nk a ph�losopher, who would apply h�mself so earnestly
to the expla�n�ng the ult�mate pr�nc�ples of the soul, would show
h�mself a great master �n that very sc�ence of human nature, wh�ch
he pretends to expla�n, or very know�ng �n what �s naturally
sat�sfactory to the m�nd of man. For noth�ng �s more certa�n, than that
despa�r has almost the same effect upon us w�th enjoyment, and that
we are no sooner acqua�nted w�th the �mposs�b�l�ty of sat�sfy�ng any
des�re, than the des�re �tself van�shes. When we see, that we have
arr�ved at the utmost extent of human reason, we s�t down
contented, though we be perfectly sat�sf�ed �n the ma�n of our
�gnorance, and perce�ve that we can g�ve no reason for our most
general and most ref�ned pr�nc�ples, bes�de our exper�ence of the�r
real�ty; wh�ch �s the reason of the mere vulgar, and what �t requ�red
no study at f�rst to have d�scovered for the most part�cular and most
extraord�nary phaenomenon. And as th�s �mposs�b�l�ty of mak�ng any
farther progress �s enough to sat�sfy the reader, so the wr�ter may



der�ve a more del�cate sat�sfact�on from the free confess�on of h�s
�gnorance, and from h�s prudence �n avo�d�ng that error, �nto wh�ch
so many have fallen, of �mpos�ng the�r conjectures and hypotheses
on the world for the most certa�n pr�nc�ples. When th�s mutual
contentment and sat�sfact�on can be obta�ned betw�xt the master and
scholar, I know not what more we can requ�re of our ph�losophy.

But �f th�s �mposs�b�l�ty of expla�n�ng ult�mate pr�nc�ples should be
esteemed a defect �n the sc�ence of man, I w�ll venture to aff�rm, that
�t �s a defect common to �t w�th all the sc�ences, and all the arts, �n
wh�ch we can employ ourselves, whether they be such as are
cult�vated �n the schools of the ph�losophers, or pract�sed �n the
shops of the meanest art�zans. None of them can go beyond
exper�ence, or establ�sh any pr�nc�ples wh�ch are not founded on that
author�ty. Moral ph�losophy has, �ndeed, th�s pecul�ar d�sadvantage,
wh�ch �s not found �n natural, that �n collect�ng �ts exper�ments, �t
cannot make them purposely, w�th premed�tat�on, and after such a
manner as to sat�sfy �tself concern�ng every part�cular d�ff�culty wh�ch
may be. When I am at a loss to know the effects of one body upon
another �n any s�tuat�on, I need only put them �n that s�tuat�on, and
observe what results from �t. But should I endeavour to clear up after
the same manner any doubt �n moral ph�losophy, by plac�ng myself
�n the same case w�th that wh�ch I cons�der, �t �s ev�dent th�s
reflect�on and premed�tat�on would so d�sturb the operat�on of my
natural pr�nc�ples, as must render �t �mposs�ble to form any just
conclus�on from the phenomenon. We must therefore glean up our
exper�ments �n th�s sc�ence from a caut�ous observat�on of human
l�fe, and take them as they appear �n the common course of the
world, by men's behav�our �n company, �n affa�rs, and �n the�r
pleasures. Where exper�ments of th�s k�nd are jud�c�ously collected
and compared, we may hope to establ�sh on them a sc�ence wh�ch
w�ll not be �nfer�or �n certa�nty, and w�ll be much super�or �n ut�l�ty to
any other of human comprehens�on.



BOOK I. OF THE UNDERSTANDING



PART I. OF IDEAS, THEIR ORIGIN,
COMPOSITION, CONNEXION,

ABSTRACTION, ETC.



SECT. I. OF THE ORIGIN OF OUR
IDEAS.

All the percept�ons of the human m�nd resolve themselves �nto two
d�st�nct k�nds, wh�ch I shall call IMPRESSIONS and IDEAS. The
d�fference betw�xt these cons�sts �n the degrees of force and
l�vel�ness, w�th wh�ch they str�ke upon the m�nd, and make the�r way
�nto our thought or consc�ousness. Those percept�ons, wh�ch enter
w�th most force and v�olence, we may name �mpress�ons: and under
th�s name I comprehend all our sensat�ons, pass�ons and emot�ons,
as they make the�r f�rst appearance �n the soul. By �deas I mean the
fa�nt �mages of these �n th�nk�ng and reason�ng; such as, for
�nstance, are all the percept�ons exc�ted by the present d�scourse,
except�ng only those wh�ch ar�se from the s�ght and touch, and
except�ng the �mmed�ate pleasure or uneas�ness �t may occas�on. I
bel�eve �t w�ll not be very necessary to employ many words �n
expla�n�ng th�s d�st�nct�on. Every one of h�mself w�ll read�ly perce�ve
the d�fference betw�xt feel�ng and th�nk�ng. The common degrees of
these are eas�ly d�st�ngu�shed; though �t �s not �mposs�ble but �n
part�cular �nstances they may very nearly approach to each other.
Thus �n sleep, �n a fever, �n madness, or �n any very v�olent emot�ons
of soul, our �deas may approach to our �mpress�ons, As on the other
hand �t somet�mes happens, that our �mpress�ons are so fa�nt and
low, that we cannot d�st�ngu�sh them from our �deas. But
notw�thstand�ng th�s near resemblance �n a few �nstances, they are �n
general so very d�fferent, that no-one can make a scruple to rank
them under d�st�nct heads, and ass�gn to each a pecul�ar name to
mark the d�fference [FN 1.].
     [FN  1. I here make use of these terms, impression and 
     idea, in a sense different from what is usual, and I hope 
     this liberty will be allowed me. Perhaps I rather restore 
     the word, idea, to its original sense, from which Mr LOCKE 
     had perverted it, in making it stand for all our 
     perceptions. By the terms of impression I would not be 
     understood to express the manner, in which our lively 



     perceptions are produced in the soul, but merely the 
     perceptions themselves; for which there is no particular 
     name either in the English or any other language, that I 
     know of.] 

There �s another d�v�s�on of our percept�ons, wh�ch �t w�ll be
conven�ent to observe, and wh�ch extends �tself both to our
�mpress�ons and �deas. Th�s d�v�s�on �s �nto SIMPLE and COMPLEX.
S�mple percept�ons or �mpress�ons and �deas are such as adm�t of
no d�st�nct�on nor separat�on. The complex are the contrary to these,
and may be d�st�ngu�shed �nto parts. Though a part�cular colour,
taste, and smell, are qual�t�es all un�ted together �n th�s apple, �t �s
easy to perce�ve they are not the same, but are at least
d�st�ngu�shable from each other.

Hav�ng by these d�v�s�ons g�ven an order and arrangement to our
objects, we may now apply ourselves to cons�der w�th the more
accuracy the�r qual�t�es and relat�ons. The f�rst c�rcumstance, that
str�kes my eye, �s the great resemblance betw�xt our �mpress�ons
and �deas �n every other part�cular, except the�r degree of force and
v�vac�ty. The one seem to be �n a manner the reflex�on of the other;
so that all the percept�ons of the m�nd are double, and appear both
as �mpress�ons and �deas. When I shut my eyes and th�nk of my
chamber, the �deas I form are exact representat�ons of the
�mpress�ons I felt; nor �s there any c�rcumstance of the one, wh�ch �s
not to be found �n the other. In runn�ng over my other percept�ons, I
f�nd st�ll the same resemblance and representat�on. Ideas and
�mpress�ons appear always to correspond to each other. Th�s
c�rcumstance seems to me remarkable, and engages my attent�on
for a moment.

Upon a more accurate survey I f�nd I have been carr�ed away too
far by the f�rst appearance, and that I must make use of the
d�st�nct�on of percept�ons �nto s�mple and complex, to l�m�t th�s
general dec�s�on, that all our �deas and �mpress�ons are resembl�ng. I
observe, that many of our complex �deas never had �mpress�ons,
that corresponded to them, and that many of our complex
�mpress�ons never are exactly cop�ed �n �deas. I can �mag�ne to
myself such a c�ty as the New Jerusalem, whose pavement �s gold
and walls are rub�es, though I never saw any such. I have seen
Par�s; but shall I aff�rm I can form such an �dea of that c�ty, as w�ll



perfectly represent all �ts streets and houses �n the�r real and just
proport�ons?

I perce�ve, therefore, that though there �s �n general a great,
resemblance betw�xt our complex �mpress�ons and �deas, yet the
rule �s not un�versally true, that they are exact cop�es of each other.
We may next cons�der how the case stands w�th our s�mple,
percept�ons. After the most accurate exam�nat�on, of wh�ch I am
capable, I venture to aff�rm, that the rule here holds w�thout any
except�on, and that every s�mple �dea has a s�mple �mpress�on,
wh�ch resembles �t, and every s�mple �mpress�on a correspondent
�dea. That �dea of red, wh�ch we form �n the dark, and that
�mpress�on wh�ch str�kes our eyes �n sun-sh�ne, d�ffer only �n degree,
not �n nature. That the case �s the same w�th all our s�mple
�mpress�ons and �deas, �t �s �mposs�ble to prove by a part�cular
enumerat�on of them. Every one may sat�sfy h�mself �n th�s po�nt by
runn�ng over as many as he pleases. But �f any one should deny th�s
un�versal resemblance, I know no way of conv�nc�ng h�m, but by
des�r�ng h�m to shew a s�mple �mpress�on, that has not a
correspondent �dea, or a s�mple �dea, that has not a correspondent
�mpress�on. If he does not answer th�s challenge, as �t �s certa�n he
cannot, we may from h�s s�lence and our own observat�on establ�sh
our conclus�on.

Thus we f�nd, that all s�mple �deas and �mpress�ons resemble each
other; and as the complex are formed from them, we may aff�rm �n
general, that these two spec�es of percept�on are exactly
correspondent. Hav�ng d�scovered th�s relat�on, wh�ch requ�res no
farther exam�nat�on, I am cur�ous to f�nd some other of the�r qual�t�es.
Let us cons�der how they stand w�th regard to the�r ex�stence, and
wh�ch of the �mpress�ons and �deas are causes, and wh�ch effects.

The full exam�nat�on of th�s quest�on �s the subject of the present
treat�se; and therefore we shall here content ourselves w�th
establ�sh�ng one general propos�t�on, THAT ALL OUR SIMPLE
IDEAS IN THEIR FIRST APPEARANCE ARE DERIVED FROM
SIMPLE IMPRESSIONS, WHICH ARE CORRESPONDENT TO
THEM, AND WHICH THEY EXACTLY REPRESENT.



In seek�ng for phenomena to prove th�s propos�t�on, I f�nd only
those of two k�nds; but �n each k�nd the phenomena are obv�ous,
numerous, and conclus�ve. I f�rst make myself certa�n, by a new,
rev�ew, of what I have already asserted, that every s�mple �mpress�on
�s attended w�th a correspondent �dea, and every s�mple �dea w�th a
correspondent �mpress�on. From th�s constant conjunct�on of
resembl�ng percept�ons I �mmed�ately conclude, that there �s a great
connex�on betw�xt our correspondent �mpress�ons and �deas, and
that the ex�stence of the one has a cons�derable �nfluence upon that
of the other. Such a constant conjunct�on, �n such an �nf�n�te number
of �nstances, can never ar�se from chance; but clearly proves a
dependence of the �mpress�ons on the �deas, or of the �deas on the
�mpress�ons. That I may know on wh�ch s�de th�s dependence l�es, I
cons�der the order of the�r f�rst appearance; and f�nd by constant
exper�ence, that the s�mple �mpress�ons always take the precedence
of the�r correspondent �deas, but never appear �n the contrary order.
To g�ve a ch�ld an �dea of scarlet or orange, of sweet or b�tter, I
present the objects, or �n other words, convey to h�m these
�mpress�ons; but proceed not so absurdly, as to endeavour to
produce the �mpress�ons by exc�t�ng the �deas. Our �deas upon the�r
appearance produce not the�r correspondent �mpress�ons, nor do we
perce�ve any colour, or feel any sensat�on merely upon th�nk�ng of
them. On the other hand we f�nd, that any �mpress�on e�ther of the
m�nd or body �s constantly followed by an �dea, wh�ch resembles �t,
and �s only d�fferent �n the degrees of force and l�vel�ness, The
constant conjunct�on of our resembl�ng percept�ons, �s a conv�nc�ng
proof, that the one are the causes of the other; and th�s pr�or�ty of the
�mpress�ons �s an equal proof, that our �mpress�ons are the causes of
our �deas, not our �deas of our �mpress�ons.

To conf�rm th�s I cons�der Another pla�n and conv�nc�ng
phaenomenon; wh�ch �s, that, where-ever by any acc�dent the
facult�es, wh�ch g�ve r�se to any �mpress�ons, are obstructed �n the�r
operat�ons, as when one �s born bl�nd or deaf; not only the
�mpress�ons are lost, but also the�r correspondent �deas; so that
there never appear �n the m�nd the least traces of e�ther of them. Nor
�s th�s only true, where the organs of sensat�on are ent�rely
destroyed, but l�kew�se where they have never been put �n act�on to



produce a part�cular �mpress�on. We cannot form to ourselves a just
�dea of the taste of a p�ne apple, w�thout hav�ng actually tasted �t.

There �s however one contrad�ctory phaenomenon, wh�ch may
prove, that �t �s not absolutely �mposs�ble for �deas to go before the�r
correspondent �mpress�ons. I bel�eve �t w�ll read�ly be allowed that
the several d�st�nct �deas of colours, wh�ch enter by the eyes, or
those of sounds, wh�ch are conveyed by the hear�ng, are really
d�fferent from each other, though at the same t�me resembl�ng. Now
�f th�s be true of d�fferent colours, �t must be no less so of the d�fferent
shades of the same colour, that each of them produces a d�st�nct
�dea, �ndependent of the rest. For �f th�s should be den�ed, �t �s
poss�ble, by the cont�nual gradat�on of shades, to run a colour
�nsens�bly �nto what �s most remote from �t; and �f you w�ll not allow
any of the means to be d�fferent, you cannot w�thout absurd�ty deny
the extremes to be the same. Suppose therefore a person to have
enjoyed h�s s�ght for th�rty years, and to have become perfectly well
acqua�nted w�th colours of all k�nds, except�ng one part�cular shade
of blue, for �nstance, wh�ch �t never has been h�s fortune to meet
w�th. Let all the d�fferent shades of that colour, except that s�ngle
one, be placed before h�m, descend�ng gradually from the deepest to
the l�ghtest; �t �s pla�n, that he w�ll perce�ve a blank, where that shade
�s want�ng, sa�d w�ll be sens�ble, that there �s a greater d�stance �n
that place betw�xt the cont�guous colours, than �n any other. Now I
ask, whether �t �s poss�ble for h�m, from h�s own �mag�nat�on, to
supply th�s def�c�ency, and ra�se up to h�mself the �dea of that
part�cular shade, though �t had never been conveyed to h�m by h�s
senses? I bel�eve there are few but w�ll be of op�n�on that he can;
and th�s may serve as a proof, that the s�mple �deas are not always
der�ved from the correspondent �mpress�ons; though the �nstance �s
so part�cular and s�ngular, that �t �s scarce worth our observ�ng, and
does not mer�t that for �t alone we should alter our general max�m.

But bes�des th�s except�on, �t may not be am�ss to remark on th�s
head, that the pr�nc�ple of the pr�or�ty of �mpress�ons to �deas must be
understood w�th another l�m�tat�on, v�z., that as our �deas are �mages
of our �mpress�ons, so we can form secondary �deas, wh�ch are
�mages of the pr�mary; as appears from th�s very reason�ng
concern�ng them. Th�s �s not, properly speak�ng, an except�on to the



rule so much as an explanat�on of �t. Ideas produce the �mages of
themselves �n new �deas; but as the f�rst �deas are supposed to be
der�ved from �mpress�ons, �t st�ll rema�ns true, that all our s�mple
�deas proceed e�ther med�ately or �mmed�ately, from the�r
correspondent �mpress�ons.

Th�s then �s the f�rst pr�nc�ple I establ�sh �n the sc�ence of human
nature; nor ought we to desp�se �t because of the s�mpl�c�ty of �ts
appearance. For �t �s remarkable, that the present quest�on
concern�ng the precedency of our �mpress�ons or �deas, �s the same
w�th what has made so much no�se �n other terms, when �t has been
d�sputed whether there be any INNATE IDEAS, or whether all �deas
be der�ved from sensat�on and reflex�on. We may observe, that �n
order to prove the �deas of extens�on and colour not to be �nnate,
ph�losophers do noth�ng but shew that they are conveyed by our
senses. To prove the �deas of pass�on and des�re not to be �nnate,
they observe that we have a preced�ng exper�ence of these emot�ons
�n ourselves. Now �f we carefully exam�ne these arguments, we shall
f�nd that they prove noth�ng but that �deas are preceded by other
more l�vely percept�ons, from wh�ch the are der�ved, and wh�ch they
represent. I hope th�s clear stat�ng of the quest�on w�ll remove all
d�sputes concern�ng �t, and w�n render th�s pr�nc�ple of more use �n
our reason�ngs, than �t seems h�therto to have been.



SECT. II. DIVISION OF THE SUBJECT.
S�nce �t appears, that our s�mple �mpress�ons are pr�or to the�r

correspondent �deas, and that the except�ons are very rare, method
seems to requ�re we should exam�ne our �mpress�ons, before we
cons�der our �deas. Impress�ons way be d�v�ded �nto two k�nds, those
Of SENSATION and those of REFLEXION. The f�rst k�nd ar�ses �n
the soul or�g�nally, from unknown causes. The second �s der�ved �n a
great measure from our �deas, and that �n the follow�ng order. An
�mpress�on f�rst str�kes upon the senses, and makes us perce�ve
heat or cold, th�rst or hunger, pleasure or pa�n of some k�nd or other.
Of th�s �mpress�on there �s a copy taken by the m�nd, wh�ch rema�ns
after the �mpress�on ceases; and th�s we call an �dea. Th�s �dea of
pleasure or pa�n, when �t returns upon the soul, produces the new
�mpress�ons of des�re and avers�on, hope and fear, wh�ch may
properly be called �mpress�ons of reflex�on, because der�ved from �t.
These aga�n are cop�ed by the memory and �mag�nat�on, and
become �deas; wh�ch perhaps �n the�r turn g�ve r�se to other
�mpress�ons and �deas. So that the �mpress�ons of reflex�on are only
antecedent to the�r correspondent �deas; but poster�or to those of
sensat�on, and der�ved from them. The exam�nat�on of our
sensat�ons belongs more to anatom�sts and natural ph�losophers
than to moral; and therefore shall not at present be entered upon.
And as the �mpress�ons of reflex�on, v�z. pass�ons, des�res, and
emot�ons, wh�ch pr�nc�pally deserve our attent�on, ar�se mostly from
�deas, �t w�ll be necessary to reverse that method, wh�ch at f�rst s�ght
seems most natural; and �n order to expla�n the nature and pr�nc�ples
of the human m�nd, g�ve a part�cular account of �deas, before we
proceed to �mpress�ons. For th�s reason I have here chosen to beg�n
w�th �deas.



SECT. III. OF THE IDEAS OF THE
MEMORY AND IMAGINATION.

We f�nd by exper�ence, that when any �mpress�on has been
present w�th the m�nd, �t aga�n makes �ts appearance there as an
�dea; and th�s �t may do after two d�fferent ways: e�ther when �n �ts
new appearance �t reta�ns a cons�derable degree of �ts f�rst v�vac�ty,
and �s somewhat �ntermed�ate betw�xt an �mpress�on and an �dea: or
when �t ent�rely loses that v�vac�ty, and �s a perfect �dea. The faculty,
by wh�ch we repeat our �mpress�ons �n the f�rst manner, �s called the
MEMORY, and the other the IMAGINATION. It �s ev�dent at f�rst
s�ght, that the �deas of the memory are much more l�vely and strong
than those of the �mag�nat�on, and that the former faculty pa�nts �ts
objects �n more d�st�nct colours, than any wh�ch are employed by the
latter. When we remember any past event, the �dea of �t flows �n
upon the m�nd �n a forc�ble manner; whereas �n the �mag�nat�on the
percept�on �s fa�nt and langu�d, and cannot w�thout d�ff�culty be
preserved by the m�nd steddy and un�form for any cons�derable t�me.
Here then �s a sens�ble d�fference betw�xt one spec�es of �deas and
another. But of th�s more fully hereafter.[Part II, Sect. 5.]

There �s another d�fference betw�xt these two k�nds of �deas, wh�ch
�s no less ev�dent, namely that though ne�ther the �deas, of the
memory nor �mag�nat�on, ne�ther the l�vely nor fa�nt �deas can make
the�r appearance �n the m�nd, unless the�r correspondent
�mpress�ons have gone before to prepare the way for them, yet the
�mag�nat�on �s not restra�ned to the same order and form w�th the
or�g�nal �mpress�ons; wh�le the memory �s �n a manner t�ed down �n
that respect, w�thout any power of var�at�on.

It �s ev�dent, that the memory preserves the or�g�nal form, �n wh�ch
�ts objects were presented, and that where-ever we depart from �t �n
recollect�ng any th�ng, �t proceeds from some defect or �mperfect�on
�n that faculty. An h�stor�an may, perhaps, for the more conven�ent



Carry�ng on of h�s narrat�on, relate an event before another, to wh�ch
�t was �n fact poster�or; but then he takes not�ce of th�s d�sorder, �f he
be exact; and by that means replaces the �dea �n �ts due pos�t�on. It
�s the same case �n our recollect�on of those places and persons,
w�th wh�ch we were formerly acqua�nted. The ch�ef exerc�se of the
memory �s not to preserve the s�mple �deas, but the�r order and
pos�t�on. In short, th�s pr�nc�ple �s supported by such a number of
common and vulgar phaenomena, that we may spare ourselves the
trouble of �ns�st�ng on �t any farther.

The same ev�dence follows us �n our second pr�nc�ple, OF THE
LIBERTY OF THE IMAGINATION TO TRANSPOSE AND CHANGE
ITS IDEAS. The fables we meet w�th �n poems and romances put
th�s ent�rely out of the quest�on. Nature there �s totally confounded,
and noth�ng ment�oned but w�nged horses, f�ery dragons, and
monstrous g�ants. Nor w�ll th�s l�berty of the fancy appear strange,
when we cons�der, that all our �deas are copyed from our
�mpress�ons, and that there are not any two �mpress�ons wh�ch are
perfectly �nseparable. Not to ment�on, that th�s �s an ev�dent
consequence of the d�v�s�on of �deas �nto s�mple and complex.
Where-ever the �mag�nat�on perce�ves a d�fference among �deas, �t
can eas�ly produce a separat�on.





SECT. IV. OF THE CONNEXION OR
ASSOCIATION OF IDEAS.

As all s�mple �deas may be separated by the �mag�nat�on, and may
be un�ted aga�n �n what form �t pleases, noth�ng would be more
unaccountable than the operat�ons of that faculty, were �t not gu�ded
by some un�versal pr�nc�ples, wh�ch render �t, �n some measure,
un�form w�th �tself �n all t�mes and places. Were �deas ent�rely loose
and unconnected, chance alone would jo�n them; and �t �s �mposs�ble
the same s�mple �deas should fall regularly �nto complex ones (as
they Commonly do) w�thout some bond of un�on among them, some
assoc�at�ng qual�ty, by wh�ch one �dea naturally �ntroduces another.
Th�s un�t�ng pr�nc�ple among �deas �s not to be cons�dered as an
�nseparable connex�on; for that has been already excluded from the
�mag�nat�on: Nor yet are we to conclude, that w�thout �t the m�nd
cannot jo�n two �deas; for noth�ng �s more free than that faculty: but
we are only to regard �t as a gentle force, wh�ch commonly preva�ls,
and �s the cause why, among other th�ngs, languages so nearly
correspond to each other; nature �n a manner po�nt�ng out to every
one those s�mple �deas, wh�ch are most proper to be un�ted �n a
complex one. The qual�t�es, from wh�ch th�s assoc�at�on ar�ses, and
by wh�ch the m�nd �s after th�s manner conveyed from one �dea to
another, are three, v�z. RESEMBLANCE, CONTIGUITY �n t�me or
place, and CAUSE and EFFECT.

I bel�eve �t w�ll not be very necessary to prove, that these qual�t�es
produce an assoc�at�on among �deas, and upon the appearance of
one �dea naturally �ntroduce another. It �s pla�n, that �n the course of
our th�nk�ng, and �n the constant revolut�on of our �deas, our
�mag�nat�on runs eas�ly from one �dea to any other that resembles �t,
and that th�s qual�ty alone �s to the fancy a suff�c�ent bond and
assoc�at�on. It �s l�kew�se ev�dent that as the senses, �n chang�ng
the�r objects, are necess�tated to change them regularly, and take
them as they l�e CONTIGUOUS to each other, the �mag�nat�on must



by long custom acqu�re the same method of th�nk�ng, and run along
the parts of space and t�me �n conce�v�ng �ts objects. As to the
connex�on, that �s made by the relat�on of cause and effect, we shall
have occas�on afterwards to exam�ne �t to the bottom, and therefore
shall not at present �ns�st upon �t. It �s suff�c�ent to observe, that there
�s no relat�on, wh�ch produces a stronger connex�on �n the fancy, and
makes one �dea more read�ly recall another, than the relat�on of
cause and effect betw�xt the�r objects.

That we may understand the full extent of these relat�ons, we must
cons�der, that two objects are connected together �n the �mag�nat�on,
not only when the one �s �mmed�ately resembl�ng, cont�guous to, or
the cause of the other, but also when there �s �nterposed betw�xt
them a th�rd object, wh�ch bears to both of them any of these
relat�ons. Th�s may be carr�ed on to a great length; though at the
same t�me we may observe, that each remove cons�derably
weakens the relat�on. Cous�ns �n the fourth degree are connected by
causat�on, �f I may be allowed to use that term; but not so closely as
brothers, much less as ch�ld and parent. In general we may observe,
that all the relat�ons of blood depend upon cause and effect, and are
esteemed near or remote, accord�ng to the number of connect�ng
causes �nterposed betw�xt the persons.

Of the three relat�ons above-ment�oned th�s of causat�on �s the
most extens�ve. Two objects may be cons�dered as placed �n th�s
relat�on, as well when one �s the cause of any of the act�ons or
mot�ons of the other, as when the former �s the cause of the
ex�stence of the latter. For as that act�on or mot�on �s noth�ng but the
object �tself, cons�dered �n a certa�n l�ght, and as the object cont�nues
the same �n all �ts d�fferent s�tuat�ons, �t �s easy to �mag�ne how such
an �nfluence of objects upon one another may connect them �n the
�mag�nat�on.

We may carry th�s farther, and remark, not only that two objects
are connected by the relat�on of cause and effect, when the one
produces a mot�on or any act�on �n the other, but also when �t has a
power of produc�ng �t. And th�s we may observe to be the source of
all the relat�on, of �nterest and duty, by wh�ch men �nfluence each
other �n soc�ety, and are placed �n the t�es of government and



subord�nat�on. A master �s such-a-one as by h�s s�tuat�on, ar�s�ng
e�ther from force or agreement, has a power of d�rect�ng �n certa�n
part�culars the act�ons of another, whom we call servant. A judge �s
one, who �n all d�sputed cases can f�x by h�s op�n�on the possess�on
or property of any th�ng betw�xt any members of the soc�ety. When a
person �s possessed of any power, there �s no more requ�red to
convert �t �nto act�on, but the exert�on of the w�ll; and that �n every
case �s cons�dered as poss�ble, and �n many as probable; espec�ally
�n the case of author�ty, where the obed�ence of the subject �s a
pleasure and advantage to the super�or.

These are therefore the pr�nc�ples of un�on or cohes�on among our
s�mple �deas, and �n the �mag�nat�on supply the place of that
�nseparable connex�on, by wh�ch they are un�ted �n our memory.
Here �s a k�nd of ATTRACTION, wh�ch �n the mental world w�ll be
found to have as extraord�nary effects as �n the natural, and to shew
�tself �n as many and as var�ous forms. Its effects are every where
consp�cuous; but as to �ts causes, they are mostly unknown, and
must be resolved �nto or�g�nal qual�t�es of human nature, wh�ch I
pretend not to expla�n. Noth�ng �s more requ�s�te for a true
ph�losopher, than to restra�n the �ntemperate des�re of search�ng �nto
causes, and hav�ng establ�shed any doctr�ne upon a suff�c�ent
number of exper�ments, rest contented w�th that, when he sees a
farther exam�nat�on would lead h�m �nto obscure and uncerta�n
speculat�ons. In that case h�s enqu�ry would be much better
employed �n exam�n�ng the effects than the causes of h�s pr�nc�ple.

Amongst the effects of th�s un�on or assoc�at�on of �deas, there are
none more remarkable, than those complex �deas, wh�ch are the
common subjects of our thoughts and reason�ng, and generally ar�se
from some pr�nc�ple of un�on among our s�mple �deas. These
complex �deas may be d�v�ded �nto Relat�ons, Modes, and
Substances. We shall br�efly exam�ne each of these �n order, and
shall subjo�n some cons�derat�ons concern�ng our general and
part�cular �deas, before we leave the present subject, wh�ch may be
cons�dered as the elements of th�s ph�losophy.





SECT. V. OF RELATIONS.
The word RELATION �s commonly used �n two senses

cons�derably d�fferent from each other. E�ther for that qual�ty, by
wh�ch two �deas are connected together �n the �mag�nat�on, and the
one naturally �ntroduces the other, after the manner above-
expla�ned: or for that part�cular c�rcumstance, �n wh�ch, even upon
the arb�trary un�on of two �deas �n the fancy, we may th�nk proper to
compare them. In common language the former �s always the sense,
�n wh�ch we use the word, relat�on; and �t �s only �n ph�losophy, that
we extend �t to mean any part�cular subject of compar�son, w�thout a
connect�ng pr�nc�ple. Thus d�stance w�ll be allowed by ph�losophers
to be a true relat�on, because we acqu�re an �dea of �t by the
compar�ng of objects: But �n a common way we say, THAT
NOTHING CAN BE MORE DISTANT THAN SUCH OR SUCH
THINGS FROM EACH OTHER, NOTHING CAN HAVE LESS
RELATION: as �f d�stance and relat�on were �ncompat�ble.

It may perhaps be esteemed an endless task to enumerate all
those qual�t�es, wh�ch make objects adm�t of compar�son, and by
wh�ch the �deas of ph�losoph�cal relat�on are produced. But �f we
d�l�gently cons�der them, we shall f�nd that w�thout d�ff�culty they may
be compr�sed under seven general heads, wh�ch may be cons�dered
as the sources of all ph�losoph�cal relat�on.

(1) The f�rst �s RESEMBLANCE: And th�s �s a relat�on, w�thout
wh�ch no ph�losoph�cal relat�on can ex�st; s�nce no objects w�ll adm�t
of compar�son, but what have some degree of resemblance. But
though resemblance be necessary to all ph�losoph�cal relat�on, �t
does not follow, that �t always produces a connex�on or assoc�at�on
of �deas. When a qual�ty becomes very general, and �s common to a
great many �nd�v�duals, �t leads not the m�nd d�rectly to any one of
them; but by present�ng at once too great a cho�ce, does thereby
prevent the �mag�nat�on from f�x�ng on any s�ngle object.



(2) IDENTITY may be esteemed a second spec�es of relat�on. Th�s
relat�on I here cons�der as appl�ed �n �ts str�ctest sense to constant
and unchangeable objects; w�thout exam�n�ng the nature and
foundat�on of personal �dent�ty, wh�ch shall f�nd �ts place afterwards.
Of all relat�ons the most un�versal �s that of �dent�ty, be�ng common to
every be�ng whose ex�stence has any durat�on.

(3) After �dent�ty the most un�versal and comprehens�ve relat�ons
are those of SPACE and TIME, wh�ch are the sources of an �nf�n�te
number of compar�sons, such as d�stant, cont�guous, above, below,
before, after, etc.

(4) All those objects, wh�ch adm�t of QUANTITY, or NUMBER, may
be compared �n that part�cular; wh�ch �s another very fert�le source of
relat�on.

(5) When any two objects possess the same QUALITY �n
common, the DEGREES, �n wh�ch they possess �t, form a f�fth
spec�es of relat�on. Thus of two objects, wh�ch are both heavy, the
one may be e�ther of greater, or less we�ght than the other. Two
colours, that are of the same k�nd, may yet be of d�fferent shades,
and �n that respect adm�t of compar�son.

(6) The relat�on of CONTRARIETY may at f�rst s�ght be regarded
as an except�on to the rule, THAT NO RELATION OF ANY KIND
CAN SUBSIST WITHOUT SOME DEGREE OF RESEMBLANCE.
But let us cons�der, that no two �deas are �n themselves contrary,
except those of ex�stence and non-ex�stence, wh�ch are pla�nly
resembl�ng, as �mply�ng both of them an �dea of the object; though
the latter excludes the object from all t�mes and places, �n wh�ch �t �s
supposed not to ex�st.

(7) All other objects, such as f�re and water, heat and cold, are
only found to be contrary from exper�ence, and from the contrar�ety
of the�r causes or effects; wh�ch relat�on of cause and effect �s a
seventh ph�losoph�cal relat�on, as well as a natural one. The
resemblance �mpl�ed �n th�s relat�on, shall be expla�ned afterwards.

It m�ght naturally be expected, that I should jo�n DIFFERENCE to
the other relat�ons. But that I cons�der rather as a negat�on of
relat�on, than as anyth�ng real or pos�t�ve. D�fference �s of two k�nds



as opposed e�ther to �dent�ty or resemblance. The f�rst �s called a
d�fference of number; the other of KIND.



SECT. VI. OF MODES AND
SUBSTANCES

I would fa�n ask those ph�losophers, who found so much of the�r
reason�ngs on the d�st�nct�on of substance and acc�dent, and
�mag�ne we have clear �deas of each, whether the �dea of substance
be der�ved from the �mpress�ons of sensat�on or of reflect�on? If �t be
conveyed to us by our senses, I ask, wh�ch of them; and after what
manner? If �t be perce�ved by the eyes, �t must be a colour; �f by the
ears, a sound; �f by the palate, a taste; and so of the other senses.
But I bel�eve none w�ll assert, that substance �s e�ther a colour, or
sound, or a taste. The �dea, of substance must therefore be der�ved
from an �mpress�on of reflect�on, �f �t really ex�st. But the �mpress�ons
of reflect�on resolve themselves �nto our pass�ons and emot�ons:
none of wh�ch can poss�bly represent a substance. We have
therefore no �dea of substance, d�st�nct from that of a collect�on of
part�cular qual�t�es, nor have we any other mean�ng when we e�ther
talk or reason concern�ng �t.

The �dea of a substance as well as that of a mode, �s noth�ng but a
collect�on of S�mple �deas, that are un�ted by the �mag�nat�on, and
have a part�cular name ass�gned them, by wh�ch we are able to
recall, e�ther to ourselves or others, that collect�on. But the d�fference
betw�xt these �deas cons�sts �n th�s, that the part�cular qual�t�es,
wh�ch form a substance, are commonly referred to an unknown
someth�ng, �n wh�ch they are supposed to �nhere; or grant�ng th�s
f�ct�on should not take place, are at least supposed to be closely and
�nseparably connected by the relat�ons of cont�gu�ty and causat�on.
The effect of th�s �s, that whatever new s�mple qual�ty we d�scover to
have the same connex�on w�th the rest, we �mmed�ately comprehend
�t among them, even though �t d�d not enter �nto the f�rst concept�on
of the substance. Thus our �dea of gold may at f�rst be a yellow
colour, we�ght, malleableness, fus�b�l�ty; but upon the d�scovery of �ts
d�ssolub�l�ty �n aqua reg�a, we jo�n that to the other qual�t�es, and



suppose �t to belong to the substance as much as �f �ts �dea had from
the beg�nn�ng made a part of the compound one. The pr�nc�pal of
un�on be�ng regarded as the ch�ef part of the complex �dea, g�ves
entrance to whatever qual�ty afterwards occurs, and �s equally
comprehended by �t, as are the others, wh�ch f�rst presented
themselves.

That th�s cannot take place �n modes, �s ev�dent from cons�der�ng
the�r mature. The s�mple �deas of wh�ch modes are formed, e�ther
represent qual�t�es, wh�ch are not un�ted by cont�gu�ty and causat�on,
but are d�spersed �n d�fferent subjects; or �f they be all un�ted
together, the un�t�ng pr�nc�ple �s not regarded as the foundat�on of the
complex �dea. The �dea of a dance �s an �nstance of the f�rst k�nd of
modes; that of beauty of the second. The reason �s obv�ous, why
such complex �deas cannot rece�ve any new �dea, w�thout chang�ng
the name, wh�ch d�st�ngu�shes the mode.



SECT. VII. OF ABSTRACT IDEAS.
A very mater�al quest�on has been started concern�ng ABSTRACT

or GENERAL �deas, WHETHER THEY BE GENERAL OR
PARTICULAR IN THE MIND'S CONCEPTION OF THEM. A great
ph�losopher [Dr. Berkeley.] has d�sputed the rece�ved op�n�on �n th�s
part�cular, and has asserted, that all general �deas are noth�ng but
part�cular ones, annexed to a certa�n term, wh�ch g�ves them a more
extens�ve s�gn�f�cat�on, and makes them recall upon occas�on other
�nd�v�duals, wh�ch are s�m�lar to them. As I look upon th�s to be one
of the greatest and most valuable d�scover�es that has been made of
late years �n the republ�c of letters, I shall here endeavour to conf�rm
�t by some arguments, wh�ch I hope w�ll put �t beyond all doubt and
controversy.

It �s ev�dent, that �n form�ng most of our general �deas, �f not all of
them, we abstract from every part�cular degree of quant�ty and
qual�ty, and that an object ceases not to be of any part�cular spec�es
on account of every small alterat�on �n �ts extens�on, durat�on and
other propert�es. It may therefore be thought, that here �s a pla�n
d�lemma, that dec�des concern�ng the nature of those abstract �deas,
wh�ch have afforded so much speculat�on to ph�losophers. The
abstract �dea of a man represents men of all s�zes and all qual�t�es;
wh�ch �t �s concluded �t cannot do, but e�ther by represent�ng at once
all poss�ble s�zes and all poss�ble qual�t�es, or by, represent�ng no
part�cular one at all. Now �t hav�ng been esteemed absurd to defend
the former propos�t�on, as �mply�ng an �nf�n�te capac�ty �n the m�nd, �t
has been commonly �nferred �n favour of the latter: and our abstract
�deas have been supposed to represent no part�cular degree e�ther
of quant�ty or qual�ty. But that th�s �nference �s erroneous, I shall
endeavour to make appear, f�rst, by prov�ng, that �t �s utterly
�mposs�ble to conce�ve any quant�ty or qual�ty, w�thout form�ng a
prec�se not�on of �ts degrees: And secondly by show�ng, that though
the capac�ty of the m�nd be not �nf�n�te, yet we can at once form a



not�on of all poss�ble degrees of quant�ty and qual�ty, �n such a
manner at least, as, however �mperfect, may serve all the purposes
of reflect�on and conversat�on.

To beg�n w�th the f�rst propos�t�on, THAT THE MIND CANNOT
FORM ANY NOTION OF QUANTITY OR QUALITY WITHOUT
FORMING A PRECISE NOTION OF DEGREES OF EACH; we may
prove th�s by the three follow�ng arguments. F�rst, We have
observed, that whatever objects are d�fferent are d�st�ngu�shable,
and that whatever objects are d�st�ngu�shable are separable by the
thought and �mag�nat�on. And we may here add, that these
propos�t�ons are equally true �n the �nverse, and that whatever
objects are separable are also d�st�ngu�shable, and that whatever
objects are d�st�ngu�shable, are also d�fferent. For how �s �t poss�ble
we can separate what �s not d�st�ngu�shable, or d�st�ngu�sh what �s
not d�fferent? In order therefore to know, whether abstract�on �mpl�es
a separat�on, we need only cons�der �t �n th�s v�ew, and exam�ne,
whether all the c�rcumstances, wh�ch we abstract from �n our general
�deas, be such as are d�st�ngu�shable and d�fferent from those, wh�ch
we reta�n as essent�al parts of them. But �t �s ev�dent at f�rst s�ght,
that the prec�se length of a l�ne �s not d�fferent nor d�st�ngu�shable
from the l�ne �tself nor the prec�se degree of any qual�ty from the
qual�ty. These �deas, therefore, adm�t no more of separat�on than
they do of d�st�nct�on and d�fference. They are consequently
conjo�ned w�th each other �n the concept�on; and the general �dea of
a l�ne, notw�thstand�ng all our abstract�ons and ref�nements, has �n �ts
appearance �n the m�nd a prec�se degree of quant�ty and qual�ty;
however �t may be made to represent others, wh�ch have d�fferent
degrees of both.

Secondly, �t �s contest, that no object can appear to the senses; or
�n other words, that no �mpress�on can become present to the m�nd,
w�thout be�ng determ�ned �n �ts degrees both of quant�ty and qual�ty.
The confus�on, �n wh�ch �mpress�ons are somet�mes �nvolved,
proceeds only from the�r fa�ntness and unstead�ness, not from any
capac�ty �n the m�nd to rece�ve any �mpress�on, wh�ch �n �ts real
ex�stence has no part�cular degree nor proport�on. That �s a
contrad�ct�on �n terms; and even �mpl�es the flattest of all



contrad�ct�ons, v�z. that �t �s poss�ble for the same th�ng both to be
and not to be.

Now s�nce all �deas are der�ved from �mpress�ons, and are noth�ng
but cop�es and representat�ons of them, whatever �s true of the one
must be acknowledged concern�ng the other. Impress�ons and �deas
d�ffer only �n the�r strength and v�vac�ty. The forego�ng conclus�on �s
not founded on any part�cular degree of v�vac�ty. It cannot therefore
be affected by any var�at�on �n that part�cular. An �dea �s a weaker
�mpress�on; and as a strong �mpress�on must necessar�ly have a
determ�nate quant�ty and qual�ty, the case must be the same w�th �ts
copy or representat�ve.

Th�rdly, �t �s a pr�nc�ple generally rece�ved �n ph�losophy that
everyth�ng �n nature �s �nd�v�dual, and that �t �s utterly absurd to
suppose a tr�angle really ex�stent, wh�ch has no prec�se proport�on of
s�des and angles. If th�s therefore be absurd �n fact and real�ty, �t
must also be absurd �n �dea; s�nce noth�ng of wh�ch we can form a
clear and d�st�nct �dea �s absurd and �mposs�ble. But to form the �dea
of an object, and to form an �dea s�mply, �s the same th�ng; the
reference of the �dea to an object be�ng an extraneous denom�nat�on,
of wh�ch �n �tself �t bears no mark or character. Now as �t �s
�mposs�ble to form an �dea of an object, that �s possest of quant�ty
and qual�ty, and yet �s possest of no prec�se degree of e�ther; �t
follows that there �s an equal �mposs�b�l�ty of form�ng an �dea, that �s
not l�m�ted and conf�ned �n both these part�culars. Abstract �deas are
therefore �n themselves �nd�v�dual, however they may become
general �n the�r representat�on. The �mage �n the m�nd �s only that of
a part�cular object, though the appl�cat�on of �t �n our reason�ng be
the same, as �f �t were un�versal.

Th�s appl�cat�on of �deas beyond the�r nature proceeds from our
collect�ng all the�r poss�ble degrees of quant�ty and qual�ty �n such an
�mperfect manner as may serve the purposes of l�fe, wh�ch �s the
second propos�t�on I proposed to expla�n. When we have found a
resemblance [FN 2.] among several objects, that often occur to us,
we apply the same name to all of them, whatever d�fferences we
may observe �n the degrees of the�r quant�ty and qual�ty, and
whatever other d�fferences may appear among them. After we have



acqu�red a custom of th�s k�nd, the hear�ng of that name rev�ves the
�dea of one of these objects, and makes the �mag�nat�on conce�ve �t
w�th all �ts part�cular c�rcumstances and proport�ons. But as the same
word �s supposed to have been frequently appl�ed to other
�nd�v�duals, that are d�fferent �n many respects from that �dea, wh�ch
�s �mmed�ately present to the m�nd; the word not be�ng able to rev�ve
the �dea of all these �nd�v�duals, but only touches the soul, �f I may be
allowed so to speak, and rev�ves that custom, wh�ch we have
acqu�red by survey�ng them. They are not really and �n fact present
to the m�nd, but only �n power; nor do we draw them all out d�st�nctly
�n the �mag�nat�on, but keep ourselves �n a read�ness to survey any
of them, as we may be prompted by a present des�gn or necess�ty.
The word ra�ses up an �nd�v�dual �dea, along w�th a certa�n custom;
and that custom produces any other �nd�v�dual one, for wh�ch we
may have occas�on. But as the product�on of all the �deas, to wh�ch
the name may be appl�ed, �s �n most eases �mposs�ble, we abr�dge
that work by a more part�al cons�derat�on, and f�nd but few
�nconven�ences to ar�se �n our reason�ng from that abr�dgment.
     [FN  2. It is evident, that even different simple ideas 
     may have a similarity or resemblance to each other; nor is 
     it necessary, that the point or circumstance of resemblance 
     shoud be distinct or separable from that in which they 
     differ. BLUE and GREEN are different simple ideas, but are 
     more resembling than BLUE and SCARLET; tho their perfect 
     simplicity excludes all possibility of separation or 
     distinction. It is the same case with particular sounds, and 
     tastes and smells. These admit of infinite resemblances upon 
     the general appearance and comparison, without having any 
     common circumstance the same. And of this we may be certain, 
     even from the very abstract terms SIMPLE IDEA. They 
     comprehend all simple ideas under them. These resemble each 
     other in their simplicity. And yet from their very nature, 
     which excludes all composition, this circumstance, In which 
     they resemble, Is not distinguishable nor separable from the 
     rest. It is the same case with all the degrees In any 
     quality. They are all resembling and yet the quality, In any 
     individual, Is not distinct from the degree.] 

For th�s �s one of the most extraord�nary c�rcumstances �n the
present affa�r, that after the m�nd has produced an �nd�v�dual �dea,
upon wh�ch we reason, the attendant custom, rev�ved by the general
or abstract term, read�ly suggests any other �nd�v�dual, �f by chance
we form any reason�ng, that agrees not w�th �t. Thus should we
ment�on the word tr�angle, and form the �dea of a part�cular



equ�lateral one to correspond to �t, and should we afterwards assert,
that the three angles of a tr�angle are equal to each other, the other
�nd�v�duals of a scalenum and �sosceles, wh�ch we overlooked at
f�rst, �mmed�ately crowd �n upon us, and make us perce�ve the
falshood of th�s propos�t�on, though �t be true w�th relat�on to that
�dea, wh�ch we had formed. If the m�nd suggests not always these
�deas upon occas�on, �t proceeds from some �mperfect�on �n �ts
facult�es; and such a one as �s often the source of false reason�ng
and soph�stry. But th�s �s pr�nc�pally the case w�th those �deas wh�ch
are abstruse and compounded. On other occas�ons the custom �s
more ent�re, and �t �s seldom we run �nto such errors.

Nay so ent�re �s the custom, that the very same �dea may be
annext to several d�fferent words, and may be employed �n d�fferent
reason�ngs, w�thout any danger of m�stake. Thus the �dea of an
equ�lateral tr�angle of an �nch perpend�cular may serve us �n talk�ng
of a f�gure, of a rect�l�near f�gure, of a regular f�gure, of a tr�angle, and
of an equ�lateral tr�angle. All these terms, therefore, are �n th�s case
attended w�th the same �dea; but as they are wont to be appl�ed �n a
greater or lesser compass, they exc�te the�r part�cular hab�ts, and
thereby keep the m�nd �n a read�ness to observe, that no conclus�on
be formed contrary to any �deas, wh�ch are usually compr�zed under
them.

Before those hab�ts have become ent�rely perfect, perhaps the
m�nd may not be content w�th form�ng the �dea of only one �nd�v�dual,
but may run over several, �n order to make �tself comprehend �ts own
mean�ng, and the compass of that collect�on, wh�ch �t �ntends to
express by the general term. That we may f�x the mean�ng of the
word, f�gure, we may revolve �n our m�nd the �deas of c�rcles,
squares, parallelograms, tr�angles of d�fferent s�zes and proport�ons,
and may not rest on one �mage or �dea. However th�s may be, �t �s
certa�n that we form the �dea of �nd�v�duals, whenever we use any
general term; that we seldom or never can exhaust these �nd�v�duals;
and that those, wh�ch rema�n, are only represented by means of that
hab�t, by wh�ch we recall them, whenever any present occas�on
requ�res �t. Th�s then �s the nature of our abstract �deas and general
terms; and �t �s after th�s manner we account for the forego�ng
paradox, THAT SOME IDEAS ARE PARTICULAR IN THEIR



NATURE, BUT GENERAL IN THEIR REPRESENTATION. A
part�cular �dea becomes general by be�ng annexed to a general term;
that �s, to a term, wh�ch from a customary conjunct�on has a relat�on
to many other part�cular �deas, and read�ly recalls them �n the
�mag�nat�on.

The only d�ff�culty, that can rema�n on th�s subject, must be w�th
regard to that custom, wh�ch so read�ly recalls every part�cular �dea,
for wh�ch we may have occas�on, and �s exc�ted by any word or
sound, to wh�ch we commonly annex �t. The most proper method, �n
my op�n�on, of g�v�ng a sat�sfactory expl�cat�on of th�s act of the m�nd,
�s by produc�ng other �nstances, wh�ch are analogous to �t, and other
pr�nc�ples, wh�ch fac�l�tate �ts operat�on. To expla�n the ult�mate
causes of our mental act�ons �s �mposs�ble. It �s suff�c�ent, �f we can
g�ve any sat�sfactory account of them from exper�ence and analogy.

F�rst then I observe, that when we ment�on any great number,
such as a thousand, the m�nd has generally no adequate �dea of �t,
but only a power of produc�ng such an �dea, by �ts adequate �dea of
the dec�mals, under wh�ch the number �s comprehended. Th�s
�mperfect�on, however, �n our �deas, �s never felt �n our reason�ngs;
wh�ch seems to be an �nstance parallel to the present one of
un�versal �deas.

Secondly, we have several �nstances of hab�ts, wh�ch may be
rev�ved by one s�ngle word; as when a person, who has by rote any
per�ods of a d�scourse, or any number of verses, w�ll be put �n
remembrance of the whole, wh�ch he �s at a loss to recollect, by that
s�ngle word or express�on, w�th wh�ch they beg�n.

Th�rdly, I bel�eve every one, who exam�nes the s�tuat�on of h�s
m�nd �n reason�ng w�ll agree w�th me, that we do not annex d�st�nct
and compleat �deas to every term we make use of, and that �n talk�ng
of government, church, negot�at�on, conquest, we seldom spread out
�n our m�nds all the s�mple �deas, of wh�ch these complex ones are
composed. It �s however observable, that notw�thstand�ng th�s
�mperfect�on we may avo�d talk�ng nonsense on these subjects, and
may perce�ve any repugnance among the �deas, as well as �f we had
a fall comprehens�on of them. Thus �f �nstead of say�ng, that �n war
the weaker have always recourse to negot�at�on, we should say, that



they have always recourse to conquest, the custom, wh�ch we have
acqu�red of attr�but�ng certa�n relat�ons to �deas, st�ll follows the
words, and makes us �mmed�ately perce�ve the absurd�ty of that
propos�t�on; �n the same manner as one part�cular �dea may serve us
�n reason�ng concern�ng other �deas, however d�fferent from �t �n
several c�rcumstances.

Fourthly, As the �nd�v�duals are collected together, sa�d placed
under a general term w�th a v�ew to that resemblance, wh�ch they
bear to each other, th�s relat�on must fac�l�tate the�r entrance �n the
�mag�nat�on, and make them be suggested more read�ly upon
occas�on. And �ndeed �f we cons�der the common progress of the
thought, e�ther �n reflect�on or conversat�on, we shall f�nd great
reason to be sat�sfyed �n th�s part�cular. Noth�ng �s more adm�rable,
than the read�ness, w�th wh�ch the �mag�nat�on suggests �ts �deas,
and presents them at the very �nstant, �n wh�ch they become
necessary or useful. The fancy runs from one end of the un�verse to
the other �n collect�ng those �deas, wh�ch belong to any subject. One
would th�nk the whole �ntellectual world of �deas was at once
subjected to our v�ew, and that we d�d noth�ng but p�ck out such as
were most proper for our purpose. There may not, however, be any
present, bes�de those very �deas, that are thus collected by a k�nd of
mag�cal faculty �n the soul, wh�ch, though �t be always most perfect �n
the greatest gen�uses, and �s properly what we call a gen�us, �s
however �nexpl�cable by the utmost efforts of human understand�ng.

Perhaps these four reflect�ons may help to remove an d�ff�cult�es to
the hypothes�s I have proposed concern�ng abstract �deas, so
contrary to that, wh�ch has h�therto preva�led �n ph�losophy, But, to
tell the truth I place my ch�ef conf�dence �n what I have already
proved concern�ng the �mposs�b�l�ty of general �deas, accord�ng to
the common method of expla�n�ng them. We must certa�nly seek
some new system on th�s head, and there pla�nly �s none bes�de
what I have proposed. If �deas be part�cular �n the�r nature, and at the
same t�me f�n�te �n the�r number, �t �s only by custom they can
become general �n the�r representat�on, and conta�n an �nf�n�te
number of other �deas under them.



Before I leave th�s subject I shall employ the same pr�nc�ples to
expla�n that d�st�nct�on of reason, wh�ch �s so much talked of, and �s
so l�ttle understood, �n the schools. Of th�s k�nd �s the d�st�nct�on
betw�xt f�gure and the body f�gured; mot�on and the body moved. The
d�ff�culty of expla�n�ng th�s d�st�nct�on ar�ses from the pr�nc�ple above
expla�ned, that all �deas, wh�ch are d�fferent, are separable. For �t
follows from thence, that �f the f�gure be d�fferent from the body, the�r
�deas must be separable as well as d�st�ngu�shable: �f they be not
d�fferent, the�r �deas can ne�ther be separable nor d�st�ngu�shable.
What then �s meant by a d�st�nct�on of reason, s�nce �t �mpl�es ne�ther
a d�fference nor separat�on.

To remove th�s d�ff�culty we must have recourse to the forego�ng
expl�cat�on of abstract �deas. It �s certa�n that the m�nd would never
have dreamed of d�st�ngu�sh�ng a f�gure from the body f�gured, as
be�ng �n real�ty ne�ther d�st�ngu�shable, nor d�fferent, nor separable;
d�d �t not observe, that even �n th�s s�mpl�c�ty there m�ght be
conta�ned many d�fferent resemblances and relat�ons. Thus when a
globe of wh�te marble �s presented, we rece�ve only the �mpress�on
of a wh�te colour d�sposed �n a certa�n form, nor are we able to
separate and d�st�ngu�sh the colour from the form. But observ�ng
afterwards a globe of black marble and a cube of wh�te, and
compar�ng them w�th our former object, we f�nd two separate
resemblances, �n what formerly seemed, and really �s, perfectly
�nseparable. After a l�ttle more pract�ce of th�s k�nd, we beg�n to
d�st�ngu�sh the f�gure from the colour by a d�st�nct�on of reason; that
�s, we cons�der the f�gure and colour together, s�nce they are �n effect
the same and und�st�ngu�shable; but st�ll v�ew them �n d�fferent
aspects, accord�ng to the resemblances, of wh�ch they are
suscept�ble. When we would cons�der only the f�gure of the globe of
wh�te marble, we form �n real�ty an �dea both of the f�gure and colour,
but tac�tly carry our eye to �ts resemblance w�th the globe of black
marble: And �n the same manner, when we would cons�der �ts colour
only, we turn our v�ew to �ts resemblance w�th the cube of wh�te
marble. By th�s means we accompany our �deas w�th a k�nd of
reflect�on, of wh�ch custom renders us, �n a great measure,
�nsens�ble. A person, who des�res us to cons�der the f�gure of a globe
of wh�te marble w�thout th�nk�ng on �ts colour, des�res an �mposs�b�l�ty



but h�s mean�ng �s, that we should cons�der the f�gure and colour
together, but st�ll keep �n our eye the resemblance to the globe of
black marble, or that to any other globe of whatever colour or
substance.



PART II. OF THE IDEAS OF SPACE
AND TIME.



SECT. I. OF THE INFINITE
DIVISIBILITY OF OUR IDEAS OF

SPACE AND TIME.
Whatever has the a�r of a paradox, and �s contrary to the f�rst and

most unprejud�ced not�ons of mank�nd, �s often greed�ly embraced by
ph�losophers, as shew�ng the super�or�ty of the�r sc�ence, wh�ch
coued d�scover op�n�ons so remote from vulgar concept�on. On the
other hand, anyth�ng proposed to us, wh�ch causes surpr�ze and
adm�rat�on, g�ves such a sat�sfact�on to the m�nd, that �t �ndulges
�tself �n those agreeable emot�ons, and w�ll never be persuaded that
�ts pleasure �s ent�rely w�thout foundat�on. From these d�spos�t�ons �n
ph�losophers and the�r d�sc�ples ar�ses that mutual compla�sance
betw�xt them; wh�le the former furn�sh such plenty of strange and
unaccountable op�n�ons, and the latter so read�ly bel�eve them. Of
th�s mutual compla�sance I cannot g�ve a more ev�dent �nstance than
�n the doctr�ne of �nf�n�te d�v�s�b�l�ty, w�th the exam�nat�on of wh�ch I
shall beg�n th�s subject of the �deas of space and t�me.

It �s un�versally allowed, that the capac�ty of the m�nd �s l�m�ted,
and can never atta�n a full and adequate concept�on of �nf�n�ty: And
though �t were not allowed, �t would be suff�c�ently ev�dent from the
pla�nest observat�on and exper�ence. It �s also obv�ous, that whatever
�s capable of be�ng d�v�ded �n �nf�n�tum, must cons�st of an �nf�n�te
number of parts, and that �t �s �mposs�ble to set any bounds to the
number of parts, w�thout sett�ng bounds at the same t�me to the
d�v�s�on. It requ�res scarce any, �nduct�on to conclude from hence,
that the �dea, wh�ch we form of any f�n�te qual�ty, �s not �nf�n�tely
d�v�s�ble, but that by proper d�st�nct�ons and separat�ons we may run
up th�s �dea to �nfer�or ones, wh�ch w�ll be perfectly s�mple and
�nd�v�s�ble. In reject�ng the �nf�n�te capac�ty of the m�nd, we suppose �t
may arr�ve at an end �n the d�v�s�on of �ts �deas; nor are there any
poss�ble means of evad�ng the ev�dence of th�s conclus�on.



It �s therefore certa�n, that the �mag�nat�on reaches a m�n�mum,
and may ra�se up to �tself an �dea, of wh�ch �t cannot conce�ve any
sub-d�v�s�on, and wh�ch cannot be d�m�n�shed w�thout a total
ann�h�lat�on. When you tell me of the thousandth and ten thousandth
part of a gra�n of sand, I have a d�st�nct �dea of these numbers and of
the�r d�fferent proport�ons; but the �mages, wh�ch I form �n my m�nd to
represent the th�ngs themselves, are noth�ng d�fferent from each
other, nor �nfer�or to that �mage, by wh�ch I represent the gra�n of
sand �tself, wh�ch �s supposed so vastly to exceed them. What
cons�sts of parts �s d�st�ngu�shable �nto them, and what �s
d�st�ngu�shable �s separable. But whatever we may �mag�ne of the
th�ng, the �dea of a gra�n of sand �s not d�st�ngu�shable, nor separable
�nto twenty, much less �nto a thousand, ten thousand, or an �nf�n�te
number of d�fferent �deas.

It �s the same case w�th the �mpress�ons of the senses as w�th the
�deas of the �mag�nat�on. Put a spot of �nk upon paper, f�x your eye
upon that spot, and ret�re to such a d�stance, that, at last you lose
s�ght of �t; �t �s pla�n, that the moment before �t van�shed the �mage or
�mpress�on was perfectly �nd�v�s�ble. It �s not for want of rays of l�ght
str�k�ng on our eyes, that the m�nute parts of d�stant bod�es convey
not any sens�ble �mpress�on; but because they are removed beyond
that d�stance, at wh�ch the�r �mpress�ons were reduced to a
m�n�mum, and were �ncapable of any farther d�m�nut�on. A
m�croscope or telescope, wh�ch renders them v�s�ble, produces not
any new rays of l�ght, but only spreads those, wh�ch always flowed
from them; and by that means both g�ves parts to �mpress�ons, wh�ch
to the naked eye appear s�mple and uncompounded, and advances
to a m�n�mum, what was formerly �mpercept�ble.

We may hence d�scover the error of the common op�n�on, that the
capac�ty of the m�nd �s l�m�ted on both s�des, and that �t �s �mposs�ble
for the �mag�nat�on to form an adequate �dea, of what goes beyond a
certa�n degree of m�nuteness as well as of greatness. Noth�ng can
be more m�nute, than some �deas, wh�ch we form �n the fancy; and
�mages, wh�ch appear to the senses; s�nce there are �deas and
�mages perfectly s�mple and �nd�v�s�ble. The only defect of our
senses �s, that they g�ve us d�sproport�oned �mages of th�ngs, and
represent as m�nute and uncompounded what �s really great and



composed of a vast number of parts. Th�s m�stake we are not
sens�ble of: but tak�ng the �mpress�ons of those m�nute objects,
wh�ch appear to the senses, to be equal or nearly equal to the
objects, and f�nd�ng by reason, that there are other objects vastly
more m�nute, we too hast�ly conclude, that these are �nfer�or to any
�dea of our �mag�nat�on or �mpress�on of our senses. Th�s however �s
certa�n, that we can form �deas, wh�ch shall be no greater than the
smallest atom of the an�mal sp�r�ts of an �nsect a thousand t�mes less
than a m�te: And we ought rather to conclude, that the d�ff�culty l�es �n
enlarg�ng our concept�ons so much as to form a just not�on of a m�te,
or even of an �nsect a thousand t�mes less than a m�te. For �n order
to form a just not�on of these an�mals, we must have a d�st�nct �dea
represent�ng every part of them, wh�ch, accord�ng to the system of
�nf�n�te d�v�s�b�l�ty, �s utterly �mposs�ble, and, record�ng to that of
�nd�v�s�ble parts or atoms, �s extremely d�ff�cult, by reason of the vast
number and mult�pl�c�ty of these parts.



SECT. II. OF THE INFINITE
DIVISIBILITY OF SPACE AND TIME.

Wherever �deas are adequate representat�ons of objects, the
relat�ons, contrad�ct�ons and agreements of the �deas are all
appl�cable to the objects; and th�s we may �n general observe to be
the foundat�on of all human knowledge. But our �deas are adequate
representat�ons of the most m�nute parts of extens�on; and through
whatever d�v�s�ons and subd�v�s�ons we may suppose these parts to
be arr�ved at, they can never become �nfer�or to some �deas, wh�ch
we form. The pla�n consequence �s, that whatever appears
�mposs�ble and contrad�ctory upon the compar�son of these �deas,
must be really �mposs�ble and contrad�ctory, w�thout any farther
excuse or evas�on.

Every th�ng capable of be�ng �nf�n�tely d�v�ded conta�ns an �nf�n�te
number of parts; otherw�se the d�v�s�on would be stopt short by the
�nd�v�s�ble parts, wh�ch we should �mmed�ately arr�ve at. If therefore
any f�n�te extens�on be �nf�n�tely d�v�s�ble, �t can be no contrad�ct�on to
suppose, that a f�n�te extens�on conta�ns an �nf�n�te number of parts:
And v�ce versa, �f �t be a contrad�ct�on to suppose, that a f�n�te
extens�on conta�ns an �nf�n�te number of parts, no f�n�te extens�on
can be �nf�n�tely d�v�s�ble. But that th�s latter suppos�t�on �s absurd, I
eas�ly conv�nce myself by the cons�derat�on of my clear �deas. I f�rst
take the least �dea I can form of a part of extens�on, and be�ng
certa�n that there �s noth�ng more m�nute than th�s �dea, I conclude,
that whatever I d�scover by �ts means must be a real qual�ty of
extens�on. I then repeat th�s �dea once, tw�ce, thr�ce, &c., and f�nd the
compound �dea of extens�on, ar�s�ng from �ts repet�t�on, always to
augment, and become double, tr�ple, quadruple, &c., t�ll at last �t
swells up to a cons�derable bulk, greater or smaller, �n proport�on as I
repeat more or less the same �dea. When I stop �n the add�t�on of
parts, the �dea of extens�on ceases to augment; and were I to carry
on the add�t�on �n �nf�n�tum, I clearly perce�ve, that the �dea of



extens�on must also become �nf�n�te. Upon the whole, I conclude,
that the �dea of all �nf�n�te number of parts �s �nd�v�dually the same
�dea w�th that of an �nf�n�te extens�on; that no f�n�te extens�on �s
capable of conta�n�ng an �nf�n�te number of parts; and consequently
that no f�n�te extens�on �s �nf�n�tely d�v�s�ble [FN 3.].
     [FN  3. It has been objected to me, that infinite 
     divisibility supposes only an infinite number of 
     PROPORTIONAL not of ALIQIOT parts, and that an infinite 
     number of proportional parts does not form an infinite 
     extension. But this distinction is entirely frivolous. 
     Whether these parts be calld ALIQUOT or PROPORTIONAL, they 
     cannot be inferior to those minute parts we conceive; and 
     therefore cannot form a less extension by their 
     conjunction.] 

I may subjo�n another argument proposed by a noted author
[Mons. MALEZIEU], wh�ch seems to me very strong and beaut�ful. It
�s ev�dent, that ex�stence �n �tself belongs only to un�ty, and �s never
appl�cable to number, but on account of the un�tes, of wh�ch the
number �s composed. Twenty men may be sa�d to ex�st; but �t �s only
because one, two, three, four, &c. are ex�stent, and �f you deny the
ex�stence of the latter, that of the former falls of course. It �s therefore
utterly absurd to suppose any number to ex�st, and yet deny the
ex�stence of un�tes; and as extens�on �s always a number, accord�ng
to the common sent�ment of metaphys�c�ans, and never resolves
�tself �nto any un�te or �nd�v�s�ble quant�ty, �t follows, that extens�on
can never at all ex�st. It �s �n va�n to reply, that any determ�nate
quant�ty of extens�on �s an un�te; but such-a-one as adm�ts of an
�nf�n�te number of fract�ons, and �s �nexhaust�ble �n �ts sub-d�v�s�ons.
For by the same rule these twenty men may be cons�dered as a un�t.
The whole globe of the earth, nay the whole un�verse, may be
cons�dered as a un�t. That term of un�ty �s merely a f�ct�t�ous
denom�nat�on, wh�ch the m�nd may apply to any quant�ty of objects �t
collects together; nor can such an un�ty any more ex�st alone than
number can, as be�ng �n real�ty a true number. But the un�ty, wh�ch
can ex�st alone, and whose ex�stence �s necessary to that of all
number, �s of another k�nd, and must be perfectly �nd�v�s�ble, and
�ncapable of be�ng resolved �nto any lesser un�ty.

All th�s reason�ng takes place w�th regard to t�me; along w�th an
add�t�onal argument, wh�ch �t may be proper to take not�ce of. It �s a
property �nseparable from t�me, and wh�ch �n a manner const�tutes �ts



essence, that each of �ts parts succeeds another, and that none of
them, however cont�guous, can ever be co-ex�stent. For the same
reason, that the year 1737 cannot concur w�th the present year 1738
every moment must be d�st�nct from, and poster�or or antecedent to
another. It �s certa�n then, that t�me, as �t ex�sts, must be composed
of �nd�v�s�ble moments. For �f �n t�me we could never arr�ve at an end
of d�v�s�on, and �f each moment, as �t succeeds another, were not
perfectly s�ngle and �nd�v�s�ble, there would be an �nf�n�te number of
co-ex�stent moments, or parts of t�me; wh�ch I bel�eve w�ll be allowed
to be an arrant contrad�ct�on.

The �nf�n�te d�v�s�b�l�ty of space �mpl�es that of t�me, as �s ev�dent
from the nature of mot�on. If the latter, therefore, be �mposs�ble, the
former must be equally so.

I doubt not but, �t w�ll read�ly be allowed by the most obst�nate
defender of the doctr�ne of �nf�n�te d�v�s�b�l�ty, that these arguments
are d�ff�cult�es, and that �t �s �mposs�ble to g�ve any answer to them
wh�ch w�ll be perfectly clear and sat�sfactory. But here we may
observe, that noth�ng can be more absurd, than th�s custom of
call�ng a d�ff�culty what pretends to be a demonstrat�on, and
endeavour�ng by that means to elude �ts force and ev�dence. It �s not
�n demonstrat�ons as �n probab�l�t�es, that d�ff�cult�es can take place,
and one argument counter-ballance another, and d�m�n�sh �ts
author�ty. A demonstrat�on, �f just, adm�ts of no oppos�te d�ff�culty;
and �f not just, �t �s a mere soph�sm, and consequently can never be
a d�ff�culty. It �s e�ther �rres�st�ble, or has no manner of force. To talk
therefore of object�ons and repl�es, and ballanc�ng of arguments �n
such a quest�on as th�s, �s to confess, e�ther that human reason �s
noth�ng but a play of words, or that the person h�mself, who talks so,
has not a Capac�ty equal to such subjects. Demonstrat�ons may be
d�ff�cult to be comprehended, because of abstractedness of the
subject; but can never have such d�ff�cult�es as w�ll weaken the�r
author�ty, when once they are comprehended.

It �s true, mathemat�c�ans are wont to say, that there are here
equally strong arguments on the other s�de of the quest�on, and that
the doctr�ne of �nd�v�s�ble po�nts �s also l�able to unanswerable
object�ons. Before I exam�ne these arguments and object�ons �n



deta�l, I w�ll here take them �n a body, and endeavour by a short and
dec�s�ve reason to prove at once, that �t �s utterly �mposs�ble they can
have any just foundat�on.

It �s an establ�shed max�m �n metaphys�cs, That whatever the m�nd
clearly conce�ves, �ncludes the �dea of poss�ble ex�stence, or �n other
words, that noth�ng we �mag�ne �s absolutely �mposs�ble. We can
form the �dea of a golden mounta�n, and from thence conclude that
such a mounta�n may actually ex�st. We can form no �dea of a
mounta�n w�thout a valley, and therefore regard �t as �mposs�ble.

Now �t �s certa�n we have an �dea of extens�on; for otherw�se why
do we talk and reason concern�ng �t? It �s l�kew�se certa�n that th�s
�dea, as conce�ved by the �mag�nat�on, though d�v�s�ble �nto parts or
�nfer�or �deas, �s not �nf�n�tely d�v�s�ble, nor cons�sts of an �nf�n�te
number of parts: For that exceeds the comprehens�on of our l�m�ted
capac�t�es. Here then �s an �dea of extens�on, wh�ch cons�sts of parts
or �nfer�or �deas, that are perfectly, �nd�v�s�ble: consequently th�s �dea
�mpl�es no contrad�ct�on: consequently �t �s poss�ble for extens�on
really to ex�st conformable to �t: and consequently all the arguments
employed aga�nst the poss�b�l�ty of mathemat�cal po�nts are mere
scholast�ck qu�bbles, and unworthy of our attent�on.

These consequences we may carry one step farther, and conclude
that all the pretended demonstrat�ons for the �nf�n�te d�v�s�b�l�ty of
extens�on are equally soph�st�cal; s�nce �t �s certa�n these
demonstrat�ons cannot be just w�thout prov�ng the �mposs�b�l�ty of
mathemat�cal po�nts; wh�ch �t �s an ev�dent absurd�ty to pretend to.





SECT. III. OF THE OTHER QUALITIES
OF OUR IDEA OF SPACE AND TIME.
No d�scovery coued have been made more happ�ly for dec�d�ng all

controvers�es concern�ng �deas, than that abovement�oned, that
�mpress�ons always take the precedency of them, and that every
�dea, w�th wh�ch the �mag�nat�on �s furn�shed, f�rst makes �ts
appearance �n a correspondent �mpress�on. These latter percept�ons
are all so clear and ev�dent, that they adm�t of no controversy;
though many of our �deas are so obscure, that �t �s almost �mposs�ble
even for the m�nd, wh�ch forms them, to tell exactly the�r nature and
compos�t�on. Let us apply th�s pr�nc�ple, �n order to d�scover farther
the nature of our �deas of space and t�me.

Upon open�ng my eyes, and turn�ng them to the surround�ng
objects, I perce�ve many v�s�ble bod�es; and upon shutt�ng them
aga�n, and cons�der�ng the d�stance betw�xt these bod�es, I acqu�re
the �dea of extens�on. As every �dea �s der�ved from some
�mpress�on, wh�ch �s exactly s�m�lar to �t, the �mpress�ons s�m�lar to
th�s �dea of extens�on, must e�ther be some sensat�ons der�ved from
the s�ght, or some �nternal �mpress�ons ar�s�ng from these
sensat�ons.

Our �nternal �mpress�ons are our pass�ons, emot�ons, des�res and
avers�ons; none of wh�ch, I bel�eve, w�ll ever be asserted to be the
model, from wh�ch the �dea of space �s der�ved. There rema�ns
therefore noth�ng but the senses, wh�ch can convey to us th�s
or�g�nal �mpress�on. Now what �mpress�on do oar senses here
convey to us? Th�s �s the pr�nc�pal quest�on, and dec�des w�thout
appeal concern�ng the nature of the �dea.

The table before me �s alone suff�c�ent by �ts v�ew to g�ve me the
�dea of extens�on. Th�s �dea, then, �s borrowed from, and represents
some �mpress�on, wh�ch th�s moment appears to the senses. But my
senses convey to me only the �mpress�ons of coloured po�nts,



d�sposed �n a certa�n manner. If the eye �s sens�ble of any th�ng
farther, I des�re �t may be po�nted out to me. But �f �t be �mposs�ble to
shew any th�ng farther, we may conclude w�th certa�nty, that the �dea
of extens�on �s noth�ng but a copy of these coloured po�nts, and of
the manner of the�r appearance.

Suppose that �n the extended object, or compos�t�on of coloured
po�nts, from wh�ch we f�rst rece�ved the �dea of extens�on, the po�nts
were of a purple colour; �t follows, that �n every repet�t�on of that �dea
we would not only place the po�nts �n the same order w�th respect to
each other, but also bestow on them that prec�se colour, w�th wh�ch
alone we are acqua�nted. But afterwards hav�ng exper�ence of the
other colours of v�olet, green, red, wh�te, black, and of all the
d�fferent compos�t�ons of these, and f�nd�ng a resemblance �n the
d�spos�t�on of coloured po�nts, of wh�ch they are composed, we om�t
the pecul�ar�t�es of colour, as far as poss�ble, and found an abstract
�dea merely on that d�spos�t�on of po�nts, or manner of appearance,
�n wh�ch they agree. Nay even when the resemblance �s carryed
beyond the objects of one sense, and the �mpress�ons of touch are
found to be S�m�lar to those of s�ght �n the d�spos�t�on of the�r parts;
th�s does not h�nder the abstract �dea from represent�ng both, upon
account of the�r resemblance. All abstract �deas are really noth�ng
but part�cular ones, cons�dered �n a certa�n l�ght; but be�ng annexed
to general terms, they are able to represent a vast var�ety, and to
comprehend objects, wh�ch, as they are al�ke �n some part�culars,
are �n others vastly w�de of each other.

The �dea of t�me, be�ng der�ved from the success�on of our
percept�ons of every k�nd, �deas as well as �mpress�ons, and
�mpress�ons of reflect�on as well as of sensat�ons w�ll afford us an
�nstance of an abstract �dea, wh�ch comprehends a st�ll greater
var�ety than that of space, and yet �s represented �n the fancy by
some part�cular �nd�v�dual �dea of a determ�nate quant�ty and qual�ty.

As �t �s from the d�spos�t�on of v�s�ble and tang�ble objects we
rece�ve the �dea of space, so from the success�on of �deas and
�mpress�ons we form the �dea of t�me, nor �s �t poss�ble for t�me alone
ever to make �ts appearance, or be taken not�ce of by the m�nd. A
man �n a sound sleep, or strongly occupyed w�th one thought, �s



�nsens�ble of t�me; and accord�ng as h�s percept�ons succeed each
other w�th greater or less rap�d�ty, the same durat�on appears longer
or shorter to h�s �mag�nat�on. It has been remarked by a great
ph�losopher, that our percept�ons have certa�n bounds �n th�s
part�cular, wh�ch are f�xed by the or�g�nal nature and const�tut�on of
the m�nd, and beyond wh�ch no �nfluence of external objects on the
senses �s ever able to hasten or retard our thought. If you wheel
about a burn�ng coal w�th rap�d�ty, �t w�ll present to the senses an
�mage of a c�rcle of f�re; nor w�ll there seem to be any �nterval of t�me
betw�xt �ts revolut�ons; meerly because �t �s �mposs�ble for our
percept�ons to succeed each other w�th the same rap�d�ty, that
mot�on may be commun�cated to external objects. Wherever we
have no success�ve percept�ons, we have no not�on of t�me, even
though there be a real success�on �n the objects. From these
phenomena, as well as from many others, we may conclude, that
t�me cannot make �ts appearance to the m�nd, e�ther alone, or
attended w�th a steady unchangeable object, but �s always
d�scovered some PERCEIVABLE success�on of changeable objects.

To conf�rm th�s we may add the follow�ng argument, wh�ch to me
seems perfectly dec�s�ve and conv�nc�ng. It �s ev�dent, that t�me or
durat�on cons�sts of d�fferent parts: For otherw�se we coued not
conce�ve a longer or shorter durat�on. It �s also ev�dent, that these
parts are not co-ex�stent: For that qual�ty of the co-ex�stence of parts
belongs to extens�on, and �s what d�st�ngu�shes �t from durat�on. Now
as t�me �s composed of parts, that are not coex�stent: an
unchangeable object, s�nce �t produces none but coex�stent
�mpress�ons, produces none that can g�ve us the �dea of t�me; and
consequently that �dea must be der�ved from a success�on of
changeable objects, and t�me �n �ts f�rst appearance can never be
severed from such a success�on.

Hav�ng therefore found, that t�me �n �ts f�rst appearance to the
m�nd �s always conjo�ned w�th a success�on of changeable objects,
and that otherw�se �t can never fall under our not�ce, we must now
exam�ne whether �t can be conce�ved w�thout our conce�v�ng any
success�on of objects, and whether �t can alone form a d�st�nct �dea
�n the �mag�nat�on.



In order to know whether any objects, wh�ch are jo�ned �n
�mpress�on, be �nseparable �n �dea, we need only cons�der, �f they be
d�fferent from each other; �n wh�ch case, �t �s pla�n they may be
conce�ved apart. Every th�ng, that �s d�fferent �s d�st�ngu�shable: and
everyth�ng, that �s d�st�ngu�shable, may be separated, accord�ng to
the max�ms above-expla�ned. If on the contrary they be not d�fferent,
they are not d�st�ngu�shable: and �f they be not d�st�ngu�shable, they
cannot be separated. But th�s �s prec�sely the case w�th respect to
t�me, compared w�th our success�ve percept�ons. The �dea of t�me �s
not der�ved from a part�cular �mpress�on m�xed up w�th others, and
pla�nly d�st�ngu�shable from them; but ar�ses altogether from the
manner, �n wh�ch �mpress�ons appear to the m�nd, w�thout mak�ng
one of the number. F�ve notes played on a flute g�ve us the
�mpress�on and �dea of t�me; though t�me be not a s�xth �mpress�on,
wh�ch presents �tself to the hear�ng or any other of the senses. Nor �s
�t a s�xth �mpress�on, wh�ch the m�nd by reflect�on f�nds �n �tself.
These f�ve sounds mak�ng the�r appearance �n th�s part�cular
manner, exc�te no emot�on �n the m�nd, nor produce an affect�on of
any k�nd, wh�ch be�ng observed by �t can g�ve r�se to a new �dea. For
that �s necessary to produce a new �dea of reflect�on, nor can the
m�nd, by revolv�ng over a thousand t�mes all �ts �deas of sensat�on,
ever extract from them any new or�g�nal �dea, unless nature has so
framed �ts facult�es, that �t feels some new or�g�nal �mpress�on ar�se
from such a contemplat�on. But here �t only takes not�ce of the
manner, �n wh�ch the d�fferent sounds make the�r appearance; and
that �t may afterwards cons�der w�thout cons�der�ng these part�cular
sounds, but may conjo�n �t w�th any other objects. The �deas of some
objects �t certa�nly must have, nor �s �t poss�ble for �t w�thout these
�deas ever to arr�ve at any concept�on of t�me; wh�ch s�nce �t,
appears not as any pr�mary d�st�nct �mpress�on, can pla�nly be
noth�ng but d�fferent �deas, or �mpress�ons, or objects d�sposed �n a
certa�n manner, that �s, succeed�ng each other.

I know there are some who pretend, that the �dea of durat�on �s
appl�cable �n a proper sense to objects, wh�ch are perfectly
unchangeable; and th�s I take to be the common op�n�on of
ph�losophers as well as of the vulgar. But to be conv�nced of �ts
falsehood we need but reflect on the forego�ng conclus�on, that the



�dea of durat�on �s always der�ved from a success�on of changeable
objects, and can never be conveyed to the m�nd by any th�ng
stedfast and unchangeable. For �t �nev�tably follows from thence, that
s�nce the �dea of durat�on cannot be der�ved from such an object, �t
can never-�n any propr�ety or exactness be appl�ed to �t, nor can any
th�ng unchangeable be ever sa�d to have durat�on. Ideas always
represent the Objects or �mpress�ons, from wh�ch they are der�ved,
and can never w�thout a f�ct�on represent or be appl�ed to any other.
By what f�ct�on we apply the �dea of t�me, even to what �s
unchangeable, and suppose, as �s common, that durat�on �s a
measure of rest as well as of mot�on, we shall cons�der [Sect 5.]
afterwards.

There �s another very dec�s�ve argument, wh�ch establ�shes the
present doctr�ne concern�ng our �deas of space and t�me, and �s
founded only on that s�mple pr�nc�ple, that our �deas of them are
compounded of parts, wh�ch are �nd�v�s�ble. Th�s argument may be
worth the exam�n�ng.

Every �dea, that �s d�st�ngu�shable, be�ng also separable, let us
take one of those s�mple �nd�v�s�ble �deas, of wh�ch the compound
one of extens�on �s formed, and separat�ng �t from all others, and
cons�der�ng �t apart, let us form a judgment of �ts nature and
qual�t�es.

It �s pla�n �t �s not the �dea of extens�on. For the �dea of extens�on
cons�sts of parts; and th�s �dea, accord�ng to t-he suppos�t�on, �s
perfectly s�mple and �nd�v�s�ble. Is �t therefore noth�ng? That �s
absolutely �mposs�ble. For as the compound �dea of extens�on, wh�ch
�s real, �s composed of such �deas; were these so many non-ent�t�es,
there would be a real ex�stence composed of non-ent�t�es; wh�ch �s
absurd. Here therefore I must ask, What �s our �dea of a s�mple and
�nd�v�s�ble po�nt? No wonder �f my answer appear somewhat new,
s�nce the quest�on �tself has scarce ever yet been thought of. We are
wont to d�spute concern�ng the nature of mathemat�cal po�nts, but
seldom concern�ng the nature of the�r �deas.

The �dea of space �s conveyed to the m�nd by two senses, the
s�ght and touch; nor does anyth�ng ever appear extended, that �s not
e�ther v�s�ble or tang�ble. That compound �mpress�on, wh�ch



represents extens�on, cons�sts of several lesser �mpress�ons, that
are �nd�v�s�ble to the eye or feel�ng, and may be called �mpress�ons of
atoms or corpuscles endowed w�th colour and sol�d�ty. But th�s �s not
all. It �s not only requ�s�te, that these atoms should be coloured or
tang�ble, �n order to d�scover themselves to our senses; �t �s also
necessary we should preserve the �dea of the�r colour or tang�b�l�ty �n
order to comprehend them by our �mag�nat�on. There �s noth�ng but
the �dea of the�r colour or tang�b�l�ty, wh�ch can render them
conce�vable by the m�nd. Upon the removal of the �deas of these
sens�ble qual�t�es, they are utterly ann�h�lated to the thought or
�mag�nat�on.

Now such as the parts are, such �s the whole. If a po�nt be not
cons�dered as coloured or tang�ble, �t can convey to us no �dea; and
consequently the �dea of extens�on, wh�ch �s composed of the �deas
of these po�nts, can never poss�bly ex�st. But �f the �dea of extens�on
really can ex�st, as we are consc�ous �t does, �ts parts must also
ex�st; and �n order to that, must be cons�dered as coloured or
tang�ble. We have therefore no �dea of space or extens�on, but when
we regard �t as an object e�ther of our s�ght or feel�ng.

The same reason�ng w�ll prove, that the �nd�v�s�ble moments of
t�me must be f�lled w�th some real object or ex�stence, whose
success�on forms the durat�on, and makes �t be conce�vable by the
m�nd.



SECT. IV. OBJECTIONS ANSWERED.
Our system concern�ng space and t�me cons�sts of two parts,

wh�ch are �nt�mately connected together. The f�rst depends on th�s
cha�n of reason�ng. The capac�ty of the m�nd �s not �nf�n�te;
consequently no �dea of extens�on or durat�on cons�sts of an �nf�n�te
number of parts or �nfer�or �deas, but of a f�n�te number, and these
s�mple and �nd�v�s�ble: It �s therefore poss�ble for space and t�me to
ex�st conformable to th�s �dea: And �f �t be poss�ble, �t �s certa�n they
actually do ex�st conformable to �t; s�nce the�r �nf�n�te d�v�s�b�l�ty �s
utterly �mposs�ble and contrad�ctory.

The other part of our system �s a consequence of th�s. The parts,
�nto wh�ch the �deas of space and t�me resolve themselves, become
at last �nd�v�s�ble; and these �nd�v�s�ble parts, be�ng noth�ng �n
themselves, are �nconce�vable when not f�lled w�th someth�ng real
and ex�stent. The �deas of space and t�me are therefore no separate
or d�st�nct �deas, but merely those of the manner or order, �n wh�ch
objects ex�st: Or �n other words, �t �s �mposs�ble to conce�ve e�ther a
vacuum and extens�on w�thout matter, or a t�me, when there was no
success�on or change �n any real ex�stence. The �nt�mate connex�on
betw�xt these parts of our system �s the reason why we shall
exam�ne together the object�ons, wh�ch have been urged aga�nst
both of them, beg�nn�ng w�th those aga�nst the f�n�te d�v�s�b�l�ty of
extens�on.

I. The f�rst of these object�ons, wh�ch I shall take not�ce of, �s more
proper to prove th�s connex�on and dependence of the one part upon
the other, than to destroy e�ther of them. It has often been
ma�nta�ned �n the schools, that extens�on must be d�v�s�ble, �n
�nf�n�tum, because the system of mathemat�cal po�nts �s absurd; and
that system �s absurd, because a mathemat�cal po�nt �s a non-ent�ty,
and consequently can never by �ts conjunct�on w�th others form a
real ex�stence. Th�s would be perfectly dec�s�ve, were there no
med�um betw�xt the �nf�n�te d�v�s�b�l�ty of matter, and the non-ent�ty of



mathemat�cal po�nts. But there �s ev�dently a med�um, v�z. the
bestow�ng a colour or sol�d�ty on these po�nts; and the absurd�ty of
both the extremes �s a demonstrat�on of the truth and real�ty of th�s
med�um. The system of phys�cal po�nts, wh�ch �s another med�um, �s
too absurd to need a refutat�on. A real extens�on, such as a phys�cal
po�nt �s supposed to be, can never ex�st w�thout parts, d�fferent from
each other; and wherever objects are d�fferent, they are
d�st�ngu�shable and separable by the �mag�nat�on.

II. The second object�on �s der�ved from the necess�ty there would
be of PENETRATION, �f extens�on cons�sted of mathemat�cal po�nts.
A s�mple and �nd�v�s�ble atom, that touches another, must necessar�ly
penetrate �t; for �t �s �mposs�ble �t can touch �t by �ts external parts,
from the very suppos�t�on of �ts perfect s�mpl�c�ty, wh�ch excludes all
parts. It must therefore touch �t �nt�mately, and �n �ts whole essence,
SECUNDUM SE, TOTA, ET TOTALITER; wh�ch �s the very def�n�t�on
of penetrat�on. But penetrat�on �s �mposs�ble: Mathemat�cal po�nts
are of consequence equally �mposs�ble.

I answer th�s object�on by subst�tut�ng a juster �dea of penetrat�on.
Suppose two bod�es conta�n�ng no vo�d w�th�n the�r c�rcumference, to
approach each other, and to un�te �n such a manner that the body,
wh�ch results from the�r un�on, �s no more extended than e�ther of
them; �t �s th�s we must mean when we talk of penetrat�on. But �t �s
ev�dent th�s penetrat�on �s noth�ng but the ann�h�lat�on of one of these
bod�es, and the preservat�on of the other, w�thout our be�ng able to
d�st�ngu�sh part�cularly wh�ch �s preserved and wh�ch ann�h�lated.
Before the approach we have the �dea of two bod�es. After �t we have
the �dea only of one. It �s �mposs�ble for the m�nd to preserve any
not�on of d�fference betw�xt two bod�es of the same nature ex�st�ng �n
the same place at the same t�me.

Tak�ng then penetrat�on �n th�s sense, for the ann�h�lat�on of one
body upon �ts approach to another, I ask any one, �f he sees a
necess�ty, that a coloured or tang�ble po�nt should be ann�h�lated
upon the approach of another coloured or tang�ble po�nt? On the
contrary, does he not ev�dently perce�ve, that from the un�on of these
po�nts there results an object, wh�ch �s compounded and d�v�s�ble,
and may be d�st�ngu�shed �nto two parts, of wh�ch each preserves �ts



ex�stence d�st�nct and separate, notw�thstand�ng �ts cont�gu�ty to the
other? Let h�m a�d h�s fancy by conce�v�ng these po�nts to be of
d�fferent colours, the better to prevent the�r coal�t�on and confus�on. A
blue and a red po�nt may surely l�e cont�guous w�thout any
penetrat�on or ann�h�lat�on. For �f they cannot, what poss�bly can
become of them? Whether shall the red or the blue be ann�h�lated?
Or �f these colours un�te �nto one, what new colour w�ll they produce
by the�r un�on?

What ch�efly g�ves r�se to these object�ons, and at the same t�me
renders �t so d�ff�cult to g�ve a sat�sfactory answer to them, �s the
natural �nf�rm�ty and unstead�ness both of our �mag�nat�on and
senses, when employed on such m�nute objects. Put a spot of �nk
upon paper, and ret�re to such a d�stance, that the spot becomes
altogether �nv�s�ble; you w�ll f�nd, that upon your return and nearer
approach the spot f�rst becomes v�s�ble by short �ntervals; and
afterwards becomes always v�s�ble; and afterwards acqu�res only a
new force �n �ts colour�ng w�thout augment�ng �ts bulk; and
afterwards, when �t has encreased to such a degree as to be really
extended, �t �s st�ll d�ff�cult for the �mag�nat�on to break �t �nto �ts
component parts, because of the uneas�ness �t f�nds �n the
concept�on of such a m�nute object as a s�ngle po�nt. Th�s �nf�rm�ty
affects most of our reason�ngs on the present subject, and makes �t
almost �mposs�ble to answer �n an �ntell�g�ble manner, and �n proper
express�ons, many quest�ons wh�ch may ar�se concern�ng �t.

III. There have been many object�ons drawn from the mathemat�cs
aga�nst the �nd�v�s�b�l�ty of the parts of extens�on: though at f�rst s�ght
that sc�ence seems rather favourable to the present doctr�ne; and �f �t
be contrary �n �ts DEMONSTRATIONS, �t �s perfectly conformable �n
�ts def�n�t�ons. My present bus�ness then must be to defend the
def�n�t�ons, and refute the demonstrat�ons.

A surface �s DEFINed to be length and breadth w�thout depth: A
l�ne to be length w�thout breadth or depth: A po�nt to be what has
ne�ther length, breadth nor depth. It �s ev�dent that all th�s �s perfectly
un�ntell�g�ble upon any other suppos�t�on than that of the compos�t�on
of extens�on by �nd�v�s�ble po�nts or atoms. How else coued any th�ng
ex�st w�thout length, w�thout breadth, or w�thout depth?



Two d�fferent answers, I f�nd, have been made to th�s argument;
ne�ther of wh�ch �s �n my op�n�on sat�sfactory. The f�rst �s, that the
objects of geometry, those surfaces, l�nes and po�nts, whose
proport�ons and pos�t�ons �t exam�nes, are mere �deas �n the m�nd; I
and not only never d�d, but never can ex�st �n nature. They never d�d
ex�st; for no one w�ll pretend to draw a l�ne or make a surface ent�rely
conformable to the def�n�t�on: They never can ex�st; for we may
produce demonstrat�ons from these very �deas to prove, that they
are �mposs�ble.

But can anyth�ng be �mag�ned more absurd and contrad�ctory than
th�s reason�ng? Whatever can be conce�ved by a clear and d�st�nct
�dea necessar�ly �mpl�es the poss�b�l�ty of ex�stence; and he who
pretends to prove the �mposs�b�l�ty of �ts ex�stence by any argument
der�ved from the clear �dea, �n real�ty asserts, that we have no clear
�dea of �t, because we have a clear �dea. It �s �n va�n to search for a
contrad�ct�on �n any th�ng that �s d�st�nctly conce�ved by the m�nd. D�d
�t �mply any contrad�ct�on, �t �s �mposs�ble �t coued ever be conce�ved.

There �s therefore no med�um betw�xt allow�ng at least the
poss�b�l�ty of �nd�v�s�ble po�nts, and deny�ng the�r �dea; and �t �s on
th�s latter pr�nc�ple, that the second answer to the forego�ng
argument �s founded. It has been pretended [L'Art de penser.], that
though �t be �mposs�ble to conce�ve a length w�thout any breadth, yet
by an abstract�on w�thout a separat�on, we can cons�der the one
w�thout regard�ng the other; �n the same manner as we may th�nk of
the length of the way betw�xt two towns, and overlook �ts breadth.
The length �s �nseparable from the breadth both �n nature and �n our
m�nds; but th�s excludes not a part�al cons�derat�on, and a d�st�nct�on
of reason, after the manner above expla�ned.

In refut�ng th�s answer I shall not �ns�st on the argument, wh�ch I
have already suff�c�ently expla�ned, that �f �t be �mposs�ble for the
m�nd to arr�ve at a m�n�mum �n �ts �deas, �ts capac�ty must be �nf�n�te,
�n order to comprehend the �nf�n�te number of parts, of wh�ch �ts �dea
of any extens�on would be composed. I shall here endeavour to f�nd
some new absurd�t�es �n th�s reason�ng.

A surface term�nates a sol�d; a l�ne term�nates a surface; a po�nt
term�nates a l�ne; but I assert, that �f the �deas of a po�nt, l�ne or



surface were not �nd�v�s�ble, �t �s �mposs�ble we should ever conce�ve
these term�nat�ons: For let these �deas be supposed �nf�n�tely
d�v�s�ble; and then let the fancy endeavour to f�x �tself on the �dea of
the last surface, l�ne or po�nt; �t �mmed�ately f�nds th�s �dea to break
�nto parts; and upon �ts se�z�ng the last of these parts, �t loses �ts hold
by a new d�v�s�on, and so on �n �nf�n�tum, w�thout any poss�b�l�ty of �ts
arr�v�ng at a conclud�ng �dea. The number of fract�ons br�ng �t no
nearer the last d�v�s�on, than the f�rst �dea �t formed. Every part�cle
eludes the grasp by a new fract�on; l�ke qu�cks�lver, when we
endeavour to se�ze �t. But as �n fact there must be someth�ng, wh�ch
term�nates the �dea of every f�n�te quant�ty; and as th�s term�nat�ng
�dea cannot �tself cons�st of parts or �nfer�or �deas; otherw�se �t would
be the last of �ts parts, wh�ch f�n�shed the �dea, and so on; th�s �s a
clear proof, that the �deas of surfaces, l�nes and po�nts adm�t not of
any d�v�s�on; those of surfaces �n depth; of l�nes �n breadth and
depth; and of po�nts �n any d�mens�on.

The school were so sens�ble of the force of th�s argument, that
some of them ma�nta�ned, that nature has m�xed among those
part�cles of matter, wh�ch are d�v�s�ble �n �nf�n�tum, a number of
mathemat�cal po�nts, �n order to g�ve a term�nat�on to bod�es; and
others eluded the force of th�s reason�ng by a heap of un�ntell�g�ble
cav�ls and d�st�nct�ons. Both these adversar�es equally y�eld the
v�ctory. A man who h�des h�mself, confesses as ev�dently the
super�or�ty of h�s enemy, as another, who fa�rly del�vers h�s arms.

Thus �t appears, that the def�n�t�ons of mathemat�cs destroy the
pretended demonstrat�ons; and that �f we have the �dea of �nd�v�s�ble
po�nts, l�nes and surfaces conformable to the def�n�t�on, the�r
ex�stence �s certa�nly poss�ble: but �f we have no such �dea, �t �s
�mposs�ble we can ever conce�ve the term�nat�on of any f�gure;
w�thout wh�ch concept�on there can be no geometr�cal
demonstrat�on.

But I go farther, and ma�nta�n, that none of these demonstrat�ons
can have suff�c�ent we�ght to establ�sh such a pr�nc�ple, as th�s of
�nf�n�te d�v�s�b�l�ty; and that because w�th regard to such m�nute
objects, they are not properly demonstrat�ons, be�ng bu�lt on �deas,
wh�ch are not exact, and max�ms, wh�ch are not prec�sely true. When



geometry dec�des anyth�ng concern�ng the proport�ons of quant�ty,
we ought not to look for the utmost prec�s�on and exactness. None of
�ts proofs extend so far. It takes the d�mens�ons and proport�ons of
f�gures justly; but roughly, and w�th some l�berty. Its errors are never
cons�derable; nor would �t err at all, d�d �t not asp�re to such an
absolute perfect�on.

I f�rst ask mathemat�c�ans, what they mean when they say one l�ne
or surface �s EQUAL to, or GREATER or LESS than another? Let
any of them g�ve an answer, to whatever sect he belongs, and
whether he ma�nta�ns the compos�t�on of extens�on by �nd�v�s�ble
po�nts, or by quant�t�es d�v�s�ble �n �nf�n�tum. Th�s quest�on w�ll
embarrass both of them.

There are few or no mathemat�c�ans, who defend the hypothes�s
of �nd�v�s�ble po�nts; and yet these have the read�est and justest
answer to the present quest�on. They need only reply, that l�nes or
surfaces are equal, when the numbers of po�nts �n each are equal;
and that as the proport�on of the numbers var�es, the proport�on of
the l�nes and surfaces �s also varyed. But though th�s answer be just,
as well as obv�ous; yet I may aff�rm, that th�s standard of equal�ty �s
ent�rely useless, and that �t never �s from such a compar�son we
determ�ne objects to be equal or unequal w�th respect to each other.
For as the po�nts, wh�ch enter �nto the compos�t�on of any l�ne or
surface, whether perce�ved by the s�ght or touch, are so m�nute and
so confounded w�th each other, that �t �s utterly �mposs�ble for the
m�nd to compute the�r number, such a computat�on w�ll Never afford
us a standard by wh�ch we may judge of proport�ons. No one w�ll
ever be able to determ�ne by an exact numerat�on, that an �nch has
fewer po�nts than a foot, or a foot fewer than an ell or any greater
measure: for wh�ch reason we seldom or never cons�der th�s as the
standard of equal�ty or �nequal�ty.

As to those, who �mag�ne, that extens�on �s d�v�s�ble �n �nf�n�tum, �t
�s �mposs�ble they can make use of th�s answer, or f�x the equal�ty of
any l�ne or surface by a numerat�on of �ts component parts. For
s�nce, accord�ng to the�r hypothes�s, the least as well as greatest
f�gures conta�n an �nf�n�te number of parts; and s�nce �nf�n�te
numbers, properly speak�ng, can ne�ther be equal nor unequal w�th



respect to each other; the equal�ty or �nequal�ty of any port�ons of
space can never depend on any proport�on �n the number of the�r
parts. It �s true, �t may be sa�d, that the �nequal�ty of an ell and a yard
cons�sts �n the d�fferent numbers of the feet, of wh�ch they are
composed; and that of a foot and a yard �n the number of the �nches.
But as that quant�ty we call an �nch �n the one �s supposed equal to
what we call an �nch �n the other, and as �t �s �mposs�ble for the m�nd
to f�nd th�s equal�ty by proceed�ng �n �nf�n�tum w�th these references
to �nfer�or quant�t�es: �t �s ev�dent, that at last we must f�x some
standard of equal�ty d�fferent from an enumerat�on of the parts.

There are some [See Dr. Barrow's mathemat�cal lectures.], who
pretend, that equal�ty �s best def�ned by congru�ty, and that any two
f�gures are equal, when upon the plac�ng of one upon the other, all
the�r parts correspond to and touch each other. In order to judge of
th�s def�n�t�on let us cons�der, that s�nce equal�ty �s a relat�on, �t �s not,
str�ctly speak�ng, a property �n the f�gures themselves, but ar�ses
merely from the compar�son, wh�ch the m�nd makes betw�xt them. If
�t cons�sts, therefore, �n th�s �mag�nary appl�cat�on and mutual contact
of parts, we must at least have a d�st�nct not�on of these parts, and
must conce�ve the�r contact. Now �t �s pla�n, that �n th�s concept�on
we would run up these parts to the greatest m�nuteness, wh�ch can
poss�bly be conce�ved; s�nce the contact of large parts would never
render the f�gures equal. But the m�nutest parts we can conce�ve are
mathemat�cal po�nts; and consequently th�s standard of equal�ty �s
the same w�th that der�ved from the equal�ty of the number of po�nts;
wh�ch we have already determ�ned to be a just but an useless
standard. We must therefore look to some other quarter for a
solut�on of the present d�ff�culty.

There are many ph�losophers, who refuse to ass�gn any standard
of equal�ty, but assert, that �t �s suff�c�ent to present two objects, that
are equal, �n order to g�ve us a just not�on of th�s proport�on. All
def�n�t�ons, say they, are fru�tless, w�thout the percept�on of such
objects; and where we perce�ve such objects, we no longer stand �n
need of any def�n�t�on. To th�s reason�ng, I ent�rely agree; and assert,
that the only useful not�on of equal�ty, or �nequal�ty, �s der�ved from
the whole un�ted appearance and the compar�son of part�cular
objects.



It �s ev�dent, that the eye, or rather the m�nd �s often able at one
v�ew to determ�ne the proport�ons of bod�es, and pronounce them
equal to, or greater or less than each other, w�thout exam�n�ng or
compar�ng the number of the�r m�nute parts. Such judgments are not
only common, but �n many cases certa�n and �nfall�ble. When the
measure of a yard and that of a foot are presented, the m�nd can no
more quest�on, that the f�rst �s longer than the second, than �t can
doubt of those pr�nc�ples, wh�ch are the most clear and self-ev�dent.

There are therefore three proport�ons, wh�ch the m�nd
d�st�ngu�shes �n the general appearance of �ts objects, and calls by
the names of greater, less and equal. But though �ts dec�s�ons
concern�ng these proport�ons be somet�mes �nfall�ble, they are not
always so; nor are our judgments of th�s k�nd more exempt from
doubt and error than those on any other subject. We frequently
correct our f�rst op�n�on by a rev�ew and reflect�on; and pronounce
those objects to be equal, wh�ch at f�rst we esteemed unequal; and
regard an object as less, though before �t appeared greater than
another. Nor �s th�s the only correct�on, wh�ch these judgments of our
senses undergo; but we often d�scover our error by a juxtapos�t�on of
the objects; or where that �s �mpract�cable, by the use of some
common and �nvar�able measure, wh�ch be�ng success�vely appl�ed
to each, �nforms us of the�r d�fferent proport�ons. And even th�s
correct�on �s suscept�ble of a new correct�on, and of d�fferent degrees
of exactness, accord�ng to the nature of the �nstrument, by wh�ch we
measure the bod�es, and the care wh�ch we employ �n the
compar�son.

When therefore the m�nd �s accustomed to these judgments and
the�r correct�ons, and f�nds that the same proport�on wh�ch makes
two f�gures have �n the eye that appearance, wh�ch we call equal�ty,
makes them also correspond to each other, and to any common
measure, w�th wh�ch they are compared, we form a m�xed not�on of
equal�ty der�ved both from the looser and str�cter methods of
compar�son. But we are not content w�th th�s. For as sound reason
conv�nces us that there are bod�es vastly more m�nute than those,
wh�ch appear to the senses; and as a false reason would perswade
us, that there are bod�es �nf�n�tely more m�nute; we clearly perce�ve,
that we are not possessed of any �nstrument or art of measur�ng,



wh�ch can secure us from �ll error and uncerta�nty. We are sens�ble,
that the add�t�on or removal of one of these m�nute parts, �s not
d�scern�ble e�ther �n the appearance or measur�ng; and as we
�mag�ne, that two f�gures, wh�ch were equal before, cannot be equal
after th�s removal or add�t�on, we therefore suppose some �mag�nary
standard of equal�ty, by wh�ch the appearances and measur�ng are
exactly corrected, and the f�gures reduced ent�rely to that proport�on.
Th�s standard �s pla�nly �mag�nary. For as the very �dea of equal�ty �s
that of such a part�cular appearance corrected by juxtapos�t�on or a
common measure. The not�on of any correct�on beyond what we
have �nstruments and art to make, �s a mere f�ct�on of the m�nd, and
useless as well as �ncomprehens�ble. But though th�s standard be
only �mag�nary, the f�ct�on however �s very natural; nor �s anyth�ng
more usual, than for the m�nd to proceed after th�s manner w�th any
act�on, even after the reason has ceased, wh�ch f�rst determ�ned �t to
beg�n. Th�s appears very consp�cuously w�th regard to t�me; where
though �t �s ev�dent we have no exact method of determ�n�ng the
proport�ons of parts, not even so exact as �n extens�on, yet the
var�ous correct�ons of our measures, and the�r d�fferent degrees of
exactness, have g�ven as an obscure and �mpl�c�t not�on of a perfect
and ent�re equal�ty. The case �s the same �n many other subjects. A
mus�c�an f�nd�ng h�s ear becom�ng every day more del�cate, and
correct�ng h�mself by reflect�on and attent�on, proceeds w�th the
same act of the m�nd, even when the subject fa�ls h�m, and
enterta�ns a not�on of a compleat TIERCE or OCTAVE, w�thout be�ng
able to tell whence he der�ves h�s standard. A pa�nter forms the
same f�ct�on w�th regard to colours. A mechan�c w�th regard to
mot�on. To the one l�ght and shade; to the other sw�ft and slow are
�mag�ned to be capable of an exact compar�son and equal�ty beyond
the judgments of the senses.

We may apply the same reason�ng to CURVE and RIGHT l�nes.
Noth�ng �s more apparent to the senses, than the d�st�nct�on betw�xt
a curve and a r�ght l�ne; nor are there any �deas we more eas�ly form
than the �deas of these objects. But however eas�ly we may form
these �deas, �t �s �mposs�ble to produce any def�n�t�on of them, wh�ch
w�ll f�x the prec�se boundar�es betw�xt them. When we draw l�nes
upon paper, or any cont�nued surface, there �s a certa�n order, by



wh�ch the l�nes run along from one po�nt to another, that they may
produce the ent�re �mpress�on of a curve or r�ght l�ne; but th�s order �s
perfectly unknown, and noth�ng �s observed but the un�ted
appearance. Thus even upon the system of �nd�v�s�ble po�nts, we can
only form a d�stant not�on of some unknown standard to these
objects. Upon that of �nf�n�te d�v�s�b�l�ty we cannot go even th�s
length; but are reduced meerly to the general appearance, as the
rule by wh�ch we determ�ne l�nes to be e�ther curve or r�ght ones. But
though we can g�ve no perfect def�n�t�on of these l�nes, nor produce
any very exact method of d�st�ngu�sh�ng the one from the other; yet
th�s h�nders us not from correct�ng the f�rst appearance by a more
accurate cons�derat�on, and by a compar�son w�th some rule, of
whose rect�tude from repeated tr�als we have a greater assurance.
And �t �s from these correct�ons, and by carry�ng on the same act�on
of the m�nd, even when �ts reason fa�ls us, that we form the loose
�dea of a perfect standard to these f�gures, w�thout be�ng able to
expla�n or comprehend �t.

It �s true, mathemat�c�ans pretend they g�ve an exact def�n�t�on of a
r�ght l�ne, when they say, �t �s the shortest way betw�xt two po�nts. But
�n the f�rst place I observe, that th�s �s more properly the d�scovery of
one of the propert�es of a r�ght l�ne, than a just deflat�on of �t. For I
ask any one, �f upon ment�on of a r�ght l�ne he th�nks not �mmed�ately
on such a part�cular appearance, and �f �t �s not by acc�dent only that
he cons�ders th�s property? A r�ght l�ne can be comprehended alone;
but th�s def�n�t�on �s un�ntell�g�ble w�thout a compar�son w�th other
l�nes, wh�ch we conce�ve to be more extended. In common l�fe �t �s
establ�shed as a max�m, that the stra�ghtest way �s always the
shortest; wh�ch would be as absurd as to say, the shortest way �s
always the shortest, �f our �dea of a r�ght l�ne was not d�fferent from
that of the shortest way betw�xt two po�nts.

Secondly, I repeat what I have already establ�shed, that we have
no prec�se �dea of equal�ty and �nequal�ty, shorter and longer, more
than of a r�ght l�ne or a curve; and consequently that the one can
never afford us a perfect standard for the other. An exact �dea can
never be bu�lt on such as are loose and undeterm�ned.



The �dea of a pla�n surface �s as l�ttle suscept�ble of a prec�se
standard as that of a r�ght l�ne; nor have we any other means of
d�st�ngu�sh�ng such a surface, than �ts general appearance. It �s �n
va�n, that mathemat�c�ans represent a pla�n surface as produced by
the flow�ng of a r�ght l�ne. It w�ll �mmed�ately be objected, that our
�dea of a surface �s as �ndependent of th�s method of form�ng a
surface, as our �dea of an ell�pse �s of that of a cone; that the �dea of
a r�ght l�ne �s no more prec�se than that of a pla�n surface; that a r�ght
l�ne may flow �rregularly, and by that means form a f�gure qu�te
d�fferent from a plane; and that therefore we must suppose �t to flow
along two r�ght l�nes, parallel to each other, and on the same plane;
wh�ch �s a descr�pt�on, that expla�ns a th�ng by �tself, and returns �n a
c�rcle.

It appears, then, that the �deas wh�ch are most essent�al to
geometry, v�z. those of equal�ty and �nequal�ty, of a r�ght l�ne and a
pla�n surface, are far from be�ng exact and determ�nate, accord�ng to
our common method of conce�v�ng them. Not only we are �ncapable
of tell�ng, �f the case be �n any degree doubtful, when such part�cular
f�gures are equal; when such a l�ne �s a r�ght one, and such a surface
a pla�n one; but we can form no �dea of that proport�on, or of these
f�gures, wh�ch �s f�rm and �nvar�able. Our appeal �s st�ll to the weak
and fall�ble judgment, wh�ch we make from the appearance of the
objects, and correct by a compass or common measure; and �f we
jo�n the suppos�t�on of any farther correct�on, �t �s of such-a-one as �s
e�ther useless or �mag�nary. In va�n should we have recourse to the
common top�c, and employ the suppos�t�on of a de�ty, whose
omn�potence may enable h�m to form a perfect geometr�cal f�gure,
and descr�be a r�ght l�ne w�thout any curve or �nflex�on. As the
ult�mate standard of these f�gures �s der�ved from noth�ng but the
senses and �mag�nat�on, �t �s absurd to talk of any perfect�on beyond
what these facult�es can judge of; s�nce the true perfect�on of any
th�ng cons�sts �n �ts conform�ty to �ts standard.

Now s�nce these �deas are so loose and uncerta�n, I would fa�n ask
any mathemat�c�an what �nfall�ble assurance he has, not only of the
more �ntr�cate, and obscure propos�t�ons of h�s sc�ence, but of the
most vulgar and obv�ous pr�nc�ples? How can he prove to me, for
�nstance, that two r�ght l�nes cannot have one common segment? Or



that �t �s �mposs�ble to draw more than one r�ght l�ne betw�xt any two
po�nts? should he tell me, that these op�n�ons are obv�ously absurd,
and repugnant to our clear �deas; I would answer, that I do not deny,
where two r�ght l�nes �ncl�ne upon each other w�th a sens�ble angle,
but �t �s absurd to �mag�ne them to have a common segment. But
suppos�ng these two l�nes to approach at the rate of an �nch �n
twenty leagues, I perce�ve no absurd�ty �n assert�ng, that upon the�r
contact they become one. For, I beseech you, by what rule or
standard do you judge, when you assert, that the l�ne, �n wh�ch I
have supposed them to concur, cannot make the same r�ght l�ne w�th
those two, that form so small an angle betw�xt them? You must
surely have some �dea of a r�ght l�ne, to wh�ch th�s l�ne does not
agree. Do you therefore mean that �t takes not the po�nts �n the same
order and by the same rule, as �s pecul�ar and essent�al to a r�ght
l�ne? If so, I must �nform you, that bes�des that �n judg�ng after th�s
manner you allow, that extens�on �s composed of �nd�v�s�ble po�nts
(wh�ch, perhaps, �s more than you �ntend) bes�des th�s, I say, I must
�nform you, that ne�ther �s th�s the standard from wh�ch we form the
�dea of a r�ght l�ne; nor, �f �t were, �s there any such f�rmness �n our
senses or �mag�nat�on, as to determ�ne when such an order �s
v�olated or preserved. The or�g�nal standard of a r�ght l�ne �s �n real�ty
noth�ng but a certa�n general appearance; and �t �s ev�dent r�ght l�nes
may be made to concur w�th each other, and yet correspond to th�s
standard, though corrected by all the means e�ther pract�cable or
�mag�nable.

To whatever s�de mathemat�c�ans turn, th�s d�lemma st�ll meets
them. If they judge of equal�ty, or any other proport�on, by the
accurate and exact standard, v�z. the enumerat�on of the m�nute
�nd�v�s�ble parts, they both employ a standard, wh�ch �s useless �n
pract�ce, and actually establ�sh the �nd�v�s�b�l�ty of extens�on, wh�ch
they endeavour to explode. Or �f they employ, as �s usual, the
�naccurate standard, der�ved from a compar�son of objects, upon
the�r general appearance, corrected by measur�ng and juxtapos�t�on;
the�r f�rst pr�nc�ples, though certa�n and �nfall�ble, are too coarse to
afford any such subt�le �nferences as they commonly draw from
them. The f�rst pr�nc�ples are founded on the �mag�nat�on and



senses: The conclus�on, therefore, can never go beyond, much less
contrad�ct these facult�es.

Th�s may open our eyes a l�ttle, and let us see, that no geometr�cal
demonstrat�on for the �nf�n�te d�v�s�b�l�ty of extens�on can have so
much force as what we naturally attr�bute to every argument, wh�ch
�s supported by such magn�f�cent pretens�ons. At the same t�me we
may learn the reason, why geometry falls of ev�dence �n th�s s�ngle
po�nt, wh�le all �ts other reason�ngs command our fullest assent and
approbat�on. And �ndeed �t seems more requ�s�te to g�ve the reason
of th�s except�on, than to shew, that we really must make such an
except�on, and regard all the mathemat�cal arguments for �nf�n�te
d�v�s�b�l�ty as utterly soph�st�cal. For �t �s ev�dent, that as no �dea of
quant�ty �s �nf�n�tely d�v�s�ble, there cannot be �mag�ned a more
glar�ng absurd�ty, than to endeavour to prove, that quant�ty �tself
adm�ts of such a d�v�s�on; and to prove th�s by means of �deas, wh�ch
are d�rectly oppos�te �n that part�cular. And as th�s absurd�ty �s very
glar�ng �n �tself, so there �s no argument founded on �t wh�ch �s not
attended w�th a new absurd�ty, and �nvolves not an ev�dent
contrad�ct�on.

I m�ght g�ve as �nstances those arguments for �nf�n�te d�v�s�b�l�ty,
wh�ch are der�ved from the po�nt of contact. I know there �s no
mathemat�c�an, who w�ll not refuse to be judged by the d�agrams he
descr�bes upon paper, these be�ng loose draughts, as he w�ll tell us,
and serv�ng only to convey w�th greater fac�l�ty certa�n �deas, wh�ch
are the true foundat�on of all our reason�ng. Th�s I am sat�sfyed w�th,
and am w�ll�ng to rest the controversy merely upon these �deas. I
des�re therefore our mathemat�c�an to form, as accurately as
poss�ble, the �deas of a c�rcle and a r�ght l�ne; and I then ask, �f upon
the concept�on of the�r contact he can conce�ve them as touch�ng �n
a mathemat�cal po�nt, or �f he must necessar�ly �mag�ne them to
concur for some space. Wh�chever s�de he chuses, he runs h�mself
�nto equal d�ff�cult�es. If he aff�rms, that �n trac�ng these f�gures �n h�s
�mag�nat�on, he can �mag�ne them to touch only �n a po�nt, he allows
the poss�b�l�ty of that �dea, and consequently of the th�ng. If he says,
that �n h�s concept�on of the contact of those l�nes he must make
them concur, he thereby acknowledges the fallacy of geometr�cal
demonstrat�ons, when carryed beyond a certa�n degree of



m�nuteness; s�nce �t �s certa�n he has such demonstrat�ons aga�nst
the concurrence of a c�rcle and a r�ght l�ne; that �s, �n other words, he
can prove an �dea, v�z. that of concurrence, to be INCOMPATIBLE
w�th two other �deas, those of a c�rcle and r�ght l�ne; though at the
same t�me he acknowledges these �deas to be �nseparable.



SECT. V. THE SAME SUBJECT
CONTINUED.

If the second part of my system be true, that the �dea of space or
extens�on �s noth�ng but the �dea of v�s�ble or tang�ble po�nts
d�str�buted �n a certa�n order; �t follows, that we can form no �dea of a
vacuum, or space, where there �s noth�ng v�s�ble or tang�ble. Th�s
g�ves r�se to three object�ons, wh�ch I shall exam�ne together,
because the answer I shall g�ve to one �s a consequence of that
wh�ch I shall make use of for the others.

F�rst, It may be sa�d, that men have d�sputed for many ages
concern�ng a vacuum and a plenum, w�thout be�ng able to br�ng the
affa�r to a f�nal dec�s�on; and ph�losophers, even at th�s day, th�nk
themselves at l�berty to take part on e�ther s�de, as the�r fancy leads
them. But whatever foundat�on there may be for a controversy
concern�ng the th�ngs themselves, �t may be pretended, that the very
d�spute �s dec�s�ve concern�ng the �dea, and that �t �s �mposs�ble men
coued so long reason about a vacuum, and e�ther refute or defend �t,
w�thout hav�ng a not�on of what they refuted or defended.

Secondly, If th�s argument should be contested, the real�ty or at
least the poss�b�l�ty of the �dea of a vacuum may be proved by the
follow�ng reason�ng. Every �dea �s poss�ble, wh�ch �s a necessary and
�nfall�ble consequence of such as are poss�ble. Now though we allow
the world to be at present a plenum, we may eas�ly conce�ve �t to be
depr�ved of mot�on; and th�s �dea w�ll certa�nly be allowed poss�ble. It
must also be allowed poss�ble, to conce�ve the ann�h�lat�on of any
part of matter by the omn�potence of the de�ty, wh�le the other parts
rema�n at rest. For as every �dea, that �s d�st�ngu�shable, �s separable
by the �mag�nat�on; and as every �dea, that �s separable by the
�mag�nat�on, may be conce�ved to be separately ex�stent; �t �s
ev�dent, that the ex�stence of one part�cle of matter, no more �mpl�es
the ex�stence of another, than a square f�gure �n one body �mpl�es a



square f�gure �n every one. Th�s be�ng granted, I now demand what
results from the concurrence of these two poss�ble �deas of rest and
ann�h�lat�on, and what must we conce�ve to follow upon the
ann�h�lat�on of all the a�r and subt�le matter �n the chamber,
suppos�ng the walls to rema�n the same, w�thout any mot�on or
alterat�on? There are some metaphys�c�ans, who answer, that s�nce
matter and extens�on are the same, the ann�h�lat�on of one
necessar�ly �mpl�es that of the other; and there be�ng now no
d�stance betw�xt the walls of the chamber, they touch each other; �n
the same manner as my hand touches the paper, wh�ch �s
�mmed�ately before me. But though th�s answer be very common, I
defy these metaphys�c�ans to conce�ve the matter accord�ng to the�r
hypothes�s, or �mag�ne the floor and roof, w�th all the oppos�te s�des
of the chamber, to touch each other, wh�le they cont�nue �n rest, and
preserve the same pos�t�on. For how can the two walls, that run from
south to north, touch each other, wh�le they touch the oppos�te ends
of two walls, that run from east to west? And how can the floor and
roof ever meet, wh�le they are separated by the four walls, that l�e �n
a contrary pos�t�on? If you change the�r pos�t�on, you suppose a
mot�on. If you conce�ve any th�ng betw�xt them, you suppose a new
creat�on. But keep�ng str�ctly to the two �deas of rest and ann�h�lat�on,
�t �s ev�dent, that the �dea, wh�ch results from them, �s not that of a
contact of parts, but someth�ng else; wh�ch �s concluded to be the
�dea of a vacuum.

The th�rd object�on carr�es the matter st�ll farther, and not only
asserts, that the �dea of a vacuum �s real and poss�ble, but also
necessary and unavo�dable. Th�s assert�on �s founded on the mot�on
we observe �n bod�es, wh�ch, �t �s ma�nta�ned, would be �mposs�ble
and �nconce�vable w�thout a vacuum, �nto wh�ch one body must
move �n order to make way for another.. I shall not enlarge upon th�s
object�on, because �t pr�nc�pally belongs to natural ph�losophy, wh�ch
l�es w�thout our present sphere.

In order to answer these object�ons, we must take the matter
pretty deep, and cons�der the nature and or�g�n of several �deas, lest
we d�spute w�thout understand�ng perfectly the subject of the
controversy. It �s ev�dent the �dea of darkness �s no pos�t�ve �dea, but
merely the negat�on of l�ght, or more properly speak�ng, of coloured



and v�s�ble objects. A man, who enjoys h�s s�ght, rece�ves no other
percept�on from turn�ng h�s eyes on every s�de, when ent�rely
depr�ved of l�ght, than what �s common to h�m w�th one born bl�nd;
and �t �s certa�n such-a-one has no �dea e�ther of l�ght or darkness.
The consequence of th�s �s, that �t �s not from the mere removal of
v�s�ble objects we rece�ve the �mpress�on of extens�on w�thout
matter; and that the �dea of utter darkness can never be the same
w�th that of vacuum.

Suppose aga�n a man to be supported �n the a�r, and to be softly
conveyed along by some �nv�s�ble power; �t �s ev�dent he �s sens�ble
of noth�ng, and never rece�ves the �dea of extens�on, nor �ndeed any
�dea, from th�s �nvar�able mot�on. Even suppos�ng he moves h�s
l�mbs to and fro, th�s cannot convey to h�m that �dea. He feels �n that
case a certa�n sensat�on or �mpress�on, the parts of wh�ch are
success�ve to each other, and may g�ve h�m the �dea of t�me: But
certa�nly are not d�sposed �n such a manner, as �s necessary to
convey the �dea of space or the �dea of space or extens�on.

S�nce then �t appears, that darkness and mot�on, w�th the utter
removal of every th�ng v�s�ble and tang�ble, can never g�ve us the
�dea of extens�on w�thout matter, or of a vacuum; the next quest�on
�s, whether they can convey th�s �dea, when m�xed w�th someth�ng
v�s�ble and tang�ble?

It �s commonly allowed by ph�losophers, that all bod�es, wh�ch
d�scover themselves to the eye, appear as �f pa�nted on a pla�n
surface, and that the�r d�fferent degrees of remoteness from
ourselves are d�scovered more by reason than by the senses. When
I hold up my hand before me, and spread my f�ngers, they are
separated as perfectly by the blue colour of the f�rmament, as they
coued be by any v�s�ble object, wh�ch I coued place betw�xt them. In
order, therefore, to know whether the s�ght can convey the
�mpress�on and �dea of a vacuum, we must suppose, that am�dst an
ent�re darkness, there are lum�nous bod�es presented to us, whose
l�ght d�scovers only these bod�es themselves, w�thout g�v�ng us any
�mpress�on of the surround�ng objects.

We must form a parallel suppos�t�on concern�ng the objects of our
feel�ng. It �s not proper to suppose a perfect removal of all tang�ble



objects: we must allow someth�ng to be perce�ved by the feel�ng; and
after an �nterval and mot�on of the hand or other organ of sensat�on,
another object of the touch to be met w�th; and upon leav�ng that,
another; and so on, as often as we please. The quest�on �s, whether
these �ntervals do not afford us the �dea of extens�on w�thout body?

To beg�n w�th the f�rst case; �t �s ev�dent, that when only two
lum�nous bod�es appear to the eye, we can perce�ve, whether they
be conjo�ned or separate: whether they be separated by a great or
small d�stance; and �f th�s d�stance var�es, we can perce�ve �ts
�ncrease or d�m�nut�on, w�th the mot�on of the bod�es. But as the
d�stance �s not �n th�s case any th�ng coloured or v�s�ble, �t may be
thought that there �s here a vacuum or pure extens�on, not only
�ntell�g�ble to the m�nd, but obv�ous to the very senses.

Th�s �s our natural and most fam�l�ar way of th�nk�ng; but wh�ch we
shall learn to correct by a l�ttle reflect�on. We may observe, that when
two bod�es present themselves, where there was formerly an ent�re
darkness, the only change, that �s d�scoverable, �s �n the appearance
of these two objects, and that all the rest cont�nues to be as before, a
perfect negat�on of l�ght, and of every coloured or v�s�ble object. Th�s
�s not only true of what may be sa�d to be remote from these bod�es,
but also of the very d�stance; wh�ch �s �nterposed betw�xt them; that
be�ng noth�ng but darkness, or the negat�on of l�ght; w�thout parts,
w�thout compos�t�on, �nvar�able and �nd�v�s�ble. Now s�nce th�s
d�stance causes no percept�on d�fferent from what a bl�nd man
rece�ves from h�s eyes, or what �s conveyed to us �n the darkest
n�ght, �t must partake of the same propert�es: And as bl�ndness and
darkness afford us no �deas of extens�on, �t �s �mposs�ble that the
dark and und�st�ngu�shable d�stance betw�xt two bod�es can ever
produce that �dea.

The sole d�fference betw�xt an absolute darkness and the
appearance of two or more v�s�ble lum�nous objects cons�sts, as I
sa�d, �n the objects themselves, and �n the manner they affect our
senses. The angles, wh�ch the rays of l�ght flow�ng from them, form
w�th each other; the mot�on that �s requ�red �n the eye, �n �ts passage
from one to the other; and the d�fferent parts of the organs, wh�ch are
affected by them; these produce the only percept�ons, from wh�ch we



can judge of the d�stance. But as these percept�ons are each of them
s�mple and �nd�v�s�ble, they can never g�ve us the �dea of extens�on.

We may �llustrate th�s by cons�der�ng the sense of feel�ng, and the
�mag�nary d�stance or �nterval �nterposed betw�xt tang�ble or sol�d
objects. I suppose two cases, v�z. that of a man supported �n the a�r,
and mov�ng h�s l�mbs to and fro, w�thout meet�ng any th�ng tang�ble;
and that of a man, who feel�ng someth�ng tang�ble, leaves �t, and
after a mot�on, of wh�ch he �s sens�ble, perce�ves another tang�ble
object; and I then ask, where�n cons�sts the d�fference betw�xt these
two cases? No one w�ll make any scruple to aff�rm, that �t cons�sts
meerly �n the perce�v�ng those objects, and that the sensat�on, wh�ch
ar�ses from the mot�on, �s �n both cases the same: And as that
sensat�on �s not capable of convey�ng to us an �dea of extens�on,
when unaccompanyed w�th some other percept�on, �t can no more
g�ve us that �dea, when m�xed w�th the �mpress�ons of tang�ble
objects; s�nce that m�xture produces no alterat�on upon �t.

But though mot�on and darkness, e�ther alone, or attended w�th
tang�ble and v�s�ble objects, convey no �dea of a vacuum or
extens�on w�thout matter, yet they are the causes why we falsly
�mag�ne we can form such an �dea. For there �s a close relat�on
betw�xt that mot�on and darkness, and a real extens�on, or
compos�t�on of v�s�ble and tang�ble objects.

F�rst, We may observe, that two v�s�ble objects appear�ng �n the
m�dst of utter darkness, affect the senses �n the same manner, and
form the same angle by the rays, wh�ch flow from them, and meet �n
the eye, as �f the d�stance betw�xt them were f�nd w�th v�s�ble objects,
that g�ve us a true �dea of extens�on. The sensat�on of mot�on �s
l�kew�se the same, when there �s noth�ng tang�ble �nterposed betw�xt
two bod�es, as when we feel a compounded body, whose d�fferent
parts are placed beyond each other.

Secondly, We f�nd by exper�ence, that two bod�es, wh�ch are so
placed as to affect the senses �n the same manner w�th two others,
that have a certa�n extent of v�s�ble objects �nterposed betw�xt them,
are capable of rece�v�ng the same extent, w�thout any sens�ble
�mpulse or penetrat�on, and w�thout any change on that angle, under
wh�ch they appear to the senses. In l�ke manner, where there �s one



object, wh�ch we cannot feel after another w�thout an �nterval, and
the perce�v�ng of that sensat�on we call mot�on �n our hand or organ
of sensat�on; exper�ence shews us, that �t �s poss�ble the same
object may be felt w�th the same sensat�on of mot�on, along w�th the
�nterposed �mpress�on of sol�d and tang�ble objects, attend�ng the
sensat�on. That �s, �n other words, an �nv�s�ble and �ntang�ble
d�stance may be converted �nto a v�s�ble and tang�ble one, w�thout
any change on the d�stant objects.

Th�rdly, We may observe, as another relat�on betw�xt these two
k�nds of d�stance, that they have nearly the same effects on every
natural phaenomenon. For as all qual�t�es, such as heat, cold, l�ght,
attract�on, &c. d�m�n�sh �n proport�on to the d�stance; there �s but l�ttle
d�fference observed, whether th�s d�stance be marled out by
compounded and sens�ble objects, or be known only by the manner,
�n wh�ch the d�stant objects affect the senses.

Here then are three relat�ons betw�xt that d�stance, wh�ch conveys
the �dea of extens�on, and that other, wh�ch �s not f�lled w�th any
coloured or sol�d object. The d�stant objects affect the senses �n the
same manner, whether separated by the one d�stance or the other;
the second spec�es of d�stance �s found capable of rece�v�ng the f�rst;
and they both equally d�m�n�sh the force of every qual�ty.

These relat�ons betw�xt the two k�nds of d�stance w�ll afford us an
easy reason, why the one has so often been taken for the other, and
why we �mag�ne we have an �dea of extens�on w�thout the �dea of
any object e�ther of the s�ght or feel�ng. For we may establ�sh �t as a
general max�m �n th�s sc�ence of human nature, that wherever there
�s a close relat�on betw�xt two �deas, the m�nd �s very apt to m�stake
them, and �n all �ts d�scourses and reason�ngs to use the one for the
other. Th�s phaenomenon occurs on so many occas�ons, and �s of
such consequence, that I cannot forbear stopp�ng a moment to
exam�ne �ts causes. I shall only prem�se, that we must d�st�ngu�sh
exactly betw�xt the phaenomenon �tself, and the causes, wh�ch I shall
ass�gn for �t; and must not �mag�ne from any uncerta�nty �n the latter,
that the former �s also uncerta�n. The phaenomenon may be real,
though my expl�cat�on be ch�mer�cal. The falshood of the one �s no
consequence of that of the other; though at the same t�me we may



observe, that �t �s very natural for us to draw such a consequence;
wh�ch �s an ev�dent �nstance of that very pr�nc�ple, wh�ch I endeavour
to expla�n.

When I rece�ved the relat�ons of resemblance, cont�gu�ty and
causat�on, as pr�nc�ples of un�on among �deas, w�thout exam�n�ng
�nto the�r causes, �t was more �n prosecut�on of my f�rst max�m, that
we must �n the end rest contented w�th exper�ence, than for want of
someth�ng spec�ous and plaus�ble, wh�ch I m�ght have d�splayed on
that subject. It would have been easy to have made an �mag�nary
d�ssect�on of the bra�n, and have shewn, why upon our concept�on of
any �dea, the an�mal sp�r�ts run �nto all the cont�guous traces, and
rouze up the other �deas, that are related to �t. But though I have
neglected any advantage, wh�ch I m�ght have drawn from th�s top�c
�n expla�n�ng the relat�ons of �deas, I am afra�d I must here have
recourse to �t, �n order to account for the m�stakes that ar�se from
these relat�ons. I shall therefore observe, that as the m�nd �s
endowed w�th a power of exc�t�ng any �dea �t pleases; whenever �t
d�spatches the sp�r�ts �nto that reg�on of the bra�n, �n wh�ch the �dea �s
placed; these sp�r�ts always exc�te the �dea, when they run prec�sely
�nto the proper traces, and rummage that cell, wh�ch belongs to the
�dea. But as the�r mot�on �s seldom d�rect, and naturally turns a l�ttle
to the one s�de or the other; for th�s reason the an�mal sp�r�ts, fall�ng
�nto the cont�guous traces, present other related �deas �n l�eu of that,
wh�ch the m�nd des�red at f�rst to survey. Th�s change we are not
always sens�ble of; but cont�nu�ng st�ll the same tra�n of thought,
make use of the related �dea, wh�ch �s presented to us, and employ �t
�n our reason�ng, as �f �t were the same w�th what we demanded.
Th�s �s the cause of many m�stakes and soph�sms �n ph�losophy; as
w�ll naturally be �mag�ned, and as �t would be easy to show, �f there
was occas�on.

Of the three relat�ons above-ment�oned that of resemblance �s the
most fert�le source of error; and �ndeed there are few m�stakes �n
reason�ng, wh�ch do not borrow largely from that or�g�n. Resembl�ng
�deas are not only related together, but the act�ons of the m�nd, wh�ch
we employ �n cons�der�ng them, are so l�ttle d�fferent, that we are not
able to d�st�ngu�sh them. Th�s last c�rcumstance �s of great
consequence, and we may �n general observe, that wherever the



act�ons of the m�nd �n form�ng any two �deas are the same or
resembl�ng, we are very apt to confound these �deas, and take the
one for the other. Of th�s we shall see many �nstances �n the
progress of th�s treat�se. But though resemblance be the relat�on,
wh�ch most read�ly produces a m�stake �n �deas, yet the others of
causat�on and cont�gu�ty may also concur �n the same �nfluence. We
m�ght produce the f�gures of poets and orators, as suff�c�ent proofs of
th�s, were �t as usual, as �t �s reasonable, �n metaphys�cal subjects to
draw our arguments from that quarter. But lest metaphys�c�ans
should esteem th�s below the�r d�gn�ty, I shall borrow a proof from an
observat�on, wh�ch may be made on most of the�r own d�scourses,
v�z. that �t �s usual for men to use words for �deas, and to talk �nstead
of th�nk�ng �n the�r reason�ngs. We use words for �deas, because they
are commonly so closely connected that the m�nd eas�ly m�stakes
them. And th�s l�kew�se �s the reason, why we subst�tute the �dea of a
d�stance, wh�ch �s not cons�dered e�ther as v�s�ble or tang�ble, �n the
room of extens�on, wh�ch �s noth�ng but a compos�t�on of v�s�ble or
tang�ble po�nts d�sposed �n a certa�n order. In caus�ng th�s m�stake
there concur both the relat�ons of causat�on and resemblance. As the
f�rst spec�es of d�stance �s found to be convert�ble �nto the second, �t
�s �n th�s respect a k�nd of cause; and the s�m�lar�ty of the�r manner of
affect�ng the senses, and d�m�n�sh�ng every qual�ty, forms the relat�on
of resemblance.

After th�s cha�n of reason�ng and expl�cat�on of my pr�nc�ples, I am
now prepared to answer all the object�ons that have been offered,
whether der�ved from metaphys�cs or mechan�cs. The frequent
d�sputes concern�ng a vacuum, or extens�on w�thout matter prove not
the real�ty of the �dea, upon wh�ch the d�spute turns; there be�ng
noth�ng more common, than to see men dece�ve themselves �n th�s
part�cular; espec�ally when by means of any close relat�on, there �s
another �dea presented, wh�ch may be the occas�on of the�r m�stake.

We may make almost the same answer to the second object�on,
der�ved from the conjunct�on of the �deas of rest and ann�h�lat�on.
When every th�ng �s ann�h�lated �n the chamber, and the walls
cont�nue �mmoveable, the chamber must be conce�ved much �n the
same manner as at present, when the a�r that f�lls �t, �s not an object
of the senses. Th�s ann�h�lat�on leaves to the eye, that f�ct�t�ous



d�stance, wh�ch �s d�scovered by the d�fferent parts of the organ, that
are affected, and by the degrees of l�ght and shade;—and to the
feel�ng, that wh�ch cons�sts �n a sensat�on of mot�on �n the hand, or
other member of the body. In va�n should we. search any farther. On
wh�chever s�de we turn th�s subject, we shall f�nd that these are the
only �mpress�ons such an object can produce after the supposed
ann�h�lat�on; and �t has already been remarked, that �mpress�ons can
g�ve r�se to no �deas, but to such as resemble them.

S�nce a body �nterposed betw�xt two others may be supposed to
be ann�h�lated, w�thout produc�ng any change upon such as l�e on
each hand of �t, �t �s eas�ly conce�ved, how �t may be created anew,
and yet produce as l�ttle alterat�on. Now the mot�on of a body has
much the same effect as �ts creat�on. The d�stant bod�es are no more
affected �n the one case, than �n the other. Th�s suff�ces to sat�sfy the
�mag�nat�on, and proves there �s no repugnance �n such a mot�on.
Afterwards exper�ence comes �n play to persuade us that two bod�es,
s�tuated �n the manner above-descr�bed, have really such a capac�ty
of rece�v�ng body betw�xt them, and that there �s no obstacle to the
convers�on of the �nv�s�ble and �ntang�ble d�stance �nto one that �s
v�s�ble and tang�ble. However natural that convers�on may seem, we
cannot be sure �t �s pract�cable, before we have had exper�ence of �t.

Thus I seem to have answered the three object�ons above-
ment�oned; though at the same t�me I am sens�ble, that few w�ll be
sat�sfyed w�th these answers, but w�ll �mmed�ately propose new
object�ons and d�ff�cult�es. It w�ll probably be sa�d, that my reason�ng
makes noth�ng to the matter �n hands and that I expla�n only the
manner �n wh�ch objects affect the senses, w�thout endeavour�ng to
account for the�r real nature and operat�ons. Though there be
noth�ng v�s�ble or tang�ble �nterposed betw�xt two bod�es, yet we f�nd
BY EXPERIENCE, that the bod�es may be placed �n the same
manner, w�th regard to the eye, and requ�re the same mot�on of the
hand �n pass�ng from one to the other, as �f d�v�ded by someth�ng
v�s�ble and tang�ble. Th�s �nv�s�ble and �ntang�ble d�stance �s also
found by exper�ence to conta�n a capac�ty of rece�v�ng body, or of
becom�ng v�s�ble and tang�ble. Here �s the whole of my system; and
�n no part of �t have I endeavoured to expla�n the cause, wh�ch



separates bod�es after th�s manner, and g�ves them a capac�ty of
rece�v�ng others betw�xt them, w�thout any �mpulse or penetrat�on.

I answer th�s object�on, by plead�ng gu�lty, and by confess�ng that
my �ntent�on never was to penetrate �nto the nature of bod�es, or
expla�n the secret causes of the�r operat�ons. For bes�des that th�s
belongs not to my present purpose, I am afra�d, that such an
enterpr�se �s beyond the reach of human understand�ng, and that we
can never pretend to know body otherw�se than by those external
propert�es, wh�ch d�scover themselves to the senses. As to those
who attempt any th�ng farther, I cannot approve of the�r amb�t�on, t�ll I
see, �n some one �nstance at least, that they have met w�th success.
But at present I content myself w�th know�ng perfectly the manner �n
wh�ch objects affect my senses, and the�r connect�ons w�th each
other, as far as exper�ence �nforms me of them. Th�s suff�ces for the
conduct of l�fe; and th�s also suff�ces for my ph�losophy, wh�ch
pretends only to expla�n the nature and causes of our percept�ons, or
�mpress�ons and �deas [FN 4.].



     [FN  4. As long as we confine our speculations to the 
     appearances of objects to our senses, without entering into 
     disquisitions concerning their real nature and operations, 
     we are safe from all difficulties, and can never be 
     embarrassed by any question. Thus, if it be asked, if the 
     invisible and intangible distance, interposed betwixt two 
     objects, be something or nothing: It is easy to answer, that 
     it is SOMETHING, VIZ. a property of the objects, which 
     affect the SENSES after such a particular manner. If it be 
     asked whether two objects, having such a distance betwixt 
     them, touch or not: it may be answered, that this depends 
     upon the definition of the word, TOUCH. If objects be said 
     to touch, when there is nothing SENSIBLE interposed betwixt 
     them, these objects touch: it objects be said to touch, when 
     their IMAGES strike contiguous parts of the eye, and when 
     the hand FEELS both objects successively, without any 
     interposed motion, these objects do not touch. The 
     appearances of objects to our senses are all consistent; and 
     no difficulties can ever arise, but from the obscurity of 
     the terms we make use of. 

     If we carry our enquiry beyond the appearances of objects to 
     the senses, I am afraid, that most of our conclusions will 
     be full of scepticism and uncertainty. Thus if it be asked, 
     whether or not the invisible and intangible distance be 
     always full of body, or of something that by an improvement 
     of our organs might become visible or tangible, I must 
     acknowledge, that I find no very decisive arguments on 
     either side; though I am inclined to the contrary opinion, 
     as being more suitable to vulgar and popular notions. If THE 
     NEWTONIAN philosophy be rightly understood, it will be found 
     to mean no more. A vacuum is asserted: That is, bodies are 
     said to be placed after such a manner, is to receive bodies 
     betwixt them, without impulsion or penetration. The real 
     nature of this position of bodies is unknown. We are only 
     acquainted with its effects on the senses, and its power of 
     receiving body. Nothing is more suitable to that philosophy, 
     than a modest scepticism to a certain degree, and a fair 
     confession of ignorance in subjects, that exceed all human 
     capacity.] 

I shall conclude th�s subject of extens�on w�th a paradox, wh�ch w�ll
eas�ly be expla�ned from the forego�ng reason�ng. Th�s paradox �s,
that �f you are pleased to g�ve to the �n-v�s�ble and �ntang�ble
d�stance, or �n other words, to the capac�ty of becom�ng a v�s�ble and
tang�ble d�stance, the name of a vacuum, extens�on and matter are
the same, and yet there �s a vacuum. If you w�ll not g�ve �t that name,
mot�on �s poss�ble �n a plenum, w�thout any �mpulse �n �nf�n�tum,
w�thout return�ng �n a c�rcle, and w�thout penetrat�on. But however we
may express ourselves, we must always confess, that we have no
�dea of any real extens�on w�thout f�ll�ng �t w�th sens�ble objects, and
conce�v�ng �ts parts as v�s�ble or tang�ble.



As to the doctr�ne, that t�me �s noth�ng but the manner, �n wh�ch
some real objects ex�st; we may observe, that �t �s l�able to the same
object�ons as the s�m�lar doctr�ne w�th regard to extens�on. If �t be a
suff�c�ent proof, that we have the �dea of a vacuum, because we
d�spute and reason concern�ng �t; we must for the same reason have
the �dea of t�me w�thout any changeable ex�stence; s�nce there �s no
subject of d�spute more frequent and common. But that we really
have no such �dea, �s certa�n. For whence should �t be der�ved?
Does �t ar�se from an �mpress�on of sensat�on or of reflect�on? Po�nt �t
out d�st�nctly to us, that we may know �ts nature and qual�t�es. But �f
you cannot po�nt out any such �mpress�on, you may be certa�n you
are m�staken, when you �mag�ne you have any such �dea.

But though �t be �mposs�ble to shew the �mpress�on, from wh�ch
the �dea of t�me w�thout a changeable ex�stence �s der�ved; yet we
can eas�ly po�nt out those appearances, wh�ch make us fancy we
have that �dea. For we may observe, that there �s a cont�nual
success�on of percept�ons �n our m�nd; so that the �dea of t�me be�ng
for ever present w�th us; when we cons�der a stedfast object at f�ve-
a-clock, and regard the same at s�x; we are apt to apply to �t that
�dea �n the same manner as �f every moment were d�st�ngu�shed by a
d�fferent pos�t�on, or an alterat�on of the object. The f�rst and second
appearances of the object, be�ng compared w�th the success�on of
our percept�ons, seem equally removed as �f the object had really
changed. To wh�ch we may add, what exper�ence shews us, that the
object was suscept�ble of such a number of changes betw�xt these
appearances; as also that the unchangeable or rather f�ct�t�ous
durat�on has the same effect upon every qual�ty, by encreas�ng or
d�m�n�sh�ng �t, as that success�on, wh�ch �s obv�ous to the senses.
From these three relat�ons we are apt to confound our �deas, and
�mag�ne we can form the �dea of a t�me and durat�on, w�thout any
change or success�on.



SECT. VI. OF THE IDEA OF
EXISTENCE, AND OF EXTERNAL

EXISTENCE.
It may not be am�ss, before we leave th�s subject, to expla�n the

�deas of ex�stence and of external ex�stence; wh�ch have the�r
d�ff�cult�es, as well as the �deas of space and t�me. By th�s means we
shall be the better prepared for the exam�nat�on of knowledge and
probab�l�ty, when we understand perfectly all those part�cular �deas,
wh�ch may enter �nto our reason�ng.

There �s no �mpress�on nor �dea of any k�nd, of wh�ch we have any
consc�ousness or memory, that �s not conce�ved as ex�stent; and �t �s
ev�dent, that from th�s consc�ousness the most perfect �dea and
assurance of be�ng �s der�ved. From hence we may form a d�lemma,
the most clear and conclus�ve that can be �mag�ned, v�z. that s�nce
we never remember any �dea or �mpress�on w�thout attr�but�ng
ex�stence to �t, the �dea of ex�stence must e�ther be der�ved from a
d�st�nct �mpress�on, conjo�ned w�th every percept�on or object of our
thought, or must be the very same w�th the �dea of the percept�on or
object.

As th�s d�lemma �s an ev�dent consequence of the pr�nc�ple, that
every �dea ar�ses from a s�m�lar �mpress�on, so our dec�s�on betw�xt
the propos�t�ons of the d�lemma �s no more doubtful. So far from
there be�ng any d�st�nct �mpress�on, attend�ng every �mpress�on and
every �dea, that I do not th�nk there are any two d�st�nct �mpress�ons,
wh�ch are �nseparably conjo�ned. Though certa�n sensat�ons may at
one t�me be un�ted, we qu�ckly f�nd they adm�t of a separat�on, and
may be presented apart. And thus, though every �mpress�on and
�dea we remember be cons�dered as ex�stent, the �dea of ex�stence
�s not der�ved from any part�cular �mpress�on.



The �dea of ex�stence, then, �s the very same w�th the �dea of what
we conce�ve to be ex�stent. To reflect on any th�ng s�mply, and to
reflect on �t as ex�stent, are noth�ng d�fferent from each other. That
�dea, when conjo�ned w�th the �dea of any object, makes no add�t�on
to �t. Whatever we conce�ve, we conce�ve to be ex�stent. Any �dea we
please to form �s the �dea of a be�ng; and the �dea of a be�ng �s any
�dea we please to form.

Whoever opposes th�s, must necessar�ly po�nt out that d�st�nct
�mpress�on, from wh�ch the �dea of ent�ty �s der�ved, and must prove,
that th�s �mpress�on �s �nseparable from every percept�on we bel�eve
to be ex�stent. Th�s we may w�thout hes�tat�on conclude to be
�mposs�ble.

Our forego�ng reason�ng [Part I. Sect. 7.] concern�ng the d�st�nct�on
of �deas w�thout any real d�fference w�ll not here serve us �n any
stead. That k�nd of d�st�nct�on �s founded on the d�fferent
resemblances, wh�ch the same s�mple �dea may have to several
d�fferent �deas. But no object can be presented resembl�ng some
object w�th respect to �ts ex�stence, and d�fferent from others �n the
same part�cular; s�nce every object, that �s presented, must
necessar�ly be ex�stent.

A l�ke reason�ng w�ll account for the �dea of external ex�stence. We
may observe, that �t �s un�versally allowed by ph�losophers, and �s
bes�des pretty obv�ous of �tself, that noth�ng �s ever really present
w�th the m�nd but �ts percept�ons or �mpress�ons and �deas, and that
external objects become known to us only by those percept�ons they
occas�on. To hate, to love, to th�nk, to feel, to see; all th�s �s noth�ng
but to perce�ve.

Now s�nce noth�ng �s ever present to the m�nd but percept�ons,
and s�nce all �deas are der�ved from someth�ng antecedently present
to the m�nd; �t follows, that �t �s �mposs�ble for us so much as to
conce�ve or form an �dea of any th�ng spec�f�cally d�fferent from �deas
and �mpress�ons. Let us f�x our attent�on out of ourselves as much as
poss�ble: Let us chase our �mag�nat�on to the heavens, or to the
utmost l�m�ts of the un�verse; we never really advance a step beyond
ourselves, nor can conce�ve any k�nd of ex�stence, but those
percept�ons, wh�ch have appeared �n that narrow compass. Th�s �s



the un�verse of the �mag�nat�on, nor have we any �dea but what �s
there produced.

The farthest we can go towards a concept�on of external objects,
when supposed SPECIFICALLY d�fferent from our percept�ons, �s to
form a relat�ve �dea of them, w�thout pretend�ng to comprehend the
related objects. Generally speak�ng we do not suppose them
spec�f�cally d�fferent; but only attr�bute to them d�fferent relat�ons,
connect�ons and durat�ons. But of th�s more fully hereafter.[Part IV,
Sect. 2.]



PART III. OF KNOWLEDGE AND
PROBABILITY.



SECT. I. OF KNOWLEDGE.
There are seven [Part I. Sect. 5.] d�fferent k�nds of ph�losoph�cal

relat�on, v�z. RESEMBLANCE, IDENTITY, RELATIONS OF TIME
AND PLACE, PROPORTION IN QUANTITY OR NUMBER,
DEGREES IN ANY QUALITY, CONTRARIETY and CAUSATION.
These relat�ons may be d�v�ded �nto two classes; �nto such as
depend ent�rely on the �deas, wh�ch we compare together, and such
as may be changed w�thout any change �n the �deas. It �s from the
�dea of a tr�angle, that we d�scover the relat�on of equal�ty, wh�ch �ts
three angles bear to two r�ght ones; and th�s relat�on �s �nvar�able, as
long as our �dea rema�ns the same. On the contrary, the relat�ons of
cont�gu�ty and d�stance betw�xt two objects may be changed merely
by an alterat�on of the�r place, w�thout any change on the objects
themselves or on the�r �deas; and the place depends on a hundred
d�fferent acc�dents, wh�ch cannot be foreseen by the m�nd. It �s the
same case w�th �dent�ty and causat�on. Two objects, though perfectly
resembl�ng each other, and even appear�ng �n the same place at
d�fferent t�mes, may be numer�cally d�fferent: And as the power, by
wh�ch one object produces another, �s never d�scoverable merely
from the�r �dea, �t �s ev�dent cause and effect are relat�ons, of wh�ch
we rece�ve �nformat�on from exper�ence, and not from any abstract
reason�ng or reflect�on. There �s no s�ngle phaenomenon, even the
most s�mple, wh�ch can be accounted for from the qual�t�es of the
objects, as they appear to us; or wh�ch we coued foresee w�thout the
help of our memory and exper�ence.

It appears, therefore, that of these seven ph�losoph�cal relat�ons,
there rema�n only four, wh�ch depend�ng solely upon �deas, can be
the objects of knowledge and certa�nty. These four are
RESEMBLANCE, CONTRARIETY, DEGREES IN QUALITY, and
PROPORTIONS IN QUANTITY OR NUMBER. Three of these
relat�ons are d�scoverable at f�rst s�ght, and fall more properly under
the prov�nce of �ntu�t�on than demonstrat�on. When any objects



resemble each other, the resemblance w�ll at f�rst str�ke the eye, or
rather the m�nd; and seldom requ�res a second exam�nat�on. The
case �s the same w�th contrar�ety, and w�th the degrees of any
qual�ty. No one can once doubt but ex�stence and non-ex�stence
destroy each other, and are perfectly �ncompat�ble and contrary. And
though �t be �mposs�ble to judge exactly of the degrees of any qual�ty,
such as colour, taste, heat, cold, when the d�fference betw�xt them �s
very small: yet �t �s easy to dec�de, that any of them �s super�or or
�nfer�or to another, when the�r d�fference �s cons�derable. And th�s
dec�s�on we always pronounce at f�rst s�ght, w�thout any enqu�ry or
reason�ng.

We m�ght proceed, after the same manner, �n f�x�ng the
proport�ons of quant�ty or number, and m�ght at one v�ew observe a
super�or�ty or �nfer�or�ty betw�xt any numbers, or f�gures; espec�ally
where the d�fference �s very great and remarkable. As to equal�ty or
any exact proport�on, we can only guess at �t from a s�ngle
cons�derat�on; except �n very short numbers, or very l�m�ted port�ons
of extens�on; wh�ch are comprehended �n an �nstant, and where we
perce�ve an �mposs�b�l�ty of fall�ng �nto any cons�derable error. In all
other cases we must settle the proport�ons w�th some l�berty, or
proceed �n a more art�f�c�al manner.

I have already observed, that geometry, or the art, by wh�ch we f�x
the proport�ons of f�gures; though �t much excels both �n un�versal�ty
and exactness, the loose judgments of the senses and �mag�nat�on;
yet never atta�ns a perfect prec�s�on and exactness. It's f�rst
pr�nc�ples are st�ll drawn from the general appearance of the objects;
and that appearance can never afford us any secur�ty, when we
exam�ne, the prod�g�ous m�nuteness of wh�ch nature �s suscept�ble.
Our �deas seem to g�ve a perfect assurance, that no two r�ght l�nes
can have a common segment; but �f we cons�der these �deas, we
shall f�nd, that they always suppose a sens�ble �ncl�nat�on of the two
l�nes, and that where the angle they form �s extremely small, we
have no standard of a I @ r�ght l�ne so prec�se as to assure us of the
truth of th�s propos�t�on. It �s the same case w�th most of the pr�mary
dec�s�ons of the mathemat�cs.



There rema�n, therefore, algebra and ar�thmet�c as the only
sc�ences, �n wh�ch we can carry on a cha�n of reason�ng to any
degree of �ntr�cacy, and yet preserve a perfect exactness and
certa�nty. We are possest of a prec�se standard, by wh�ch we can
judge of the equal�ty and proport�on of numbers; and accord�ng as
they correspond or not to that standard, we determ�ne the�r relat�ons,
w�thout any poss�b�l�ty of error. When two numbers are so comb�ned,
as that the one has always an un�te answer�ng to every un�te of the
other, we pronounce them equal; and �t �s for want of such a
standard of equal�ty �n extens�on, that geometry can scarce be
esteemed a perfect and �nfall�ble sc�ence.

But here �t may not be am�ss to obv�ate a d�ff�culty, wh�ch may
ar�se from my assert�ng, that though geometry falls short of that
perfect prec�s�on and certa�nty, wh�ch are pecul�ar to ar�thmet�c and
algebra, yet �t excels the �mperfect judgments of our senses and
�mag�nat�on. The reason why I �mpute any defect to geometry, �s,
because �ts or�g�nal and fundamental pr�nc�ples are der�ved merely
from appearances; and �t may perhaps be �mag�ned, that th�s defect
must always attend �t, and keep �t from ever reach�ng a greater
exactness �n the compar�son of objects or �deas, than what our eye
or �mag�nat�on alone �s able to atta�n. I own that th�s defect so far
attends �t, as to keep �t from ever asp�r�ng to a full certa�nty: But s�nce
these fundamental pr�nc�ples depend on the eas�est and least
dece�tful appearances, they bestow on the�r consequences a degree
of exactness, of wh�ch these consequences are s�ngly �ncapable. It �s
�mposs�ble for the eye to determ�ne the angles of a ch�l�agon to be
equal to 1996 r�ght angles, or make any conjecture, that approaches
th�s proport�on; but when �t determ�nes, that r�ght l�nes cannot
concur; that we cannot draw more than one r�ght l�ne between two
g�ven po�nts; �t's m�stakes can never be of any consequence. And
th�s �s the nature and use of geometry, to run us up to such
appearances, as, by reason of the�r s�mpl�c�ty, cannot lead us �nto
any cons�derable error.

I shall here take occas�on to propose a second observat�on
concern�ng our demonstrat�ve reason�ngs, wh�ch �s suggested by the
same subject of the mathemat�cs. It �s usual w�th mathemat�c�ans, to
pretend, that those �deas, wh�ch are the�r objects, are of so ref�ned



and sp�r�tual a nature, that they fall not under the concept�on of the
fancy, but must be comprehended by a pure and �ntellectual v�ew, of
wh�ch the super�or facult�es of the soul are alone capable. The same
not�on runs through most parts of ph�losophy, and �s pr�nc�pally made
use of to expla�n oar abstract �deas, and to shew how we can form
an �dea of a tr�angle, for �nstance, wh�ch shall ne�ther be an �soceles
nor scalenum, nor be conf�ned to any part�cular length and
proport�on of s�des. It �s easy to see, why ph�losophers are so fond of
th�s not�on of some sp�r�tual and ref�ned percept�ons; s�nce by that
means they cover many of the�r absurd�t�es, and may refuse to
subm�t to the dec�s�ons of clear �deas, by appeal�ng to such as are
obscure and uncerta�n. But to destroy th�s art�f�ce, we need but
reflect on that pr�nc�ple so oft �ns�sted on, that all our �deas are
copyed from our �mpress�ons. For from thence we may �mmed�ately
conclude, that s�nce all �mpress�ons are clear and prec�se, the �deas,
wh�ch are copyed from them, must be of the same nature, and can
never, but from our fault, conta�n any th�ng so dark and �ntr�cate. An
�dea �s by �ts very nature weaker and fa�nter than an �mpress�on; but
be�ng �n every other respect the same, cannot �mply any very great
mystery. If �ts weakness render �t obscure, �t �s our bus�ness to
remedy that defect, as much as poss�ble, by keep�ng the �dea steady
and prec�se; and t�ll we have done so, �t �s �n va�n to pretend to
reason�ng and ph�losophy.



SECT. II. OF PROBABILITY, AND OF
THE IDEA OF CAUSE AND EFFECT.
Th�s �s all I th�nk necessary to observe concern�ng those four

relat�ons, wh�ch are the foundat�on of sc�ence; but as to the other
three, wh�ch depend not upon the �dea, and may be absent or
present even wh�le that rema�ns the same, �t w�ll be proper to expla�n
them more part�cularly. These three relat�ons are �dent�ty, the
s�tuat�ons �n t�me and place, and causat�on.

All k�nds of reason�ng cons�st �n noth�ng but a compar�son, and a
d�scovery of those relat�ons, e�ther constant or �nconstant, wh�ch two
or more objects bear to each other. Th�s compar�son we may make,
e�ther when both the objects are present to the senses, or when
ne�ther of them �s present, or when only one. When both the objects
are present to the senses along w�th the relat�on, we call th�s
percept�on rather than reason�ng; nor �s there �n th�s case any
exerc�se of the thought, or any act�on, properly speak�ng, but a mere
pass�ve adm�ss�on of the �mpress�ons through the organs of
sensat�on. Accord�ng to th�s way of th�nk�ng, we ought not to rece�ve
as reason�ng any of the observat�ons we may make concern�ng
�dent�ty, and the relat�ons of t�me and place; s�nce �n none of them
the m�nd can go beyond what �s �mmed�ately present to the senses,
e�ther to d�scover the real ex�stence or the relat�ons of objects. It �s
only causat�on, wh�ch produces such a connex�on, as to g�ve us
assurance from the ex�stence or act�on of one object, that �t was
followed or preceded by any other ex�stence or act�on; nor can the
other two relat�ons be ever made use of �n reason�ng, except so far
as they e�ther affect or are affected by �t. There �s noth�ng �n any
objects to perswade us, that they are e�ther always remote or always
cont�guous; and when from exper�ence and observat�on we d�scover,
that the�r relat�on �n th�s part�cular �s �nvar�able, we, always conclude
there �s some secret cause, wh�ch separates or un�tes them. The
same reason�ng extends to �dent�ty. We read�ly suppose an object



may cont�nue �nd�v�dually the same, though several t�mes absent
from and present to the senses; and ascr�be to �t an �dent�ty,
notw�thstand�ng the �nterrupt�on of the percept�on, whenever we
conclude, that �f we had kept our eye or hand constantly upon �t, �t
would have conveyed an �nvar�able and un�nterrupted percept�on.
But th�s conclus�on beyond the �mpress�ons of our senses can be
founded only on the connex�on of cause and effect; nor can we
otherw�se have any secur�ty, that the object �s not changed upon us,
however much the new object may resemble that wh�ch was formerly
present to the senses. Whenever we d�scover such a perfect
resemblance, we cons�der, whether �t be common �n that spec�es of
objects; whether poss�bly or probably any cause coued operate �n
produc�ng the change and resemblance; and accord�ng as we
determ�ne concern�ng these causes and effects, we form our
judgment concern�ng the �dent�ty of the object.

Here then �t appears, that of those three relat�ons, wh�ch depend
not upon the mere �deas, the only one, that can be traced beyond
our senses and �nforms us of ex�stences and objects, wh�ch we do
not see or feel, �s causat�on. Th�s relat�on, therefore, we shall
endeavour to expla�n fully before we leave the subject of the
understand�ng.

To beg�n regularly, we must cons�der the �dea of causat�on, and
see from what or�g�n �t �s der�ved. It �s �mposs�ble to reason justly,
w�thout understand�ng perfectly the �dea concern�ng wh�ch we
reason; and �t �s �mposs�ble perfectly to understand any �dea, w�thout
trac�ng �t up to �ts or�g�n, and exam�n�ng that pr�mary �mpress�on,
from wh�ch �t ar�ses. The exam�nat�on of the �mpress�on bestows a
clearness on the �dea; and the exam�nat�on of the �dea bestows a
l�ke clearness on all our reason�ng.

Let us therefore cast our eye on any two objects, wh�ch we call
cause and effect, and turn them on all s�des, �n order to f�nd that
�mpress�on, wh�ch produces an �dea, of such prod�g�ous
consequence. At f�rst s�ght I perce�ve, that I must not search for �t �n
any of the part�cular qual�t�es of the objects; s�nce wh�ch-ever of
these qual�t�es I p�tch on, I f�nd some object, that �s not possessed of
�t, and yet falls under the denom�nat�on of cause or effect. And



�ndeed there �s noth�ng ex�stent, e�ther externally or �nternally, wh�ch
�s not to be cons�dered e�ther as a cause or an effect; though �t �s
pla�n there �s no one qual�ty, wh�ch un�versally belongs to all be�ngs,
and g�ves them a t�tle to that denom�nat�on.

The �dea, then, of causat�on must be der�ved from some relat�on
among objects; and that relat�on we must now endeavour to
d�scover. I f�nd �n the f�rst place, that whatever objects are
cons�dered as causes or effects, are cont�guous; and that noth�ng
can operate �n a t�me or place, wh�ch �s ever so l�ttle removed from
those of �ts ex�stence. Though d�stant objects may somet�mes seem
product�ve of each other, they are commonly found upon
exam�nat�on to be l�nked by a cha�n of causes, wh�ch are cont�guous
among themselves, and to the d�stant objects; and when �n any
part�cular �nstance we cannot d�scover th�s connex�on, we st�ll
presume �t to ex�st. We may therefore cons�der the relat�on of
CONTIGUITY as essent�al to that of causat�on; at least may suppose
�t such, accord�ng to the general op�n�on, t�ll we can f�nd a more [Part
IV. Sect. 5.] proper occas�on to clear up th�s matter, by exam�n�ng
what objects are or are not suscept�ble of juxtapos�t�on and
conjunct�on.

The second relat�on I shall observe as essent�al to causes and
effects, �s not so un�versally acknowledged, but �s l�able to some
controversy. It �s that of PRIORITY Of t�me �n the cause before the
effect. Some pretend that �t �s not absolutely necessary a cause
should precede �ts effect; but that any object or act�on, �n the very
f�rst moment of �ts ex�stence, may exert �ts product�ve qual�ty, and
g�ve r�se to another object or act�on, perfectly co-temporary w�th
�tself. But bes�de that exper�ence �n most �nstances seems to
contrad�ct th�s op�n�on, we may establ�sh the relat�on of pr�or�ty by a
k�nd of �nference or reason�ng. It �s an establ�shed max�m both �n
natural and moral ph�losophy, that an object, wh�ch ex�sts for any
t�me �n �ts full perfect�on w�thout produc�ng another, �s not �ts sole
cause; but �s ass�sted by some other pr�nc�ple, wh�ch pushes �t from
�ts state of �nact�v�ty, and makes �t exert that energy, of wh�ch �t was
secretly possest. Now �f any cause may be perfectly co-temporary
w�th �ts effect, �t �s certa�n, accord�ng to th�s max�m, that they must all
of them be so; s�nce any one of them, wh�ch retards �ts operat�on for



a s�ngle moment, exerts not �tself at that very �nd�v�dual t�me, �n
wh�ch �t m�ght have operated; and therefore �s no proper cause. The
consequence of th�s would be no less than the destruct�on of that
success�on of causes, wh�ch we observe �n the world; and �ndeed,
the utter ann�h�lat�on of t�me. For �f one cause were co-temporary
w�th �ts effect, and th�s effect w�th �ts effect, and so on, �t �s pla�n there
would be no such th�ng as success�on, and all objects must be co-
ex�stent.

If th�s argument appear sat�sfactory, �t �s well. If not, I beg the
reader to allow me the same l�berty, wh�ch I have used �n the
preced�ng case, of suppos�ng �t such. For he shall f�nd, that the affa�r
�s of no great �mportance.

Hav�ng thus d�scovered or supposed the two relat�ons of cont�gu�ty
and success�on to be essent�al to causes and effects, I f�nd I am
stopt short, and can proceed no farther �n cons�der�ng any s�ngle
�nstance of cause and effect. Mot�on �n one body �s regarded upon
�mpulse as the cause of mot�on �n another. When we cons�der these
objects w�th utmost attent�on, we f�nd only that the one body
approaches the other; and that the mot�on of �t precedes that of the
other, but w�thout any, sens�ble �nterval. It �s �n va�n to rack ourselves
w�th farther thought and reflect�on upon th�s subject. We can go no
farther �n cons�der�ng th�s part�cular �nstance.

Should any one leave th�s �nstance, and pretend to def�ne a cause,
by say�ng �t �s someth�ng product�ve of another, �t �s ev�dent he would
say noth�ng. For what does he mean by product�on? Can he g�ve any
def�n�t�on of �t, that w�ll not be the same w�th that of causat�on? If he
can; I des�re �t may be produced. If he cannot; he here runs �n a
c�rcle, and g�ves a synon�mous term �nstead of a def�n�t�on.

Shall we then rest contented w�th these two relat�ons of cont�gu�ty
and success�on, as afford�ng a complete �dea of causat�on? By, no
means. An object may be cont�guous and pr�or to another, w�thout
be�ng cons�dered as �ts cause. There �s a NECESSARY
CONNEXION to be taken �nto cons�derat�on; and that relat�on �s of
much greater �mportance, than any of the other two above-
ment�oned.



Here aga�n I turn the object on all s�des, �n order to d�scover the
nature of th�s necessary connex�on, and f�nd the �mpress�on, or
�mpress�ons, from wh�ch �ts �dea may be der�ved. When I cast my
eye on the known Qual�t�es of objects, I �mmed�ately d�scover that
the relat�on of cause and effect depends not �n the least on them.
When I cons�der the�r relat�ons, I can f�nd none but those of
cont�gu�ty and success�on; wh�ch I have already regarded as
�mperfect and unsat�sfactory. Shall the despa�r of success make me
assert, that I am here possest of an �dea, wh�ch �s not preceded by
any s�m�lar �mpress�on? Th�s would be too strong a proof of lev�ty
and �nconstancy; s�nce the contrary pr�nc�ple has been already so
f�rmly establ�shed, as to adm�t of no farther doubt; at least, t�ll we
have more fully exam�ned the present d�ff�culty.

We must, therefore, proceed l�ke those, who be�ng �n search of
any th�ng, that l�es concealed from them, and not f�nd�ng �t �n the
place they expected, beat about all the ne�ghbour�ng f�elds, w�thout
any certa�n v�ew or des�gn, �n hopes the�r good fortune w�ll at last
gu�de them to what they search for. It �s necessary for us to leave the
d�rect survey of th�s quest�on concern�ng the nature of that necessary
connex�on, wh�ch enters �nto our �dea of cause and effect; and
endeavour to f�nd some other quest�ons, the exam�nat�on of wh�ch
w�ll perhaps afford a h�nt, that may serve to clear up the present
d�ff�culty. Of these quest�ons there occur two, wh�ch I shall proceed to
exam�ne, v�z.

F�rst, For what reason we pronounce �t necessary, that every th�ng
whose ex�stence has a beg�nn�ng, should also have a cause.

Secondly, Why we conclude, that such part�cular causes must
necessar�ly have such part�cular effects; and what �s the nature of
that �nference we draw from the one to the other, and of the bel�ef we
repose �n �t?

I shall only observe before I proceed any farther, that though the
�deas of cause and effect be der�ved from the �mpress�ons of
reflect�on as well as from those of sensat�on, yet for brev�ty's sake, I
commonly ment�on only the latter as the or�g�n of these �deas; though
I des�re that whatever I say of them may also extend to the former.
Pass�ons are connected w�th the�r objects and w�th one another; no



less than external bod�es are connected together. The same relat�on,
then, of cause and effect, wh�ch belongs to one, must be common to
all of them.



SECT. III. WHY A CAUSE IS ALWAYS
NECESSARY.

To beg�n w�th the f�rst quest�on concern�ng the necess�ty of a
cause: It �s a general max�m �n ph�losophy, that whatever beg�ns to
ex�st, must have a cause of ex�stence. Th�s �s commonly taken for
granted �n all reason�ngs, w�thout any proof g�ven or demanded. It �s
supposed to be founded on �ntu�t�on, and to be one of those max�ms,
wh�ch though they may be denyed w�th the l�ps, �t �s �mposs�ble for
men �n the�r hearts really to doubt of. But �f we exam�ne th�s max�m
by the �dea of knowledge above-expla�ned, we shall d�scover �n �t no
mark of any such �ntu�t�ve certa�nty; but on the contrary shall f�nd,
that �t �s of a nature qu�te fore�gn to that spec�es of conv�ct�on.

All certa�nty ar�ses from the compar�son of �deas, and from the
d�scovery of such relat�ons as are unalterable, so long as the �deas
cont�nue the same. These relat�ons are RESEMBLANCE,
PROPORTIONS IN QUANTITY AND NUMBER, DEGREES OF ANY
QUALITY, and CONTRARIETY; none of wh�ch are �mplyed �n th�s
propos�t�on, Whatever has a beg�nn�ng has also a cause of
ex�stence. That propos�t�on therefore �s not �ntu�t�vely certa�n. At least
any one, who would assert �t to be �ntu�t�vely certa�n, must deny
these to be the only �nfall�ble relat�ons, and must f�nd some other
relat�on of that k�nd to be �mplyed �n �t; wh�ch �t w�ll then be t�me
enough to exam�ne.

But here �s an argument, wh�ch proves at once, that the forego�ng
propos�t�on �s ne�ther �ntu�t�vely nor demonstrably certa�n. We can
never demonstrate the necess�ty of a cause to every new ex�stence,
or new mod�f�cat�on of ex�stence, w�thout shew�ng at the same t�me
the �mposs�b�l�ty there �s, that any th�ng can ever beg�n to ex�st
w�thout some product�ve pr�nc�ple; and where the latter propos�t�on
cannot be proved, we must despa�r of ever be�ng able to prove the
former. Now that the latter propos�t�on �s utterly �ncapable of a



demonstrat�ve proof, we may sat�sfy ourselves by cons�der�ng that as
all d�st�nct �deas are separable from each other, and as the �deas of
cause and effect are ev�dently d�st�nct, �t w�ll be easy for us to
conce�ve any object to be non-ex�stent th�s moment, and ex�stent the
next, w�thout conjo�n�ng to �t the d�st�nct �dea of a cause or product�ve
pr�nc�ple. The separat�on, therefore, of the �dea of a cause from that
of a beg�nn�ng of ex�stence, �s pla�nly poss�ble for the �mag�nat�on;
and consequently the actual separat�on of these objects �s so far
poss�ble, that �t �mpl�es no contrad�ct�on nor absurd�ty; and �s
therefore �ncapable of be�ng refuted by any reason�ng from mere
�deas; w�thout wh�ch �t �s �mposs�ble to demonstrate the necess�ty of
a cause.

Accord�ngly we shall f�nd upon exam�nat�on, that every
demonstrat�on, wh�ch has been produced for the necess�ty of a
cause, �s fallac�ous and soph�st�cal. All the po�nts of t�me and place,
say some ph�losophers [Mr. Hobbes.], �n wh�ch we can suppose any
object to beg�n to ex�st, are �n themselves equal; and unless there be
some cause, wh�ch �s pecul�ar to one t�me and to one place, and
wh�ch by that means determ�nes and f�xes the ex�stence, �t must
rema�n �n eternal suspence; and the object can never beg�n to be, for
want of someth�ng to f�x �ts beg�nn�ng. But I ask; Is there any more
d�ff�culty �n suppos�ng the t�me and place to be f�xed w�thout a cause,
than to suppose the ex�stence to be determ�ned �n that manner? The
f�rst quest�on that occurs on th�s subject �s always, whether the
object shall ex�st or not: The next, when and where �t shall beg�n to
ex�st. If the removal of a cause be �ntu�t�vely absurd �n the one case,
�t must be so �n the other: And �f that absurd�ty be not clear w�thout a
proof �n the one case, �t w�ll equally requ�re one �n the other. The
absurd�ty, then, of the one suppos�t�on can never be a proof of that of
the other; s�nce they are both upon the same foot�ng, and must stand
or fall by the same reason�ng.

The second argument [Dr. Clarke and others.], wh�ch I f�nd used
on th�s head, labours under an equal d�ff�culty. Every th�ng, �t �s sa�d,
must have a cause; for �f any th�ng wanted a cause, �t would produce
ITSELF; that �s, ex�st before �t ex�sted; wh�ch �s �mposs�ble. But th�s
reason�ng �s pla�nly unconclus�ve; because �t supposes, that �n our
den�al of a cause we st�ll grant what we expressly deny, v�z. that



there must be a cause; wh�ch therefore �s taken to be the object
�tself; and that, no doubt, �s an ev�dent contrad�ct�on. But to say that
any th�ng �s produced, or to express myself more properly, comes
�nto ex�stence, w�thout a cause, �s not to aff�rm, that �t �s �tself �ts own
cause; but on the contrary �n exclud�ng all external causes, excludes
a fort�or� the th�ng �tself, wh�ch �s created. An object, that ex�sts
absolutely w�thout any cause, certa�nly �s not �ts own cause; and
when you assert, that the one follows from the other, you suppose
the very po�nt �n quest�ons and take �t for granted, that �t �s utterly
�mposs�ble any th�ng can ever beg�n to ex�st w�thout a cause, but
that, upon the exclus�on of one product�ve pr�nc�ple, we must st�ll
have recourse to another.

It �s exactly the same case w�th the th�rd argument [Mr. Locke.],
wh�ch has been employed to demonstrate the necess�ty of a cause.
Whatever �s produced w�thout any cause, �s produced by noth�ng; or
�n other words, has noth�ng for �ts cause. But noth�ng can never be a
cause, no more than �t can be someth�ng, or equal to two r�ght
angles. By the same �ntu�t�on, that we perce�ve noth�ng not to be
equal to two r�ght angles, or not to be someth�ng, we perce�ve, that �t
can never be a cause; and consequently must perce�ve, that every
object has a real cause of �ts ex�stence.

I bel�eve �t w�ll not be necessary to employ many words �n shew�ng
the weakness of th�s argument, after what I have sa�d of the
forego�ng. They are all of them founded on the same fallacy, and are
der�ved from the same turn of thought. It �s suff�c�ent only to observe,
that when we exclude all causes we really do exclude them, and
ne�ther suppose noth�ng nor the object �tself to be the causes of the
ex�stence; and consequently can draw no argument from the
absurd�ty of these suppos�t�ons to prove the absurd�ty of that
exclus�on. If every th�ng must have a cause, �t follows, that upon the
exclus�on of other causes we must accept of the object �tself or of
noth�ng as causes. But �t �s the very po�nt �n quest�on, whether every
th�ng must have a cause or not; and therefore, accord�ng to all just
reason�ng, �t ought never to be taken for granted.

They are st�ll more fr�volous, who say, that every effect must have
a cause, because �t �s �mplyed �n the very �dea of effect. Every effect



necessar�ly pre-supposes a cause; effect be�ng a relat�ve term, of
wh�ch cause �s the correlat�ve. But th�s does not prove, that every
be�ng must be preceded by a cause; no more than �t follows,
because every husband must have a w�fe, that therefore every man
must be marryed. The true state of the quest�on �s, whether every
object, wh�ch beg�ns to ex�st, must owe �ts ex�stence to a cause: and
th�s I assert ne�ther to be �ntu�t�vely nor demonstrat�vely certa�n, and
hope to have proved �t suff�c�ently by the forego�ng arguments.

S�nce �t �s not from knowledge or any sc�ent�f�c reason�ng, that we
der�ve the op�n�on of the necess�ty of a cause to every new
product�on, that op�n�on must necessar�ly ar�se from observat�on and
exper�ence. The next quest�on, then, should naturally be, how
exper�ence g�ves r�se to such a pr�nc�ple? But as I f�nd �t w�ll be more
conven�ent to s�nk th�s quest�on �n the follow�ng, Why we conclude,
that such part�cular causes must necessar�ly have such part�cular
erects, and why we form an �nference from one to another? we shall
make that the subject of our future enqu�ry. It w�ll, perhaps, be found
�n the end, that the same answer w�ll serve for both quest�ons.



SECT. IV. OF THE COMPONENT
PARTS OF OUR REASONINGS

CONCERNING CAUSE AND EFFECT.
Though the m�nd �n �ts reason�ngs from causes or effects carr�es

�ts v�ew beyond those objects, wh�ch �t sees or remembers, �t must
never lose s�ght of them ent�rely, nor reason merely upon �ts own
�deas, w�thout some m�xture of �mpress�ons, or at least of �deas of
the memory, wh�ch are equ�valent to �mpress�ons. When we �nfer
effects from causes, we must establ�sh the ex�stence of these
causes; wh�ch we have only two ways of do�ng, e�ther by an
�mmed�ate percept�on of our memory or senses, or by an �nference
from other causes; wh�ch causes aga�n we must ascerta�n �n the
same manner, e�ther by a present �mpress�on, or by an �nference
from the�r causes, and so on, t�ll we arr�ve at some object, wh�ch we
see or remember. It �s �mposs�ble for us to carry on our �nferences IN
INFINITUM; and the only th�ng, that can stop them, �s an �mpress�on
of the memory or senses, beyond wh�ch there �s no room for doubt
or enqu�ry.

To g�ve an �nstance of th�s, we may chuse any po�nt of h�story, and
cons�der for what reason we e�ther bel�eve or reject �t. Thus we
bel�eve that Caesar was k�lled �n the senate-house on the �des of
March; and that because th�s fact �s establ�shed on the unan�mous
test�mony of h�stor�ans, who agree to ass�gn th�s prec�se t�me and
place to that event. Here are certa�n characters and letters present
e�ther to our memory or senses; wh�ch characters we l�kew�se
remember to have been used as the s�gns of certa�n �deas; and
these �deas were e�ther �n the m�nds of such as were �mmed�ately
present at that act�on, and rece�ved the �deas d�rectly from �ts
ex�stence; or they were der�ved from the test�mony of others, and
that aga�n from another test�mony, by a v�s�ble gradat�on, �t w�ll we
arr�ve at those who were eyew�tnesses and spectators of the event.



It �s obv�ous all th�s cha�n of argument or connex�on of causes and
effects, �s at f�rst founded on those characters or letters, wh�ch are
seen or remembered, and that w�thout the author�ty e�ther of the
memory or senses our whole reason�ng would be ch�mer�cal and
w�thout foundat�on. Every l�nk of the cha�n would �n that case hang
upon another; but there would not be any th�ng f�xed to one end of �t,
capable of susta�n�ng the whole; and consequently there would be
no bel�ef nor ev�dence. And th�s actually �s the case w�th all
hypothet�cal arguments, or reason�ngs upon a suppos�t�on; there
be�ng �n them, ne�ther any present �mpress�on, nor bel�ef of a real
ex�stence.

I need not observe, that �t �s no just object�on to the present
doctr�ne, that we can reason upon our past conclus�ons or pr�nc�ples,
w�thout hav�ng recourse to those �mpress�ons, from wh�ch they f�rst
arose. For even suppos�ng these �mpress�ons should be ent�rely
effaced from the memory, the conv�ct�on they produced may st�ll
rema�n; and �t �s equally true, that all reason�ngs concern�ng causes
and effects are or�g�nally der�ved from some �mpress�on; �n the same
manner, as the assurance of a demonstrat�on proceeds always from
a compar�son of �deas, though �t may cont�nue after the compar�son
�s forgot.



SECT. V. OF THE IMPRESSIONS OF
THE SENSES AND MEMORY.

In th�s k�nd of reason�ng, then, from causat�on, we employ
mater�als, wh�ch are of a m�xed and heterogeneous nature, and
wh�ch, however connected, are yet essent�ally d�fferent from each
other. All our arguments concern�ng causes and effects cons�st both
of an �mpress�on of the memory or, senses, and of the �dea of that
ex�stence, wh�ch produces the object of the �mpress�on, or �s
produced by �t. Here therefore we have three th�ngs to expla�n, v�z.
F�rst, The or�g�nal �mpress�on. Secondly, The trans�t�on to the �dea of
the connected cause or effect. Th�rdly, The nature and qual�t�es of
that �dea.

As to those �mpress�ons, wh�ch ar�se from the senses, the�r
ult�mate cause �s, �n my op�n�on, perfectly �nexpl�cable by human
reason, and �t w�ll always be �mposs�ble to dec�de w�th certa�nty,
whether they ar�se �mmed�ately from the object, or are produced by
the creat�ve power of the m�nd, or are der�ved from the author of our
be�ng. Nor �s such a quest�on any way mater�al to our present
purpose. We may draw �nferences from the coherence of our
percept�ons, whether they be true or false; whether they represent
nature justly, or be mere �llus�ons of the senses.

When we search for the character�st�c, wh�ch d�st�ngu�shes the
memory from the �mag�nat�on, we must �mmed�ately perce�ve, that �t
cannot l�e �n the s�mple �deas �t presents to us; s�nce both these
facult�es borrow the�r s�mple �deas from the �mpress�ons, and can
never go beyond these or�g�nal percept�ons. These facult�es are as
l�ttle d�st�ngu�shed from each other by the arrangement of the�r
complex �deas. For though �t be a pecul�ar property of the memory to
preserve the or�g�nal order and pos�t�on of �ts �deas, wh�le the
�mag�nat�on transposes and changes them, as �t pleases; yet th�s
d�fference �s not suff�c�ent to d�st�ngu�sh them �n the�r operat�on, or



make us know the one from the other; �t be�ng �mposs�ble to recal the
past �mpress�ons, �n order to compare them w�th our present �deas,
and see whether the�r arrangement be exactly s�m�lar. S�nce
therefore the memory, �s known, ne�ther by the order of �ts complex
�deas, nor the nature of �ts s�mple ones; �t follows, that the d�fference
betw�xt �t and the �mag�nat�on l�es �n �ts super�or force and v�vac�ty. A
man may �ndulge h�s fancy �n fe�gn�ng any past scene of adventures;
nor would there be any poss�b�l�ty of d�st�ngu�sh�ng th�s from a
remembrance of a l�ke k�nd, were not the �deas of the �mag�nat�on
fa�nter and more obscure.

It frequently happens, that when two men have been engaged �n
any scene of act�on, the one shall remember �t much better than the
other, and shall have all the d�ff�culty �n the world to make h�s
compan�on recollect �t. He runs over several c�rcumstances �n va�n;
ment�ons the t�me, the place, the company, what was sa�d, what was
done on all s�des; t�ll at last he h�ts on some lucky c�rcumstance, that
rev�ves the whole, and g�ves h�s fr�end a perfect memory of every
th�ng. Here the person that forgets rece�ves at f�rst all the �deas from
the d�scourse of the other, w�th the same c�rcumstances of t�me and
place; though he cons�ders them as mere f�ct�ons of the �mag�nat�on.
But as soon as the c�rcumstance �s ment�oned, that touches the
memory, the very same �deas now appear �n a new l�ght, and have,
�n a manner, a d�fferent feel�ng from what they had before. W�thout
any other alterat�on, bes�de that of the feel�ng, they become
�mmed�ately �deas of the memory, and are assented to.

S�nce, therefore, the �mag�nat�on can represent all the same
objects that the memory can offer to us, and s�nce those facult�es are
only d�st�ngu�shed by the d�fferent feel�ng of the �deas they present, �t
may be proper to cons�der what �s the nature of that feel�ng. And
here I bel�eve every one w�ll read�ly agree w�th me, that the �deas of
the memory are more strong and l�vely than those of the fancy.

A pa�nter, who �ntended to represent a pass�on or emot�on of any
k�nd, would endeavour to get a s�ght of a person actuated by a l�ke
emot�on, �n order to enl�ven h�s �deas, and g�ve them a force and
v�vac�ty super�or to what �s found �n those, wh�ch are mere f�ct�ons of
the �mag�nat�on. The more recent th�s memory �s, the clearer �s the



�dea; and when after a long �nterval he would return to the
contemplat�on of h�s object, he always f�nds �ts �dea to be much
decayed, �f not wholly obl�terated. We are frequently �n doubt
concern�ng the �deas of the memory, as they become very weak and
feeble; and are at a loss to determ�ne whether any �mage proceeds
from the fancy or the memory, when �t �s not drawn �n such l�vely
colours as d�st�ngu�sh that latter faculty. I th�nk, I remember such an
event, says one; but am not sure. A long tract of t�me has almost
worn �t out of my memory, and leaves me uncerta�n whether or not �t
be the pure offspr�ng of my fancy.

And as an �dea of the memory, by los�ng �ts force and v�vac�ty, may
degenerate to such a degree, as to be taken for an �dea of the
�mag�nat�on; so on the other hand an �dea of the �mag�nat�on may
acqu�re such a force and v�vac�ty, as to pass for an �dea of the
memory, and counterfe�t �ts effects on the bel�ef and judgment. Th�s
�s noted �n the case of l�ars; who by the frequent repet�t�on of the�r
l�es, come at last to bel�eve and remember them, as real�t�es; custom
and hab�t hav�ng �n th�s case, as �n many others, the same �nfluence
on the m�nd as nature, and �nf�x�ng the �dea w�th equal force and
v�gour.

Thus �t appears, that the bel�ef or assent, wh�ch always attends the
memory and senses, �s noth�ng but the v�vac�ty of those percept�ons
they present; and that th�s alone d�st�ngu�shes them from the
�mag�nat�on. To bel�eve �s �n th�s case to feel an �mmed�ate
�mpress�on of the senses, or a repet�t�on of that �mpress�on �n the
memory. It �s merely the force and l�vel�ness of the percept�on, wh�ch
const�tutes the f�rst act of the judgment, and lays the foundat�on of
that reason�ng, wh�ch we bu�ld upon �t, when we trace the relat�on of
cause and effect.



SECT. VI. OF THE INFERENCE FROM
THE IMPRESSION TO THE IDEA.

It �s easy to observe, that �n trac�ng th�s relat�on, the �nference we
draw from cause to effect, �s not der�ved merely from a survey of
these part�cular objects, and from such a penetrat�on �nto the�r
essences as may d�scover the dependance of the one upon the
other. There �s no object, wh�ch �mpl�es the ex�stence of any other �f
we cons�der these objects �n themselves, and never look beyond the
�deas wh�ch we form of them. Such an �nference would amount to
knowledge, and would �mply the absolute contrad�ct�on and
�mposs�b�l�ty of conce�v�ng any th�ng d�fferent. But as all d�st�nct �deas
are separable, �t �s ev�dent there can be no �mposs�b�l�ty of that k�nd.
When we pass from a present �mpress�on to the �dea of any object,
we m�ght poss�bly have separated the �dea from the �mpress�on, and
have subst�tuted any other �dea �n �ts room.

It �s therefore by EXPERIENCE only, that we can �nfer the
ex�stence of one object from that of another. The nature of
exper�ence �s th�s. We remember to have had frequent �nstances of
the ex�stence of one spec�es of objects; and also remember, that the
�nd�v�duals of another spec�es of objects have always attended them,
and have ex�sted �n a regular order of cont�gu�ty and success�on w�th
regard to them. Thus we remember, to have seen that spec�es of
object we call flame, and to have felt that spec�es of sensat�on we
call heat. We l�kew�se call to m�nd the�r constant conjunct�on �n all
past �nstances. W�thout any farther ceremony, we call the one cause
and the other effect, and �nfer the ex�stence of the one from that of
the other. In all those �nstances, from wh�ch we learn the conjunct�on
of part�cular causes and effects, both the causes and effects have
been perce�ved by the senses, and are remembered But �n all cases,
where�n we reason concern�ng them, there �s only one perce�ved or
remembered, and the other �s supplyed �n conform�ty to our past
exper�ence.



Thus �n advanc�ng we have �nsens�bly d�scovered a new relat�on
betw�xt cause and effect, when we least expected �t, and were
ent�rely employed upon another subject. Th�s relat�on �s the�r
CONSTANT CONJUNCTION. Cont�gu�ty and success�on are not
suff�c�ent to make us pronounce any two objects to be cause and
effect, unless we perce�ve, that these two relat�ons are preserved �n
several �nstances. We may now see the advantage of qu�tt�ng the
d�rect survey of th�s relat�on, �n order to d�scover the nature of that
necessary connex�on, wh�ch makes so essent�al a part of �t. There
are hopes, that by th�s means we may at last arr�ve at our proposed
end; though to tell the truth, th�s new-d�scovered relat�on of a
constant conjunct�on seems to advance us but very l�ttle �n our way.
For �t �mpl�es no more than th�s, that l�ke objects have always been
placed �n l�ke relat�ons of cont�gu�ty and success�on; and �t seems
ev�dent, at least at f�rst s�ght, that by th�s means we can never
d�scover any new �dea, and can only mult�ply, but not enlarge the
objects of our m�nd. It may be thought, that what we learn not from
one object, we can never learn from a hundred, wh�ch are all of the
same k�nd, and are perfectly resembl�ng �n every c�rcumstance. As
our senses shew us �n one �nstance two bod�es, or mot�ons, or
qual�t�es �n certa�n relat�ons of success and cont�gu�ty; so our
memory presents us only w�th a mult�tude of �nstances, where�n we
always f�nd l�ke bod�es, mot�ons, or qual�t�es �n l�ke relat�ons. From
the mere repet�t�on of any past �mpress�on, even to �nf�n�ty, there
never w�ll ar�se any new or�g�nal �dea, such as that of a necessary
connex�on; and the number of �mpress�ons has �n th�s case no more
effect than �f we conf�ned ourselves to one only. But though th�s
reason�ng seems just and obv�ous; yet as �t would be folly to despa�r
too soon, we shall cont�nue the thread of our d�scourse; and hav�ng
found, that after the d�scovery of the constant conjunct�on of any
objects, we always draw an �nference from one object to another, we
shall now exam�ne the nature of that �nference, and of the trans�t�on
from the �mpress�on to the �dea. Perhaps �t w�ll appear �n the end,
that the necessary connex�on depends on the �nference, �nstead of
the �nference's depend�ng on the necessary connex�on.

S�nce �t appears, that the trans�t�on from an �mpress�on present to
the memory or senses to the �dea of an object, wh�ch we call cause



or effect, �s founded on past exper�ence, and on our remembrance of
the�r constant conjunct�on, the next quest�on �s, Whether exper�ence
produces the �dea by means of the understand�ng or �mag�nat�on;
whether we are determ�ned by reason to make the trans�t�on, or by a
certa�n assoc�at�on and relat�on of percept�ons. If reason determ�ned
us, �t would proceed upon that pr�nc�ple, that �nstances, of wh�ch we
have had no exper�ence, must resemble those, of wh�ch we have
had exper�ence, and that the course of nature cont�nues always
un�formly the same. In order therefore to clear up th�s matter, let us
cons�der all the arguments, upon wh�ch such a propos�t�on may be
supposed to be founded; and as these must be der�ved e�ther from
knowledge or probab�l�ty, let us cast our eye on each of these
degrees of ev�dence, and see whether they afford any just
conclus�on of th�s nature.

Our forego�ng method of reason�ng w�ll eas�ly conv�nce us, that
there can be no demonstrat�ve arguments to prove, that those
�nstances, of wh�ch we have, had no exper�ence, resemble those, of
wh�ch we have had exper�ence. We can at least conce�ve a change
�n the course of nature; wh�ch suff�c�ently proves, that such a change
�s not absolutely �mposs�ble. To form a clear �dea of any th�ng, �s an
unden�able argument for �ts poss�b�l�ty, and �s alone a refutat�on of
any pretended demonstrat�on aga�nst �t.

Probab�l�ty, as �t d�scovers not the relat�ons of �deas, cons�dered as
such, but only those of objects, must �n some respects be founded
on the �mpress�ons of our memory and senses, and �n some
respects on our �deas. Were there no m�xture of any �mpress�on �n
our probable reason�ngs, the conclus�on would be ent�rely
ch�mer�cal: And were there no m�xture of �deas, the act�on of the
m�nd, �n observ�ng the relat�on, would, properly speak�ng, be
sensat�on, not reason�ng. It �s therefore necessary, that �n all
probable reason�ngs there be someth�ng present to the m�nd, e�ther
seen or remembered; and that from th�s we �nfer someth�ng
connected w�th �t, wh�ch �s not seen nor remembered.

The only connex�on or relat�on of objects, wh�ch can lead us
beyond the �mmed�ate �mpress�ons of our memory and senses, �s
that of cause and effect; and that because �t �s the only one, on



wh�ch we can found a just �nference from one object to another. The
�dea of cause and effect �s der�ved from exper�ence, wh�ch �nforms
us, that such part�cular objects, �n all past �nstances, have been
constantly conjo�ned w�th each other: And as an object s�m�lar to one
of these �s supposed to be �mmed�ately present �n �ts �mpress�on, we
thence presume on the ex�stence of one s�m�lar to �ts usual
attendant. Accord�ng to th�s account of th�ngs, wh�ch �s, I th�nk, �n
every po�nt unquest�onable, probab�l�ty �s founded on the
presumpt�on of a resemblance betw�xt those objects, of wh�ch we
have had exper�ence, and those, of wh�ch we have had none; and
therefore �t �s �mposs�ble th�s presumpt�on can ar�se from probab�l�ty.
The same pr�nc�ple cannot be both the cause and effect of another;
and th�s �s, perhaps, the only propos�t�on concern�ng that relat�on,
wh�ch �s e�ther �ntu�t�vely or demonstrat�vely certa�n.

Should any one th�nk to elude th�s argument; and w�thout
determ�n�ng whether our reason�ng on th�s subject be der�ved from
demonstrat�on or probab�l�ty, pretend that all conclus�ons from
causes and effects are bu�lt on sol�d reason�ng: I can only des�re,
that th�s reason�ng may be produced, �n order to be exposed to our
exam�nat�on. It may, perhaps, be sa�d, that after exper�ence of the
constant conjunct�on of certa�n objects, we reason �n the follow�ng
manner. Such an object �s always found to produce another. It �s
�mposs�ble �t coued have th�s effect, �f �t was not endowed w�th a
power of product�on. The power necessar�ly �mpl�es the effect; and
therefore there �s a just foundat�on for draw�ng a conclus�on from the
ex�stence of one object to that of �ts usual attendant. The past
product�on �mpl�es a power: The power �mpl�es a new product�on:
And the new product�on �s what we �nfer from the power and the past
product�on.

It were easy for me to shew the weakness of th�s reason�ng, were I
w�ll�ng to make use of those observat�ons, I have already made, that
the �dea of product�on �s the same w�th that of causat�on, and that no
ex�stence certa�nly and demonstrat�vely �mpl�es a power �n any other
object; or were �t proper to ant�c�pate what I shall have occas�on to
remark afterwards concern�ng the �dea we form of power and
eff�cacy. But as such a method of proceed�ng may seem e�ther to
weaken my system, by rest�ng one part of �t on another, or to breed a



confus�on �n my reason�ng, I shall endeavour to ma�nta�n my present
assert�on w�thout any such ass�stance.

It shall therefore be allowed for a moment, that the product�on of
one object by another �n any one �nstance �mpl�es a power; and that
th�s power �s connected w�th �ts effect. But �t hav�ng been already
proved, that the power l�es not �n the sens�ble qual�t�es of the cause;
and there be�ng noth�ng but the sens�ble qual�t�es present to us; I
ask, why �n other �nstances you presume that the same power st�ll
ex�sts, merely upon the appearance of these qual�t�es? Your appeal
to past exper�ence dec�des noth�ng �n the present case; and at the
utmost can only prove, that that very object, wh�ch produced any
other, was at that very �nstant endowed w�th such a power; but can
never prove, that the same power must cont�nue �n the same object
or collect�on of sens�ble qual�t�es; much less, that a l�ke power �s
always conjo�ned w�th l�ke sens�ble qual�t�es, should �t be sa�d, that
we have exper�ence, that the same power cont�nues un�ted w�th the
same object, and that l�ke objects are endowed w�th l�ke powers, I
would renew my quest�on, why from th�s exper�ence we form any
conclus�on beyond those past �nstances, of wh�ch we have had
exper�ence. If you answer th�s quest�on �n, the same manner as the
preced�ng, your answer g�ves st�ll occas�on to a new quest�on of the
same k�nd, even �n �nf�n�tum; wh�ch clearly proves, that the forego�ng
reason�ng had no just foundat�on.

Thus not only our reason fa�ls us �n the d�scovery of the ult�mate
connex�on of causes and effects, but even after exper�ence has
�nformed us of the�r constant conjunct�on, �t �s �mposs�ble for us to
sat�sfy ourselves by our reason, why we should extend that
exper�ence beyond those part�cular �nstances, wh�ch have fallen
under our observat�on. We suppose, but are never able to prove,
that there must be a resemblance betw�xt those objects, of wh�ch we
have had exper�ence, and those wh�ch l�e beyond the reach of our
d�scovery.

We have already taken not�ce of certa�n relat�ons, wh�ch make us
pass from one object to another, even though there be no reason to
determ�ne us to that trans�t�on; and th�s we may establ�sh for a
general rule, that wherever the m�nd constantly and un�formly makes



a trans�t�on w�thout any reason, �t �s �nfluenced by these relat�ons.
Now th�s �s exactly the present case. Reason can never shew us the
connex�on of one object w�th another, though a�ded by exper�ence,
and the observat�on of the�r constant conjunct�on �n all past
�nstances. When the m�nd, therefore, passes from the �dea or
�mpress�on of one object to the �dea or bel�ef of another, �t �s not
determ�ned by reason, but by certa�n pr�nc�ples, wh�ch assoc�ate
together the �deas of these objects, and un�te them �n the
�mag�nat�on. Had �deas no more un�on �n the fancy than objects
seem to have to the understand�ng, we coued never draw any
�nference from causes to effects, nor repose bel�ef �n any matter of
fact. The �nference, therefore, depends solely on the un�on of �deas.

The pr�nc�ples of un�on among �deas, I have reduced to three
general ones, and have asserted, that the �dea or �mpress�on of any
object naturally �ntroduces the �dea of any other object, that �s
resembl�ng, cont�guous to, or connected w�th �t. These pr�nc�ples I
allow to be ne�ther the �nfall�ble nor the sole causes of an un�on
among �deas. They are not the �nfall�ble causes. For one may f�x h�s
attent�on dur�ng Somet�me on any one object w�thout look�ng farther.
They are not the sole causes. For the thought has ev�dently a very
�rregular mot�on �n runn�ng along �ts objects, and may leap from the
heavens to the earth, from one end of the creat�on to the other,
w�thout any certa�n method or order. But though I allow th�s
weakness �n these three relat�ons, and th�s �rregular�ty �n the
�mag�nat�on; yet I assert that the only general pr�nc�ples, wh�ch
assoc�ate �deas, are resemblance, cont�gu�ty and causat�on.

There �s �ndeed a pr�nc�ple of un�on among �deas, wh�ch at f�rst
s�ght may be esteemed d�fferent from any of these, but w�ll be found
at the bottom to depend on the same or�g�n. When every �nd�v�dual of
any spec�es of objects �s found by exper�ence to be constantly un�ted
w�th an �nd�v�dual of another spec�es, the appearance of any new
�nd�v�dual of e�ther spec�es naturally conveys the thought to �ts usual
attendant. Thus because such a part�cular �dea �s commonly
annexed to such a part�cular word, noth�ng �s requ�red but the
hear�ng of that word to produce the correspondent �dea; and �t w�ll
scarce be poss�ble for the m�nd, by �ts utmost efforts, to prevent that
trans�t�on. In th�s case �t �s not absolutely necessary, that upon



hear�ng such a part�cular sound we should reflect on any past
exper�ence, and cons�der what �dea has been usually connected w�th
the sound. The �mag�nat�on of �tself suppl�es the place of th�s
reflect�on, and �s so accustomed to pass from the word to the �dea,
that �t �nterposes not a moment's delay betw�xt the hear�ng of the
one, and the concept�on of the other.

But though I acknowledge th�s to be a true pr�nc�ple of assoc�at�on
among �deas, I assert �t to be the very same w�th that betw�xt the
�deas of cause and effects and to be an essent�al part �n all our
reason�ngs from that relat�on. We have no other not�on of cause and
effect, but that of certa�n objects, wh�ch have been always conjo�ned
together, and wh�ch �n all past �nstances have been found
�nseparable. We cannot penetrate �nto the reason of the conjunct�on.
We only observe the th�ng �tself, and always f�nd that from the
constant conjunct�on the objects acqu�re an un�on �n the �mag�nat�on.
When the �mpress�on of one becomes present to us, we �mmed�ately
form an �dea of �ts usual attendant; and consequently we may
establ�sh th�s as one part of the def�n�t�on of an op�n�on or bel�ef, that
�t �s an �dea related to or assoc�ated w�th a present �mpress�on.

Thus though causat�on be a ph�losoph�cal relat�on, as �mply�ng
cont�gu�ty, success�on, and constant conjunct�on, yet �t �s only so far
as �t �s a natural relat�on, and produces an un�on among our �deas,
that we are able to reason upon �t, or draw any �nference from �t.





SECT. VII. OF THE NATURE OF THE
IDEA OR BELIEF.

The �dea of an object �s an essent�al part of the bel�ef of �t, but not
the whole. We conce�ve many th�ngs, wh�ch we do not bel�eve. In
order then to d�scover more fully the nature of bel�ef, or the qual�t�es
of those �deas we assent to, let us we�gh the follow�ng
cons�derat�ons.

It �s ev�dent, that all reason�ngs from causes or effects term�nate �n
conclus�ons, concern�ng matter of fact; that �s, concern�ng the
ex�stence of objects or of the�r qual�t�es. It �s also ev�dent, that the
�dea, of ex�stence �s noth�ng d�fferent from the �dea of any object, and
that when after the s�mple concept�on of any th�ng we would
conce�ve �t as ex�stent, we �n real�ty make no add�t�on to or alterat�on
on our f�rst �dea. Thus when we aff�rm, that God �s ex�stent, we
s�mply form the �dea of such a be�ng, as he �s represented to us; nor
�s the ex�stence, wh�ch we attr�bute to h�m, conce�ved by a part�cular
�dea, wh�ch we jo�n to the �dea of h�s other qual�t�es, and can aga�n
separate and d�st�ngu�sh from them. But I go farther; and not content
w�th assert�ng, that the concept�on of the ex�stence of any object �s
no add�t�on to the s�mple concept�on of �t, I l�kew�se ma�nta�n, that the
bel�ef of the ex�stence jo�ns no new �deas to those wh�ch compose
the �dea of the object. When I th�nk of God, when I th�nk of h�m as
ex�stent, and when I bel�eve h�m to be ex�stent, my �dea of h�m
ne�ther encreases nor d�m�n�shes. But as �t �s certa�n there �s a great
d�fference betw�xt the s�mple concept�on of the ex�stence of an
object, and the bel�ef of �t, and as th�s d�fference l�es not �n the parts
or compos�t�on of the �dea, wh�ch we conce�ve; �t follows, that �t must
l�e �n the manner, �n wh�ch we conce�ve �t.

Suppose a person present w�th me, who advances propos�t�ons, to
wh�ch I do not assent, that Caesar dyed �n h�s bed, that s�lver �s more
fus�ble, than lead, or mercury heav�er than gold; �t �s ev�dent, that



notw�thstand�ng my �ncredul�ty, I clearly understand h�s mean�ng, and
form all the same �deas, wh�ch he forms. My �mag�nat�on �s endowed
w�th the same powers as h�s; nor �s �t poss�ble for h�m to conce�ve
any �dea, wh�ch I cannot conce�ve; nor conjo�n any, wh�ch I cannot
conjo�n. I therefore ask, Where�n cons�sts the d�fference betw�xt
bel�ev�ng and d�sbel�ev�ng any propos�t�on? The answer �s easy w�th
regard to propos�t�ons, that are proved by �ntu�t�on or demonstrat�on.
In that case, the person, who assents, not only conce�ves the �deas
accord�ng to the propos�t�on, but �s necessar�ly determ�ned to
conce�ve them �n that part�cular manner, e�ther �mmed�ately or by the
�nterpos�t�on of other �deas. Whatever �s absurd �s un�ntell�g�ble; nor
�s �t poss�ble for the �mag�nat�on to conce�ve any th�ng contrary to a
demonstrat�on. But as �n reason�ngs from causat�on, and concern�ng
matters of fact, th�s absolute necess�ty cannot take place, and the
�mag�nat�on �s free to conce�ve both s�des of the quest�on, I st�ll ask,
Where�n cons�sts the deference betw�xt �ncredul�ty and bel�ef? s�nce
�n both cases the concept�on of the �dea �s equally poss�ble and
requ�s�te.

It w�ll not be a sat�sfactory answer to say, that a person, who does
not assent to a propos�t�on you advance; after hav�ng conce�ved the
object �n the same manner w�th you; �mmed�ately conce�ves �t �n a
d�fferent manner, and has d�fferent �deas of �t. Th�s answer �s
unsat�sfactory; not because �t conta�ns any falshood, but because �t
d�scovers not all the truth. It �s contest, that �n all cases, where�n we
d�ssent from any person, we conce�ve both s�des of the quest�on; but
as we can bel�eve only one, �t ev�dently follows, that the bel�ef must
make some d�fference betw�xt that concept�on to wh�ch we assent,
and that from wh�ch we d�ssent. We may m�ngle, and un�te, and
separate, and confound, and vary our �deas �n a hundred d�fferent
ways; but unt�l there appears some pr�nc�ple, wh�ch f�xes one of
these d�fferent s�tuat�ons, we have �n real�ty no op�n�on: And th�s
pr�nc�ple, as �t pla�nly makes no add�t�on to our precedent �deas, can
only change the manner of our conce�v�ng them.

All the percept�ons of the m�nd are of two k�nds, v�z. �mpress�ons
and �deas, wh�ch d�ffer from each other only �n the�r d�fferent degrees
of force and v�vac�ty. Our �deas are copyed from our �mpress�ons,
and represent them �n all the�r parts. When you would any way vary



the �dea of a part�cular object, you can only encrease or d�m�n�sh �ts
force and v�vac�ty. If you make any other change on �t, �t represents a
d�fferent object or �mpress�on. The case �s the same as �n colours. A
part�cular shade of any colour may acqu�re a new degree of
l�vel�ness or br�ghtness w�thout any other var�at�on. But when you
produce any other var�at�on, �t �s no longer the same shade or colour.
So that as bel�ef does noth�ng but vary the manner, �n wh�ch we
conce�ve any object, �t can only bestow on our �deas an add�t�onal
force and v�vac�ty. An op�n�on, therefore, or bel�ef may be most
accurately def�ned, a l�vely �dea related to or assoc�ated w�th a
present �mpress�on.

We may here take occas�on to observe a very remarkable error,
wh�ch be�ng frequently �nculcated �n the schools, has become a k�nd
of establ�shd max�m, and �s un�versally rece�ved by all log�c�ans. Th�s
error cons�sts �n the vulgar d�v�s�on of the acts of the understand�ng,
�nto CONCEPTION, JUDGMENT and REASONING, and �n the
def�n�t�ons we g�ve of them. Concept�on �s def�nd to be the s�mple
survey of one or more �deas: Judgment to be the separat�ng or
un�t�ng of d�fferent �deas: Reason�ng to be the separat�ng or un�t�ng
of d�fferent �deas by the �nterpos�t�on of others, wh�ch show the
relat�on they bear to each other. But these d�st�nct�ons and def�n�t�ons
are faulty �n very cons�derable art�cles. For FIRST, �t �s far from be�ng
true, that �n every judgment, wh�ch we form, we un�te two d�fferent
�deas; s�nce �n that propos�t�on, GOD IS, or �ndeed any other, wh�ch
regards ex�stence, the �dea of ex�stence �s no d�st�nct �dea, wh�ch we
un�te w�th that of the object, and wh�ch �s capable of form�ng a
compound �dea by the un�on. SECONDLY, As we can thus form a
propos�t�on, wh�ch conta�ns only one �dea, so we may exert our
reason w�thout employ�ng more than two �deas, and w�thout hav�ng
recourse to a th�rd to serve as a med�um betw�xt them. We �nfer a
cause �mmed�ately from �ts effect; and th�s �nference �s not only a
true spec�es of reason�ng, but the strongest of all others, and more
conv�nc�ng than when we �nterpose another �dea to connect the two
extremes. What we may �n general aff�rm concern�ng these three
acts of the understand�ng �s, that tak�ng them �n a proper l�ght, they
all resolve themselves �nto the f�rst, and are noth�ng but part�cular
ways of conce�v�ng our objects. Whether we cons�der a s�ngle object,



or several; whether we dwell on these objects, or run from them to
others; and �n whatever form or order we survey them, the act of the
m�nd exceeds not a s�mple concept�on; and the only remarkable
d�fference, wh�ch occurs on th�s occas�on, �s, when we jo�n bel�ef to
the concept�on, and are persuaded of the truth of what we conce�ve.
Th�s act of the m�nd has never yet been expla�nd by any ph�losopher;
and therefore I am at l�berty to propose my hypothes�s concern�ng �t;
wh�ch �s, that �t �s only a strong and steady concept�on of any �dea,
and such as approaches �n some measure to an �mmed�ate
�mpress�on. [FN 5.]
     [FN  5. Here are the heads of those arguments, which 
     lead us to this conclusion. When we infer the existence of 
     an object from that of others, some object must always be 
     present either to the memory or senses, in order to be the 
     foundation of our reasoning; since the mind cannot run up 
     with its inferences IN INFINITUM. Reason can never satisfy 
     us that the existence of any one object does ever imply that 
     of another; so that when we pass from the impression of one 
     to the idea or belief of another, we are not determined by 
     reason, but by custom or a principle of association. But 
     belief is somewhat more than a simple idea. It is a 
     particular manner of forming an idea: And as the same idea 
     can only be varyed by a variation of its degrees of force 
     and vivacity; it follows upon the whole, that belief is a 
     lively idea produced by a relation to a present impression, 
     according to the foregoing definition.] 

Th�s operat�on of the m�nd, wh�ch forms the bel�ef of any matter of
fact, seems h�therto to have been one of the greatest myster�es of
ph�losophy; though no one has so much as suspected, that there
was any d�ff�culty �n expla�n�ng �t. For my part I must own, that I f�nd a
cons�derable d�ff�culty �n the case; and that even when I th�nk I
understand the subject perfectly, I am at a loss for terms to express
my mean�ng. I conclude, by an �nduct�on wh�ch seems to me very
ev�dent, that an op�n�on or bel�ef �s noth�ng but an �dea, that �s
d�fferent from a f�ct�on, not �n the nature or the order of �ts parts, but
�n the manner of �ts be�ng conce�ved. But when I would expla�n th�s
manner, I scarce f�nd any word that fully answers the case, but am
obl�ged to have recourse to every one's feel�ng, �n order to g�ve h�m
a perfect not�on of th�s operat�on of the m�nd. An �dea assented to
FEELS d�fferent from a f�ct�t�ous �dea, that the fancy alone presents
to us: And th�s d�fferent feel�ng I endeavour to expla�n by call�ng �t a
super�or force, or v�vac�ty, or sol�d�ty, or FIRMNESS, or stead�ness.



Th�s var�ety of terms, wh�ch may seem so unph�losoph�cal, �s
�ntended only to express that act of the m�nd, wh�ch renders real�t�es
more present to us than f�ct�ons, causes them to we�gh more �n the
thought, and g�ves them a super�or �nfluence on the pass�ons and
�mag�nat�on. Prov�ded we agree about the th�ng, �t �s needless to
d�spute about the terms. The �mag�nat�on has the command over all
�ts �deas, and can jo�n, and m�x, and vary them �n all the ways
poss�ble. It may conce�ve objects w�th all the c�rcumstances of place
and t�me. It may set them, �n a manner, before our eyes �n the�r true
colours, just as they m�ght have ex�sted. But as �t �s �mposs�ble, that
that faculty can ever, of �tself, reach bel�ef, �t �s ev�dent, that bel�ef
cons�sts not �n the nature and order of our �deas, but �n the manner
of the�r concept�on, and �n the�r feel�ng to the m�nd. T confess, that �t
�s �mposs�ble to expla�n perfectly th�s feel�ng or manner of
concept�on. We may make use of words, that express someth�ng
near �t. But �ts true and proper name �s bel�ef, wh�ch �s a term that
every one suff�c�ently understands �n common l�fe. And �n ph�losophy
we can go no farther, than assert, that �t �s someth�ng felt by the
m�nd, wh�ch d�st�ngu�shes the �deas of the judgment from the f�ct�ons
of the �mag�nat�on. It g�ves them more force and �nfluence; makes
them appear of greater �mportance; �nf�xes them �n the m�nd; and
renders them the govern�ng pr�nc�ples of all our act�ons.

Th�s def�n�t�on w�ll also be found to be ent�rely conformable to
every one's feel�ng and exper�ence. Noth�ng �s more ev�dent, than
that those �deas, to wh�ch we assent, are more strong, f�rm and v�v�d,
than the loose rever�es of a castle-bu�lder. If one person s�ts down to
read a book as a romance, and another as a true h�story, they pla�nly
rece�ve the same �deas, and �n the same order; nor does the
�ncredul�ty of the one, and the bel�ef of the other h�nder them from
putt�ng the very same sense upon the�r author. H�s words produce
the same �deas �n both; though h�s test�mony has not the same
�nfluence on them. The latter has a more l�vely concept�on of all the
�nc�dents. He enters deeper �nto the concerns of the persons:
represents to h�mself the�r act�ons, and characters, and fr�endsh�ps,
and enm�t�es: He even goes so far as to form a not�on of the�r
features, and a�r, and person. Wh�le the former, who g�ves no cred�t
to the test�mony of the author, has a more fa�nt and langu�d



concept�on of all these part�culars; and except on account of the
style and �ngenu�ty of the compos�t�on, can rece�ve l�ttle
enterta�nment from �t.



SECT. VIII. OF THE CAUSES OF
BELIEF.

Hav�ng thus expla�ned the nature of bel�ef, and shewn that �t
cons�sts �n a l�vely �dea related to a present �mpress�on; let us now
proceed to exam�ne from what pr�nc�ples �t �s der�ved, and what
bestows the v�vac�ty on the �dea.

I would w�ll�ngly establ�sh �t as a general max�m �n the sc�ence of
human nature, that when any �mpress�on becomes present to us, �t
not only transports the m�nd to such �deas as are related to �t, but
l�kew�se commun�cates to them a share of �ts force and v�vac�ty. All
the operat�ons of the m�nd depend �n a great measure on �ts
d�spos�t�on, when �t performs them; and accord�ng as the sp�r�ts are
more or less elevated, and the attent�on more or less f�xed, the
act�on w�ll always have more or less v�gour and v�vac�ty. When
therefore any object �s presented, wh�ch elevates and enl�vens the
thought, every act�on, to wh�ch the m�nd appl�es �tself, w�ll be more
strong and v�v�d, as Tong as that d�spos�t�on cont�nues, Now �t �s
ev�dent the cont�nuance of the d�spos�t�on depends ent�rely on the
objects, about wh�ch the m�nd �s employed; and that any new object
naturally g�ves a new d�rect�on to the sp�r�ts, and changes the
d�spos�t�on; as on the contrary, when the m�nd f�xes constantly on the
same object, or passes eas�ly and �nsens�bly along related objects,
the d�spos�t�on has a much longer durat�on. Hence �t happens, that
when the m�nd �s once �nl�vened by a present �mpress�on, �t proceeds
to form a more l�vely �dea of the related objects, by a natural
trans�t�on of the d�spos�t�on from the one to the other. The change of
the objects �s so easy, that the m�nd �s scarce sens�ble of �t, but
appl�es �tself to the concept�on of the related �dea w�th all the force
and v�vac�ty �t acqu�red from the present �mpress�on.

If �n cons�der�ng the nature of relat�on, and that fac�l�ty of trans�t�on,
wh�ch �s essent�al to �t, we can sat�sfy ourselves concern�ng the



real�ty of th�s phaenomenon, �t �s well: But I must confess I place my
ch�ef conf�dence �n exper�ence to prove so mater�al a pr�nc�ple. We
may, therefore, observe, as the f�rst exper�ment to our present
purpose, that upon the appearance of the p�cture of an absent fr�end,
our �dea of h�m �s ev�dently �nl�vened by the resemblance, and that
every pass�on, wh�ch that �dea occas�ons, whether of joy or sorrow,
acqu�res new force and v�gour. In produc�ng th�s effect there concur
both a relat�on and a present �mpress�on. Where the p�cture bears
h�m no resemblance, or at least was not �ntended for h�m, �t never so
much as conveys our thought to h�m: And where �t �s absent, as well
as the person; though the m�nd may pass from the thought of the
one to that of the other; �t feels �ts �dea to be rather weekend than
�nl�vened by that trans�t�on. We take a pleasure �n v�ew�ng the p�cture
of a fr�end, when �t �s set before us; but when �t �s removed, rather
choose to cons�der h�m d�rectly, than by reflex�on �n an �mage, wh�ch
�s equally d�st�nct and obscure.

The ceremon�es of the Roman Cathol�c rel�g�on may be
cons�dered as exper�ments of the same nature. The devotees of that
strange superst�t�on usually plead �n excuse of the mummer�es, w�th
wh�ch they are upbra�ded, that they feel the good effect of those
external mot�ons, and postures, and act�ons, �n enl�ven�ng the�r
devot�on, and qu�cken�ng the�r fervour, wh�ch otherw�se would decay
away, �f d�rected ent�rely to d�stant and �mmater�al objects. We
shadow out the objects of our fa�th, say they, �n sens�ble types and
�mages, and render them more present to us by the �mmed�ate
presence of these types, than �t �s poss�ble for us to do, merely by an
�ntellectual v�ew and contemplat�on. Sens�ble objects have always a
greater �nfluence on the fancy than any other; and th�s �nfluence they
read�ly convey to those �deas, to wh�ch they are related, and wh�ch
they Resemble. I shall only �nfer from these pract�ces, and th�s
reason�ng, that the effect of resemblance �n �nl�ven�ng the �dea �s
very common; and as �n every case a resemblance and a present
�mpress�on must concur, we are abundantly supplyed w�th
exper�ments to prove the real�ty of the forego�ng pr�nc�ple.

We may add force to these exper�ments by others of a d�fferent
k�nd, �n cons�der�ng the effects of cont�gu�ty, as well as of
resemblance. It �s certa�n, that d�stance d�m�n�shes the force of every



�dea, and that upon our approach to any object; though �t does not
d�scover �tself to our senses; �t operates upon the m�nd w�th an
�nfluence that �m�tates an �mmed�ate �mpress�on. The th�nk�ng on any
object read�ly transports the m�nd to what �s cont�guous; but �t �s only
the actual presence of an object, that transports �t w�th a super�or
v�vac�ty. When I am a few m�les from home, whatever relates to �t
touches me more nearly than when I am two hundred leagues
d�stant; though even at that d�stance the reflect�ng on any th�ng �n the
ne�ghbourhood of my fr�ends and fam�ly naturally produces an �dea
of them. But as �n th�s latter case, both the objects of the m�nd are
�deas; notw�thstand�ng there �s an easy trans�t�on betw�xt them; that
trans�t�on alone �s not able to g�ve a super�or v�vac�ty to any of the
�deas, for want of some �mmed�ate �mpress�on. [FN 6.]
     [FN  6. NATURANE NOBIS, IN QUIT, DATUM DICAM, AN ERRORE 
     QUODAM, UT, CUM EA LOCA VIDEAMUS, IN QUIBUS MEMORIA DIGNOS 
     VIROS ACCEPERIMUS MULTURN ESSE VERSATOS, MAGIS MOVEAMUR, 
     QUAM SIQUANDO EORUM IPSORUM AUT JACTA AUDIAMUS, AUT SCRIPTUM 
     ALIQUOD LEGAMUS? VELUT EGO NUNC MOVEOR. VENIT ENIM MIHI 
     PLATONIS IN MENTEM: QUEM ACCIPIMUS PRIMURN HIC DISPUTARE 
     SOLITUM: CUJUS ETIAM ILLI HORTULI PROPINQUI NON MEMORIAM 
     SOLUM MIHI AFFERUNT, SED IPSUM VIDENTUR IN CONSPECTU MEO HIC 
     PONERE. HIC SPEUSIPPUS, HIC XENOCRATES, HIC EJUS AUDITOR 
     POLEMO; CUJUS IPSA ILLA SESSIO FUIT, QUAM VIDEAMUS. EQUIDEM 
     ETIAM CURIAM NOSTRAM, HOSTILIAM DICO, NON HANC NOVAM, QUAE 
     MIHI MINOR ESSE VIDETUR POST QUAM EST MAJOR, SOLE BARN 
     INTUENS SCIPIONEM, CATONEM, LACLIUM, NOSTRUM VERO IN PRIMIS 
     AVUM COGITARE. TANTA VIS ADMONITIONIS INEST IN LOCIS; UT NON 
     SINE CAUSA EX HIS MEMORIAE DUCTA SIT DISCIPLINA. Cicero de 
     Finibus, lib. 5. 

     {"Should I, he said, "attribute to instinct or to some kind 
     of illusion the fact that when we see those places in which 
     we are told notable men spent much of their time, we are 
     more powerfully affected than when we hear of the exploits 
     of the men themselves or read something written? This is 
     just what is happening to me now; for I am reminded of Plato 
     who, we are told, was the first to make a practice of 
     holding discussions here. Those gardens of his near by do 
     not merely put me in mind of him; they seem to set the man 
     himself before my very eyes. Speusippus was here; so was 
     Xenocrates; so was his pupil, Polemo, and that very seat 
     which we may view was his. 

     "Then again, when I looked at our Senate-house (I mean the 
     old building of Hostilius, not this new one; when it was 
     enlarged, it diminished in my estimation), I used to think 
     of Scipio, Cato, Laelius and in particular of my own 
     grandfather. 

     "Such is the power of places to evoke associations; so it is 



     with good reason that they are used as a basis for memory 
     training."}] 

No one can doubt but causat�on has the same �nfluence as the
other two relat�ons; of resemblance and cont�gu�ty. Superst�t�ous
people are fond of the rel�cks of sa�nts and holy men, for the same
reason that they seek after types and �mages, �n order to enl�ven
the�r devot�on, and g�ve them a more �nt�mate and strong concept�on
of those exemplary l�ves, wh�ch they des�re to �m�tate. Now �t �s
ev�dent, one of the best rel�cks a devotee coued procure, would be
the handywork of a sa�nt; and �f h�s cloaths and furn�ture are ever to
be cons�dered �n th�s l�ght, �t �s because they were once at h�s
d�sposal, and were moved and affected by h�m; �n wh�ch respect they
are to be cons�dered as �mperfect effects, and as connected w�th h�m
by a shorter cha�n of consequences than any of those, from wh�ch
we learn the real�ty of h�s ex�stence. Th�s phaenomenon clearly
proves, that a present �mpress�on w�th a relat�on of causat�on may,
�nl�ven any �dea, and consequently produce bel�ef or assent,
accord�ng to the precedent def�n�t�on of �t.

But why need we seek for other arguments to prove, that a
present �mpress�on w�th a relat�on or trans�t�on of the fancy may
�nl�ven any �dea, when th�s very �nstance of our reason�ngs from
cause and effect w�ll alone suff�ce to that purpose? It �s certa�n we
must have an �dea of every matter of fact, wh�ch we bel�eve. It �s
certa�n, that th�s �dea ar�ses only from a relat�on to a present
�mpress�on. It �s certa�n, that the bel�ef super-adds noth�ng to the
�dea, but only changes our manner of conce�v�ng �t, and renders �t
more strong and l�vely. The present conclus�on concern�ng the
�nfluence of relat�on �s the �mmed�ate consequence of all these steps;
and every step appears to me sure end �nfall�ble. There enters
noth�ng �nto th�s operat�on of the m�nd but a present �mpress�on, a
l�vely �dea, and a relat�on or assoc�at�on �n the fancy betw�xt the
�mpress�on and �dea; so that there can be no susp�c�on of m�stake.

In order to put th�s whole affa�r �n a fuller l�ght, let us cons�der �t as
a quest�on �n natural ph�losophy, wh�ch we must determ�ne by
exper�ence and observat�on. I suppose there �s an object presented,
from wh�ch I draw a certa�n conclus�on, and form to myself �deas,
wh�ch I am sa�d to bel�eve or assent to. Here �t �s ev�dent, that



however that object, wh�ch �s present to my senses, and that other,
whose ex�stence I �nfer by reason�ng, may be thought to �nfluence
each other by the�r part�cular powers or qual�t�es; yet as the
phenomenon of bel�ef, wh�ch we at present exam�ne, �s merely
�nternal, these powers and qual�t�es, be�ng ent�rely unknown, can
have no hand �n produc�ng �t. It �s the present �mpress�on, wh�ch �s to
be cons�dered as the true and real cause of the �dea, and of the
bel�ef wh�ch attends �t. We must therefore endeavour to d�scover by
exper�ments the part�cular qual�t�es, by wh�ch �t �s enabled to produce
so extraord�nary an effect.

F�rst then I observe, that the present �mpress�on has not th�s effect
by �ts own proper power and eff�cacy, and when cons�dered alone,
as a s�ngle percept�on, l�m�ted to the present moment. I f�nd, that an
�mpress�on, from wh�ch, on �ts f�rst appearance, I can draw no
conclus�on, may afterwards become the foundat�on of bel�ef, when I
have had exper�ence of �ts usual consequences. We must �n every
case have observed the same �mpress�on �n past �nstances, and
have found �t to be constantly conjo�ned w�th some other �mpress�on.
Th�s �s conf�rmed by such a mult�tude of exper�ments, that �t adm�ts
not of the smallest doubt.

From a second observat�on I conclude, that the bel�ef, wh�ch
attends the present �mpress�on, and �s produced by a number of past
�mpress�ons and conjunct�ons; that th�s bel�ef, I say, ar�ses
�mmed�ately, w�thout any new operat�on of the reason or �mag�nat�on.
Of th�s I can be certa�n, because I never am consc�ous of any such
operat�on, and f�nd noth�ng �n the subject, on wh�ch �t can be
founded. Now as we call every th�ng CUSTOM, wh�ch proceeds from
a past repet�t�on, w�thout any new reason�ng or conclus�on, we-may
establ�sh �t as a certa�n truth, that all the bel�ef, wh�ch follows upon
any present �mpress�on, �s der�ved solely from that or�g�n. When we
are accustomed to see two �mpress�ons conjo�ned together, the
appearance or �dea of the one �mmed�ately carr�es us to the �dea of
the other.

Be�ng fully sat�sfyed on th�s head, I make a th�rd set of
exper�ments, �n order to know, whether any th�ng be requ�s�te, bes�de
the customary trans�t�on, towards the product�on of th�s



phaenomenon of bel�ef. I therefore change the f�rst �mpress�on �nto
an �dea; and observe, that though the customary trans�t�on to the
correlat�ve �dea st�ll rema�ns, yet there �s �n real�ty no bel�ef nor
perswas�on. A present �mpress�on, then, �s absolutely requ�s�te to
th�s whole operat�on; and when after th�s I compare an �mpress�on
w�th an �dea, and f�nd that the�r only d�fference cons�sts �n the�r
d�fferent degrees of force and v�vac�ty, I conclude upon the whole,
that bel�ef �s a more v�v�d and �ntense concept�on of an �dea,
proceed�ng from �ts relat�on to a present �mpress�on.

Thus all probable reason�ng �s noth�ng but a spec�es of sensat�on.
It �s not solely �n poetry and mus�c, we must follow our taste and
sent�ment, but l�kew�se �n ph�losophy. When I am conv�nced of any
pr�nc�ple, �t �s only an �dea, wh�ch str�kes more strongly upon me.
When I g�ve the preference to one set of arguments above another, I
do noth�ng but dec�de from my feel�ng concern�ng the super�or�ty of
the�r �nfluence. Objects have no d�scoverable connex�on together;
nor �s �t from any other pr�nc�ple but custom operat�ng upon the
�mag�nat�on, that we can draw any �nference from the appearance of
one to the ex�stence of another.

It w�ll here be worth our observat�on, that the past exper�ence, on
wh�ch all our judgments concern�ng cause and effect depend, may
operate on our m�nd �n such an �nsens�ble manner as never to be
taken not�ce of, and may even �n some measure be unknown to us.
A person, who stops short �n h�s journey upon meet�ng a r�ver �n h�s
way, foresees the consequences of h�s proceed�ng forward; and h�s
knowledge of these consequences �s conveyed to h�m by past
exper�ence, wh�ch �nforms h�m of such certa�n conjunct�ons of
causes and effects. But can we th�nk, that on th�s occas�on he
reflects on any past exper�ence, and calls to remembrance
�nstances, that he has seen or heard of, �n order to d�scover the
effects of water on an�mal bod�es? No surely; th�s �s not the method,
�n wh�ch he proceeds �n h�s reason�ng. The �dea of s�nk�ng �s so
closely connected w�th that of water, and the �dea of suffocat�ng w�th
that of s�nk�ng, that the m�nd makes the trans�t�on w�thout the
ass�stance of the memory. The custom operates before we have
t�me for reflect�on. The objects seem so �nseparable, that we
�nterpose not a moment's delay �n pass�ng from the one to the other.



But as th�s trans�t�on proceeds from exper�ence, and not from any
pr�mary connex�on betw�xt the �deas, we must necessar�ly
acknowledge, that exper�ence may produce a bel�ef and a judgment
of causes and effects by a secret operat�on, and w�thout be�ng once
thought of. Th�s removes all pretext, �f there yet rema�ns any, for
assert�ng that the m�nd �s conv�nced by reason�ng of that pr�nc�ple,
that �nstances of wh�ch we have no exper�ence, must necessar�ly
resemble those, of wh�ch we have. For we here f�nd, that the
understand�ng or �mag�nat�on can draw �nferences from past
exper�ence, w�thout reflect�ng on �t; much more w�thout form�ng any
pr�nc�ple concern�ng �t, or reason�ng upon that pr�nc�ple.

In general we may observe, that �n all the most establ�shed and
un�form conjunct�ons of causes and effects, such as those of grav�ty,
�mpulse, sol�d�ty, &c. the m�nd never carr�es �ts v�ew expressly to
cons�der any past exper�ence: Though �n other assoc�at�ons of
objects, wh�ch are more rare and unusual, �t may ass�st the custom
and trans�t�on of �deas by th�s reflect�on. Nay we f�nd �n some cases,
that the reflect�on produces the bel�ef w�thout the custom; or more
properly speak�ng, that the reflect�on produces the custom �n an
obl�que and art�f�c�al manner. I expla�n myself. It �s certa�n, that not
only �n ph�losophy, but even �n common l�fe, we may atta�n the
knowledge of a part�cular cause merely by one exper�ment, prov�ded
�t be made w�th judgment, and after a careful removal of all fore�gn
and superfluous c�rcumstances. Now as after one exper�ment of th�s
k�nd, the m�nd, upon the appearance e�ther of the cause or the
effect, can draw an �nference concern�ng the ex�stence of �ts
correlat�ve; and as a hab�t can never be acqu�red merely by one
�nstance; �t may be thought, that bel�ef cannot �n th�s case be
esteemed the effect of custom. But th�s d�ff�culty w�ll van�sh, �f we
cons�der, that though we are here supposed to have had only one
exper�ment of a part�cular effect, yet we have many m�ll�ons to
conv�nce us of th�s pr�nc�ple; that l�ke objects placed �n l�ke
c�rcumstances, w�ll always produce l�ke effects; and as th�s pr�nc�ple
has establ�shed �tself by a suff�c�ent custom, �t bestows an ev�dence
and f�rmness on any op�n�on, to wh�ch �t can be appl�ed. The
connex�on of the �deas �s not hab�tual after one exper�ment: but th�s
connex�on �s comprehended under another pr�nc�ple, that �s hab�tual;



wh�ch br�ngs us back to our hypothes�s. In all cases we transfer our
exper�ence to �nstances, of wh�ch we have no exper�ence, e�ther
expressly or tac�tly, e�ther d�rectly or �nd�rectly.

I must not conclude th�s subject w�thout observ�ng, that �t �s very
d�ff�cult to talk of the operat�ons of the m�nd w�th perfect propr�ety and
exactness; because common language has seldom made any very
n�ce d�st�nct�ons among them, but has generally called by the same
term all such as nearly resemble each other. And as th�s �s a source
almost �nev�table of obscur�ty and confus�on �n the author; so �t may
frequently g�ve r�se to doubts and object�ons �n the reader, wh�ch
otherw�se he would never have dreamed of. Thus my general
pos�t�on, that an op�n�on or bel�ef �s noth�ng but a strong and l�vely
�dea der�ved from a present �mpress�on related to �t, maybe l�able to
the follow�ng object�on, by reason of a l�ttle amb�gu�ty �n those words
strong and l�vely. It may be sa�d, that not only an �mpress�on may
g�ve r�se to reason�ng, but that an �dea may also have the same
�nfluence; espec�ally upon my pr�nc�ple, that all our �deas are der�ved
from correspondent �mpress�ons. For suppose I form at present an
�dea, of wh�ch I have forgot the correspondent �mpress�on, I am able
to conclude from th�s �dea, that such an �mpress�on d�d once ex�st;
and as th�s conclus�on �s attended w�th bel�ef, �t may be asked, from
whence are the qual�t�es of force and v�vac�ty der�ved, wh�ch
const�tute th�s bel�ef? And to th�s I answer very read�ly, from the
present �dea. For as th�s �dea �s not here cons�dered, as the
representat�on of any absent object, but as a real percept�on �n the
m�nd, of wh�ch we are �nt�mately consc�ous, �t must be able to bestow
on whatever �s related to �t the same qual�ty, call �t f�rmness, or
sol�d�ty, or force, or v�vac�ty, w�th wh�ch the m�nd reflects upon �t, and
�s assured of �ts present ex�stence. The �dea here suppl�es the place
of an �mpress�on, and �s ent�rely the same, so far as regards our
present purpose.

Upon the same pr�nc�ples we need not be surpr�zed to hear of the
remembrance of an �dea: that �s, of the �dea of an �dea, and of �ts
force and v�vac�ty super�or to the loose concept�ons of the
�mag�nat�on. In th�nk�ng of our past thoughts we not only del�neate
out the objects, of wh�ch we were th�nk�ng, but also conce�ve the
act�on of the m�nd �n the med�tat�on, that certa�n JE-NE-SCAI-QUOI,



of wh�ch �t �s �mposs�ble to g�ve any def�n�t�on or descr�pt�on, but
wh�ch every one suff�c�ently understands. When the memory offers
an �dea of th�s, and represents �t as past, �t �s eas�ly conce�ved how
that �dea may have more v�gour and f�rmness, than when we th�nk of
a past thought, of wh�ch we have no remembrance.

After th�s any one w�ll understand how we may form the �dea of an
�mpress�on and of an �dea, and how we way bel�eve the ex�stence of
an �mpress�on and of an �dea.



SECT. IX. OF THE EFFECTS OF
OTHER RELATIONS AND OTHER

HABITS.
However conv�nc�ng the forego�ng arguments may appear, we

must not rest contented w�th them, but must turn the subject on
every s�de, �n order to f�nd some new po�nts of v�ew, from wh�ch we
may �llustrate and conf�rm such extraord�nary, and such fundamental
pr�nc�ples. A scrupulous hes�tat�on to rece�ve any new hypothes�s �s
so laudable a d�spos�t�on �n ph�losophers, and so necessary to the
exam�nat�on of truth, that �t deserves to be complyed w�th, and
requ�res that every argument be produced, wh�ch may tend to the�r
sat�sfact�on, and every object�on removed, wh�ch may stop them �n
the�r reason�ng.

I have often observed, that, bes�de cause and effect, the two
relat�ons of resemblance and cont�gu�ty, are to be cons�dered as
assoc�at�ng pr�nc�ples of thought, and as capable of convey�ng the
�mag�nat�on from one �dea to another. I have also observed, that
when of two objects connected to-ether by any of these relat�ons,
one �s �mmed�ately present to the memory or senses, not only the
m�nd �s conveyed to �ts co-relat�ve by means of the assoc�at�ng
pr�nc�ple; but l�kew�se conce�ves �t w�th an add�t�onal force and
v�gour, by the un�ted operat�on of that pr�nc�ple, and of the present
�mpress�on. All th�s I have observed, �n order to conf�rm by analogy,
my expl�cat�on of our judgments concern�ng cause and effect. But
th�s very argument may, perhaps, be turned aga�nst me, and �nstead
of a conf�rmat�on of my hypothes�s, may become an object�on to �t.
For �t may be sa�d, that �f all the parts of that hypothes�s be true, v�z.
that these three spec�es of relat�on are der�ved from the same
pr�nc�ples; that the�r effects �n �nform�ng and enl�ven�ng our �deas are
the same; and that bel�ef �s noth�ng but a more forc�ble and v�v�d
concept�on of an �dea; �t should follow, that that act�on of the m�nd



may not only be der�ved from the relat�on of cause and effect, but
also from those of cont�gu�ty and resemblance. But as we f�nd by
exper�ence, that bel�ef ar�ses only from causat�on, and that we can
draw no �nference from one object to another, except they be
connected by th�s relat�on, we may conclude, that there �s some error
�n that reason�ng, wh�ch leads us �nto such d�ff�cult�es.

Th�s �s the object�on; let us now cons�der �ts solut�on. It �s ev�dent,
that whatever �s present to the memory, str�k�ng upon the m�nd w�th a
v�vac�ty, wh�ch resembles an �mmed�ate �mpress�on, must become of
cons�derable moment �n all the operat�ons of the m�nd, and must
eas�ly d�st�ngu�sh �tself above the mere f�ct�ons of the �mag�nat�on. Of
these �mpress�ons or �deas of the memory we form a k�nd of system,
comprehend�ng whatever we remember to have been present, e�ther
to our �nternal percept�on or senses; and every part�cular of that
system, jo�ned to the present �mpress�ons, we are pleased to call a
real�ty. But the m�nd stops not here. For f�nd�ng, that w�th th�s system
of percept�ons, there �s another connected by custom, or �f you w�ll,
by the relat�on of cause or effect, �t proceeds to the cons�derat�on of
the�r �deas; and as �t feels that �t �s �n a manner necessar�ly
determ�ned to v�ew these part�cular �deas, and that the custom or
relat�on, by wh�ch �t �s determ�ned, adm�ts not of the least change, �t
forms them �nto a new system, wh�ch �t l�kew�se d�gn�f�es w�th the t�tle
of real�t�es. The f�rst of these systems �s the object of the memory
and senses; the second of the judgment.

It �s th�s latter pr�nc�ple, wh�ch peoples the world, and br�ngs us
acqua�nted w�th such ex�stences, as by the�r removal �n t�me and
place, l�e beyond the reach of the senses and memory. By means of
�t I pa�nt the un�verse �n my �mag�nat�on, and f�x my attent�on on any
part of �t I please. I form an �dea of ROME, wh�ch I ne�ther see nor
remember; but wh�ch �s connected w�th such �mpress�ons as I
remember to have rece�ved from the conversat�on and books of
travellers and h�stor�ans. Th�s �dea of Rome I place �n a certa�n
s�tuat�on on the �dea of an object, wh�ch I call the globe. I jo�n to �t the
concept�on of a part�cular government, and rel�g�on, and manners. I
look backward and cons�der �ts f�rst foundat�on; �ts several
revolut�ons, successes, and m�sfortunes. All th�s, and everyth�ng
else, wh�ch I bel�eve, are noth�ng but �deas; though by the�r force and



settled order, ar�s�ng from custom and the relat�on of cause and
effect, they d�st�ngu�sh themselves from the other �deas, wh�ch are
merely the offspr�ng of the �mag�nat�on.

As to the �nfluence of cont�gu�ty and resemblance, we may
observe, that �f the cont�guous and resembl�ng object be
comprehended �n th�s system of real�t�es, there �s no doubt but these
two relat�ons w�ll ass�st that of cause and effect, and �nf�x the related
�dea w�th more force �n the �mag�nat�on. Th�s I shall enlarge upon
presently. Mean wh�le I shall carry my observat�on a step farther, and
assert, that even where the related object �s but fe�gned, the relat�on
w�ll serve to enl�ven the �dea, and encrease �ts �nfluence. A poet, no
doubt, w�ll be the better able to form a strong descr�pt�on of the
Elys�an f�elds, that he prompts h�s �mag�nat�on by the v�ew of a
beaut�ful meadow or garden; as at another t�me he may by h�s fancy
place h�mself �n the m�dst of these fabulous reg�ons, that by the
fe�gned cont�gu�ty he may enl�ven h�s �mag�nat�on.

But though I cannot altogether exclude the relat�ons of
resemblance and cont�gu�ty from operat�ng on the fancy �n th�s
manner, �t �s observable that, when s�ngle, the�r �nfluence �s very
feeble and uncerta�n. As the relat�on of cause and effect �s requ�s�te
to persuade us of any real ex�stence, so �s th�s persuas�on requ�s�te
to g�ve force to these other relat�ons. For where upon the
appearance of an �mpress�on we not only fe�gn another object, but
l�kew�se arb�trar�ly, and of our mere good-w�ll and pleasure g�ve �t a
part�cular relat�on to the �mpress�on, th�s can have but a small effect
upon the m�nd; nor �s there any reason, why, upon the return of the
same �mpress�on, we should be determ�ned to place the same object
�n the same relat�on to �t. There �s no manner of necess�ty for the
m�nd to fe�gn any resembl�ng and cont�guous objects; and �f �t fe�gns
such, there �s as l�ttle necess�ty for �t always to conf�ne �tself to the
same, w�thout any d�fference or var�at�on. And �ndeed such a f�ct�on
�s founded on so l�ttle reason, that noth�ng but pure capr�ce can
determ�ne the m�nd to form �t; and that pr�nc�ple be�ng fluctuat�ng and
uncerta�n, �t �s �mposs�ble �t can ever operate w�th any cons�derable
degree of force and constancy. The m�nd forsees and ant�c�pates the
change; and even from the very f�rst �nstant feels the looseness of �ts
act�ons, and the weak hold �t has of �ts objects. And as th�s



�mperfect�on �s very sens�ble �n every s�ngle �nstance, �t st�ll
encreases by exper�ence and observat�on, when we compare the
several �nstances we may remember, and form a general rule
aga�nst the repos�ng any assurance �n those momentary gl�mpses of
l�ght, wh�ch ar�se �n the �mag�nat�on from a fe�gned resemblance and
cont�gu�ty.

The relat�on of cause and effect has all the oppos�te advantages.
The objects �t presents are f�xt and unalterable. The �mpress�ons of
the memory never change �n any cons�derable degree; and each
�mpress�on draws along w�th �t a prec�se �dea, wh�ch takes �ts place
�n the �mag�nat�on as someth�ng sol�d and real, certa�n and
�nvar�able. The thought �s always determ�ned to pass from the
�mpress�on to the �dea, and from that part�cular �mpress�on to that
part�cular �dea, w�thout any cho�ce or hes�tat�on.

But not content w�th remov�ng th�s object�on, I shall endeavour to
extract from �t a proof of the present doctr�ne. Cont�gu�ty and
resemblance have an effect much �nfer�or to causat�on; but st�ll have
some effect, and augment the conv�ct�on of any op�n�on, and the
v�vac�ty of any concept�on. If th�s can be proved �n several new
�nstances, bes�de what we have already observed, �t w�ll be allowed
no �ncons�derable argument, that bel�ef �s noth�ng but a l�vely �dea
related to a present �mpress�on.

To beg�n w�th cont�gu�ty; �t has been remarked among the
Mahometans as well as Chr�st�ans, that those p�lgr�ms, who have
seen MECCA or the HOLY LAND, are ever after more fa�thful and
zealous bel�evers, than those who have not had that advantage. A
man, whose memory presents h�m w�th a l�vely �mage of the Red-
Sea, and the Desert, and Jerusalem, and Gal�lee, can never doubt of
any m�raculous events, wh�ch are related e�ther by Moses or the
Evangel�sts. The l�vely �dea of the places passes by an easy
trans�t�on to the facts, wh�ch are supposed to have been related to
them by cont�gu�ty, and encreases the bel�ef by encreas�ng the
v�vac�ty of the concept�on. The remembrance of these f�elds and
r�vers has the same �nfluence on the vulgar as a new argument; and
from the same causes.



We may form a l�ke observat�on concern�ng resemblance. We
have remarked, that the conclus�on, wh�ch we draw from a present
object to �ts absent cause or effect, �s never founded on any
qual�t�es, wh�ch we observe �n that object, cons�dered �n �tself, or, �n
other words, that �t �s �mposs�ble to determ�ne, otherw�se than by
exper�ence, what w�ll result from any phenomenon, or what has
preceded �t. But though th�s be so ev�dent �n �tself, that �t seemed not
to requ�re any, proof; yet some ph�losophers have �mag�ned that
there �s an apparent cause for the commun�cat�on of mot�on, and that
a reasonable man m�ght �mmed�ately �nfer the mot�on of one body
from the �mpulse of another, w�thout hav�ng recourse to any past
observat�on. That th�s op�n�on �s false w�ll adm�t of an easy proof. For
�f such an �nference may be drawn merely from the �deas of body, of
mot�on, and of �mpulse, �t must amount to a demonstrat�on, and must
�mply the absolute �mposs�b�l�ty of any contrary suppos�t�on. Every
effect, then, bes�de the commun�cat�on of mot�on, �mpl�es a formal
contrad�ct�on; and �t �s �mposs�ble not only that �t can ex�st, but also
that �t can be conce�ved. But we may soon sat�sfy ourselves of the
contrary, by form�ng a clear and cons�stent �dea of one body's
mov�ng upon another, and of �ts rest �mmed�ately upon the contact,
or of �ts return�ng back �n the same l�ne �n wh�ch �t came; or of �ts
ann�h�lat�on; or c�rcular or ell�pt�cal mot�on: and �n short, of an �nf�n�te
number of other changes, wh�ch we may suppose �t to undergo.
These suppos�t�ons are all cons�stent and natural; and the reason,
Why we �mag�ne the commun�cat�on of mot�on to be more cons�stent
and natural not only than those suppos�t�ons, but also than any other
natural effect, �s founded on the relat�on of resemblance betw�xt the
cause and effect, wh�ch �s here un�ted to exper�ence, and b�nds the
objects �n the closest and most �nt�mate manner to each other, so as
to make us �mag�ne them to be absolutely �nseparable.
Resemblance, then, has the same or a parallel �nfluence w�th
exper�ence; and as the only �mmed�ate effect of exper�ence �s to
assoc�ate our �deas together, �t follows, that all bel�ef ar�ses from the
assoc�at�on of �deas, accord�ng to my hypothes�s.

It �s un�versally allowed by the wr�ters on opt�cs, that the eye at all
t�mes sees an equal number of phys�cal po�nts, and that a man on
the top of a mounta�n has no larger an �mage presented to h�s



senses, than when he �s cooped up �n the narrowest court or
chamber. It �s only by exper�ence that he �nfers the greatness of the
object from some pecul�ar qual�t�es of the �mage; and th�s �nference
of the judgment he confounds w�th sensat�on, as �s common on other
occas�ons. Now �t �s ev�dent, that the �nference of the judgment �s
here much more l�vely than what �s usual �n our common reason�ngs,
and that a man has a more v�v�d concept�on of the vast extent of the
ocean from the �mage he rece�ves by the eye, when he stands on
the top of the h�gh promontory, than merely from hear�ng the roar�ng
of the waters. He feels a more sens�ble pleasure from �ts
magn�f�cence; wh�ch �s a proof of a more l�vely �dea: And he
confounds h�s judgment w�th sensat�on, wh�ch �s another proof of �t.
But as the �nference �s equally certa�n and �mmed�ate �n both cases,
th�s super�or v�vac�ty of our concept�on �n one case can proceed from
noth�ng but th�s, that �n draw�ng an �nference from the s�ght, bes�de
the customary conjunct�on, there �s also a resemblance betw�xt the
�mage and the object we �nfer; wh�ch strengthens the relat�on, and
conveys the v�vac�ty of the �mpress�on to the related �dea w�th an
eas�er and more natural movement.

No weakness of human nature �s more un�versal and consp�cuous
than what we commonly call CREDULITY, or a too easy fa�th �n the
test�mony of others; and th�s weakness �s also very naturally
accounted for from the �nfluence of resemblance. When we rece�ve
any matter of fact upon human test�mony, our fa�th ar�ses from the
very same or�g�n as our �nferences from causes to effects, and from
effects to causes; nor �s there anyth�ng but our exper�ence of the
govern�ng pr�nc�ples of human nature, wh�ch can g�ve us any
assurance of the verac�ty of men. But though exper�ence be the true
standard of th�s, as well as of all other judgments, we seldom
regulate ourselves ent�rely by �t; but have a remarkable propens�ty to
bel�eve whatever �s reported, even concern�ng appar�t�ons,
enchantments, and prod�g�es, however contrary to da�ly exper�ence
and observat�on. The words or d�scourses of others have an �nt�mate
connex�on w�th certa�n �deas �n the�r m�nd; and these �deas have also
a connex�on w�th the facts or objects, wh�ch they represent. Th�s
latter connex�on �s generally much over-rated, and commands our
assent beyond what exper�ence w�ll just�fy; wh�ch can proceed from



noth�ng bes�de the resemblance betw�xt the �deas and the facts.
Other effects only po�nt out the�r causes �n an obl�que manner; but
the test�mony of men does �t d�rectly, and �s to be cons�dered as an
�mage as well as an effect. No wonder, therefore, we are so rash �n
draw�ng our �nferences from �t, and are less gu�ded by exper�ence �n
our judgments concern�ng �t, than �n those upon any other subject.

As resemblance, when conjo�ned w�th causat�on, fort�f�es our
reason�ngs; so the want of �t �n any very great degree �s able almost
ent�rely to destroy them. Of th�s there �s a remarkable �nstance �n the
un�versal carelessness and stup�d�ty of men w�th regard to a future
state, where they show as obst�nate an �ncredul�ty, as they do a bl�nd
credul�ty on other occas�ons. There �s not �ndeed a more ample
matter of wonder to the stud�ous, and of regret to the p�ous man,
than to observe the negl�gence of the bulk of mank�nd concern�ng
the�r approach�ng cond�t�on; and �t �s w�th reason, that many em�nent
theolog�ans have not scrupled to aff�rm, that though the vulgar have
no formal pr�nc�ples of �nf�del�ty, yet they are really �nf�dels �n the�r
hearts, and have noth�ng l�ke what we can call a bel�ef of the eternal
durat�on of the�r souls. For let us cons�der on the one hand what
d�v�nes have d�splayed w�th such eloquence concern�ng the
�mportance of etern�ty; and at the same t�me reflect, that though �n
matters of rhetor�c we ought to lay our account w�th some
exaggerat�on, we must �n th�s case allow, that the strongest f�gures
are �nf�n�tely �nfer�or to the subject: And after th�s let us v�ew on the
other hand, the prod�g�ous secur�ty of men �n th�s part�cular: I ask, �f
these people really bel�eve what �s �nculcated on them, and what
they pretend to aff�rm; and the answer �s obv�ously �n the negat�ve.
As bel�ef �s an act of the m�nd ar�s�ng from custom, �t �s not strange
the want of resemblance should overthrow what custom has
establ�shed, and d�m�n�sh the force of the �dea, as much as that latter
pr�nc�ple encreases �t. A future state �s so far removed from our
comprehens�on, and we have so obscure an �dea of the manner, �n
wh�ch we shall ex�st after the d�ssolut�on of the body, that all the
reasons we can �nvent, however strong �n themselves, and however
much ass�sted by educat�on, are never able w�th slow �mag�nat�ons
to surmount th�s d�ff�culty, or bestow a suff�c�ent author�ty and force
on the �dea. I rather choose to ascr�be th�s �ncredul�ty to the fa�nt �dea



we form of our future cond�t�on, der�ved from �ts want of resemblance
to the present l�fe, than to that der�ved from �ts remoteness. For I
observe, that men are everywhere concerned about what may
happen after the�r death, prov�ded �t regard th�s world; and that there
are few to whom the�r name, the�r fam�ly, the�r fr�ends, and the�r
country are �n any per�od of t�me ent�rely �nd�fferent.

And �ndeed the want of resemblance �n th�s case so ent�rely
destroys bel�ef, that except those few, who upon cool reflect�on on
the �mportance of the subject, have taken care by repeated
med�tat�on to �mpr�nt �n the�r m�nds the arguments for a future state,
there scarce are any, who bel�eve the �mmortal�ty of the soul w�th a
true and establ�shed judgment; such as �s der�ved from the test�mony
of travellers and h�stor�ans. Th�s appears very consp�cuously
wherever men have occas�on to compare the pleasures and pa�ns,
the rewards and pun�shments of th�s l�fe w�th those of a future; even
though the case does not concern themselves, and there �s no
v�olent pass�on to d�sturb the�r judgment. The Roman Clathol�cks are
certa�nly the most zealous of any sect �n the Chr�st�an world; and yet
you'll f�nd few among the more sens�ble people of that commun�on
who do not blame the Gunpowder-treason, and the massacre of St.
Bartholomew, as cruel and barbarous, though projected or executed
aga�nst those very people, whom w�thout any scruple they condemn
to eternal and �nf�n�te pun�shments. All we can say �n excuse for th�s
�ncons�stency �s, that they really do not bel�eve what they aff�rm
concern�ng a future state; nor �s there any better proof of �t than the
very �ncons�stency.

We may add to th�s a remark; that �n matters of rel�g�on men take a
pleasure �n be�ng terr�fyed, and that no preachers are so popular, as
those who exc�te the most d�smal and gloomy pass�ons. In the
common affa�rs of l�fe, where we feel and are penetrated w�th the
sol�d�ty of the subject, noth�ng can be more d�sagreeable than fear
and terror; and �t �s only �n dramat�c performances and �n rel�g�ous
d�scourses, that they ever g�ve pleasure. In these latter cases the
�mag�nat�on reposes �tself �ndolently on the �dea; and the pass�on,
be�ng softened by the want of bel�ef �n the subject, has no more than
the agreeable effect of enl�ven�ng the m�nd, and f�x�ng the attent�on.



The present hypothes�s w�ll rece�ve add�t�onal conf�rmat�on, �f we
exam�ne the effects of other k�nds of custom, as well as of other
relat�ons. To understand th�s we must cons�der, that custom, to wh�ch
I attr�bute all bel�ef and reason�ng, may operate upon the m�nd �n
�nv�gorat�ng an �dea after two several ways. For suppos�ng that �n all
past exper�ence we have found two objects to have been always
conjo�ned together, �t �s ev�dent, that upon the appearance of one of
these objects �n an �mpress�on, we must from custom make an easy
trans�t�on to the �dea of that object, wh�ch usually attends �t; and by
means of the present �mpress�on and easy trans�t�on must conce�ve
that �dea �n a stronger and more l�vely manner, than we do any loose
float�ng �mage of the fancy. But let us next suppose, that a mere �dea
alone, w�thout any of th�s cur�ous and almost art�f�c�al preparat�on,
should frequently make �ts appearance �n the m�nd, th�s �dea must by
degrees acqu�re a fac�l�ty and force; and both by �ts f�rm hold and
easy �ntroduct�on d�st�ngu�sh �tself from any new and unusual �dea.
Th�s �s the only part�cular, �n wh�ch these two k�nds of custom agree;
and �f �t appear, that the�r effects on the judgment, are s�m�lar and
proport�onable, we may certa�nly conclude, that the forego�ng
expl�cat�on of that faculty �s sat�sfactory. But can we doubt of th�s
agreement �n the�r �nfluence on the judgment, when we cons�der the
nature and effects Of EDUCATION?

All those op�n�ons and not�ons of th�ngs, to wh�ch we have been
accustomed from our �nfancy, take such deep root, that �t �s
�mposs�ble for us, by all the powers of reason and exper�ence, to
erad�cate them; and th�s hab�t not only approaches �n �ts �nfluence,
but even on many occas�ons preva�ls over that wh�ch a-r�ses from
the constant and �nseparable un�on of causes and effects. Here we
most not be contented w�th say�ng, that the v�v�dness of the �dea
produces the bel�ef: We must ma�nta�n that they are �nd�v�dually the
same. The frequent repet�t�on of any �dea �nf�xes �t �n the �mag�nat�on;
but coued never poss�bly of �tself produce bel�ef, �f that act of the
m�nd was, by the or�g�nal const�tut�on of our natures, annexed only to
a reason�ng and compar�son of �deas. Custom may lead us �nto
some false compar�son of �deas. Th�s �s the utmost effect we can
conce�ve of �t. But �t �s certa�n �t coued never supply the place of that



compar�son, nor produce any act of the m�nd, wh�ch naturally
belonged to that pr�nc�ple.

A person, that has lost a leg or an arm by amputat�on, endeavours
for a long t�me afterwards to serve h�mself w�th them. After the death
of any one, �t �s a common remark of the whole fam�ly, but espec�ally
of the servants, that they can scarce bel�eve h�m to be dead, but st�ll
�mag�ne h�m to be �n h�s chamber or �n any other place, where they
were accustomed to f�nd h�m. I have often heard �n conversat�on,
after talk�ng of a person, that �s any way celebrated, that one, who
has no acqua�ntance w�th h�m, w�ll say, I have never seen such-a-
one, but almost fancy I have; so often have I heard talk of h�m. All
these are parallel �nstances.

If we cons�der th�s argument from EDUCATION �n a proper l�ght, �t
w�ll appear very conv�nc�ng; and the more so, that �t �s founded on
one of the most common phaenomena, that �s any where to be met
w�th. I am persuaded, that upon exam�nat�on we shall f�nd more than
one half of those op�n�ons, that preva�l among mank�nd, to be ow�ng
to educat�on, and that the pr�nc�ples, wh�ch are thus �mpl�c�tely
embraced, overballance those, wh�ch are ow�ng e�ther to abstract
reason�ng or exper�ence. As l�ars, by the frequent repet�t�on of the�r
l�es, come at last to remember them; so the judgment, or rather the
�mag�nat�on, by the l�ke means, may have �deas so strongly �mpr�nted
on �t, and conce�ve them �n so full a l�ght, that they may operate upon
the m�nd �n the same manner w�th those, wh�ch the senses, memory
or reason present to us. But as educat�on �s an art�f�c�al and not a
natural cause, and as �ts max�ms are frequently contrary to reason,
and even to themselves �n d�fferent t�mes and places, �t �s never
upon that account recogn�zed by ph�losophers; though �n real�ty �t be
bu�lt almost on the same foundat�on of custom and repet�t�on as our
reason�ngs from causes and effects.



     [FN  7. In general we may observe, that as our assent 
     to all probable reasonings is founded on the vivacity of 
     ideas, It resembles many of those whimsies and prejudices, 
     which are rejected under the opprobrious character of being 
     the offspring of the imagination. By this expression it 
     appears that the word, imagination, is commonly usd in two 
     different senses; and tho nothing be more contrary to true 
     philosophy, than this inaccuracy, yet in the following 
     reasonings I have often been obligd to fall into it. When I 
     oppose the Imagination to the memory, I mean the faculty, by 
     which we form our fainter ideas. When I oppose it to reason, 
     I mean the same faculty, excluding only our demonstrative 
     and probable reasonings. When I oppose it to neither, it is 
     indifferent whether it be taken in the larger or more 
     limited sense, or at least the context will sufficiently 
     explain the meaning.] 



SECT. X. OF THE INFLUENCE OF
BELIEF.

But though educat�on be d�scla�med by ph�losophy, as a fallac�ous
ground of assent to any op�n�on, �t preva�ls nevertheless �n the world,
and �s the cause why all systems are apt to be rejected at f�rst as
new and unusual. Th�s perhaps w�ll be the fate of what I have here
advanced concern�ng bel�ef, and though the proofs I have produced
appear to me perfectly conclus�ve, I expect not to make many
proselytes to my op�n�on. Men w�ll scarce ever be persuaded, that
effects of such consequence can flow from pr�nc�ples, wh�ch are
seem�ngly so �ncons�derable, and that the far greatest part of our
reason�ngs w�th all our act�ons and pass�ons, can be der�ved from
noth�ng but custom and hab�t. To obv�ate th�s object�on, I shall here
ant�c�pate a l�ttle what would more properly fall under our
cons�derat�on afterwards, when we come to treat of the pass�ons and
the sense of beauty.

There �s �mplanted �n the human m�nd a percept�on of pa�n and
pleasure, as the ch�ef spr�ng and mov�ng pr�nc�ple of all �ts act�ons.
But pa�n and pleasure have two ways of mak�ng the�r appearance �n
the m�nd; of wh�ch the one has effects very d�fferent from the other.
They may e�ther appear �n �mpress�on to the actual feel�ng, or only �n
�dea, as at present when I ment�on them. It �s ev�dent the �nfluence of
these upon our act�ons �s far from be�ng equal. Impress�ons always
actuate the soul, and that �n the h�ghest degree; but �t �s not every
�dea wh�ch has the same effect. Nature has proceeded w�th caut�on
�n th�s came, and seems to have carefully avo�ded the
�nconven�ences of two extremes. D�d �mpress�ons alone �nfluence
the w�ll, we should every moment of our l�ves be subject to the
greatest calam�t�es; because, though we foresaw the�r approach, we
should not be prov�ded by nature w�th any pr�nc�ple of act�on, wh�ch
m�ght �mpel us to avo�d them. On the other hand, d�d every �dea
�nfluence our act�ons, our cond�t�on would not be much mended. For



such �s the unstead�ness and act�v�ty of thought, that the �mages of
every th�ng, espec�ally of goods and ev�ls, are always wander�ng �n
the m�nd; and were �t moved by every �dle concept�on of th�s k�nd, �t
would never enjoy a moment's peace and tranqu�ll�ty.

Nature has, therefore, chosen a med�um, and has ne�ther
bestowed on every �dea of good and ev�l the power of actuat�ng the
w�ll, nor yet has ent�rely excluded them from th�s �nfluence. Though
an �dle f�ct�on has no eff�cacy, yet we f�nd by exper�ence, that the
�deas of those objects, wh�ch we bel�eve e�ther are or w�ll be ex�stent,
produce �n a lesser degree the same effect w�th those �mpress�ons,
wh�ch are �mmed�ately present to the senses and percept�on. The
effect, then, of bel�ef �s to ra�se up a s�mple �dea to an equal�ty w�th
our �mpress�ons, and bestow on �t a l�ke �nfluence on the pass�ons.
Th�s effect �t can only have by mak�ng an �dea approach an
�mpress�on �n force and v�vac�ty. For as the d�fferent degrees of force
make all the or�g�nal d�fference betw�xt an �mpress�on and an �dea,
they must of consequence be the source of all the d�fferences �n the
effects of these percept�ons, and the�r removal, �n whole or �n part,
the cause of every new resemblance they acqu�re. Wherever we can
make an �dea approach the �mpress�ons �n force and v�vac�ty, �t w�ll
l�kew�se �m�tate them �n �ts �nfluence on the m�nd; and v�ce versa,
where �t �m�tates them �n that �nfluence, as �n the present case, th�s
must proceed from �ts approach�ng them �n force and v�vac�ty. Bel�ef,
therefore, s�nce �t causes an �dea to �m�tate the effects of the
�mpress�ons, must make �t resemble them �n these qual�t�es, and �s
noth�ng but A MORE VIVID AND INTENSE CONCEPTION OF ANY
IDEA. Th�s, then, may both serve as an add�t�onal argument for the
present system, and may g�ve us a not�on after what manner our
reason�ngs from causat�on are able to operate on the w�ll and
pass�ons.

As bel�ef �s almost absolutely requ�s�te to the exc�t�ng our
pass�ons, so the pass�ons �n the�r turn are very favourable to bel�ef;
and not only such facts as convey agreeable emot�ons, but very
often such as g�ve pa�n, do upon that account become more read�ly
the objects of fa�th and op�n�on. A coward, whose fears are eas�ly
awakened, read�ly assents to every account of danger he meets
w�th; as a person of a sorrowful and melancholy d�spos�t�on �s very



credulous of every th�ng, that nour�shes h�s preva�l�ng pass�on. When
any affect�ng object �s presented, �t g�ves the alarm, and exc�tes
�mmed�ately a degree of �ts proper pass�on; espec�ally �n persons
who are naturally �ncl�ned to that pass�on. Th�s emot�on passes by an
easy trans�t�on to the �mag�nat�on; and d�ffus�ng �tself over our �dea of
the affect�ng object, makes us form that �dea w�th greater force and
v�vac�ty, and consequently assent to �t, accord�ng to the precedent
system. Adm�rat�on and surpr�ze have the same effect as the other
pass�ons; and accord�ngly we may observe, that among the vulgar,
quacks and projectors meet w�th a more easy fa�th upon account of
the�r magn�f�cent pretens�ons, than �f they kept themselves w�th�n the
bounds of moderat�on. The f�rst aston�shment, wh�ch naturally
attends the�r m�raculous relat�ons, spreads �tself over the whole soul,
and so v�v�f�es and enl�vens the �dea, that �t resembles the �nferences
we draw from exper�ence. Th�s �s a mystery, w�th wh�ch we may be
already a l�ttle acqua�nted, and wh�ch we shall have farther occas�on
to be let �nto �n the progress of th�s treat�se.

After th�s account of the �nfluence of bel�ef on the pass�ons, we
shall f�nd less d�ff�culty �n expla�n�ng �ts effects on the �mag�nat�on,
however extraord�nary they may appear. It �s certa�n we cannot take
pleasure �n any d�scourse, where our judgment g�ves no assent to
those �mages wh�ch are presented to our fancy. The conversat�on of
those who have acqu�red a hab�t of ly�ng, though �n affa�rs of no
moment, never g�ves any sat�sfact�on; and that because those �deas
they present to us, not be�ng attended w�th bel�ef, make no
�mpress�on upon the m�nd. Poets themselves, though l�ars by
profess�on, always endeavour to g�ve an a�r of truth to the�r f�ct�ons;
and where that �s totally neglected, the�r performances, however
�ngen�ous, w�ll never be able to afford much pleasure. In short, we
may observe, that even when �deas have no manner of �nfluence on
the w�ll and pass�ons, truth and real�ty are st�ll requ�s�te, �n order to
make them enterta�n�ng to the �mag�nat�on.

But �f we compare together all the phenomena that occur on th�s
head, we shall f�nd, that truth, however necessary �t may seem �n all
works of gen�us, has no other effect than to procure an easy
recept�on for the �deas, and to make the m�nd acqu�esce �n them w�th
sat�sfact�on, or at least w�thout reluctance. But as th�s �s an effect,



wh�ch may eas�ly be supposed to flow from that sol�d�ty and force,
wh�ch, accord�ng to my system, attend those �deas that are
establ�shed by reason�ngs from causat�on; �t follows, that all the
�nfluence of bel�ef upon the fancy may be expla�ned from that
system. Accord�ngly we may observe, that wherever that �nfluence
ar�ses from any other pr�nc�ples bes�de truth or real�ty, they supply �ts
place, and g�ve an equal enterta�nment to the �mag�nat�on. Poets
have formed what they call a poet�cal system of th�ngs, wh�ch though
�t be bel�eved ne�ther by themselves nor readers, �s commonly
esteemed a suff�c�ent foundat�on for any f�ct�on. We have been so
much accustomed to the names of MARS, JUPITER, VENUS, that �n
the same manner as educat�on �nf�xes any op�n�on, the constant
repet�t�on of these �deas makes them enter �nto the m�nd w�th fac�l�ty,
and preva�l upon the fancy, w�thout �nfluenc�ng the judgment. In l�ke
manner traged�ans always borrow the�r fable, or at least the names
of the�r pr�nc�pal actors, from some known passage �n h�story; and
that not �n order to dece�ve the spectators; for they w�ll frankly
confess, that truth �s not �n any c�rcumstance �nv�olably observed: but
�n order to procure a more easy recept�on �nto the �mag�nat�on for
those extraord�nary events, wh�ch they represent. But th�s �s a
precaut�on, wh�ch �s not requ�red of com�c poets, whose personages
and �nc�dents, be�ng of a more fam�l�ar k�nd, enter eas�ly �nto the
concept�on, and are rece�ved w�thout any such formal�ty, even
though at f�rst n�ght they be known to be f�ct�t�ous, and the pure
offspr�ng of the fancy.

Th�s m�xture of truth and falshood �n the fables of trag�c poets not
only serves our present purpose, by shew�ng, that the �mag�nat�on
can be sat�sfyed w�thout any absolute bel�ef or assurance; but may �n
another v�ew be regarded as a very strong conf�rmat�on of th�s
system. It �s ev�dent, that poets make use of th�s art�f�ce of borrow�ng
the names of the�r persons, and the ch�ef events of the�r poems, from
h�story, �n order to procure a more easy recept�on for the whole, and
cause �t to make a deeper �mpress�on on the fancy and affect�ons.
The several �nc�dents of the p�ece acqu�re a k�nd of relat�on by be�ng
un�ted �nto one poem or representat�on; and �f any of these �nc�dents
be an object of bel�ef, �t bestows a force and v�vac�ty on the others,
wh�ch are related to �t. The v�v�dness of the f�rst concept�on d�ffuses



�tself along the relat�ons, and �s conveyed, as by so many p�pes or
canals, to every �dea that has any commun�cat�on w�th the pr�mary
one. Th�s, �ndeed, can never amount to a perfect assurance; and
that because the un�on among the �deas �s, �n a manner, acc�dental:
But st�ll �t approaches so near, �n �ts �nfluence, as may conv�nce us,
that they are der�ved from the same or�g�n. Bel�ef must please the
�mag�nat�on by means of the force and v�vac�ty wh�ch attends �t;
s�nce every �dea, wh�ch has force and v�vac�ty, �s found to be
agreeable to that faculty.

To conf�rm th�s we may observe, that the ass�stance �s mutual
betw�xt the judgment and fancy, as well as betw�xt the judgment and
pass�on; and that bel�ef not only g�ves v�gour to the �mag�nat�on, but
that a v�gorous and strong �mag�nat�on �s of all talents the most
proper to procure bel�ef and author�ty. It �s d�ff�cult for us to w�thhold
our assent from what �s pa�nted out to us �n all the colours of
eloquence; and the v�vac�ty produced by the fancy �s �n many cases
greater than that wh�ch ar�ses from custom and exper�ence. We are
hurr�ed away by the l�vely �mag�nat�on of our author or compan�on;
and even he h�mself �s often a v�ct�m to h�s own f�re and gen�us.

Nor w�ll �t be am�ss to remark, that as a l�vely �mag�nat�on very
often degenerates �nto madness or folly, and bears �t a great
resemblance �n �ts operat�ons; so they �nfluence the judgment after
the same manner, and produce bel�ef from the very same pr�nc�ples.
When the �mag�nat�on, from any extraord�nary ferment of the blood
and sp�r�ts, acqu�res such a v�vac�ty as d�sorders all �ts powers and
facult�es, there �s no means of d�st�ngu�sh�ng betw�xt truth and
falshood; but every loose f�ct�on or �dea, hav�ng the same �nfluence
as the �mpress�ons of the memory, or the conclus�ons of the
judgment, �s rece�ved on the same foot�ng, and operates w�th equal
force on the pass�ons. A present �mpress�on and a customary
trans�t�on are now no longer necessary to enl�ven our �deas. Every
ch�mera of the bra�n �s as v�v�d and �ntense as any of those
�nferences, wh�ch we formerly d�gn�fyed w�th the name of
conclus�ons concern�ng matters of fact, and somet�mes as the
present �mpress�ons of the senses.



We may observe the same effect of poetry �n a lesser degree; and
th�s �s common both to poetry and madness, that the v�vac�ty they
bestow on the �deas �s not der�ved from the part�cular s�tuat�ons or
connex�ons of the objects of these �deas, but from the present
temper and d�spos�t�on of the person. But how great soever the p�tch
may be, to wh�ch th�s v�vac�ty r�ses, �t �s ev�dent, that �n poetry �t
never has the same feel�ng w�th that wh�ch ar�ses �n the m�nd, when
we reason, though even upon the lowest spec�es of probab�l�ty. The
m�nd can eas�ly d�st�ngu�sh betw�xt the one and the other; and
whatever emot�on the poet�cal enthus�asm may g�ve to the sp�r�ts, �t
�s st�ll the mere phantom of bel�ef or persuas�on. The case �s the
same w�th the �dea, as w�th the pass�on �t occas�ons. There �s no
pass�on of the human m�nd but what may ar�se from poetry; though
at the same t�me the feel�ngs of the pass�ons are very d�fferent when
exc�ted by poet�cal f�ct�ons, from what they are when they are from
bel�ef and real�ty. A pass�on, wh�ch �s d�sagreeable �n real l�fe, may
afford the h�ghest enterta�nment �n a tragedy, or ep�c poem. In the
latter case, �t l�es not w�th that we�ght upon us: It feels less f�rm and
sol�d: And has no other than the agreeable effect of exc�t�ng the
sp�r�ts, and rouz�ng the attent�on. The d�fference �n the pass�ons �s a
clear proof of a l�ke d�fference �n those �deas, from wh�ch the
pass�ons are der�ved. Where the v�vac�ty ar�ses from a customary
conjunct�on w�th a present �mpress�on; though the �mag�nat�on may
not, �n appearance, be so much moved; yet there �s always
someth�ng more forc�ble and real �n �ts act�ons, than �n the fervors of
poetry and eloquence. The force of our mental act�ons �n th�s case,
no more than �n any other, �s not to be measured by the apparent
ag�tat�on of the m�nd. A poet�cal descr�pt�on may have a more
sens�ble effect on the fancy, than an h�stor�cal narrat�on. It may
collect more of those c�rcumstances, that form a compleat �mage or
p�cture. It may seem to set the object before us �n more l�vely
colours. But st�ll the �deas �t presents are d�fferent to the feel�ng from
those, wh�ch ar�se from the memory and the judgment. There �s
someth�ng weak and �mperfect am�dst all that seem�ng vehemence
of thought and sent�ment, wh�ch attends the f�ct�ons of poetry.

We shall afterwards have occas�on to remark both the
resemblance and d�fferences betw�xt a poet�cal enthus�asm, and a



ser�ous conv�ct�on. In the mean t�me I cannot forbear observ�ng, that
the great d�fference �n the�r feel�ng proceeds �n some measure from
reflect�on and GENERAL RULES. We observe, that the v�gour of
concept�on, wh�ch f�ct�ons rece�ve from poetry and eloquence, �s a
c�rcumstance merely acc�dental, of wh�ch every �dea �s equally
suscept�ble; and that such f�ct�ons are connected w�th noth�ng that �s
real. Th�s observat�on makes us only lend ourselves, so to speak, to
the f�ct�on: But causes the �dea to feel very d�fferent from the eternal
establ�shed persuas�ons founded on memory and custom. They are
somewhat of the same k�nd: But the one �s much �nfer�or to the other,
both �n �ts causes and effects.

A l�ke reflect�on on general rules keeps us from augment�ng our
bel�ef upon every encrease of the force and v�vac�ty of our �deas.
Where an op�n�on adm�ts of no doubt, or oppos�te probab�l�ty, we
attr�bute to �t a full conv�ct�on: though the want of resemblance, or
cont�gu�ty, may render �ts force �nfer�or to that of other op�n�ons. It �s
thus the understand�ng corrects the appearances of the senses, and
makes us �mag�ne, that an object at twenty foot d�stance seems even
to the eye as large as one of the same d�mens�ons at ten.

We may observe the same effect of poetry �n a lesser degree; only
w�th th�s d�fference, that the least reflect�on d�ss�pates the �llus�ons of
poetry, and Places the objects �n the�r proper l�ght. It �s however
certa�n, that �n the warmth of a poet�cal enthus�asm, a poet has a
counterfe�t bel�ef, and even a k�nd of v�s�on of h�s objects: And �f
there be any shadow of argument to support th�s bel�ef, noth�ng
contr�butes more to h�s full conv�ct�on than a blaze of poet�cal f�gures
and �mages, wh�ch have the�r effect upon the poet h�mself, as well as
upon h�s readers.



SECT. XI. OF THE PROBABILITY OF
CHANCES.

But �n order to bestow on th�s system �ts full force and ev�dence,
we must carry our eye from �t a moment to cons�der �ts
consequences, and expla�n from the same pr�nc�ples some other
spec�es of reason�ng, wh�ch are der�ved from the same or�g�n.

Those ph�losophers, who have d�v�ded human reason �nto
knowledge and probab�l�ty, and have def�ned the f�rst to be that
ev�dence, wh�ch ar�ses from the compar�son of �deas, are obl�ged to
comprehend all our arguments from causes or effects under the
general term of probab�l�ty. But though every one be free to use h�s
terms �n what sense he pleases; and accord�ngly �n the precedent
part of th�s d�scourse, I have followed th�s method of express�on; �t �s
however certa�n, that �n common d�scourse we read�ly aff�rm, that
many arguments from causat�on exceed probab�l�ty, and may be
rece�ved as a super�or k�nd of ev�dence. One would appear
r�d�culous, who would say, that �t �s only probable the sun w�ll r�se to-
morrow, or that all men must dye; though �t �s pla�n we have no
further assurance of these facts, than what exper�ence affords us.
For th�s reason, �t would perhaps be more conven�ent, �n order at
once to preserve the common s�gn�f�cat�on of words, and mark the
several degrees of ev�dence, to d�st�ngu�sh human reason �nto three
k�nds, v�z. THAT FROM KNOWLEDGE, FROM PROOFS, AND
FROM PROBABILITIES. By knowledge, I mean the assurance
ar�s�ng from the compar�son of �deas. By proofs, those arguments,
wh�ch are der�ved from the relat�on of cause and effect, and wh�ch
are ent�rely free from doubt and uncerta�nty. By probab�l�ty, that
ev�dence, wh�ch �s st�ll attended w�th uncerta�nty. It �s th�s last
spec�es of reason�ng, I proceed to exam�ne.

Probab�l�ty or reason�ng from conjecture may be d�v�ded �nto two
k�nds, v�z. that wh�ch �s founded on chance, and that wh�ch ar�ses



from causes. We shall cons�der each of these �n order.
The �dea of cause and effect �s der�ved from exper�ence, wh�ch

present�ng us w�th certa�n objects constantly conjo�ned w�th each
other, produces such a hab�t of survey�ng them �n that relat�on, that
we cannot w�thout a sens�ble v�olence survey them ��� any other. On
the other hand, as chance �s noth�ng real �n �tself, and, properly
speak�ng, �s merely the negat�on of a cause, �ts �nfluence on the
m�nd �s contrary to that of causat�on; and �t �s essent�al to �t, to leave
the �mag�nat�on perfectly �nd�fferent, e�ther to cons�der the ex�stence
or non-ex�stence of that object, wh�ch �s regarded as cont�ngent. A
cause traces the way to our thought, and �n a manner forces us to
survey such certa�n objects, �n such certa�n relat�ons. Chance can
only destroy th�s determ�nat�on of the thought, and leave the m�nd �n
�ts nat�ve s�tuat�on of �nd�fference; �n wh�ch, upon the absence of a
cause, �t �s �nstantly re-�nstated.

S�nce therefore an ent�re �nd�fference �s essent�al to chance, no
one chance can poss�bly be super�or to another, otherw�se than as �t
�s composed of a super�or number of equal chances. For �f we aff�rm
that one chance can, after any other manner, be super�or to another,
we must at the same t�me aff�rm, that there �s someth�ng, wh�ch
g�ves �t the super�or�ty, and determ�nes the event rather to that s�de
than the other: That �s, �n other words, we must allow of a cause, and
destroy the suppos�t�on of chance; wh�ch we had before establ�shed.
A perfect and total �nd�fference �s essent�al to chance, and one total
�nd�fference can never �n �tself be e�ther super�or or �nfer�or to
another. Th�s truth �s not pecul�ar to my system, but �s acknowledged
by every one, that forms calculat�ons concern�ng chances.

And here �t �s remarkable, that though chance and causat�on be
d�rectly contrary, yet �t �s �mposs�ble for us to conce�ve th�s
comb�nat�on of chances, wh�ch �s requ�s�te to render one hazard
super�or to another, w�thout suppos�ng a m�xture of causes among
the chances, and a conjunct�on of necess�ty �n some part�culars, w�th
a total �nd�fference �n others. Where noth�ng l�m�ts the chances,
every not�on, that the most extravagant fancy can form, �s upon a
foot�ng of equal�ty; nor can there be any c�rcumstance to g�ve one
the advantage above another. Thus unless we allow, that there are



some causes to make the d�ce fall, and preserve the�r form �n the�r
fall, and l�e upon some one of the�r s�des, we can form no calculat�on
concern�ng the laws of hazard. But suppos�ng these causes to
operate, and suppos�ng l�kew�se all the rest to be �nd�fferent and to
be determ�ned by chance, �t �s easy to arr�ve at a not�on of a super�or
comb�nat�on of chances. A dye that has four s�des marked w�th a
certa�n number of spots, and only two w�th another, affords us an
obv�ous and easy �nstance of th�s super�or�ty. The m�nd �s here
l�m�ted by the causes to such a prec�se number and qual�ty of the
events; and at the same t�me �s undeterm�ned �n �ts cho�ce of any
part�cular event.

Proceed�ng then �n that reason�ng, where�n we have advanced
three steps; that chance �s merely the negat�on of a cause, and
produces a total �nd�fference �n the m�nd; that one negat�on of a
cause and one total �nd�fference can never be super�or or �nfer�or to
another; and that there must always be a m�xture of causes among
the chances, �n order to be the foundat�on of any reason�ng: We are
next to cons�der what effect a super�or comb�nat�on of chances can
have upon the m�nd, and after what manner �t �nfluences our
judgment and op�n�on. Here we may repeat all the same arguments
we employed �n exam�n�ng that bel�ef, wh�ch ar�ses from causes; and
may prove, after the same manner, that a super�or number of
chances produces our assent ne�ther by demonstrat�on nor
probab�l�ty. It �s �ndeed ev�dent that we can never by the compar�son
of mere �deas make any d�scovery, wh�ch can be of consequence �n
th�s affa�rs and that �t �s �mposs�ble to prove w�th certa�nty, that any
event must fall on that s�de where there �s a super�or number of
chances. To, suppose �n th�s case any certa�nty, were to overthrow
what we have establ�shed concern�ng the oppos�t�on of chances, and
the�r perfect equal�ty and �nd�fference.

Should �t be sa�d, that though �n an oppos�t�on of chances �t �s
�mposs�ble to determ�ne w�th certa�nty, on wh�ch s�de the event w�ll
fall, yet we can pronounce w�th certa�nty, that �t �s more l�kely and
probable, �t w�ll be on that s�de where there �s a super�or number of
chances, than where there �s an �nfer�or: should th�s be sa�d, I would
ask, what �s here meant by l�kel�hood and probab�l�ty? The l�kel�hood
and probab�l�ty of chances �s a super�or number of equal chances;



and consequently when we say �t �s l�kely the event w�n fall on the
s�de, wh�ch �s super�or, rather than on the �nfer�or, we do no more
than aff�rm, that where there �s a super�or number of chances there
�s actually a super�or, and where there �s an �nfer�or there �s an
�nfer�or; wh�ch are �dent�cal propos�t�ons, and of no consequence.
The quest�on �s, by what means a super�or number of equal chances
operates upon the m�nd, and produces bel�ef or assent; s�nce �t
appears, that �t �s ne�ther by arguments der�ved from demonstrat�on,
nor from probab�l�ty.

In order to clear up th�s d�ff�culty, we shall suppose a person to
take a dye, formed after such a manner as that four of �ts s�des are
marked w�th one f�gure, or one number of spots, and two w�th
another; and to put th�s dye �nto the box w�th an �ntent�on of throw�ng
�t: It �s pla�n, he must conclude the one f�gure to be more probable
than the other, and g�ve the preference to that wh�ch �s �nscr�bed on
the greatest number of s�des. He �n a manner bel�eves, that th�s w�ll
l�e uppermost; though st�ll w�th hes�tat�on and doubt, �n proport�on to
the number of chances, wh�ch are contrary: And accord�ng as these
contrary chances d�m�n�sh, and the super�or�ty encreases on the
other s�de, h�s bel�ef acqu�res new degrees of stab�l�ty and
assurance. Th�s bel�ef ar�ses from an operat�on of the m�nd upon the
s�mple and l�m�ted object before us; and therefore �ts nature w�ll be
the more eas�ly d�scovered and expla�ned. We have noth�ng but one
s�ngle dye to contemplate, �n order to comprehend one of the most
cur�ous operat�ons of the understand�ng.

Th�s dye, formed as above, conta�ns three c�rcumstances worthy
of our attent�on. F�rst, Certa�n causes, such as grav�ty, sol�d�ty, a
cub�cal f�gure, &c. wh�ch determ�ne �t to fall, to preserve �ts form �n �ts
fall, and to turn up one of �ts s�des. Secondly, A certa�n number of
s�des, wh�ch are supposed �nd�fferent. Th�rdly, A certa�n f�gure
�nscr�bed on each s�de. These three part�culars form the whole
nature of the dye, so far as relates to our present purpose; and
consequently are the only c�rcumstances regarded by the m�nd �n �ts
form�ng a judgment concern�ng the result of such a throw. Let us,
therefore, cons�der gradually and carefully what must be the
�nfluence of these c�rcumstances on the thought and �mag�nat�on.



F�rst, We have already observed, that the m�nd �s determ�ned by
custom to pass from any cause to �ts effect, and that upon the
appearance of the one, �t �s almost �mposs�ble for �t not to form an
�dea of the other. The�r constant conjunct�on �n past �nstances has
produced such a hab�t �n the m�nd, that �t always conjo�ns them �n �ts
thought, and �nfers the ex�stence of the one from that of �ts usual
attendant. When �t cons�ders the dye as no longer supported by the
box, �t can not w�thout v�olence regard �t as suspended �n the a�r; but
naturally places �t on the table, and v�ews �t as turn�ng up one of �ts
s�des. Th�s �s the effect of the �nterm�ngled causes, wh�ch are
requ�s�te to our form�ng any calculat�on concern�ng chances.

Secondly, It �s supposed, that though the dye be necessar�ly
determ�ned to fall, and turn up one of �ts s�des, yet there �s noth�ng to
f�x the part�cular s�de, but that th�s �s determ�ned ent�rely by chance.
The very nature and essence of chance �s a negat�on of causes, and
the leav�ng the m�nd �n a perfect �nd�fference among those events,
wh�ch are supposed cont�ngent. When therefore the thought �s
determ�ned by the causes to cons�der the dye as fall�ng and turn�ng
up one of �ts s�des, the chances present all these s�des as equal, and
make us cons�der every one of them, one after another, as al�ke
probable and poss�ble. The �mag�nat�on passes from the cause, v�z.
the throw�ng of the dye, to the effect, v�z. the turn�ng up one of the
s�x s�des; and feels a k�nd of �mposs�b�l�ty both of stopp�ng short �n
the way, and of form�ng any other �dea. But as all these s�x s�des are
�ncompat�ble, and the dye cannot turn up above one at once, th�s
pr�nc�ple d�rects us not to cons�der all of them at once as ly�ng
uppermost; wh�ch we look upon as �mposs�ble: Ne�ther does �t d�rect
us w�th �ts ent�re force to any part�cular s�de; for �n that case th�s s�de
would be cons�dered as certa�n and �nev�table; but �t d�rects us to the
whole s�x s�des after such a manner as to d�v�de �ts force equally
among them. We conclude �n general, that some one of them must
result from the throw: We run all of them over �n our m�nds: The
determ�nat�on of the thought �s common to all; but no more of �ts
force falls to the share of any one, than what �s su�table to �ts
proport�on w�th the rest. It �s after th�s manner the or�g�nal �mpulse,
and consequently the v�vac�ty of thought, ar�s�ng from the causes, �s
d�v�ded and spl�t �n p�eces by the �nterm�ngled chances.



We have already seen the �nfluence of the two f�rst qual�t�es of the
dye, v�z. the causes, and the number and �nd�fference of the s�des,
and have learned how they g�ve an �mpulse to the thought, and
d�v�de that �mpulse �nto as many parts as there are un�tes �n the
number of s�des. We must now cons�der the effects of the th�rd
part�cular, v�z. the f�gures �nscr�bed on each s�de. It �s ev�dent that
where several s�des have the same f�gure �nscr�be on them, they
must concur �n the�r �nfluence on the m�nd, and must un�te upon one
�mage or �dea of a f�gure all those d�v�ded �mpulses, that were
d�spersed over the several s�des, upon wh�ch that f�gure �s �nscr�bed.
Were the quest�on only what s�de w�ll be turned up, these are all
perfectly equal, and no one coued ever have any advantage above
another. But as the quest�on �s concern�ng the f�gure, and as the
same f�gure �s presented by more than one s�de: �t �s ev�dent, that
the �mpulses belong�ng to all these s�des must re-un�te �n that one
f�gure, and become stronger and more forc�ble by the un�on. Four
s�des are supposed �n the present case to have the same f�gure
�nscr�bed on them, and two to have another f�gure. The �mpulses of
the former are, therefore, super�or to those of the latter. But as the
events are contrary, and �t �s �mposs�ble both these f�gures can be
turned up; the �mpulses l�kew�se become contrary, and the �nfer�or
destroys the super�or, as far as �ts strength goes. The v�vac�ty of the
�dea �s always proport�onable to the degrees of the �mpulse or
tendency to the trans�t�on; and bel�ef �s the same w�th the v�vac�ty of
the �dea, accord�ng to the precedent doctr�ne.



SECT. XII. OF THE PROBABILITY OF
CAUSES.

What I have sa�d concern�ng the probab�l�ty of chances can serve
to no other purpose, than to ass�st us �n expla�n�ng the probab�l�ty of
causes; s�nce �t �s commonly allowed by ph�losophers, that what the
vulgar call chance �s noth�ng but a secret and concealed cause. That
spec�es of probab�l�ty, therefore, �s what we must ch�efly exam�ne.

The probab�l�t�es of causes are of several k�nds; but are all der�ved
from the same or�g�n, v�z. THE ASSOCIATION OF IDEAS TO A
PRESENT IMPRESSION. As the hab�t, wh�ch produces the
assoc�at�on, ar�ses from the frequent conjunct�on of objects, �t must
arr�ve at �ts perfect�on by degrees, and must acqu�re new force from
each �nstance, that falls under our observat�on. The f�rst �nstance has
l�ttle or no force: The second makes some add�t�on to �t: The th�rd
becomes st�ll more sens�ble; and �t �s by these slow steps, that our
judgment arr�ves at a full assurance. But before �t atta�ns th�s p�tch of
perfect�on, �t passes through several �nfer�or degrees, and �n all of
them �s only to be esteemed a presumpt�on or probab�l�ty. The
gradat�on, therefore, from probab�l�t�es to proofs �s �n many cases
�nsens�ble; and the d�fference betw�xt these k�nds of ev�dence �s
more eas�ly perce�ved �n the remote degrees, than �n the near and
cont�guous.

It �s worthy of remark on th�s occas�on, that though the spec�es of
probab�l�ty here expla�ned be the f�rst �n order, and naturally takes
place before any ent�re proof can ex�st, yet no one, who �s arr�ved at
the age of matur�ty, can any longer be acqua�nted w�th �t. It �s true,
noth�ng �s more common than for people of the most advanced
knowledge to have atta�ned only an �mperfect exper�ence of many
part�cular events; wh�ch naturally produces only an �mperfect hab�t
and trans�t�on: But then we must cons�der, that the m�nd, hav�ng
formed another observat�on concern�ng the connex�on of causes and



effects, g�ves new force to �ts reason�ng from that observat�on; and
by means of �t can bu�ld an argument on one s�ngle exper�ment,
when duly prepared and exam�ned. What we have found once to
follow from any object, we conclude w�ll for ever follow from �t; and �f
th�s max�m be not always bu�lt upon as certa�n, �t �s not for want of a
suff�c�ent number of exper�ments, but because we frequently meet
w�th �nstances to the contrary; wh�ch leads us to the second spec�es
of probab�l�ty, where there �s a contrar�ety �n our exper�ence and
observat�on.

It would be very happy for men �n the conduct of the�r l�ves and
act�ons, were the same objects always conjo�ned together, and, we
had noth�ng to fear but the m�stakes of our own judgment, w�thout
hav�ng any reason to apprehend the uncerta�nty of nature. But as �t
�s frequently found, that one observat�on �s contrary to another, and
that causes and effects follow not �n the same order, of wh�ch we
have I had exper�ence, we are obl�ged to vary our reason�ng on,
account of th�s uncerta�nty, and take �nto cons�derat�on the
contrar�ety of events. The f�rst quest�on, that occurs on th�s head, �s
concern�ng the nature and causes of the contrar�ety.

The vulgar, who take th�ngs accord�ng to the�r f�rst appearance,
attr�bute the uncerta�nty of events to such an uncerta�nty �n the
causes, as makes them often fa�l of the�r usual �nfluence, though
they meet w�th no obstacle nor �mped�ment �n the�r operat�on. But
ph�losophers observ�ng, that almost �n every part of nature there �s
conta�ned a vast var�ety of spr�ngs and pr�nc�ples, wh�ch are h�d, by
reason of the�r m�nuteness or remoteness, f�nd that �t �s at least
poss�ble the contrar�ety of events may not proceed from any
cont�ngency �n the cause, but from the secret operat�on of contrary
causes. Th�s poss�b�l�ty �s converted �nto certa�nty by farther
observat�on, when they remark, that upon an exact scrut�ny, a
contrar�ety of effects always betrays a contrar�ety of causes, and
proceeds from the�r mutual h�ndrance and oppos�t�on. A peasant can
g�ve no better reason for the stopp�ng of any clock or watch than to
say, that commonly �t does not go r�ght: But an art�zan eas�ly
perce�ves, that the same force �n the spr�ng or pendulum has always
the same �nfluence on the wheels; but fa�ls of �ts usual effect,
perhaps by reason of a gra�n of dust, wh�ch puts a stop to the whole



movement. From the observat�on of several parallel �nstances,
ph�losophers form a max�m, that the connex�on betw�xt all causes
and effects �s equally necessary, and that �ts seem�ng uncerta�nty �n
some �nstances proceeds from the secret oppos�t�on of contrary
causes.

But however ph�losophers and the vulgar may d�ffer �n the�r
expl�cat�on of the contrar�ety of events, the�r �nferences from �t are
always of the same k�nd, and founded on the same pr�nc�ples. A
contrar�ety of events �n the past may g�ve us a k�nd of hes�tat�ng
bel�ef for the future after two several ways. F�rst, By produc�ng an
�mperfect hab�t and trans�t�on from the present �mpress�on to the
related �dea. When the conjunct�on of any two objects �s frequent,
w�thout be�ng ent�rely constant, the m�nd �s determ�ned to pass from
one object to the other; but not w�th so ent�re a hab�t, as when the
un�on �s un�nterrupted, and all the �nstances we have ever met w�th
are un�form and of a p�ece-.. We f�nd from common exper�ence, �n
our act�ons as well as reason�ngs, that a constant perseverance �n
any course of l�fe produces a strong �ncl�nat�on and tendency to
cont�nue for the future; though there are hab�ts of �nfer�or degrees of
force, proport�oned to the �nfer�or degrees of stead�ness and
un�form�ty �n our conduct.

There �s no doubt but th�s pr�nc�ple somet�mes takes place, and
produces those �nferences we draw from contrary phaenomena:
though I am perswaded, that upon exam�nat�on we shall not f�nd �t to
be the pr�nc�ple, that most commonly �nfluences the m�nd �n th�s
spec�es of reason�ng. When we follow only the hab�tual
determ�nat�on of the m�nd, we make the trans�t�on w�thout any
reflect�on, and �nterpose not a moment's delay betw�xt the v�ew of
one object and the bel�ef of that, wh�ch �s often found to attend �t. As
the custom depends not upon any del�berat�on, �t operates
�mmed�ately, w�thout allow�ng any t�me for reflect�on. But th�s method
of proceed�ng we have but few �nstances of �n our probable
reason�ngs; and even fewer than �n those, wh�ch are der�ved from
the un�nterrupted conjunct�on of objects. In the former spec�es of
reason�ng we commonly take know�ngly �nto cons�derat�on the
contrar�ety of past events; we compare the d�fferent s�des of the
contrar�ety, and carefully we�gh the exper�ments, wh�ch we have on



each s�de: Whence we may conclude, that our reason�ngs of th�s
k�nd ar�se not d�rectly from the hab�t, but �n an obl�que manner; wh�ch
we must now endeavour to expla�n.

It �s ev�dent, that when an object �s attended w�th contrary effects,
we judge of them only by our past exper�ence, and always cons�der
those as poss�ble, wh�ch we have observed to follow from �t. And as
past exper�ence regulates our judgment concern�ng the poss�b�l�ty of
these effects, so �t does that concern�ng the�r probab�l�ty; and that
effect, wh�ch has been the most common, we always esteem the
most l�kely. Here then are two th�ngs to be cons�dered, v�z. the
reasons wh�ch determ�ne us to make the past a standard for the
future, and the manner how we extract a s�ngle judgment from a
contrar�ety of past events.

F�rst we may observe, that the suppos�t�on, that the future
resembles the past, �s not founded on arguments of any k�nd, but �s
der�ved ent�rely from hab�t, by wh�ch we are determ�ned to expect for
the future the same tra�n of objects, to wh�ch we have been
accustomed. Th�s hab�t or determ�nat�on to transfer the past to the
future �s full and perfect; and consequently the f�rst �mpulse of the
�mag�nat�on �n th�s spec�es of reason�ng �s endowed w�th the same
qual�t�es.

But, secondly, when �n cons�der�ng past exper�ments we f�nd them
of a contrary nature, th�s determ�nat�on, though full and perfect �n
�tself, presents us w�th no steady object, but offers us a number of
d�sagree�ng �mages �n a certa�n order and proport�on. The f�rst
�mpulse, therefore, �s here broke �nto p�eces, and d�ffuses �tself over
all those �mages, of wh�ch each partakes an equal share of that force
and v�vac�ty, that �s der�ved from the �mpulse. Any of these past
events may aga�n happen; and we judge, that when they do happen,
they w�ll be m�xed �n the same proport�on as �n the past.

If our �ntent�on, therefore, be to cons�der the proport�ons of
contrary events �n a great number of �nstances, the �mages
presented by our past exper�ence must rema�n �n the�r FIRST
FORM, and preserve the�r f�rst proport�ons. Suppose, for �nstance, I
have found by long observat�on, that of twenty sh�ps, wh�ch go to
sea, only n�neteen return. Suppose I see at present twenty sh�ps that



leave the port: I transfer my past exper�ence to the future, and
represent to myself n�neteen of these sh�ps as return�ng �n safety,
and one as per�sh�ng. Concern�ng th�s there can be no d�ff�culty. But
as we frequently run over those several �deas of past events, �n
order to form a judgment concern�ng one s�ngle event, wh�ch
appears uncerta�n; th�s cons�derat�on must change the FIRST FORM
of our �deas, and draw together the d�v�ded �mages presented by
exper�ence; s�nce �t �s to �t we refer the determ�nat�on of that
part�cular event, upon wh�ch we reason. Many of these �mages are
supposed to concur, and a super�or number to concur on one s�de.
These agree�ng �mages un�te together, and render the �dea more
strong and l�vely, not only than a mere f�ct�on of the �mag�nat�on, but
also than any �dea, wh�ch �s supported by a lesser number of
exper�ments. Each new exper�ment �s as a new stroke of the penc�l,
wh�ch bestows an add�t�onal v�vac�ty on the colours w�thout e�ther
mult�ply�ng or enlarg�ng the f�gure. Th�s operat�on of the m�nd has
been so fully expla�ned �n treat�ng of the probab�l�ty of chance, that I
need not here endeavour to render �t more �ntell�g�ble. Every past
exper�ment may be cons�dered as a k�nd of chance; I �t be�ng
uncerta�n to us, whether the object w�ll ex�st conformable to one
exper�ment or another. And for th�s reason every th�ng that has been
sa�d on the one subject �s appl�cable to both.

Thus upon the whole, contrary exper�ments produce an �mperfect
bel�ef, e�ther by weaken�ng the hab�t, or by d�v�d�ng and afterwards
jo�n�ng �n d�fferent parts, that perfect hab�t, wh�ch makes us conclude
�n general, that �nstances, of wh�ch we have no exper�ence, must
necessar�ly resemble those of wh�ch we have.

To just�fy st�ll farther th�s account of the second spec�es of
probab�l�ty, where we reason w�th knowledge and reflect�on from a
contrar�ety of past exper�ments, I shall propose the follow�ng
cons�derat�ons, w�thout fear�ng to g�ve offence by that a�r of subt�lty,
wh�ch attends them. Just reason�ng ought st�ll, perhaps, to reta�n �ts
force, however subt�le; �n the same manner as matter preserves �ts
sol�d�ty �n the a�r, and f�re, and an�mal sp�r�ts, as well as �n the
grosser and more sens�ble forms.



F�rst, We may observe, that there �s no probab�l�ty so great as not
to allow of a contrary poss�b�l�ty; because otherw�se �t would cease to
be a probab�l�ty, and would become a certa�nty. That probab�l�ty of
causes, wh�ch �s most extens�ve, and wh�ch we at present exam�ne,
depends on a contrar�ety of exper�ments: and �t �s ev�dent An
exper�ment �n the past proves at least a poss�b�l�ty for the future.

Secondly, The component parts of th�s poss�b�l�ty and probab�l�ty
are of the same nature, and d�ffer �n number only, but not �n k�nd. It
has been observed, that all s�ngle chances are ent�rely equal, and
that the only c�rcumstance, wh�ch can g�ve any event, that �s
cont�ngent, a super�or�ty over another �s a super�or number of
chances. In l�ke manner, as the uncerta�nty of causes �s d�scovery by
exper�ence, wh�ch presents us w�th a v�ew of contrary events, �t �s
pla�n, that when we transfer the past to the future, the known to the
unknown, every past exper�ment has the same we�ght, and that �t �s
only a super�or number of them, wh�ch can throw the ballance on any
s�de. The poss�b�l�ty, therefore, wh�ch enters �nto every reason�ng of
th�s k�nd, �s composed of parts, wh�ch are of the same nature both
among themselves, and w�th those, that compose the oppos�te
probab�l�ty.

Th�rdly, We may establ�sh �t as a certa�n max�m, that �n all moral as
well as natural phaenomena, wherever any cause cons�sts of a
number of parts, and the effect encreases or d�m�n�shes, accord�ng
to the var�at�on of that number, the effects properly speak�ng, �s a
compounded one, and ar�ses from the un�on of the several effects,
that proceed from each part of the cause. Thus, because the grav�ty
of a body encreases or d�m�n�shes by the encrease or d�m�nut�on of
�ts parts, we conclude that each part conta�ns th�s qual�ty and
contr�butes to the grav�ty of the whole. The absence or presence of a
part of the cause �s attended w�th that of a proport�onable part of the
effect. Th�s connex�on or constant conjunct�on suff�c�ently proves the
one part to be the cause of the other. As the bel�ef wh�ch we have of
any event, encreases or d�m�n�shes accord�ng to the number of
chances or past exper�ments, �t �s to be cons�dered as a
compounded effect, of wh�ch each part ar�ses from a proport�onable
number of chances or exper�ments.



Let us now jo�n these three observat�ons, and see what conclus�on
we can draw from them. To every probab�l�ty there �s an oppos�te
poss�b�l�ty. Th�s poss�b�l�ty �s composed of parts, that are ent�rely of
the same nature w�th those of the probab�l�ty; and consequently have
the same �nfluence on the m�nd and understand�ng. The bel�ef, wh�ch
attends the probab�l�ty, �s a compounded effect, and �s formed by the
concurrence of the several effects, wh�ch proceed from each part of
the probab�l�ty. S�nce therefore each part of the probab�l�ty
contr�butes to the product�on of the bel�ef, each part of the poss�b�l�ty
must have the same �nfluence on the oppos�te s�de; the nature of
these parts be�ng ent�rely the same. The contrary bel�ef, attend�ng
the poss�b�l�ty, �mpl�es a v�ew of a certa�n object, as well as the
probab�l�ty does an oppos�te v�ew. In th�s part�cular both these
degrees of bel�ef are al�ke. The only manner then, �n wh�ch the
super�or number of s�m�lar component parts �n the one can exert �ts
�nfluence, and preva�l above the �nfer�or �n the other, �s by produc�ng
a stronger and more l�vely v�ew of �ts object. Each part presents a
part�cular v�ew; and all these v�ews un�t�ng together produce one
general v�ew, wh�ch �s fuller and more d�st�nct by the greater number
of causes or pr�nc�ples, from wh�ch �t �s der�ved.

The component parts of the probab�l�ty and poss�b�l�ty, be�ng al�ke
�n the�r nature, must produce l�ke effects; and the l�keness of the�r
effects cons�sts �n th�s, that each of them presents a v�ew of a
part�cular object. But though these parts be al�ke �n the�r nature, they
are very d�fferent �n the�r quant�ty and number; and th�s d�fference
must appear �n the effect as well as the s�m�lar�ty. Now as the v�ew
they present �s �n both cases full and ent�re, and comprehends the
object �n all �ts parts, �t �s �mposs�ble that �n th�s part�cular there can
be any d�fference; nor �s there any th�ng but a super�or v�vac�ty �n the
probab�l�ty, ar�s�ng from the concurrence of a super�or number of
v�ews, wh�ch can d�st�ngu�sh these effects.

Here �s almost the same argument �n a d�fferent l�ght. All our
reason�ngs concern�ng the probab�l�ty of causes are founded on the
transferr�ng of past to future. The transferr�ng of any past exper�ment
to the future �s suff�c�ent to g�ve us a v�ew of the object; whether that
exper�ment be s�ngle or comb�ned w�th others of the same k�nd;
whether �t be ent�re, or opposed by others of a contrary k�nd.



Suppose, then, �t acqu�res both these qual�t�es of comb�nat�on and
oppos�t�on, �t loses not upon that account �ts former power of
present�ng a v�ew of the object, but only concurs w�th and opposes
other exper�ments, that have a l�ke �nfluence. A quest�on, therefore,
may ar�se concern�ng the manner both of the concurrence and
oppos�t�on. As to the concurrence, there �s only the cho�ce left
betw�xt these two hypotheses. F�rst, That the v�ew of the object,
occas�oned by the transference of each past exper�ment, preserves
�tself ent�re, and only mult�pl�es the number of v�ews. Or,
SECONDLY, That �t runs �nto the other s�m�lar and correspondent
v�ews, and g�ves them a super�or degree of force and v�vac�ty. But
that the f�rst hypothes�s �s erroneous, �s ev�dent from exper�ence,
wh�ch �nforms us, that the bel�ef, attend�ng any reason�ng, cons�sts �n
one conclus�on, not �n a mult�tude of s�m�lar ones, wh�ch would only
d�stract the m�nd, and �n many cases would be too numerous to be
comprehended d�st�nctly by any f�n�te capac�ty. It rema�ns, therefore,
as the only reasonable op�n�on, that these s�m�lar v�ews run �nto each
other, and un�te the�r forces; so as to produce a stronger and clearer
v�ew, than what ar�ses from any one alone. Th�s �s the manner, �n
wh�ch past exper�ments concur, when they are transfered to any
future event. As to the manner of the�r oppos�t�on, �t �s ev�dent, that
as the contrary v�ews are �ncompat�ble w�th each other, and �t �s
�mposs�ble the object can at once ex�st conformable to both of them,
the�r �nfluence becomes mutually destruct�ve, and the m�nd �s
determ�ned to the super�or only w�th that force, wh�ch rema�ns, after
subtract�ng the �nfer�or.

I am sens�ble how abstruse all th�s reason�ng must appear to the
general�ty of readers, who not be�ng accustomed to such profound
reflect�ons on the �ntellectual facult�es of the m�nd, w�ll be apt to
reject as ch�mer�cal whatever str�kes not �n w�th the common
rece�ved not�ons, and w�th the eas�est and most obv�ous pr�nc�ples of
ph�losophy. And no doubt there are some pa�ns requ�red to enter �nto
these arguments; though perhaps very l�ttle are necessary to
perce�ve the �mperfect�on of every vulgar hypothes�s on th�s subject,
and the l�ttle l�ght, wh�ch ph�losophy can yet afford us �n such subl�me
and such cur�ous speculat�ons. Let men be once fully perswaded of
these two pr�nc�ples, THAT THERE, IS NOTHING IN ANY OBJECT,



CONSIDERed IN ITSELF, WHICH CAN AFFORD US A REASON
FOR DRAWING A CONCLUSION BEYOND �t; and, THAT EVEN
AFTER THE OBSERVATION OF THE FREQUENT OR CONSTANT
CONJUNCTION OF OBJECTS, WE HAVE NO REASON TO DRAW
ANY INFERENCE CONCERNING ANY OBJECT BEYOND THOSE
OF WHICH WE HAVE HAD EXPERIENCE; I say, let men be once
fully conv�nced of these two pr�nc�ples, and th�s w�ll throw them so
loose from all common systems, that they w�ll make no d�ff�culty of
rece�v�ng any, wh�ch may appear the most extraord�nary. These
pr�nc�ples we have found to be suff�c�ently conv�nc�ng, even w�th
regard to our most certa�n reason�ngs from causat�on: But I shall
venture to aff�rm, that w�th regard to these conjectural or probable
reason�ngs they st�ll acqu�re a new degree of ev�dence.

F�rst, It �s obv�ous, that �n reason�ngs of th�s k�nd, �t �s not the
object presented to us, wh�ch, cons�dered �n �tself, affords us any
reason to draw a conclus�on concern�ng any other object or event.
For as th�s latter object �s supposed uncerta�n, and as the uncerta�nty
�s der�ved from a concealed contrar�ety of causes �n the former, were
any of the causes placed �n the known qual�t�es of that object, they
would no longer be concealed, nor would our conclus�on be
uncerta�n.

But, secondly, �t �s equally obv�ous �n th�s spec�es of reason�ng,
that �f the transference of the past to the future were founded merely
on a conclus�on of the understand�ng, �t coued never occas�on any
bel�ef or assurance. When we transfer contrary exper�ments to the
future, we can only repeat these contrary exper�ments w�th the�r
part�cular proport�ons; wh�ch coued not produce assurance �n any
s�ngle event, upon wh�ch we reason, unless the fancy melted
together all those �mages that concur, and extracted from them one
s�ngle �dea or �mage, wh�ch �s �ntense and l�vely �n proport�on to the
number of exper�ments from wh�ch �t �s der�ved, and the�r super�or�ty
above the�r antagon�sts. Our past exper�ence presents no
determ�nate object; and as our bel�ef, however fa�nt, f�xes �tself on a
determ�nate object, �t �s ev�dent that the bel�ef ar�ses not merely from
the transference of past to future, but from some operat�on of the
fancy conjo�ned w�th �t. Th�s may lead us to conce�ve the manner, �n
wh�ch that faculty enters �nto all our reason�ngs.



I shall conclude th�s subject w�th two reflect�ons, wh�ch may
deserve our attent�on. The FIRST may be expla�ned after th�s
manner. When the m�nd forms a reason�ng concern�ng any matter of
fact, wh�ch �s only probable, �t casts �ts eye backward upon past
exper�ence, and transferr�ng �t to the future, �s presented w�th so
many contrary v�ews of �ts object, of wh�ch those that are of the
same k�nd un�t�ng together, and runn�ng �nto one act of the m�nd,
serve to fort�fy and �nl�ven �t. But suppose that th�s mult�tude of v�ews
or gl�mpses of an object proceeds not from exper�ence, but from a
voluntary act of the �mag�nat�on; th�s effect does not follow, or at
least, follows not �n the same degree. For though custom and
educat�on produce bel�ef by such a repet�t�on, as �s not der�ved from
exper�ence, yet th�s requ�res a long tract of t�me, along w�th a very
frequent and undes�gned repet�t�on. In general we may pronounce,
that a person who would voluntar�ly repeat any �dea �n h�s m�nd,
though supported by one past exper�ence, would be no more
�ncl�ned to bel�eve the ex�stence of �ts object, than �f he had
contented h�mself w�th one survey of �t. Bes�de the effect of des�gn;
each act of the m�nd, be�ng separate and �ndependent, has a
separate �nfluence, and jo�ns not �ts force w�th that of �ts fellows. Not
be�ng un�ted by any common object, produc�ng them, they have no
relat�on to each other; and consequently make no trans�t�on or un�on
of forces. Th�s phaenomenon we shall understand better afterwards.

My second reflect�on �s founded on those large probab�l�t�es, wh�ch
the m�nd can judge of, and the m�nute d�fferences �t can observe
betw�xt them. When the chances or exper�ments on one s�de amount
to ten thousand, and on the other to ten thousand and one, the
judgment g�ves the preference to the latter, upon account of that
super�or�ty; though �t �s pla�nly �mposs�ble for the m�nd to run over
every part�cular v�ew, and d�st�ngu�sh the super�or v�vac�ty of the
�mage ar�s�ng from the super�or number, where the d�fference �s so
�ncons�derable. We have a parallel �nstance �n the affect�ons. It �s
ev�dent, accord�ng to the pr�nc�ples above-ment�oned, that when an
object produces any pass�on �n us, wh�ch var�es accord�ng to the
d�fferent quant�ty of the object; I say, �t �s ev�dent, that the pass�on,
properly speak�ng, �s not a s�mple emot�on, but a compounded one,
of a great number of weaker pass�ons, der�ved from a v�ew of each



part of the object. For otherw�se �t were �mposs�ble the pass�on
should encrease by the encrease of these parts. Thus a man, who
des�res a thousand pound, has �n real�ty a thousand or more des�res
wh�ch un�t�ng together, seem to make only one pass�on; though the
compos�t�on ev�dently betrays �tself upon every alterat�on of the
object, by the preference he g�ves to the larger number, �f super�or
only by an un�te. Yet noth�ng can be more certa�n, than that so small
a d�fference would not be d�scern�ble �n the pass�ons, nor coued
render them d�st�ngu�shable from each other. The d�fference,
therefore, of our conduct �n preferr�ng the greater number depends
not upon our pass�ons, but upon custom, and general rules. We
have found �n a mult�tude of �nstances, that the augment�ng the
numbers of any sum augments the pass�on, where the numbers are
prec�se and the d�fference sens�ble. The m�nd can perce�ve from �ts
�mmed�ate feel�ng, that three gu�neas produce a greater pass�on than
two; and th�s �t transfers to larger numbers, because of the
resemblance; and by a general rule ass�gns to a thousand gu�neas,
a stronger pass�on than to n�ne hundred and n�nety n�ne. These
general rules we shall expla�n presently.

But bes�de these two spec�es of probab�l�ty, wh�ch a-re der�ved
from an �mperfect exper�ence and from contrary causes, there �s a
th�rd ar�s�ng from ANALOGY, wh�ch d�ffers from them �n some
mater�al c�rcumstances. Accord�ng to the hypothes�s above
expla�ned all k�nds of reason�ng from causes or effects are founded
on two part�culars, v�z., the constant conjunct�on of any two objects
�n all past exper�ence, and the resemblance of a present object to
any one of them. The effect of these two part�culars �s, that the
present object �nv�gorates and �nl�vens the �mag�nat�on; and the
resemblance, along w�th the constant un�on, conveys th�s force and
v�vac�ty to the related �dea; wh�ch we are therefore sa�d to bel�eve, or
assent to. If you weaken e�ther the un�on or resemblance, you
weaken the pr�nc�ple of trans�t�on, and of consequence that bel�ef,
wh�ch ar�ses from �t. The v�vac�ty of the f�rst �mpress�on cannot be
fully conveyed to the related �dea, e�ther where the conjunct�on of
the�r objects �s not constant, or where the present �mpress�on does
not perfectly resemble any of those, whose un�on we are
accustomed to observe. In those probab�l�t�es of chance and causes



above-expla�ned, �t �s the constancy of the un�on, wh�ch �s
d�m�n�shed; and �n the probab�l�ty der�ved from analogy, �t �s the
resemblance only, wh�ch �s affected. W�thout some degree of
resemblance, as well as un�on, �t �s �mposs�ble there can be any
reason�ng: but as th�s resemblance adm�ts of many d�fferent
degrees, the reason�ng becomes proport�onably more or less f�rm
and certa�n. An exper�ment loses of �ts force, when transferred to
�nstances, wh�ch are not exactly resembl�ng; though �t �s ev�dent �t
may st�ll reta�n as much as may be the foundat�on of probab�l�ty, as
long as there �s any resemblance rema�n�ng.





SECT. XIII. OF UNPHILOSOPHICAL
PROBABILITY.

All these k�nds of probab�l�ty are rece�ved by ph�losophers, and
allowed to be reasonable foundat�ons of bel�ef and op�n�on. But there
are others, that are der�ved from the same pr�nc�ples, though they
have not had the good fortune to obta�n the same sanct�on. The f�rst
probab�l�ty of th�s k�nd may be accounted for thus. The d�m�nut�on of
the un�on, and of the resemblance, as above expla�ned, d�m�n�shes
the fac�l�ty of the trans�t�on, and by that means weakens the
ev�dence; and we may farther observe, that the same d�m�nut�on of
the ev�dence w�ll follow from a d�m�nut�on of the �mpress�on, and from
the shad�ng of those colours, under wh�ch �t appears to the memory
or senses. The argument, wh�ch we found on any matter of fact we
remember, �s more or less conv�nc�ng accord�ng as the fact �s recent
or remote; and though the d�fference �n these degrees of ev�dence
be not rece�ved by ph�losophy as sol�d and leg�t�mate; because �n
that case an argument must have a d�fferent force to day, from what
�t shall have a month hence; yet notw�thstand�ng the oppos�t�on of
ph�losophy, �t �s certa�n, th�s c�rcumstance has a cons�derable
�nfluence on the understand�ng, and secretly changes the author�ty
of the same argument, accord�ng to the d�fferent t�mes, �n wh�ch �t �s
proposed to us. A greater force and v�vac�ty �n the �mpress�on
naturally conveys a greater to the related �dea; and �t �s on the
degrees of force and v�vac�ty, that the bel�ef depends, accord�ng to
the forego�ng system.

There �s a second d�fference, wh�ch we may frequently observe �n
our degrees of bel�ef and assurance, and wh�ch never fa�ls to take
place, though d�scla�med by ph�losophers. An exper�ment, that �s
recent and fresh �n the memory, affects us more than one that �s �n
some measure obl�terated; and has a super�or �nfluence on the
judgment, as well as on the pass�ons. A l�vely �mpress�on produces
more assurance than a fa�nt one; because �t has more or�g�nal force



to commun�cate to the related �dea, wh�ch thereby acqu�res a greater
force and v�vac�ty. A recent observat�on has a l�ke effect; because
the custom and trans�t�on �s there more ent�re, and preserves better
the or�g�nal force �n the commun�cat�on. Thus a drunkard, who has
seen h�s compan�on d�e of a debauch, �s struck w�th that �nstance for
some t�me, and dreads a l�ke acc�dent for h�mself: But as the
memory of �t decays away by degrees, h�s former secur�ty returns,
and the danger seems less certa�n and real.

I add, as a th�rd �nstance of th�s k�nd, that though our reason�ngs
from proofs and from probab�l�t�es be cons�derably d�fferent from
each other, yet the former spec�es of reason�ng often degenerates
�nsens�bly �nto the latter, by noth�ng but the mult�tude of connected
arguments. It �s certa�n, that when an �nference �s drawn �mmed�ately
from an object, w�thout any �ntermed�ate cause or effect, the
conv�ct�on �s much stronger, and the persuas�on more l�vely, than
when the �mag�nat�on �s carryed through a long cha�n of connected
arguments, however �nfall�ble the connex�on of each l�nk may be
esteemed. It �s from the or�g�nal �mpress�on, that the v�vac�ty of all
the �deas �s der�ved, by means of the customary trans�t�on of the
�mag�nat�on; and �t �s ev�dent th�s v�vac�ty must gradually decay �n
proport�on to the d�stance, and must lose somewhat �n each
trans�t�on. Somet�mes th�s d�stance has a greater �nfluence than
even contrary exper�ments would have; and a man may rece�ve a
more l�vely conv�ct�on from a probable reason�ng, wh�ch �s close and
�mmed�ate, than from a long cha�n of consequences, though just and
conclus�ve �n each part. Nay �t �s seldom such reason�ngs produce
any conv�ct�on; and one must have a very strong and f�rm
�mag�nat�on to preserve the ev�dence to the end, where �t passes
through so many, stages.

But here �t may not be am�ss to remark a very cur�ous
phaenomenon, wh�ch the present subject suggests to us. It �s
ev�dent there �s no po�nt of anc�ent h�story, of wh�ch we can have any
assurance, but by pass�ng through many m�ll�ons of causes and
effects, and through a cha�n of arguments of almost an
�mmeasurable length. Before the knowledge of the fact coued come
to the f�rst h�stor�an, �t must be conveyed through many mouths; and
after �t �s comm�tted to wr�t�ng, each new copy �s a new object, of



wh�ch the connex�on w�th the forego�ng �s known only by exper�ence
and observat�on. Perhaps, therefore, �t may be concluded from the
precedent reason�ng, that the ev�dence of all anc�ent h�story must
now be lost; or at least, w�ll be lost �n t�me, as the cha�n of causes
encreases, and runs on to a greater length. But as �t seems contrary
to common sense to th�nk, that �f the republ�c of letters, and the art of
pr�nt�ng cont�nue on the same foot�ng as at present, our poster�ty,
even after a thousand ages, can ever doubt �f there has been such a
man as JULIUS CAESAR; th�s may be cons�dered as an object�on to
the present system. If bel�ef cons�sted only �n a certa�n v�vac�ty,
conveyed from an or�g�nal �mpress�on, �t would decay by the length
of the trans�t�on, and must at last be utterly ext�ngu�shed: And v�ce
versa, �f bel�ef on some occas�ons be not capable of such an
ext�nct�on; �t must be someth�ng d�fferent from that v�vac�ty.

Before I answer th�s object�on I shall observe, that from th�s top�c
there has been borrowed a very celebrated argument aga�nst the
Chr�st�an Rel�g�on; but w�th th�s d�fference, that the connex�on betw�xt
each l�nk of the cha�n �n human test�mony has been there supposed
not to go beyond probab�l�ty, and to be l�able to a degree of doubt
and uncerta�nty. And �ndeed �t must be confest, that �n th�s manner of
cons�der�ng the subject, (wh�ch however �s not a true one) there �s no
h�story or trad�t�on, but what must �n the end lose all �ts force and
ev�dence. Every new probab�l�ty d�m�n�shes the or�g�nal conv�ct�on;
and however great that conv�ct�on may be supposed, �t �s �mposs�ble
�t can subs�st under such re-�terated d�m�nut�ons. Th�s �s true �n
general; though we shall f�nd [Part IV. Sect. 1.] afterwards, that there
�s one very memorable except�on, wh�ch �s of vast consequence �n
the present subject of the understand�ng.

Mean wh�le to g�ve a solut�on of the preced�ng object�on upon the
suppos�t�on, that h�stor�cal ev�dence amounts at f�rst to an ent�re
proof; let us cons�der, that though the l�nks are �nnumerable, that
connect any or�g�nal fact w�th the present �mpress�on, wh�ch �s the
foundat�on of bel�ef; yet they are all of the same k�nd, and depend on
the f�del�ty of Pr�nters and Copy�sts. One ed�t�on passes �nto another,
and that �nto a th�rd, and so on, t�ll we come to that volume we
peruse at present. There �s no var�at�on �n the steps. After we know
one we know all of them; and after we have made one, we can have



no scruple as to the rest. Th�s c�rcumstance alone preserves the
ev�dence of h�story, and w�ll perpetuate the memory of the present
age to the latest poster�ty. If all the long cha�n of causes and effects,
wh�ch connect any past event w�th any volume of h�story, were
composed of parts d�fferent from each other, and wh�ch �t were
necessary for the m�nd d�st�nctly to conce�ve, �t �s �mposs�ble we
should preserve to the end any bel�ef or ev�dence. But as most of
these proofs are perfectly resembl�ng, the m�nd runs eas�ly along
them, jumps from one part to another w�th fac�l�ty, and forms but a
confused and general not�on of each l�nk. By th�s means a long cha�n
of argument, has as l�ttle effect �n d�m�n�sh�ng the or�g�nal v�vac�ty, as
a much shorter would have, �f composed of parts, wh�ch were
d�fferent from each other, and of wh�ch each requ�red a d�st�nct
cons�derat�on.

A fourth unph�losoph�cal spec�es of probab�l�ty �s that der�ved from
general rules, wh�ch we rashly form to ourselves, and wh�ch are the
source of what we properly call PREJUDICE. An IRISHMAN cannot
have w�t, and a Frenchman cannot have sol�d�ty; for wh�ch reason,
though the conversat�on of the former �n any �nstance be v�s�bly very
agreeable, and of the latter very jud�c�ous, we have enterta�ned such
a prejud�ce aga�nst them, that they must be dunces or fops �n sp�te of
sense and reason. Human nature �s very subject to errors of th�s
k�nd; and perhaps th�s nat�on as much as any other.

Should �t be demanded why men form general rules, and allow
them to �nfluence the�r judgment, even contrary to present
observat�on and exper�ence, I should reply, that �n my op�n�on �t
proceeds from those very pr�nc�ples, on wh�ch all judgments
concern�ng causes and effects depend. Our judgments concern�ng
cause and effect are der�ved from hab�t and exper�ence; and when
we have been accustomed to see one object un�ted to another, our
�mag�nat�on passes from the f�rst to the second, by a natural
trans�t�on, wh�ch precedes reflect�on, and wh�ch cannot be prevented
by �t. Now �t �s the nature of custom not only to operate w�th �ts full
force, when objects are presented, that are exactly the same w�th
those to wh�ch we have been accustomed; but also to operate �n an
�nfer�or degree, when we d�scover such as are s�m�lar; and though
the hab�t loses somewhat of �ts force by every d�fference, yet �t �s



seldom ent�rely destroyed, where any cons�derable c�rcumstances
rema�n the same. A man, who has contracted a custom of eat�ng fru�t
by the use of pears or peaches, w�ll sat�sfy h�mself w�th melons,
where he cannot f�nd h�s favour�te fru�t; as one, who has become a
drunkard by the use of red w�nes, w�ll be carr�ed almost w�th the
same v�olence to wh�te, �f presented to h�m. From th�s pr�nc�ple I
have accounted for that spec�es of probab�l�ty, der�ved from analogy,
where we transfer our exper�ence �n past �nstances to objects wh�ch
are resembl�ng, but are not exactly the same w�th those concern�ng
wh�ch we have had exper�ence. In proport�on as the resemblance
decays, the probab�l�ty d�m�n�shes; but st�ll has some force as long
as there rema�n any traces of the resemblance.

Th�s observat�on we may carry farther; and may remark, that
though custom be the foundat�on of all our judgments, yet
somet�mes �t has an effect on the �mag�nat�on �n oppos�t�on to the
judgment, and produces a contrar�ety �n our sent�ments concern�ng
the same object. I expla�n myself. In almost all k�nds of causes there
�s a compl�cat�on of c�rcumstances, of wh�ch some are essent�al, and
others superfluous; some are absolutely requ�s�te to the product�on
of the effect, and others are only conjo�ned by acc�dent. Now we may
observe, that when these superfluous c�rcumstances are numerous,
and remarkable, and frequently conjo�ned w�th the essent�al, they
have such an �nfluence on the �mag�nat�on, that even �n the absence
of the latter they carry us on to t-he concept�on of the usual effect,
and g�ve to that concept�on a force and v�vac�ty, wh�ch make �t
super�or to the mere f�ct�ons of the fancy. We may correct th�s
propens�ty by a reflect�on on the nature of those c�rcumstances: but �t
�s st�ll certa�n, that custom takes the start, and g�ves a b�ass to the
�mag�nat�on.

To �llustrate th�s by a fam�l�ar �nstance, let us cons�der the case of
a man, who, be�ng hung out from a h�gh tower �n a cage of �ron
cannot forbear trembl�ng, when he surveys the prec�p�ce below h�m,
though he knows h�mself to be perfectly secure from fall�ng, by h�s
exper�ence of the sol�d�ty of the �ron, wh�ch supports h�m; and though
the �deas of fall and descent, and harm and death, be der�ved solely
from custom and exper�ence. The same custom goes beyond the
�nstances, from wh�ch �t �s der�ved, and to wh�ch �t perfectly



corresponds; and �nfluences h�s �deas of such objects as are �n some
respect resembl�ng, but fall not prec�sely under the same rule. The
c�rcumstances of depth and descent str�ke so strongly upon h�m, that
the�r �nfluence can-not be destroyed by the contrary c�rcumstances
of support and sol�d�ty, wh�ch ought to g�ve h�m a perfect secur�ty. H�s
�mag�nat�on runs away w�th �ts object, and exc�tes a pass�on
proport�oned to �t. That pass�on returns back upon the �mag�nat�on
and �nl�vens the �dea; wh�ch l�vely �dea has a new �nfluence on the
pass�on, and �n �ts turn augments �ts force and v�olence; and both h�s
fancy and affect�ons, thus mutually support�ng each other, cause the
whole to have a very great �nfluence upon h�m.

But why need we seek for other �nstances, wh�le the present
subject of ph�losoph�cal probab�l�t�es offers us so obv�ous an one, �n
the oppos�t�on betw�xt the judgment and �mag�nat�on ar�s�ng from
these effects of custom? Accord�ng to my system, all reason�ngs are
noth�ng but the effects of custom; and custom has no �nfluence, but
by �nl�ven�ng the �mag�nat�on, and g�v�ng us a strong concept�on of
any object. It may, therefore, be concluded, that our judgment and
�mag�nat�on can never be contrary, and that custom cannot operate
on the latter faculty after such a manner, as to render �t oppos�te to
the former. Th�s d�ff�culty we can remove after no other manner, than
by suppos�ng the �nfluence of general rules. We shall afterwards take
[Sect. 15.] not�ce of some general rules, by wh�ch we ought to
regulate our judgment concern�ng causes and effects; and these
rules are formed on the nature of our understand�ng, and on our
exper�ence of �ts operat�ons �n the judgments we form concern�ng
objects. By them we learn to d�st�ngu�sh the acc�dental
c�rcumstances from the eff�cac�ous causes; and when we f�nd that an
effect can be produced w�thout the concurrence of any part�cular
c�rcumstance, we conclude that that c�rcumstance makes not a part
of the eff�cac�ous cause, however frequently conjo�ned w�th �t. But as
th�s frequent conjunct�on necess�ty makes �t have some effect on the
�mag�nat�on, �n sp�te of the oppos�te conclus�on from general rules,
the oppos�t�on of these two pr�nc�ples produces a contrar�ety �n our
thoughts, and causes us to ascr�be the one �nference to our
judgment, and the other to our �mag�nat�on. The general rule �s
attr�buted to our judgment; as be�ng more extens�ve and constant.



The except�on to the �mag�nat�on, as be�ng more capr�c�ous and
uncerta�n.

Thus our general rules are �n a manner set �n oppos�t�on to each
other. When an object appears, that resembles any cause �n very
cons�derable c�rcumstances, the �mag�nat�on naturally carr�es us to a
l�vely concept�on of the usual effect, Though the object be d�fferent �n
the most mater�al and most eff�cac�ous c�rcumstances from that
cause. Here �s the f�rst �nfluence of general rules. But when we take
a rev�ew of th�s act of the m�nd, and compare �t w�th the more
general and authent�c operat�ons of the understand�ng, we f�nd �t to
be of an �rregular nature, and destruct�ve of all the most establ�shed
pr�nc�ples of reason�ngs; wh�ch �s the cause of our reject�ng �t. Th�s �s
a second �nfluence of general rules, and �mpl�es the condemnat�on of
the former. Somet�mes the one, somet�mes the other preva�ls,
accord�ng to the d�spos�t�on and character of the person. The vulgar
are commonly gu�ded by the f�rst, and w�se men by the second.
Mean wh�le the scept�cs may here have the pleasure of observ�ng a
new and s�gnal contrad�ct�on �n our reason, and of see�ng all
ph�losophy ready to be subverted by a pr�nc�ple of human nature,
and aga�n saved by a new d�rect�on of the very same pr�nc�ple. The
follow�ng of general rules �s a very unph�losoph�cal spec�es of
probab�l�ty; and yet �t �s only by follow�ng them that we can correct
th�s, and all other unph�losoph�cal probab�l�t�es.

S�nce we have �nstances, where general rules operate on the
�mag�nat�on even contrary to the judgment, we need not be surpr�zed
to see the�r effects encrease, when conjo�ned w�th that latter faculty,
and to observe that they bestow on the �deas they present to us a
force super�or to what attends any other. Every one knows, there �s
an �nd�rect manner of �ns�nuat�ng pra�se or blame, wh�ch �s much less
shock�ng than the open flattery or censure of any person. However
he may commun�cate h�s sent�ments by such secret �ns�nuat�ons,
and make them known w�th equal certa�nty as by the open d�scovery
of them, �t �s certa�n that the�r �nfluence �s not equally strong and
powerful. One who lashes me w�th concealed strokes of sat�re,
moves not my �nd�gnat�on to such a degree, as �f he flatly told me I
was a fool and coxcomb; though I equally understand h�s mean�ng,



as �f he d�d. Th�s d�fference �s to be attr�buted to the �nfluence of
general rules.

Whether a person openly, abuses me, or slyly �nt�mates h�s
contempt, �n ne�ther case do I �mmed�ately perce�ve h�s sent�ment or
op�n�on; and �t �s only by s�gns, that �s, by �ts effects, I become
sens�ble of �t. The only d�fference, then, betw�xt these two cases
cons�sts �n th�s, that �n the open d�scovery of h�s sent�ments he
makes use of s�gns, wh�ch are general and un�versal; and �n the
secret �nt�mat�on employs such as are more s�ngular and uncommon.
The effect of th�s c�rcumstance �s, that the �mag�nat�on, �n runn�ng
from the present �mpress�on to the absent �dea, makes the trans�t�on
w�th greater fac�l�ty, and consequently conce�ves the object w�th
greater force, where the connex�on �s common and un�versal, than
where �t �s more rare and part�cular. Accord�ngly we may observe,
that the open declarat�on of our sent�ments �s called the tak�ng off the
mask, as the secret �nt�mat�on of our op�n�ons �s sa�d to be the ve�l�ng
of them. The d�fference betw�xt an �dea produced by a general
connex�on, and that ar�s�ng from a part�cular one �s here compared to
the d�fference betw�xt an �mpress�on and an �dea. Th�s d�fference �n
the �mag�nat�on has a su�table effect on the pass�ons; and th�s effect
�s augmented by another c�rcumstance. A secret �nt�mat�on of anger
or contempt shews that we st�ll have some cons�derat�on for the
person, and avo�d the d�rectly abus�ng h�m. Th�s makes a concealed
sat�re less d�sagreeable; but st�ll th�s depends on the same pr�nc�ple.
For �f an �dea were not more feeble, when only �nt�mated, �t would
never be esteemed a mark of greater respect to proceed �n th�s
method than �n the other.

Somet�mes scurr�l�ty �s less d�spleas�ng than del�cate sat�re,
because �t revenges us �n a manner for the �njury at the very t�me �t �s
comm�tted, by afford�ng us a just reason to blame and contemn the
person, who �njures us. But th�s phaenomenon l�kew�se depends
upon the same pr�nc�ple. For why do we blame all gross and
�njur�ous language, unless �t be, because we esteem �t contrary to
good breed�ng and human�ty? And why �s �t contrary, unless �t be
more shock�ng than any del�cate sat�re? The rules of good breed�ng
condemn whatever �s openly d�sobl�g�ng, and g�ves a sens�ble pa�n
and confus�on to those, w�th whom we converse. After th�s �s once



establ�shed, abus�ve language �s un�versally blamed, and g�ves less
pa�n upon account of �ts coarseness and �nc�v�l�ty, wh�ch render the
person desp�cable, that employs �t. It becomes less d�sagreeable,
merely because or�g�nally �t �s more so; and �t �s more d�sagreeable,
because �t affords an �nference by general and common rules, that
are palpable and unden�able.

To th�s expl�cat�on of the d�fferent �nfluence of open and concealed
flattery or sat�re, I shall add the cons�derat�on of another
phenomenon, wh�ch �s analogous to �t. There are many part�culars �n
the po�nt of honour both of men and women, whose v�olat�ons, when
open and avowed, the world never excuses, but wh�ch �t �s more apt
to overlook, when the appearances are saved, and the transgress�on
�s secret and concealed. Even those, who know w�th equal certa�nty,
that the fault �s comm�tted, pardon �t more eas�ly, when the proofs
seem �n some measure obl�que and equ�vocal, than when they are
d�rect and unden�able. The same �dea �s presented �n both cases,
and, properly speak�ng, �s equally assented to by the judgment; and
yet �ts �nfluence �s d�fferent, because of the d�fferent manner, �n
wh�ch �t �s presented.

Now �f we compare these two cases, of the open and concealed
v�olat�ons of the laws of honour, we shall f�nd, that the d�fference
betw�xt them cons�sts �n th�s, that �n the f�rst ease the s�gn, from
wh�ch we �nfer the blameable act�on, �s s�ngle, and suff�ces alone to
be the foundat�on of our reason�ng and judgment; whereas �n the
latter the s�gns are numerous, and dec�de l�ttle or noth�ng when
alone and unaccompanyed w�th many m�nute c�rcumstances, wh�ch
are almost �mpercept�ble. But �t �s certa�nly true, that any reason�ng �s
always the more conv�nc�ng, the more s�ngle and un�ted �t �s to the
eye, and the less exerc�se �t g�ves to the �mag�nat�on to collect all �ts
parts, and run from them to the correlat�ve �dea, wh�ch forms the
conclus�on. The labour of the thought d�sturbs the regular progress
of the sent�ments, as we shall observe presently.[Part IV. Sect. 1.]
The �dea str�kes not on us w�th ouch v�vac�ty; and consequently has
no such �nfluence on the pass�on and �mag�nat�on.

From the same pr�nc�ples we may account for those observat�ons
of the CARDINAL DE RETZ, that there are many th�ngs, �n wh�ch the



world w�shes to be dece�ved; and that �t more eas�ly excuses a
person �n act�ng than �n talk�ng contrary to the decorum of h�s
profess�on and character. A fault �n words �s commonly more open
and d�st�nct than one �n act�ons, wh�ch adm�t of many pall�at�ng
excuses, and dec�de not so clearly concern�ng the �ntent�on and
v�ews of the actor.

Thus �t appears upon the whole, that every k�nd of op�n�on or
judgment, wh�ch amounts not to knowledge, �s der�ved ent�rely from
the force and v�vac�ty of the percept�on, and that these qual�t�es
const�tute �n the m�nd, what we call the BELIEF Of the ex�stence of
any object. Th�s force and th�s v�vac�ty are most consp�cuous �n the
memory; and therefore our conf�dence �n the verac�ty of that faculty
�s the greatest �mag�nable, and equals �n many respects the
assurance of a demonstrat�on. The next degree of these qual�t�es �s
that der�ved from the relat�on of cause and effect; and th�s too �s very
great, espec�ally when the conjunct�on �s found by exper�ence to be
perfectly constant, and when the object, wh�ch �s present to us,
exactly resembles those, of wh�ch we have had exper�ence. But
below th�s degree of ev�dence there are many others, wh�ch have an
�nfluence on the pass�ons and �mag�nat�on, proport�oned to that
degree of force and v�vac�ty, wh�ch they commun�cate to the �deas. It
�s by hab�t we make the trans�t�on from cause to effect; and �t �s from
some present �mpress�on we borrow that v�vac�ty, wh�ch we d�ffuse
over the correlat�ve �dea. But when we have not observed a suff�c�ent
number of �nstances, to produce a strong hab�t; or when these
�nstances are contrary to each other; or when the resemblance �s not
exact; or the present �mpress�on �s fa�nt and obscure; or the
exper�ence �n some measure obl�terated from the memory; or the
connex�on dependent on a long cha�n of objects; or the �nference
der�ved from general rules, and yet not conformable to them: In all
these cases the ev�dence d�m�n�shes by the d�m�nut�on of the force
and �ntenseness of the �dea. Th�s therefore �s the nature of the
judgment and probab�l�ty.

What pr�nc�pally g�ves author�ty to th�s system �s, bes�de the
undoubted arguments, upon wh�ch each part �s founded, the
agreement of these parts, and the necess�ty of one to expla�n
another. The bel�ef, wh�ch attends our memory, �s of the same nature



w�th that, wh�ch �s der�ved from our judgments: Nor �s there any
d�fference betw�xt that judgment, wh�ch �s der�ved from a constant
and un�form connex�on of causes and effects, and that wh�ch
depends upon an �nterrupted and uncerta�n. It �s �ndeed ev�dent, that
�n all determ�nat�ons, where the m�nd dec�des from contrary
exper�ments, �t �s f�rst d�v�ded w�th�n �tself, and has an �ncl�nat�on to
e�ther s�de �n proport�on to the number of exper�ments we have seen
and remember. Th�s contest �s at last determ�ned to the advantage of
that s�de, where we observe a super�or number of these
exper�ments; but st�ll w�th a d�m�nut�on of force �n the ev�dence
correspondent to the number of the oppos�te exper�ments. Each
poss�b�l�ty, of wh�ch the probab�l�ty �s composed, operates separately
upon the �mag�nat�on; and �t �s the larger collect�on of poss�b�l�t�es,
wh�ch at last preva�ls, and that w�th a force proport�onable to �ts
super�or�ty. All these phenomena lead d�rectly to the precedent
system; nor w�ll �t ever be poss�ble upon any other pr�nc�ples to g�ve
a sat�sfactory and cons�stent expl�cat�on of them. W�thout
cons�der�ng these judgments as the effects of custom on the
�mag�nat�on, we shall lose ourselves �n perpetual contrad�ct�on and
absurd�ty.



SECT. XIV. OF THE IDEA OF
NECESSARY CONNEXION.

Hav�ng thus expla�ned the manner, �n wh�ch we reason beyond our
�mmed�ate �mpress�ons, and conclude that such part�cular causes
must have such part�cular effects; we must now return upon our
footsteps to exam�ne that quest�on, wh�ch [Sect. 2.] f�rst occured to
us, and wh�ch we dropt �n our way, v�z. What �s our �dea of necess�ty,
when we say that two objects are necessar�ly connected together.
Upon th�s head I repeat what I have often had occas�on to observe,
that as we have no �dea, that �s not der�ved from an �mpress�on, we
must f�nd some �mpress�on, that g�ves r�se to th�s �dea of necess�ty, �f
we assert we have really such an �dea. In order to th�s I cons�der, �n
what objects necess�ty �s commonly supposed to l�e; and f�nd�ng that
�t �s always ascr�bed to causes and effects, I turn my eye to two
objects supposed to be placed �n that relat�on; and exam�ne them �n
all the s�tuat�ons, of wh�ch they are suscept�ble. I �mmed�ately
perce�ve, that they are cont�guous �n t�me and place, and that the
object we call cause precedes the other we call effect. In no one
�nstance can I go any farther, nor �s �t poss�ble for me to d�scover any
th�rd relat�on betw�xt these objects. I therefore enlarge my v�ew to
comprehend several �nstances; where I f�nd l�ke objects always
ex�st�ng �n l�ke relat�ons of cont�gu�ty and success�on. At f�rst s�ght
th�s seems to serve but l�ttle to my purpose. The reflect�on on several
�nstances only repeats the same objects; and therefore can never
g�ve r�se to a new �dea. But upon farther enqu�ry I f�nd, that the
repet�t�on �s not �n every part�cular the same, but produces a new
�mpress�on, and by that means the �dea, wh�ch I at present exam�ne.
For after a frequent repet�t�on, I f�nd, that upon the appearance of
one of the objects, the m�nd �s determ�ned by custom to cons�der �ts
usual attendant, and to cons�der �t �n a stronger l�ght upon account of
�ts relat�on to the f�rst object. It �s th�s �mpress�on, then, or
determ�nat�on, wh�ch affords me the �dea of necess�ty.



I doubt not but these consequences w�ll at f�rst s�ght be rece�ved
w�thout d�ff�culty, as be�ng ev�dent deduct�ons from pr�nc�ples, wh�ch
we have already establ�shed, and wh�ch we have often employed �n
our reason�ngs. Th�s ev�dence both �n the f�rst pr�nc�ples, and �n the
deduct�ons, may seduce us unwar�ly �nto the conclus�on, and make
us �mag�ne �t conta�ns noth�ng extraord�nary, nor worthy of our
cur�os�ty. But though such an �nadvertence may fac�l�tate the
recept�on of th�s reason�ng, �t w�ll make �t be the more eas�ly forgot;
for wh�ch reason I th�nk �t proper to g�ve warn�ng, that I have just now
exam�ned one of the most subl�me quest�ons �n ph�losophy, v�z. that
concern�ng the power and eff�cacy of causes; where all the sc�ences
seem so much �nterested. Such a warn�ng w�ll naturally rouze up the
attent�on of the reader, and make h�m des�re a more full account of
my doctr�ne, as well as of the arguments, on wh�ch �t �s founded. Th�s
request �s so reasonable, that I cannot refuse comply�ng w�th �t;
espec�ally as I am hopeful that these pr�nc�ples, the more they are
exam�ned, w�ll acqu�re the more force and ev�dence.

There �s no quest�on, wh�ch on account of �ts �mportance, as well
as d�ff�culty, has caused more d�sputes both among ant�ent and
modern ph�losophers, than th�s concern�ng the eff�cacy of causes, or
that qual�ty wh�ch makes them be followed by the�r effects. But
before they entered upon these d�sputes, meth�nks �t would not have
been �mproper to have exam�ned what �dea we have of that eff�cacy,
wh�ch �s the subject of the controversy. Th�s �s what I f�nd pr�nc�pally
want�ng �n the�r reason�ngs, and what I shall here endeavour to
supply.

I beg�n w�th observ�ng that the terms of EFFICACY, AGENCY,
POWER, FORCE, ENERGY, NECESSITY, CONNEXION, and
PRODUCTIVE QUALITY, are all nearly synonymous; and therefore �t
�s an absurd�ty to employ any of them �n def�n�ng the rest. By th�s
observat�on we reject at once all the vulgar def�n�t�ons, wh�ch
ph�losophers have g�ven of power and eff�cacy; and �nstead of
search�ng for the �dea �n these def�n�t�ons, must look for �t �n the
�mpress�ons, from wh�ch �t �s or�g�nally der�ved. If �t be a compound
�dea, �t must ar�se from compound �mpress�ons. If s�mple, from
s�mple �mpress�ons.



I bel�eve the most general and most popular expl�cat�on of th�s
matter, �s to say [See Mr. Locke, chapter of power.], that f�nd�ng from
exper�ence, that there are several new product�ons �n matter, such
as the mot�ons and var�at�ons of body, and conclud�ng that there
must somewhere be a power capable of produc�ng them, we arr�ve
at last by th�s reason�ng at the �dea of power and eff�cacy. But to be
conv�nced that th�s expl�cat�on �s more popular than ph�losoph�cal,
we need but reflect on two very obv�ous pr�nc�ples. F�rst, That reason
alone can never g�ve r�se to any or�g�nal �dea, and secondly, that
reason, as d�st�ngu�shed from exper�ence, can never make us
conclude, that a cause or product�ve qual�ty �s absolutely requ�s�te to
every beg�nn�ng of ex�stence. Both these cons�derat�ons have been
suff�c�ently expla�ned: and therefore shall not at present be any
farther �ns�sted on.

I shall only �nfer from them, that s�nce reason can never g�ve r�se
to the �dea of eff�cacy, that �dea must be der�ved from exper�ence,
and from some part�cular �nstances of th�s eff�cacy, wh�ch make the�r
passage �nto the m�nd by the common channels of sensat�on or
reflect�on. Ideas always represent the�r objects or �mpress�ons; and
v�ce versa, there are some objects necessary to g�ve r�se to every
�dea. If we pretend, therefore, to have any just �dea of th�s eff�cacy,
we must produce some �nstance, where�n the eff�cacy �s pla�nly
d�scoverable to the m�nd, and �ts operat�ons obv�ous to our
consc�ousness or sensat�on. By the refusal of th�s, we acknowledge,
that the �dea �s �mposs�ble and �mag�nary, s�nce the pr�nc�ple of
�nnate �deas, wh�ch alone can save us from th�s d�lemma, has been
already refuted, and �s now almost un�versally rejected �n the learned
world. Our present bus�ness, then, must be to f�nd some natural
product�on, where the operat�on and eff�cacy of a cause can be
clearly conce�ved and comprehended by the m�nd, w�thout any
danger of obscur�ty or m�stake.

In th�s research we meet w�th very l�ttle encouragement from that
prod�g�ous d�vers�ty, wh�ch �s found �n the op�n�ons of those
ph�losophers, who have pretended to expla�n the secret force and
energy of causes. [See Father Malbranche, Book v�. Part 2, chap. 3.
And the �llustrat�ons upon �t.] There are some, who ma�nta�n, that
bod�es operate by the�r substant�al form; others, by the�r acc�dents or



qual�t�es; several, by the�r matter and form; some, by the�r form and
acc�dents; others, by certa�n v�rtues and facult�es d�st�nct from all
th�s. All these sent�ments aga�n are m�xed and varyed �n a thousand
d�fferent ways; and form a strong presumpt�on, that none of them
have any sol�d�ty or ev�dence, and that the suppos�t�on of an eff�cacy
�n any of the known qual�t�es of matter �s ent�rely w�thout foundat�on.
Th�s presumpt�on must encrease upon us, when we cons�der, that
these pr�nc�ples of substant�al forms, and acc�dents, and facult�es,
are not �n real�ty any of the known propert�es of bod�es, but are
perfectly un�ntell�g�ble and �nexpl�cable. For �t �s ev�dent ph�losophers
would never have had recourse to such obscure and uncerta�n
pr�nc�ples, had they met w�th any sat�sfact�on �n such as are clear
and �ntell�g�ble; espec�ally �n such an affa�r as th�s, wh�ch must be an
object of the s�mplest understand�ng, �f not of the senses. Upon the
whole, we may conclude, that �t �s �mposs�ble �n any one �nstance to
shew the pr�nc�ple, �n wh�ch the force and agency of a cause �s
placed; and that the most ref�ned and most vulgar understand�ngs
are equally at a loss �n th�s part�cular. If any one th�nk proper to
refute th�s assert�on, he need not put h�mself to the trouble of
�nvent�ng any long reason�ngs: but may at once shew us an �nstance
of a cause, where we d�scover the power or operat�ng pr�nc�ple. Th�s
def�ance we are obl�ged frequently to make use of, as be�ng almost
the only means of prov�ng a negat�ve �n ph�losophy.

The small success, wh�ch has been met w�th �n all the attempts to
f�x th�s power, has at last obl�ged ph�losophers to conclude, that the
ult�mate force and eff�cacy of nature �s perfectly unknown to us, and
that �t �s �n va�n we search for �t �n all the known qual�t�es of matter. In
th�s op�n�on they are almost unan�mous; and �t �s only �n the
�nference they draw from �t, that they d�scover any d�fference �n the�r
sent�ments. For some of them, as the CARTESIANS �n part�cular,
hav�ng establ�shed �t as a pr�nc�ple, that we are perfectly acqua�nted
w�th the essence of matter, have very naturally �nferred, that �t �s
endowed w�th no eff�cacy, and that �t �s �mposs�ble for �t of �tself to
commun�cate mot�on, or produce any of those effects, wh�ch we
ascr�be to �t. As the essence of matter cons�sts �n extens�on, and as
extens�on �mpl�es not actual mot�on, but only mob�l�ty; they conclude,



that the energy, wh�ch produces the mot�on, cannot l�e �n the
extens�on.

Th�s conclus�on leads them �nto another, wh�ch they regard as
perfectly unavo�dable. Matter, say they, �s �n �tself ent�rely unact�ve,
and depr�ved of any power, by wh�ch �t may produce, or cont�nue, or
commun�cate mot�on: But s�nce these effects are ev�dent to our
senses, and s�nce the power, that produces them, must be placed
somewhere, �t must l�e �n the DEITY, or that d�v�ne be�ng, who
conta�ns �n h�s nature all excellency and perfect�on. It �s the de�ty,
therefore, who �s the pr�me mover of the un�verse, and who not only
f�rst created matter, and gave �t �t's or�g�nal �mpulse, but l�kew�se by a
cont�nued exert�on of omn�potence, supports �ts ex�stence, and
success�vely bestows on �t all those mot�ons, and conf�gurat�ons, and
qual�t�es, w�th wh�ch �t �s endowed.

Th�s op�n�on �s certa�nly very cur�ous, and well worth our attent�on;
but �t w�ll appear superfluous to exam�ne �t �n th�s place, �f we reflect
a moment on our present purpose �n tak�ng not�ce of �t. We have
establ�shed �t as a pr�nc�ple, that as all �deas are der�ved from
�mpress�ons, or some precedent percept�ons, �t �s �mposs�ble we can
have any �dea of power and eff�cacy, unless some �nstances can be
produced, where�n th�s power �s perce�ved to exert �tself. Now, as
these �nstances can never be d�scovered �n body, the Cartes�ans,
proceed�ng upon the�r pr�nc�ple of �nnate �deas, have had recourse to
a supreme sp�r�t or de�ty, whom they cons�der as the only act�ve
be�ng �n the un�verse, and as the �mmed�ate cause of every alterat�on
�n matter. But the pr�nc�ple of �nnate �deas be�ng allowed to be false,
�t follows, that the suppos�t�on of a de�ty can serve us �n no stead, �n
account�ng for that �dea of agency, wh�ch we search for �n va�n �n all
the objects, wh�ch are presented to our senses, or wh�ch we are
�nternally consc�ous of �n our own m�nds. For �f every �dea be der�ved
from an �mpress�on, the �dea of a de�ty proceeds from the same
or�g�n; and �f no �mpress�on, e�ther of sensat�on or reflect�on, �mpl�es
any force or eff�cacy, �t �s equally �mposs�ble to d�scover or even
�mag�ne any such act�ve pr�nc�ple �n the de�ty. S�nce these
ph�losophers, therefore, have concluded, that matter cannot be
endowed w�th any eff�cac�ous pr�nc�ple, because �t �s �mposs�ble to
d�scover �n �t such a pr�nc�ple; the same course of reason�ng should



determ�ne them to exclude �t from the supreme be�ng. Or �f they
esteem that op�n�on absurd and �mp�ous, as �t really �s, I shall tell
them how they may avo�d �t; and that �s, by conclud�ng from the very
f�rst, that they have no adequate �dea of power or eff�cacy �n any
object; s�nce ne�ther �n body nor sp�r�t, ne�ther �n super�or nor �nfer�or
natures, are they able to d�scover one s�ngle �nstance of �t.

The same conclus�on �s unavo�dable upon the hypothes�s of those,
who ma�nta�n the eff�cacy of second causes, and attr�bute a
der�vat�ve, but a real power and energy to matter. For as they
confess, that th�s energy l�es not �n any of the known qual�t�es of
matter, the d�ff�culty st�ll rema�ns concern�ng the or�g�n of �ts �dea. If
we have really an �dea of power, we may attr�bute power to an
unknown qual�ty: But as �t �s �mposs�ble, that that �dea can be der�ved
from such a qual�ty, and as there �s noth�ng �n known qual�t�es, wh�ch
can produce �t; �t follows that we dece�ve ourselves, when we
�mag�ne we are possest of any �dea of th�s k�nd, after the manner we
commonly understand �t. All �deas are der�ved from, and represent
�mpress�ons. We never have any �mpress�on, that conta�ns any
power or eff�cacy. We never therefore have any �dea of power.

Some have asserted, that we feel an energy, or power, �n our own
m�nd; and that hav�ng �n th�s manner acqu�red the �dea of power, we
transfer that qual�ty to matter, where we are not able �mmed�ately to
d�scover �t. The mot�ons of our body, and the thoughts and
sent�ments of our m�nd, (say they) obey the w�ll; nor do we seek any
farther to acqu�re a just not�on of force or power. But to conv�nce us
how fallac�ous th�s reason�ng �s, we need only cons�der, that the w�ll
be�ng here cons�dered as a cause, has no more a d�scoverable
connex�on w�th �ts effects, than any mater�al cause has w�th �ts
proper effect. So far from perce�v�ng the connex�on betw�xt an act of
vol�t�on, and a mot�on of the body; �t �s allowed that no effect �s more
�nexpl�cable from the powers and essence of thought and matter. Nor
�s the emp�re of the w�ll over our m�nd more �ntell�g�ble. The effect �s
there d�st�ngu�shable and separable from the cause, and coued not
be foreseen w�thout the exper�ence of the�r constant conjunct�on. We
have command over our m�nd to a certa�n degree, but beyond that,
lose all emp�re over �t: And �t �s ev�dently �mposs�ble to f�x any
prec�se bounds to our author�ty, where we consult not exper�ence. In



short, the act�ons of the m�nd are, �n th�s respect, the same w�th
those of matter. We perce�ve only the�r constant conjunct�on; nor can
we ever reason beyond �t. No �nternal �mpress�on has an apparent
energy, more than external objects have. S�nce, therefore, matter �s
confessed by ph�losophers to operate by an unknown force, we
should �n va�n hope to atta�n an �dea of force by consult�ng our own
m�nds. [FN 8.]
     [FN  8. The same imperfection attends our ideas of the 
     Deity; but this can have no effect either on religion or 
     morals. The order of the universe proves an omnipotent mind; 
     that is, a mind whose wili is CONSTANTLY ATTENDED with the 
     obedience of every creature and being. Nothing more is 
     requisite to give a foundation to all the articles of 
     religion, nor is It necessary we shoud form a distinct idea 
     of the force and energy of the supreme Being.] 

It has been establ�shed as a certa�n pr�nc�ple, that general or
abstract �deas are noth�ng but �nd�v�dual ones taken �n a certa�n l�ght,
and that, �n reflect�ng on any object, �t �s as �mposs�ble to exclude
from our thought all part�cular degrees of quant�ty and qual�ty as from
the real nature of th�ngs. If we be possest, therefore, of any �dea of
power �n general, we must also be able to conce�ve some part�cular
spec�es of �t; and as power cannot subs�st alone, but �s always
regarded as an attr�bute of some be�ng or ex�stence, we must be
able to place th�s power �n some part�cular be�ng, and conce�ve that
be�ng as endowed w�th a real force and energy, by wh�ch such a
part�cular effect necessar�ly results from �ts operat�on. We must
d�st�nctly and part�cularly conce�ve the connex�on betw�xt the cause
and effect, and be able to pronounce, from a s�mple v�ew of the one,
that �t must be followed or preceded by the other. Th�s �s the true
manner of conce�v�ng a part�cular power �n a part�cular body: and a
general �dea be�ng �mposs�ble w�thout an �nd�v�dual; where the latter
�s �mposs�ble, �t �s certa�n the former can never ex�st. Now noth�ng �s
more ev�dent, than that the human m�nd cannot form such an �dea of
two objects, as to conce�ve any connex�on betw�xt them, or
comprehend d�st�nctly that power or eff�cacy, by wh�ch they are
un�ted. Such a connex�on would amount to a demonstrat�on, and
would �mply the absolute �mposs�b�l�ty for the one object not to follow,
or to be conce�ved not to follow upon the other: Wh�ch k�nd of
connex�on has already been rejected �n all cases. If any one �s of a



contrary op�n�on, and th�nks he has atta�ned a not�on of power �n any
part�cular object, I des�re he may po�nt out to me that object. But t�ll I
meet w�th such-a-one, wh�ch I despa�r of, I cannot forbear
conclud�ng, that s�nce we can never d�st�nctly conce�ve how any
part�cular power can poss�bly res�de �n any part�cular object, we
dece�ve ourselves �n �mag�n�ng we can form any such general �dea.

Thus upon the whole we may �nfer, that when we talk of any be�ng,
whether of a super�or or �nfer�or nature, as endowed w�th a power or
force, proport�oned to any effect; when we speak of a necessary
connex�on betw�xt objects, and suppose, that th�s connex�on
depends upon an eff�cacy or energy, w�th wh�ch any of these objects
are endowed; �n all these express�ons, so appl�ed, we have really no
d�st�nct mean�ng, and make use only of common words, w�thout any
clear and determ�nate �deas. But as �t �s more probable, that these
express�ons do here lose the�r true mean�ng by be�ng wrong appl�ed,
than that they never have any mean�ng; �t w�ll be proper to bestow
another cons�derat�on on th�s subject, to see �f poss�bly we can
d�scover the nature and or�g�n of those �deas, we annex to them.

Suppose two objects to be presented to us, of wh�ch the one �s the
cause and the other the effect; �t �s pla�n, that from the s�mple
cons�derat�on of one, or both these objects we never shall perce�ve
the t�e by wh�ch they are un�ted, or be able certa�nly to pronounce,
that there �s a connex�on betw�xt them. It �s not, therefore, from any
one �nstance, that we arr�ve at the �dea of cause and effect, of a
necessary connex�on of power, of force, of energy, and of eff�cacy.
D�d we never see any but part�cular conjunct�ons of objects, ent�rely
d�fferent from each other, we should never be able to form any such
�deas.

But aga�n; suppose we observe several �nstances, �n wh�ch the
same objects are always conjo�ned together, we �mmed�ately
conce�ve a connex�on betw�xt them, and beg�n to draw an �nference
from one to another. Th�s mult�pl�c�ty of resembl�ng �nstances,
therefore, const�tutes the very essence of power or connex�on, and �s
the source from wh�ch the �dea of �t ar�ses. In order, then, to
understand the �dea of power, we must cons�der that mult�pl�c�ty; nor
do I ask more to g�ve a solut�on of that d�ff�culty, wh�ch has so long



perplexed us. For thus I reason. The repet�t�on of perfectly s�m�lar
�nstances can never alone g�ve r�se to an or�g�nal �dea, d�fferent from
what �s to be found �n any part�cular �nstance, as has been observed,
and as ev�dently follows from our fundamental pr�nc�ple, that all �deas
are copyed from �mpress�ons. S�nce therefore the �dea of power �s a
new or�g�nal �dea, not to be found �n any one �nstance, and wh�ch yet
ar�ses from the repet�t�on of several �nstances, �t follows, that the
repet�t�on alone has not that effect, but must e�ther d�scover or
produce someth�ng new, wh�ch �s the source of that �dea. D�d the
repet�t�on ne�ther d�scover nor produce anyth�ng new, our �deas
m�ght be mult�plyed by �t, but would not be enlarged above what they
are upon the observat�on of one s�ngle �nstance. Every enlargement,
therefore, (such as the �dea of power or connex�on) wh�ch ar�ses
from the mult�pl�c�ty of s�m�lar �nstances, �s copyed from some effects
of the mult�pl�c�ty, and w�ll be perfectly understood by understand�ng
these effects. Wherever we f�nd anyth�ng new to be d�scovered or
produced by the repet�t�on, there we must place the power, and must
never look for �t �n any other object.

But �t �s ev�dent, �n the f�rst place, that the repet�t�on of l�ke objects
�n l�ke relat�ons of success�on and cont�gu�ty d�scovers noth�ng new
�n any one of them: s�nce we can draw no �nference from �t, nor
make �t a subject e�ther of our demonstrat�ve or probable reason�ngs;
[Sect. 6.] as has been already proved. Nay suppose we coued draw
an �nference, �t would be of no consequence �n the present case;
s�nce no k�nd of reason�ng can g�ve r�se to a new �dea, such as th�s
of power �s; but wherever we reason, we must antecedently be
possest of clear �deas, wh�ch may be the objects of our reason�ng.
The concept�on always precedes the understand�ng; and where the
one �s obscure, the other �s uncerta�n; where the one fa�ls, the other
must fa�l also.

Secondly, It �s certa�n that th�s repet�t�on of s�m�lar objects �n
s�m�lar s�tuat�ons produces noth�ng new e�ther �n these objects, or �n
any external body. For �t w�ll read�ly be allowed, that the several
�nstances we have of the conjunct�on of resembl�ng causes and
effects are �n themselves ent�rely �ndependent, and that the
commun�cat�on of mot�on, wh�ch I see result at present from the
shock of two b�ll�ard-balls, �s totally d�st�nct from that wh�ch I saw



result from such an �mpulse a twelve-month ago. These �mpulses
have no �nfluence on each other. They are ent�rely d�v�ded by t�me
and place; and the one m�ght have ex�sted and commun�cated
mot�on, though the other never had been �n be�ng.

There �s, then, noth�ng new e�ther d�scovered or produced �n any
objects by the�r constant conjunct�on, and by the un�nterrupted
resemblance of the�r relat�ons of success�on and cont�gu�ty. But �t �s
from th�s resemblance, that the �deas of necess�ty, of power, and of
eff�cacy, are der�ved. These �deas, therefore, represent not anyth�ng,
that does or can belong to the objects, wh�ch are constantly
conjo�ned. Th�s �s an argument, wh�ch, �n every v�ew we can
exam�ne �t, w�ll be found perfectly unanswerable. S�m�lar �nstances
are st�ll the f�rst source of our �dea of power or necess�ty; at the same
t�me that they have no �nfluence by the�r s�m�lar�ty e�ther on each
other, or on any external object. We must, therefore, turn ourselves
to some other quarter to seek the or�g�n of that �dea.

Though the several resembl�ng �nstances, wh�ch g�ve r�se to the
�dea of power, have no �nfluence on each other, and can never
produce any new qual�ty �n the object, wh�ch can be the model of
that �dea, yet the observat�on of th�s resemblance produces a new
�mpress�on �n the m�nd, wh�ch �s �ts real model. For after we have
observed the resemblance �n a suff�c�ent number of �nstances, we
�mmed�ately feel a determ�nat�on of the m�nd to pass from one object
to �ts usual attendant, and to conce�ve �t �n a stronger l�ght upon
account of that relat�on. Th�s determ�nat�on �s the only effect of the
resemblance; and therefore must be the same w�th power or eff�cacy,
whose �dea �s der�ved from the resemblance. The several �nstances
of resembl�ng conjunct�ons lead us �nto the not�on of power and
necess�ty. These �nstances are �n themselves totally d�st�nct from
each other, and have no un�on but �n the m�nd, wh�ch observes them,
and collects the�r �deas. Necess�ty, then, �s the effect of th�s
observat�on, and �s noth�ng but an �nternal �mpress�on of the m�nd, or
a determ�nat�on to carry our thoughts from one object to another.
W�thout cons�der�ng �t �n th�s v�ew, we can never arr�ve at the most
d�stant not�on of �t, or be able to attr�bute �t e�ther to external or
�nternal objects, to sp�r�t or body, to causes or effects.



The necessary connex�on betw�xt causes and effects �s the
foundat�on of our �nference from one to the other. The foundat�on of
our �nference �s the trans�t�on ar�s�ng from the accustomed un�on.
These are, therefore, the same.

The �dea of necess�ty ar�ses from some �mpress�on. There �s no
�mpress�on conveyed by our senses, wh�ch can g�ve r�se to that �dea.
It must, therefore, be der�ved from some �nternal �mpress�on, or
�mpress�on of reflect�on. There �s no �nternal �mpress�on, wh�ch has
any relat�on to the present bus�ness, but that propens�ty, wh�ch
custom produces, to pass from an object to the �dea of �ts usual
attendant. Th�s therefore �s the essence of necess�ty. Upon the
whole, necess�ty �s someth�ng, that ex�sts �n the m�nd, not �n objects;
nor �s �t poss�ble for us ever to form the most d�stant �dea of �t,
cons�dered as a qual�ty �n bod�es. E�ther we have no �dea of
necess�ty, or necess�ty �s noth�ng but that determ�nat�on of the
thought to pass from causes to effects, and from effects to causes,
accord�ng to the�r exper�enced un�on.

Thus as the necess�ty, wh�ch makes two t�mes two equal to four, or
three angles of a tr�angle equal to two r�ght ones, l�es only �n the act
of the understand�ng, by wh�ch we cons�der and compare these
�deas; �n l�ke manner the necess�ty or power, wh�ch un�tes causes
and effects, l�es �n the determ�nat�on of the m�nd to pass from the
one to the other. The eff�cacy or energy of causes �s ne�ther placed
�n the causes themselves, nor �n the de�ty, nor �n the concurrence of
these two pr�nc�ples; but belongs ent�rely to the soul, wh�ch
cons�ders the un�on of two or more objects �n all past �nstances. It �s
here that the real power of causes �s placed along w�th the�r
connex�on and necess�ty.

I am sens�ble, that of all the paradoxes, wh�ch I, have had, or shall
hereafter have occas�on to advance �n the course of th�s treat�se, the
present one �s the most v�olent, and that �t �s merely by d�nt of sol�d
proof and reason�ng I can ever hope �t w�ll have adm�ss�on, and
overcome the �nveterate prejud�ces of mank�nd. Before we are
reconc�led to th�s doctr�ne, how often must we repeat to ourselves,
that the s�mple v�ew of any two objects or act�ons, however related,
can never g�ve us any �dea, of power, or of a connex�on betw�xt



them: that th�s �dea ar�ses from the repet�t�on of the�r un�on: that the
repet�t�on ne�ther d�scovers nor causes any th�ng �n the objects, but
has an �nfluence only on the m�nd, by that customary trans�t�on �t
produces: that th�s customary trans�t�on �s, therefore, the same w�th
the power and necess�ty; wh�ch are consequently qual�t�es of
percept�ons, not of objects, and are �nternally felt by the soul, and not
perce�vd externally �n bod�es? There �s commonly an aston�shment
attend�ng every th�ng extraord�nary; and th�s aston�shment changes
�mmed�ately �nto the h�ghest degree of esteem or contempt,
accord�ng as we approve or d�sapprove of the subject. I am much
afra�d, that though the forego�ng reason�ng appears to me the
shortest and most dec�s�ve �mag�nable; yet w�th the general�ty of
readers the b�ass of the m�nd w�ll preva�l, and g�ve them a prejud�ce
aga�nst the present doctr�ne.

Th�s contrary b�ass �s eas�ly accounted for. It �s a common
observat�on, that the m�nd has a great propens�ty to spread �tself on
external objects, and to conjo�n w�th them any �nternal �mpress�ons,
wh�ch they occas�on, and wh�ch always make the�r appearance at
the same t�me that these objects d�scover themselves to the senses.
Thus as certa�n sounds and smells are always found to attend
certa�n v�s�ble objects, we naturally �mag�ne a conjunct�on, even �n
place, betw�xt the objects and qual�t�es, though the qual�t�es be of
such a nature as to adm�t of no such conjunct�on, and really ex�st no
where. But of th�s more fully hereafter [Part IV, Sect. 5.]. Mean wh�le
�t �s suff�c�ent to observe, that the same propens�ty �s the reason, why
we suppose necess�ty and power to l�e �n the objects we cons�der,
not �n our m�nd that cons�ders them; notw�thstand�ng �t �s not poss�ble
for us to form the most d�stant �dea of that qual�ty, when �t �s not
taken for the determ�nat�on of the m�nd, to pass from the �dea of an
object to that of �ts usual attendant.

But though th�s be the only reasonable account we can g�ve of
necess�ty, the contrary not�on �f; so r�veted �n the m�nd from the
pr�nc�ples above-ment�oned, that I doubt not but my sent�ments w�ll
be treated by many as extravagant and r�d�culous. What! the eff�cacy
of causes l�e �n the determ�nat�on of the m�nd! As �f causes d�d not
operate ent�rely �ndependent of the m�nd, and would not cont�nue
the�r operat�on, even though there was no m�nd ex�stent to



contemplate them, or reason concern�ng them. Thought may well
depend on causes for �ts operat�on, but not causes on thought. Th�s
�s to reverse the order of nature, and make that secondary, wh�ch �s
really pr�mary, To every operat�on there �s a power proport�oned; and
th�s power must be placed on the body, that operates. If we remove
the power from one cause, we must ascr�be �t to another: But to
remove �t from all causes, and bestow �t on a be�ng, that �s no ways
related to the cause or effect, but by perce�v�ng them, �s a gross
absurd�ty, and contrary to the most certa�n pr�nc�ples of human
reason.

I can only reply to all these arguments, that the case �s here much
the same, as �f a bl�nd man should pretend to f�nd a great many
absurd�t�es �n the suppos�t�on, that the colour of scarlet �s not the
same w�th the sound of a trumpet, nor l�ght the same w�th sol�d�ty. If
we have really no �dea of a power or eff�cacy �n any object, or of any
real connex�on betw�xt causes and effects, �t w�ll be to l�ttle purpose
to prove, that an eff�cacy �s necessary �n all operat�ons. We do not
understand our own mean�ng �n talk�ng so, but �gnorantly confound
�deas, wh�ch are ent�rely d�st�nct from each other. I am, �ndeed, ready
to allow, that there may be several qual�t�es both �n mater�al and
�mmater�al objects, w�th wh�ch we are utterly unacqua�nted; and �f we
please to call these POWER or EFFICACY, �t w�ll be of l�ttle
consequence to the world. But when, �nstead of mean�ng these
unknown qual�t�es, we make the terms of power and eff�cacy s�gn�fy
someth�ng, of wh�ch we have a clear �dea, and wh�ch �s �ncompat�ble
w�th those objects, to wh�ch we apply �t, obscur�ty and error beg�n
then to take place, and we are led astray by a false ph�losophy. Th�s
�s the case, when we transfer the determ�nat�on of the thought to
external objects, and suppose any real �ntell�g�ble connex�on betw�xt
them; that be�ng a qual�ty, wh�ch can only belong to the m�nd that
cons�ders them.

As to what may be sa�d, that the operat�ons of nature are
�ndependent of our thought and reason�ng, I allow �t; and accord�ngly
have observed, that objects bear to each other the relat�ons of
cont�gu�ty and success�on: that l�ke objects may be observed �n
several �nstances to have l�ke relat�ons; and that all th�s �s
�ndependent of, and antecedent to the operat�ons of the



understand�ng. But �f we go any farther, and ascr�be a power or
necessary connex�on to these objects; th�s �s what we can never
observe �n them, but must draw the �dea of �t from what we feel
�nternally �n contemplat�ng them. And th�s I carry so far, that I am
ready to convert my present reason�ng �nto an �nstance of �t, by a
subt�l�ty, wh�ch �t w�ll not be d�ff�cult to comprehend.

When any object �s presented to us, �t �mmed�ately conveys to the
m�nd a l�vely �dea of that object, wh�ch �s usually found to attend �t;
and th�s determ�nat�on of the m�nd forms the necessary connex�on of
these objects. But when we change the po�nt of v�ew, from the
objects to the percept�ons; �n that case the �mpress�on �s to be
cons�dered as the cause, and the l�vely �dea as the effect; and the�r
necessary connex�on �s that new determ�nat�on, wh�ch we feel to
pass from the �dea of the one to that of the other. The un�t�ng
pr�nc�ple among our �nternal percept�ons �s as un�ntell�g�ble as that
among external objects, and �s not known to us any other way than
by exper�ence. Now the nature and effects of exper�ence have been
already suff�c�ently exam�ned and expla�ned. It never g�ves us any
�ns�ght �nto the �nternal structure or operat�ng pr�nc�ple of objects, but
only accustoms the m�nd to pass from one to another.

It �s now t�me to collect all the d�fferent parts of th�s reason�ng, and
by jo�n�ng them together form an exact def�n�t�on of the relat�on of
cause and effect, wh�ch makes the subject of the present enqu�ry.
Th�s order would not have been excusable, of f�rst exam�n�ng our
�nference from the relat�on before we had expla�ned the relat�on
�tself, had �t been poss�ble to proceed �n a d�fferent method. But as
the nature of the relat�on depends so much on that of the �nference,
we have been obl�ged to advance �n th�s seem�ngly preposterous
manner, and make use of terms before we were able exactly to
def�ne them, or f�x the�r mean�ng. We shall now correct th�s fault by
g�v�ng a prec�se def�n�t�on of cause and effect.

There may two def�n�t�ons be g�ven of th�s relat�on, wh�ch are only
d�fferent, by the�r present�ng a d�fferent v�ew of the same object, and
mak�ng us cons�der �t e�ther as a ph�losoph�cal or as a natural
relat�on; e�ther as a compar�son of two �deas, or as an assoc�at�on
betw�xt them. We may def�ne a CAUSE to be An object precedent



and cont�guous to another, and where all the objects resembl�ng the
former are placed �n l�ke relat�ons of precedency and cont�gu�ty to
those objects that resemble the latter. I If th�s def�n�t�on be esteemed
defect�ve, because drawn from objects fore�gn to the cause, we may
subst�tute th�s other def�n�t�on �n �ts place, v�z. A CAUSE �s an object
precedent and cont�guous to another, and so un�ted w�th �t, that the
�dea, of the one determ�nes the m�nd to form the �dea of the other,
and the �mpress�on of the one to form a more l�vely �dea of the other.
2 should th�s def�n�t�on also be rejected for the same reason, I know
no other remedy, than that the persons, who express th�s del�cacy,
should subst�tute a juster def�n�t�on �n �ts place. But for my part I must
own my �ncapac�ty for such an undertak�ng. When I exam�ne w�th the
utmost accuracy those objects, wh�ch are commonly denom�nated
causes and effects, I f�nd, �n cons�der�ng a s�ngle �nstance, that the
one object �s precedent and cont�guous to the other; and �n �nlarg�ng
my v�ew to cons�der several �nstances, I f�nd only, that l�ke objects
are constantly placed �n l�ke relat�ons of success�on and cont�gu�ty.
Aga�n, when I cons�der the �nfluence of th�s constant conjunct�on, I
perce�ve, that such a relat�on can never be an object of reason�ng,
and can never operate upon the m�nd, but by means of custom,
wh�ch determ�nes the �mag�nat�on to make a trans�t�on from the �dea
of one object to that of �ts usual attendant, and from the �mpress�on
of one to a more l�vely �dea of the other. However extraord�nary
these sent�ments may appear, I th�nk �t fru�tless to trouble myself w�th
any farther enqu�ry or reason�ng upon the subject, but shall repose
myself on them as on establ�shed max�ms.

It w�ll only be proper, before we leave th�s subject, to draw some
corrollar�es from �t, by wh�ch we may remove several prejud�ces and
popular errors, that have very much preva�led �n ph�losophy. F�rst,
We may learn from the forego�ng, doctr�ne, that all causes are of the
same k�nd, and that �n part�cular there �s no foundat�on for that
d�st�nct�on, wh�ch we somet�mes make betw�xt eff�c�ent causes and
causes s�ne qua non; or betw�xt eff�c�ent causes, and formal, and
mater�al, and exemplary, and f�nal causes. For as our �dea of
eff�c�ency �s der�ved from the constant conjunct�on of two objects,
wherever th�s �s observed, the cause �s eff�c�ent; and where �t �s not,
there can never be a cause of any k�nd. For the same reason we



must reject the d�st�nct�on betw�xt cause and occas�on, when
supposed to s�gn�fy any th�ng essent�ally d�fferent from each other. If
constant conjunct�on be �mplyed �n what we call occas�on, �t �s a real
cause. If not, �t �s no relat�on at all, and cannot g�ve r�se to any
argument or reason�ng.

Secondly, The same course of reason�ng w�ll make us conclude,
that there �s but one k�nd of necess�ty, as there �s but one k�nd of
cause, and that the common d�st�nct�on betw�xt moral and phys�cal
necess�ty �s w�thout any foundat�on �n nature. Th�s clearly appears
from the precedent expl�cat�on of necess�ty. It �s the constant
conjunct�on of objects, along w�th the determ�nat�on of the m�nd,
wh�ch const�tutes a phys�cal necess�ty: And the removal of these �s
the same th�ng w�th chance. As objects must e�ther be conjo�ned or
not, and as the m�nd must e�ther be determ�ned or not to pass from
one object to another, �t �s �mposs�ble to adm�t of any med�um betw�xt
chance and an absolute necess�ty. In weaken�ng th�s conjunct�on
and determ�nat�on you do not change the nature of the necess�ty;
s�nce even �n the operat�on of bod�es, these have d�fferent degrees
of constancy and force, w�thout produc�ng a d�fferent spec�es of that
relat�on.

The d�st�nct�on, wh�ch we often make betw�xt POWER and the
EXERCISE of �t, �s equally w�thout foundat�on.

Th�rdly, We may now be able fully to overcome all that
repugnance, wh�ch �t �s so natural for us to enterta�n aga�nst the
forego�ng reason�ng, by wh�ch we endeavoured to prove, that the
necess�ty of a cause to every beg�nn�ng of ex�stence �s not founded
on any arguments e�ther demonstrat�ve or �ntu�t�ve. Such an op�n�on
w�ll not appear strange after the forego�ng def�n�t�ons. If we def�ne a
cause to be an object precedent and cont�guous to another, and
where all the objects resembl�ng the farmer are placed �n a l�ke
relat�on of pr�or�ty and cont�gu�ty to those objects, that resemble the
latter; we may eas�ly conce�ve, that there �s no absolute nor
metaphys�cal necess�ty, that every beg�nn�ng of ex�stence should be
attended w�th such an object. If we def�ne a cause to be, AN
OBJECT PRECEDENT AND CONTIGUOUS TO ANOTHER, AND
SO UNITED WITH IT IN THE IMAGINATION, THAT THE IDEA OF



THE ONE DETERMINES THE MIND TO FORM THE IDEA OF THE
OTHER, AND THE IMPRESSION OF THE ONE TO FORM A MORE
LIVELY IDEA OF THE OTHER; we shall make st�ll less d�ff�culty of
assent�ng to th�s op�n�on. Such an �nfluence on the m�nd �s �n �tself
perfectly extraord�nary and �ncomprehens�ble; nor can we be certa�n
of �ts real�ty, but from exper�ence and observat�on.

I shall add as a fourth corrollary that we can never have reason to
bel�eve that any object ex�sts, of wh�ch we cannot form an �dea. For
as all our reason�ngs concern�ng ex�stence are der�ved from
causat�on, and as all our reason�ngs concern�ng causat�on are
der�ved from the exper�enced conjunct�on of objects, not from any
reason�ng or reflect�on, the same exper�ence must g�ve us a not�on
of these objects, and must remove all mystery from our conclus�ons.
Th�s �s so ev�dent, that �t would scarce have mer�ted our attent�on,
were �t not to obv�ate certa�n object�ons of th�s k�nd, wh�ch m�ght
ar�se aga�nst the follow�ng reason�ngs concern�ng matter and
substance. I need not observe, that a full knowledge of the object �s
not requ�s�te, but only of those qual�t�es of �t, wh�ch we bel�eve to
ex�st.





SECT. XV. RULES BY WHICH TO
JUDGE OF CAUSES AND EFFECTS.
Accord�ng to the precedent doctr�ne, there are no objects wh�ch by

the mere survey, w�thout consult�ng exper�ence, we can determ�ne to
be the causes of any other; and no objects, wh�ch we can certa�nly
determ�ne �n the same manner not to be the causes. Any th�ng may
produce any th�ng. Creat�on, ann�h�lat�on, mot�on, reason, vol�t�on; all
these may ar�se from one another, or from any other object we can
�mag�ne. Nor w�ll th�s appear strange, �f we compare two pr�nc�ples
expla�ned above, THAT THE CONSTANT CONJUNCTION OF
OBJECTS DETERMINES THEIR CAUSATION, AND [Part I. Sect.
5.] THAT, PROPERTY SPEAKING, NO OBJECTS ARE CONTRARY
TO EACH OTHER BUT EXISTENCE AND NON-EXISTENCE.
Where objects are not contrary, noth�ng h�nders them from hav�ng
that constant conjunct�on, on wh�ch the relat�on of cause and effect
totally depends.

S�nce therefore �t �s poss�ble for all objects to become causes or
effects to each other, �t may be proper to f�x some general rules, by
wh�ch we may know when they really are so.

(1) The cause and effect must be cont�guous �n space and t�me.
(2) The cause must be pr�or to the effect.
(3) There must be a constant un�on betw�xt the cause and effect. It

�s ch�efly th�s qual�ty, that const�tutes the relat�on.
(4) The same cause always produces the same effect, and the

same effect never ar�ses but from the same cause. Th�s pr�nc�ple we
der�ve from exper�ence, and �s the source of most of our
ph�losoph�cal reason�ngs. For when by any clear exper�ment we
have d�scovered the causes or effects of any phaenomenon, we
�mmed�ately extend our observat�on to every phenomenon of the
same k�nd, w�thout wa�t�ng for that constant repet�t�on, from wh�ch
the f�rst �dea of th�s relat�on �s der�ved.



(5) There �s another pr�nc�ple, wh�ch hangs upon th�s, v�z. that
where several d�fferent objects produce the same effect, �t must be
by means of some qual�ty, wh�ch we d�scover to be common
amongst them. For as l�ke effects �mply l�ke causes, we must always
ascr�be the causat�on to the c�rcumstance, where�n we d�scover the
resemblance.

(6) The follow�ng pr�nc�ple �s founded on the same reason. The
d�fference �n the effects of two resembl�ng objects must proceed from
that part�cular, �n wh�ch they d�ffer. For as l�ke causes always
produce l�ke effects, when �n any �nstance we f�nd our expectat�on to
be d�sappo�nted, we must conclude that th�s �rregular�ty proceeds
from some d�fference �n the causes.

(7) When any object encreases or d�m�n�shes w�th the encrease or
d�m�nut�on of �ts cause, �t �s to be regarded as a compounded effect,
der�ved from the un�on of the several d�fferent effects, wh�ch ar�se
from the several d�fferent parts of the cause. The absence or
presence of one part of the cause �s here supposed to be always
attended w�th the absence or presence of a proport�onable part of
the effect. Th�s constant conjunct�on suff�c�ently proves, that the one
part �s the cause of the other. We must, however, beware not to draw
such a conclus�on from a few exper�ments. A certa�n degree of heat
g�ves pleasure; �f you d�m�n�sh that heat, the pleasure d�m�n�shes; but
�t does not follow, that �f you augment �t beyond a certa�n degree, the
pleasure w�ll l�kew�se augment; for we f�nd that �t degenerates �nto
pa�n.

(8) The e�ghth and last rule I shall take not�ce of �s, that an object,
wh�ch ex�sts for any t�me �n �ts full perfect�on w�thout any effect, �s not
the sole cause of that effect, but requ�res to be ass�sted by some
other pr�nc�ple, wh�ch may forward �ts �nfluence and operat�on. For as
l�ke effects necessar�ly follow from l�ke causes, and �n a cont�guous
t�me and place, the�r separat�on for a moment shews, that these
causes are not compleat ones.

Here �s all the LOGIC I th�nk proper to employ �n my reason�ng;
and perhaps even th�s was not very necessary, but m�ght have been
supplyd by the natural pr�nc�ples of our understand�ng. Our
scholast�c head-p�eces and log�c�ans shew no such super�or�ty above



the mere vulgar �n the�r reason and ab�l�ty, as to g�ve us any
�ncl�nat�on to �m�tate them �n del�ver�ng a long system of rules and
precepts to d�rect our judgment, �n ph�losophy. All the rules of th�s
nature are very easy �n the�r �nvent�on, but extremely d�ff�cult �n the�r
appl�cat�on; and even exper�mental ph�losophy, wh�ch seems the
most natural and s�mple of any, requ�res the utmost stretch of human
judgment. There �s no phaenomenon �n nature, but what �s
compounded and mod�fyd by so many d�fferent c�rcumstances, that
�n order to arr�ve at the dec�s�ve po�nt, we must carefully separate
whatever �s superfluous, and enqu�re by new exper�ments, �f every
part�cular c�rcumstance of the f�rst exper�ment was essent�al to �t.
These new exper�ments are l�able to a d�scuss�on of the same k�nd;
so that the utmost constancy �s requ�rd to make us persevere �n our
enqu�ry, and the utmost sagac�ty to choose the r�ght way among so
many that present themselves. If th�s be the case even �n natural
ph�losophy, how much more �n moral, where there �s a much greater
compl�cat�on of c�rcumstances, and where those v�ews and
sent�ments, wh�ch are essent�al to any act�on of the m�nd, are so
�mpl�c�t and obscure, that they often escape our str�ctest attent�on,
and are not only unaccountable �n the�r causes, but even unknown �n
the�r ex�stence? I am much afra�d lest the small success I meet w�th
�n my enqu�r�es w�ll make th�s observat�on bear the a�r of an apology
rather than of boast�ng.

If any th�ng can g�ve me secur�ty �n th�s part�cular, �t w�ll be the
enlarg�ng of the sphere of my exper�ments as much as poss�ble; for
wh�ch reason �t may be proper �n th�s place to exam�ne the reason�ng
faculty of brutes, as well as that of human creatures.



SECT. XVI OF THE REASON OF
ANIMALS

Next to the r�d�cule of deny�ng an ev�dent truth, �s that of tak�ng
much pa�ns to defend �t; and no truth appears to me more ev�dent,
than that beasts are endowd w�th thought and reason as well as
men. The arguments are �n th�s case so obv�ous, that they never
escape the most stup�d and �gnorant.

We are consc�ous, that we ourselves, �n adapt�ng means to ends,
are gu�ded by reason and des�gn, and that �t �s not �gnorantly nor
casually we perform those act�ons, wh�ch tend to self-preservat�on,
to the obta�n�ng pleasure, and avo�d�ng pa�n. When therefore we see
other creatures, �n m�ll�ons of �nstances, perform l�ke act�ons, and
d�rect them to the ends, all our pr�nc�ples of reason and probab�l�ty
carry us w�th an �nv�nc�ble force to bel�eve the ex�stence of a l�ke
cause. It �s needless �n my op�n�on to �llustrate th�s argument by the
enumerat�on of part�culars. The smallest attent�on w�ll supply us w�th
more than are requ�s�te. The resemblance betw�xt the act�ons of
an�mals and those of men �s so ent�re �n th�s respect, that the very
f�rst act�on of the f�rst an�mal we shall please to p�tch on, w�ll afford
us an �ncontestable argument for the present doctr�ne.

Th�s doctr�ne �s as useful as �t �s obv�ous, and furn�shes us w�th a
k�nd of touchstone, by wh�ch we may try every system �n th�s spec�es
of ph�losophy. It �s from the resemblance of the external act�ons of
an�mals to those we ourselves perform, that we judge the�r �nternal
l�kew�se to resemble ours; and the same pr�nc�ple of reason�ng,
carryd one step farther, w�ll make us conclude that s�nce our �nternal
act�ons resemble each other, the causes, from wh�ch they are der�vd,
must also be resembl�ng. When any hypothes�s, therefore, �s
advancd to expla�n a mental operat�on, wh�ch �s common to men and
beasts, we must apply the same hypothes�s to both; and as every
true hypothes�s w�ll ab�de th�s tr�al, so I may venture to aff�rm, that no



false one w�ll ever be able to endure �t. The common defect of those
systems, wh�ch ph�losophers have employd to account for the
act�ons of the m�nd, �s, that they suppose such a subt�l�ty and
ref�nement of thought, as not only exceeds the capac�ty of mere
an�mals, but even of ch�ldren and the common people �n our own
spec�es; who are notw�thstand�ng suscept�ble of the same emot�ons
and affect�ons as persons of the most accompl�shd gen�us and
understand�ng. Such a subt�l�ty �s a dear proof of the falshood, as the
contrary s�mpl�c�ty of the truth, of any system.

Let us therefore put our present system concern�ng the nature of
the understand�ng to th�s dec�s�ve tr�al, and see whether �t w�ll
equally account for the reason�ngs of beasts as for these of the
human spec�es.

Here we must make a d�st�nct�on betw�xt those act�ons of an�mals,
wh�ch are of a vulgar nature, and seem to be on a level w�th the�r
common capac�t�es, and those more extraord�nary �nstances of
sagac�ty, wh�ch they somet�mes d�scover for the�r own preservat�on,
and the propagat�on of the�r spec�es. A dog, that avo�ds f�re and
prec�p�ces, that shuns strangers, and caresses h�s master, affords us
an �nstance of the f�rst k�nd. A b�rd, that chooses w�th such care and
n�cety the place and mater�als of her nest, and s�ts upon her eggs for
a due t�me, and �n su�table season, w�th all the precaut�on that a
chym�st �s capable of �n the most del�cate project�on, furn�shes us
w�th a l�vely �nstance of the second.

As to the former act�ons, I assert they proceed from a reason�ng,
that �s not �n �tself d�fferent, nor founded on d�fferent pr�nc�ples, from
that wh�ch appears �n human nature. It �s necessary �n the f�rst place,
that there be some �mpress�on �mmed�ately present to the�r memory
or senses, �n order to be the foundat�on of the�r judgment. From the
tone of vo�ce the dog �nfers h�s masters anger, and foresees h�s own
pun�shment. From a certa�n sensat�on affect�ng h�s smell, he judges
h�s game not to be far d�stant from h�m.

Secondly, The �nference he draws from the present �mpress�on �s
bu�lt on exper�ence, and on h�s observat�on of the conjunct�on of
objects �n past �nstances. As you vary th�s exper�ence, he var�es h�s
reason�ng. Make a beat�ng follow upon one s�gn or mot�on for some



t�me, and afterwards upon another; and he w�ll success�vely draw
d�fferent conclus�ons, accord�ng to h�s most recent exper�ence.

Now let any ph�losopher make a tr�al, and endeavour to expla�n
that act of the m�nd, wh�ch we call BELIEF, and g�ve an account of
the pr�nc�ples, from wh�ch �t �s der�vd, �ndependent of the �nfluence of
custom on the �mag�nat�on, and let h�s hypothes�s be equally
appl�cable to beasts as to the human spec�es; and after he has done
th�s, I prom�se to embrace h�s op�n�on. But at the same t�me I
demand as an equ�table cond�t�on, that �f my system be the only one,
wh�ch can answer to all these terms, �t may be rece�vd as ent�rely
sat�sfactory and conv�nc�ng. And that �t �s the only one, �s ev�dent
almost w�thout any reason�ng. Beasts certa�nly never perce�ve any
real connex�on among objects. It �s therefore by exper�ence they
�nfer one from another. They can never by any arguments form a
general conclus�on, that those objects, of wh�ch they have had no
exper�ence, resemble those of wh�ch they have. It �s therefore by
means of custom alone, that exper�ence operates upon them. All th�s
was suff�c�ently ev�dent w�th respect to man. But w�th respect to
beasts there cannot be the least susp�c�on of m�stake; wh�ch must be
ownd to be a strong conf�rmat�on, or rather an �nv�nc�ble proof of my
system.

Noth�ng shews more the force of hab�t �n reconc�l�ng us to any
phaenomenoun, than th�s, that men are not aston�shed at the
operat�ons of the�r own reason, at the same t�me, that they adm�re
the �nst�nct of an�mals, and f�nd a d�ff�culty �n expla�n�ng �t, merely
because �t cannot be reducd tothe very same pr�nc�ples. To cons�der
the matter ar�ght, reason �s noth�ng but a wonderful and un�ntell�g�ble
�nst�nct �n our souls, wh�ch carr�es us along a certa�n tra�n of �deas,
and endows them w�th part�cular qual�t�es, accord�ng to the�r
part�cular s�tuat�ons and relat�ons. Th�s �nst�nct, �t �s true, ar�ses from
past observat�on and exper�ence; but can any one g�ve the ult�mate
reason, why past exper�ence and observat�on produces such an
effect, any more than why nature alone shoud produce �t? Nature
may certa�nly produce whatever can ar�se from hab�t: Nay, hab�t �s
noth�ng but one of the pr�nc�ples of nature, and der�ves all �ts force
from that or�g�n.





PART IV. OF THE SCEPTICAL AND
OTHER SYSTEMS OF PHILOSOPHY.



SECT. I. OF SCEPTICISM WITH
REGARD TO REASON.

In all demonstrat�ve sc�ences the rules are certa�n and �nfall�ble;
but when we apply them, our fall�ble sa�d uncerta�n facult�es are very
apt to depart from them, and fall �nto error. We must, therefore, �n
every reason�ng form a new judgment, as a check or controul on our
f�rst judgment or bel�ef; and must enlarge our v�ew to comprehend a
k�nd of h�story of all the �nstances, where�n our understand�ng has
dece�ved us, compared w�th those, where�n �ts test�mony was just
and true. Our reason must be cons�dered as a k�nd of cause, of
wh�ch truth �s the natural effect; but such-a-one as by the �rrupt�on of
other causes, and by the �nconstancy of our mental powers, may
frequently be prevented. By th�s means all knowledge degenerates
�nto probab�l�ty; and th�s probab�l�ty �s greater or less, accord�ng to
our exper�ence of the verac�ty or dece�tfulness of our understand�ng,
and accord�ng to the s�mpl�c�ty or �ntr�cacy of the quest�on.

There �s no Algebra�st nor Mathemat�c�an so expert �n h�s sc�ence,
as to place ent�re conf�dence �n any truth �mmed�ately upon h�s
d�scovery of �t, or regard �t as any th�ng, but a mere probab�l�ty. Every
t�me he runs over h�s proofs, h�s conf�dence encreases; but st�ll more
by the approbat�on of h�s fr�ends; and �s ra�sed to �ts utmost
perfect�on by the un�versal assent and applauses of the learned
world. Now �t �s ev�dent, that th�s gradual encrease of assurance �s
noth�ng but the add�t�on of new probab�l�t�es, and �s der�ved from the
constant un�on of causes and effects, accord�ng to past exper�ence
and observat�on.

In accompts of any length or �mportance, Merchants seldom trust
to the �nfall�ble certa�nty of numbers for the�r secur�ty; but by the
art�f�c�al structure of the accompts, produce a probab�l�ty beyond
what �s der�ved from the sk�ll and exper�ence of the accomptant. For
that �s pla�nly of �tself some degree of probab�l�ty; though uncerta�n



and var�able, accord�ng to the degrees of h�s exper�ence and length
of the accompt. Now as none w�ll ma�nta�n, that our assurance �n a
long numerat�on exceeds probab�l�ty, I may safely aff�rm, that there
scarce �s any propos�t�on concern�ng numbers, of wh�ch we can have
a fuller secur�ty. For �t �s eas�ly poss�ble, by gradually d�m�n�sh�ng the
numbers, to reduce the longest ser�es of add�t�on to the most s�mple
quest�on, wh�ch can be formed, to an add�t�on of two s�ngle numbers;
and upon th�s suppos�t�on we shall f�nd �t �mpract�cable to shew the
prec�se l�m�ts of knowledge and of probab�l�ty, or d�scover that
part�cular number, at wh�ch the one ends and the other beg�ns. But
knowledge and probab�l�ty are of such contrary and d�sagree�ng
natures, that they cannot well run �nsens�bly �nto each other, and that
because they w�ll not d�v�de, but must be e�ther ent�rely present, or
ent�rely absent. Bes�des, �f any s�ngle add�t�on were certa�n, every
one would be so, and consequently the whole or total sum; unless
the whole can be d�fferent from all �ts parts. I had almost sa�d, that
th�s was certa�n; but I reflect that �t must reduce �tself, as well as
every other reason�ng, and from knowledge degenerate �nto
probab�l�ty.

S�nce therefore all knowledge resolves �tself �nto probab�l�ty, and
becomes at last of the same nature w�th that ev�dence, wh�ch we
employ �n common l�fe, we must now exam�ne th�s latter spec�es of
reason�ng, and see on what foundat�on �t stands.

In every judgment, wh�ch we can form concern�ng probab�l�ty, as
well as concern�ng knowledge, we ought always to correct the f�rst
judgment, der�ved from the nature of the object, by another
judgment, der�ved from the nature of the understand�ng. It �s certa�n
a man of sol�d sense and long exper�ence ought to have, and usually
has, a greater assurance �n h�s op�n�ons, than one that �s fool�sh and
�gnorant, and that our sent�ments have d�fferent degrees of author�ty,
even w�th ourselves, �n proport�on to the degrees of our reason and
exper�ence. In the man of the best sense and longest exper�ence,
th�s author�ty �s never ent�re; s�nce even such-a-one must be
consc�ous of many errors �n the past, and must st�ll dread the l�ke for
the future. Here then ar�ses a new spec�es of probab�l�ty to correct
and regulate the f�rst, and f�x �ts just standard and proport�on. As
demonstrat�on �s subject to the controul of probab�l�ty, so �s



probab�l�ty l�able to a new correct�on by a reflex act of the m�nd,
where�n the nature of our understand�ng, and our reason�ng from the
f�rst probab�l�ty become our objects.

Hav�ng thus found �n every probab�l�ty, bes�de the or�g�nal
uncerta�nty �nherent �n the subject, a new uncerta�nty der�ved from
the weakness of that faculty, wh�ch judges, and hav�ng adjusted
these two together, we are obl�ged by our reason to add a new doubt
der�ved from the poss�b�l�ty of error �n the est�mat�on we make of the
truth and f�del�ty of our facult�es. Th�s �s a doubt, wh�ch �mmed�ately
occurs to us, and of wh�ch, �f we would closely pursue our reason,
we cannot avo�d g�v�ng a dec�s�on. But th�s dec�s�on, though �t should
be favourable to our preced�ng judgment, be�ng founded only on
probab�l�ty, must weaken st�ll further our f�rst ev�dence, and must
�tself be weakened by a fourth doubt of the same k�nd, and so on �n
�nf�n�tum: t�ll at last there rema�n noth�ng of the or�g�nal probab�l�ty,
however great we may suppose �t to have been, and however small
the d�m�nut�on by every new uncerta�nty. No f�n�te object can subs�st
under a decrease repeated IN INFINITUM; and even the vastest
quant�ty, wh�ch can enter �nto human �mag�nat�on, must �n th�s
manner be reduced to noth�ng. Let our f�rst bel�ef be never so strong,
�t must �nfall�bly per�sh by pass�ng through so many new
exam�nat�ons, of wh�ch each d�m�n�shes somewhat of �ts force and
v�gour. When I reflect on the natural fall�b�l�ty of my judgment, I have
less conf�dence �n my op�n�ons, than when I only cons�der the
objects concern�ng wh�ch I reason; and when I proceed st�ll farther,
to turn the scrut�ny aga�nst every success�ve est�mat�on I make of my
facult�es, all the rules of log�c requ�re a cont�nual d�m�nut�on, and at
last a total ext�nct�on of bel�ef and ev�dence.

Should �t here be asked me, whether I s�ncerely assent to th�s
argument, wh�ch I seem to take such pa�ns to �nculcate, and whether
I be really one of those scept�cs, who hold that all �s uncerta�n, and
that our judgment �s not �n any th�ng possest of any measures of
truth and falshood; I should reply, that th�s quest�on �s ent�rely
superfluous, and that ne�ther I, nor any other person was ever
s�ncerely and constantly of that op�n�on. Nature, by an absolute and
uncontroulable necess�ty has determ�ned us to judge as well as to
breathe and feel; nor can we any more forbear v�ew�ng certa�n



objects �n a stronger and fuller l�ght, upon account of the�r customary
connex�on w�th a present �mpress�on, than we can h�nder ourselves
from th�nk�ng as long, as we are awake, or see�ng the surround�ng
bod�es, when we turn our eyes towards them �n broad sunsh�ne.
Whoever has taken the pa�ns to refute the cav�ls of th�s total
scept�c�sm, has really d�sputed w�thout an antagon�st, and
endeavoured by arguments to establ�sh a faculty, wh�ch nature has
antecedently �mplanted �n the m�nd, and rendered unavo�dable.

My �ntent�on then �n d�splay�ng so carefully the arguments of that
fantast�c sect, �s only to make the reader sens�ble of the truth of my
hypothes�s, that all our reason�ngs concern�ng causes and effects
are der�ved from noth�ng but custom; and that bel�ef �s more properly
an act of the sens�t�ve, than of the cog�tat�ve part of our natures. I
have here proved, that the very same pr�nc�ples, wh�ch make us form
a dec�s�on upon any subject, and correct that dec�s�on by the
cons�derat�on of our gen�us and capac�ty, and of the s�tuat�on of our
m�nd, when we exam�ned that subject; I say, I have proved, that
these same pr�nc�ples, when carryed farther, and appl�ed to every
new reflex judgment, must, by cont�nually d�m�n�sh�ng the or�g�nal
ev�dence, at last reduce �t to noth�ng, and utterly subvert all bel�ef
and op�n�on. If bel�ef, therefore, were a s�mple act of the thought,
w�thout any pecul�ar manner of concept�on, or the add�t�on of a force
and v�vac�ty, �t must �nfall�bly destroy �tself, and �n every case
term�nate �n a total suspense of judgment. But as exper�ence w�ll
suff�c�ently conv�nce any one, who th�nks �t worth wh�le to try, that
though he can f�nd no error �n the forego�ng arguments, yet he st�ll
cont�nues to bel�eve, and th�nk, and reason as usual, he may safely
conclude, that h�s reason�ng and bel�ef �s some sensat�on or pecul�ar
manner of concept�on, wh�ch �t �s �mposs�ble for mere �deas and
reflect�ons to destroy.

But here, perhaps, �t may be demanded, how �t happens, even
upon my hypothes�s, that these arguments above-expla�ned produce
not a total suspense of judgment, and after what manner the m�nd
ever reta�ns a degree of assurance �n any subject? For as these new
probab�l�t�es, wh�ch by the�r repet�t�on perpetually d�m�n�sh the
or�g�nal ev�dence, are founded on the very same pr�nc�ples, whether
of thought or sensat�on, as the pr�mary judgment, �t may seem



unavo�dable, that �n e�ther case they must equally subvert �t, and by
the oppos�t�on, e�ther of contrary thoughts or sensat�ons, reduce the
m�nd to a total uncerta�nty. I suppose, there �s some quest�on
proposed to me, and that after revolv�ng over the �mpress�ons of my
memory and senses, and carry�ng my thoughts from them to such
objects, as are commonly conjo�ned w�th them, I feel a stronger and
more forc�ble concept�on on the one s�de, than on the other. Th�s
strong concept�on forms my f�rst dec�s�on. I suppose, that afterwards
I exam�ne my judgment �tself, and observ�ng from exper�ence, that �t
�s somet�mes just and somet�mes erroneous, I cons�der �t as
regulated by contrary pr�nc�ples or causes, of wh�ch some lead to
truth, and some to error; and �n ballanc�ng these contrary causes, I
d�m�n�sh by a new probab�l�ty the assurance of my f�rst dec�s�on. Th�s
new probab�l�ty �s l�able to the same d�m�nut�on as the forego�ng, and
so on, IN INFINITUM. It �s therefore demanded, how �t happens, that
even after all we reta�n a degree of bel�ef, wh�ch �s suff�c�ent for our
purpose, e�ther �n ph�losophy or common l�fe.

I answer, that after the f�rst and second dec�s�on; as the act�on of
the m�nd becomes forced and unnatural, and the �deas fa�nt and
obscure; though the pr�nc�ples of judgment, and the ballanc�ng of
oppos�te causes be the same as at the very beg�nn�ng; yet the�r
�nfluence on the �mag�nat�on, and the v�gour they add to, or d�m�n�sh
from the thought, �s by no means equal. Where the m�nd reaches not
�ts objects w�th eas�ness and fac�l�ty, the same pr�nc�ples have not
the same effect as �n a more natural concept�on of the �deas; nor
does the �mag�nat�on feel a sensat�on, wh�ch holds any proport�on
w�th that wh�ch ar�ses from �ts common judgments and op�n�ons. The
attent�on �s on the stretch: The posture of the m�nd �s uneasy; and
the sp�r�ts be�ng d�verted from the�r natural course, are not governed
�n the�r movements by the same laws, at least not to the same
degree, as when they flow �n the�r usual channel.

If we des�re s�m�lar �nstances, �t w�ll not be very d�ff�cult to f�nd
them. The present subject of metaphys�cs w�ll supply us abundantly.
The same argument, wh�ch would have been esteemed conv�nc�ng
�n a reason�ng concern�ng h�story or pol�t�cs, has l�ttle or no �nfluence
�n these abstruser subjects, even though �t be perfectly
comprehended; and that because there �s requ�red a study and an



effort of thought, �n order to �ts be�ng comprehended: And th�s effort
of thought d�sturbs the operat�on of our sent�ments, on wh�ch the
bel�ef depends. The case �s the same �n other subjects. The stra�n�ng
of the �mag�nat�on always h�nders the regular flow�ng of the pass�ons
and sent�ments. A trag�c poet, that would represent h�s heroes as
very �ngen�ous and w�tty �n the�r m�sfortunes, would never touch the
pass�ons. As the emot�ons of the soul prevent any subt�le reason�ng
and reflect�on, so these latter act�ons of the m�nd are equally
prejud�c�al to the former. The m�nd, as well as the body, seems to be
endowed w�th a certa�n prec�se degree of force and act�v�ty, wh�ch �t
never employs �n one act�on, but at the expense of all the rest. Th�s
�s more ev�dently true, where the act�ons are of qu�te d�fferent
natures; s�nce �n that case the force of the m�nd �s not only d�verted,
but even the d�spos�t�on changed, so as to render us �ncapable of a
sudden trans�t�on from one act�on to the other, and st�ll more of
perform�ng both at once. No wonder, then, the conv�ct�on, wh�ch
ar�ses from a subt�le reason�ng, d�m�n�shes �n proport�on to the
efforts, wh�ch the �mag�nat�on makes to enter �nto the reason�ng, and
to conce�ve �t �n all �ts parts. Bel�ef, be�ng a l�vely concept�on, can
never be ent�re, where �t �s not founded on someth�ng natural and
easy.

Th�s I take to be the true state of the quest�on, and cannot approve
of that exped�t�ous way, wh�ch some take w�th the scept�cs, to reject
at once all the�r arguments w�thout enqu�ry or exam�nat�on. If the
scept�cal reason�ngs be strong, say they, �t �s a proof, that reason
may have some force and author�ty: �f weak, they can never be
suff�c�ent to �nval�date all the conclus�ons of our understand�ng. Th�s
argument �s not just; because the scept�cal reason�ngs, were �t
poss�ble for them to ex�st, and were they not destroyed by the�r
subt�l�ty, would be success�vely both strong and weak, accord�ng to
the success�ve d�spos�t�ons of the m�nd. Reason f�rst appears �n
possess�on of the throne, prescr�b�ng laws, and �mpos�ng max�ms,
w�th an absolute sway and author�ty. Her enemy, therefore, �s obl�ged
to take shelter under her protect�on, and by mak�ng use of rat�onal
arguments to prove the fallac�ousness and �mbec�l�ty of reason,
produces, �n a manner, a patent under her and and seal. Th�s patent
has at f�rst an author�ty, proport�oned to the present and �mmed�ate



author�ty of reason, from wh�ch �t �s der�ved. But as �t �s supposed to
be contrad�ctory to reason, �t gradually d�m�n�shes the force of that
govern�ng power and �ts own at the same t�me; t�ll at last they both
van�sh away �nto noth�ng, by a regulax and just d�m�nut�on. The
scept�cal and dogmat�cal reasons are of the same k�nd, though
contrary �n the�r operat�on and tendency; so that where the latter �s
strong, �t has an enemy of equal force �n the former to encounter;
and as the�r forces were at f�rst equal, they st�ll cont�nue so, as long
as e�ther of them subs�sts; nor does one of them lose any force �n
the contest, w�thout tak�ng as much from �ts antagon�st. It �s happy,
therefore, that nature breaks the force of all scept�cal arguments �n
t�me, and keeps them from hav�ng any cons�derable �nfluence on the
understand�ng. Were we to trust ent�rely to the�r self-destruct�on, that
can never take place, unt�l they have f�rst subverted all conv�ct�on,
and have totally destroyed human reason.



SECT. II. OF SCEPTICISM WITH
REGARD TO THE SENSES.

Thus the scept�c st�ll cont�nues to reason and bel�eve, even though
be asserts, that he cannot defend h�s reason by reason; and by the
same rule he must assent to the pr�nc�ple concern�ng the ex�stence
of body, though he cannot pretend by any arguments of ph�losophy
to ma�nta�n �ts verac�ty. Nature has not left th�s to h�s cho�ce, and has
doubtless, esteemed �t an affa�r of too great �mportance to be trusted
to our uncerta�n reason�ngs and speculat�ons. We may well ask,
What causes �nduce us to bel�eve �n the ex�stence of body? but �t �s
�n va�n to ask, Whether there be body or not? That �s a po�nt, wh�ch
we must take for granted �n all our reason�ngs.

The subject, then, of our present enqu�ry �s concern�ng the causes
wh�ch �nduce us to bel�eve �n the ex�stence of body: And my
reason�ngs on th�s head I shall beg�n w�th a d�st�nct�on, wh�ch at f�rst
s�ght may seem superfluous, but wh�ch w�ll contr�bute very much to
the perfect understand�ng of what follows. We ought to exam�ne
apart those two quest�ons, wh�ch are commonly confounded
together, v�z. Why we attr�bute a cont�nued ex�stence to objects,
even when they are not present to the senses; and why we suppose
them to have an ex�stence DISTINCT from the m�nd and percept�on.
Under th�s last head I comprehend the�r s�tuat�on as well as relat�ons,
the�r external pos�t�on as well as the �ndependence of the�r ex�stence
and operat�on. These two quest�ons concern�ng the cont�nued and
d�st�nct ex�stence of body are �nt�mately connected together. For �f
the objects of our senses cont�nue to ex�st, even when they are not
perce�ved, the�r ex�stence �s of course �ndependent of and d�st�nct
from the percept�on: and v�ce versa, �f the�r ex�stence be
�ndependent of the percept�on and d�st�nct from �t, they must
cont�nue to ex�st, even though they be not perce�ved. But though the
dec�s�on of the one quest�on dec�des the other; yet that we may the
more eas�ly d�scover the pr�nc�ples of human nature, from whence



the dec�s�on ar�ses, we shall carry along w�th us th�s d�st�nct�on, and
shall cons�der, whether �t be the senses, reason, or the �mag�nat�on,
that produces the op�n�on of a cont�nued or of a d�st�nct ex�stence.
These are the only quest�ons, that are �ntell�g�ble on the present
subject. For as to the not�on of external ex�stence, when taken for
someth�ng spec�ally d�fferent from our percept�ons [Part. II. Sect. 6.],
we have already shewn �ts absurd�ty.

To beg�n w�th the SENSES, �t �s ev�dent these facult�es are
�ncapable of g�v�ng r�se to the not�on of the cont�nued ex�stence of
the�r objects, after they no longer appear to the senses. For that �s a
contrad�ct�on �n terms, and suppose that the senses cont�nue to
operate, even after they have ceased all manner of operat�on. These
facult�es, therefore, �f they have any �nfluence �n the present case,
must produce the op�n�on of a d�st�nct, not of a cont�nued ex�stence;
and �n order to that, must present the�r �mpress�ons e�ther as �mages
and representat�ons, or as these very d�st�nct and external
ex�stences.

That our senses offer not the�r �mpress�ons as the �mages of
someth�ng d�st�nct, or �ndependent, and external, �s ev�dent; because
they convey to us noth�ng but a s�ngle percept�on, and never g�ve us
the least �nt�mat�on of any th�ng beyond. A s�ngle percept�on can
never produce the �dea of a double ex�stence, but by some �nference
e�ther of the reason or �mag�nat�on. When the m�nd looks farther than
what �mmed�ately appears to �t, �ts conclus�ons can never be put to
the account of the senses; and �t certa�nly looks farther, when from a
s�ngle percept�on �t �nfers a double ex�stence, and supposes the
relat�ons of resemblance and causat�on betw�xt them.

If our senses, therefore, suggest any �dea of d�st�nct ex�stences,
they must convey the �mpress�ons as those very ex�stences, by a
k�nd of fallacy and �llus�on. Upon th�s bead we may observe, that all
sensat�ons are felt by the m�nd, such as they really are, and that
when we doubt, whether they present themselves as d�st�nct objects,
or as mere �mpress�ons, the d�ff�culty �s not concern�ng the�r nature,
but concern�ng the�r relat�ons and s�tuat�on. Now �f the senses
presented our �mpress�ons as external to, and �ndependent of
ourselves, both the objects and ourselves must be obv�ous to our



senses, otherw�se they coued not be compared by these facult�es.
The d�ff�culty, then, �s how fax we are ourselves the objects of our
senses.

It �s certa�n there �s no quest�on �n ph�losophy more abstruse than
that concern�ng �dent�ty, and the nature of the un�t�ng pr�nc�ple, wh�ch
const�tutes a person. So far from be�ng able by our senses merely to
determ�ne th�s quest�on, we must have recourse to the most
profound metaphys�cs to g�ve a sat�sfactory answer to �t; and �n
common l�fe �t �s ev�dent these �deas of self and person are never
very f�xed nor determ�nate. It �s absurd, therefore, to �mag�ne the
senses can ever d�st�ngu�sh betw�xt ourselves and external objects.

Add to th�s, that every �mpress�on, external and �nternal, pass�ons,
affect�ons, sensat�ons, pa�ns and pleasures, are or�g�nally on the
same foot�ng; and that whatever other d�fferences we may observe
among them, they appear, all of them, �n the�r true colours, as
�mpress�ons or percept�ons. And �ndeed, �f we cons�der the matter
ar�ght, �t �s scarce poss�ble �t should be otherw�se, nor �s �t
conce�vable that our senses should be more capable of dece�v�ng us
�n the s�tuat�on and relat�ons, than �n the nature of our �mpress�ons.
For s�nce all act�ons and sensat�ons of the m�nd are known to us by
consc�ousness, they must necessar�ly appear �n every part�cular
what they are, and be what they appear. Every th�ng that enters the
m�nd, be�ng �n real�ty a percept�on, �t �s �mposs�ble any th�ng should
to feel�ng appear d�fferent. Th�s were to suppose, that even where
we are most �nt�mately consc�ous, we m�ght be m�staken.

But not to lose t�me �n exam�n�ng, whether �t �s poss�ble for our
senses to dece�ve us, and represent our percept�ons as d�st�nct from
ourselves, that �s as external to and �ndependent of us; let us
cons�der whether they really do so, and whether th�s error proceeds
from an �mmed�ate sensat�on, or from some other causes.

To beg�n w�th the quest�on concern�ng EXTERNAL ex�stence, �t
may perhaps be sa�d, that sett�ng as�de the metaphys�cal quest�on of
the �dent�ty of a th�nk�ng substance, our own body ev�dently belongs
to us; and as several �mpress�ons appear exter�or to the body, we
suppose them also exter�or to ourselves. The paper, on wh�ch I wr�te
at present, �s beyond my hand. The table �s beyond the paper. The



walls of the chamber beyond the table. And �n cast�ng my eye
towards the w�ndow, I perce�ve a great extent of f�elds and bu�ld�ngs
beyond my chamber. From all th�s �t may be �nfered, that no other
faculty �s requ�red, bes�de the senses, to conv�nce us of the external
ex�stence of body. But to prevent th�s �nference, we need only we�gh
the three follow�ng cons�derat�ons. F�rst, That, properly speak�ng, �t �s
not our body we perce�ve, when we regard our l�mbs and members,
but certa�n �mpress�ons, wh�ch enter by the senses; so that the
ascr�b�ng a real and corporeal ex�stence to these �mpress�ons, or to
the�r objects, �s an act of the m�nd as d�ff�cult to expla�n, as that
wh�ch we exam�ne at present. Secondly, Sounds, and tastes, and
smelts, though commonly regarded by the m�nd as cont�nued
�ndependent qual�t�es, appear not to have any ex�stence �n
extens�on, and consequently cannot appear to the senses as
s�tuated externally to the body. The reason, why we ascr�be a place
to them, shall be: cons�dered afterwards. Th�rdly, Even our s�ght
�nforms us not of d�stance or outness (so to speak) �mmed�ately and
w�thout a certa�n reason�ng and exper�ence, as �s acknowledged by
the most rat�onal ph�losophers.

As to the �ndependency of our percept�ons on ourselves, th�s can
never be an object of the senses; but any op�n�on we form
concern�ng �t, must be der�ved from exper�ence and observat�on: And
we shall see afterwards, that our conclus�ons from exper�ence are far
from be�ng favourable to the doctr�ne of the �ndependency of our
percept�ons. Mean wh�le we may observe that when we talk of real
d�st�nct ex�stences, we have commonly more �n our eye the�r
�ndependency than external s�tuat�on �n place, and th�nk an object
has a suff�c�ent real�ty, when �ts Be�ng �s un�nterrupted, and
�ndependent of the �ncessant revolut�ons, wh�ch we are consc�ous of
�n ourselves.

Thus to resume what I have sa�d concern�ng the senses; they g�ve
us no not�on of cont�nued ex�stence, because they cannot operate
beyond the extent, �n wh�ch they really operate. They as l�ttle
produce the op�n�on of a d�st�nct ex�stence, because they ne�ther can
offer �t to the m�nd as represented, nor as or�g�nal. To offer �t as
represented, they must present both an object and an �mage. To
make �t appear as or�g�nal, they must convey a falshood; and th�s



falshood must l�e �n the relat�ons and s�tuat�on: In order to wh�ch they
must be able to compare the object w�th ourselves; and even �n that
case they do not, nor �s �t poss�ble they should, dece�ve us. We may,
therefore, conclude w�th certa�nty, that the op�n�on of a cont�nued and
of a d�st�nct ex�stence never ar�ses from the senses.

To conf�rm th�s we may observe, that there are three d�fferent
k�nds of �mpress�ons conveyed by the senses. The f�rst are those of
the f�gure, bulk, mot�on and sol�d�ty of bod�es. The second those of
colours, tastes, smells, sounds, heat and cold. The th�rd are the
pa�ns and pleasures, that ar�se from the appl�cat�on of objects to our
bod�es, as by the cutt�ng of our flesh w�th steel, and such l�ke. Both
ph�losophers and the vulgar suppose the f�rst of these to have a
d�st�nct cont�nued ex�stence. The vulgar only regard the second as
on the same foot�ng. Both ph�losophers and the vulgar, aga�n,
esteem the th�rd to be merely percept�ons and consequently
�nterrupted and dependent be�ngs.

Now �t �s ev�dent, that, whatever may be our ph�losoph�cal op�n�on,
colours, Sounds, heat and cold, as far as appears to the senses,
ex�st after the same manner w�th mot�on and sol�d�ty, and that the
d�fference we make betw�xt them �n th�s respect, ar�ses not from the
mere percept�on. So strong the prejud�ce for the d�st�nct cont�nued
ex�stence Of the former qual�t�es, that when the contrary op�n�on �s
advanced by modern ph�losophers, people �mag�ne they can almost
refute �t from the�r feel�ng and exper�ence, and that the�r very senses
contrad�ct th�s ph�losophy. It �s also ev�dent, that colours, sounds, &c.
are or�g�nally on the same foot�ng w�th the pa�n that ar�ses from steel,
and pleasure that proceeds from a f�re; and that the d�fference
betw�xt them �s founded ne�ther on percept�on nor reason, but on the
�mag�nat�on. For as they are confest to be, both of them, noth�ng but
percept�ons ar�s�ng from the part�cular conf�gurat�ons and mot�ons of
the parts of body, where�n poss�bly can the�r d�fference cons�st?
Upon the whole, then, we may conclude, that as far as the senses
are judges, all percept�ons are the same �n the manner of the�r
ex�stence.

We may also observe �n th�s �nstance of sounds and colours, that
we can attr�bute a d�st�nct cont�nued ex�stence to objects w�thout



ever consult�ng REASON, or we�gh�ng our op�n�ons by any
ph�losoph�cal pr�nc�ples. And �ndeed, whatever conv�nc�ng arguments
ph�losophers may fancy they can produce to establ�sh the bel�ef of
objects �ndependent of the m�nd, �t �s obv�ous these arguments are
known but to very few, and that �t �s not by them, that ch�ldren,
peasants, and the greatest part of mank�nd are �nduced to attr�bute
objects to some �mpress�ons, and deny them to others. Accord�ngly
we f�nd, that all the conclus�ons, wh�ch the vulgar form on th�s head,
are d�rectly contrary to those, wh�ch are conf�rmed by ph�losophy. For
ph�losophy �nforms us, that every th�ng, wh�ch appears to the m�nd,
�s noth�ng but a percept�on, and �s �nterrupted, and dependent on the
m�nd: whereas the vulgar confound percept�ons and objects, and
attr�bute a d�st�nct cont�nued ex�stence to the very th�ngs they feel or
see. Th�s sent�ment, then, as �t �s ent�rely unreasonable, must
proceed from some other faculty than the understand�ng. To wh�ch
we may add, that as long as we take our percept�ons and objects to
be the same, we can never �nfer the ex�stence of the one from that of
the other, nor form any argument from the relat�on of cause and
effect; wh�ch �s the only one that earl assure us of matter of fact.
Even after we d�st�ngu�sh our percept�ons from our objects, �t w�ll
appear presently, that we are st�ll �ncapable of reason�ng from the
ex�stence of one to that of the other: So that upon the whole our
reason ne�ther does, nor �s �t poss�ble �t ever should, upon any
suppos�t�on, g�ve us an assurance of the cont�nued and d�st�nct
ex�stence of body. That op�n�on must be ent�rely ow�ng to the
IMAGINATION: wh�ch must now be the subject of our enqu�ry.

S�nce all �mpress�ons are �nternal and per�sh�ng ex�stences, and
appear as such, the not�on of the�r d�st�nct and cont�nued ex�stence
must ar�se from a concurrence of some of the�r qual�t�es w�th the
qual�t�es of the �mag�nat�on, and s�nce th�s not�on does not extend to
all of them, �t must ar�se from certa�n qual�t�es pecul�ar to some
�mpress�ons. It w�ll therefore be easy for us to d�scover these
qual�t�es by a compar�son of the �mpress�ons, to wh�ch we attr�bute a
d�st�nct and cont�nued ex�stence, w�th those, wh�ch we regard as
�nternal and per�sh�ng.

We may observe, then, that �t �s ne�ther upon account of the
�nvoluntar�ness of certa�n �mpress�ons, as �s commonly supposed,



nor of the�r super�or force and v�olence, that we attr�bute to them a
real�ty, and cont�nued ex�stence, wh�ch we refuse to others, that are
voluntary or feeble. For �t �s ev�dent our pa�ns and pleasures, our
pass�ons and affect�ons, wh�ch we never suppose to have any
ex�stence beyond our percept�on, operate w�th greater v�olence, and
are equally �nvoluntary, as the �mpress�ons of f�gure and extens�on,
colour and sound, wh�ch we suppose to be permanent be�ngs. The
heat of a f�re, when moderate, �s supposed to ex�st �n the f�re; but the
pa�n, wh�ch �t causes upon a near approach, �s not taken to have any
be�ng, except �n the percept�on.

These vulgar op�n�ons, then, be�ng rejected, we must search for
some other hypothes�s, by wh�ch we may d�scover those pecul�ar
qual�t�es �n our �mpress�ons, wh�ch makes us attr�bute to them a
d�st�nct and cont�nued ex�stence.

After a l�ttle exam�nat�on, we shall f�nd, that all those objects, to
wh�ch we attr�bute a cont�nued ex�stence, have a pecul�ar constancy,
wh�ch d�st�ngu�shes them from the �mpress�ons, whose ex�stence
depends upon our percept�on. Those mounta�ns, and houses, and
trees, wh�ch l�e at present under my eye, have always appeared to
me �n the same order; and when I lose s�ght of them by shutt�ng my
eyes or turn�ng my head, I soon after f�nd them return upon me
w�thout the least alterat�on. My bed and table, my books and papers,
present themselves �n the same un�form manner, and change not
upon account of any �nterrupt�on �n my see�ng or perce�v�lng them.
Th�s �s the case w�th all the �mpress�ons, whose objects are
supposed to have an external ex�stence; and �s the case w�th no
other �mpress�ons, whether gentle or v�olent, voluntary or �nvoluntary.

Th�s constancy, however, �s not so perfect as not to adm�t of very
cons�derable except�ons. Bod�es often change the�r pos�t�on and
qual�t�es, and after a l�ttle absence or �nterrupt�on may become
hardly knowable. But here �t �s observable, that even �n these
changes they preserve a coherence, and have a regular
dependence on each other; wh�ch �s the foundat�on of a k�nd of
reason�ng from causat�on, and produces the op�n�on of the�r
cont�nued ex�stence. When I return to my chamber after an hour's
absence, I f�nd not my f�re �n the same s�tuat�on, �n wh�ch I left �t: But



then I am accustomed �n other �nstances to see a l�ke alterat�on
produced �n a l�ke t�me, whether I am present or absent, near or
remote. Th�s coherence, therefore, �n the�r changes �s one of the
character�st�cs of external objects, as well as the�r constancy.

Hav�ng found that the op�n�on of the cont�nued ex�stence of body
depends on the COHERENCE, and CONSTANCY of certa�n
�mpress�ons, I now proceed to exam�ne after what manner these
qual�t�es g�ve r�se to so extraord�nary an op�n�on. To beg�n w�th the
coherence; we may observe, that though those �nternal �mpress�ons,
wh�ch we regard as fleet�ng and per�sh�ng, have also a certa�n
coherence or regular�ty �n the�r appearances, yet �t �s of somewhat a
d�fferent nature, from that wh�ch we d�scover �n bod�es. Our pass�ons
are found by exper�ence to have a mutual connex�on w�th and
dependence on each other; but on no occas�on �s �t necessary to
suppose, that they have ex�sted and operated, when they were not
perce�ved, �n order to preserve the same dependence and
connex�on, of wh�ch we have had exper�ence. The case �s not the
same w�th relat�on to external objects. Those requ�re a cont�nued
ex�stence, or otherw�se lose, �n a great measure, the regular�ty of
the�r operat�on. I am here seated �n my chamber w�th my face to the
f�re; and all the objects, that str�ke my senses, are conta�ned �n a few
yards around me. My memory, �ndeed, �nforms me of the ex�stence
of many objects; but then th�s �nformat�on extends not beyond the�r
past ex�stence, nor do e�ther my senses or memory g�ve any
test�mony to the cont�nuance of the�r be�ng. When therefore I am
thus seated, and revolve over these thoughts, I hear on a sudden a
no�se as of a door turn�ng upon �ts h�nges; and a l�ttle after see a
porter, who advances towards me. Th�s g�ves occas�on to many new
reflect�ons and reason�ngs. F�rst, I never have observed, that th�s
no�se coued proceed from any th�ng but the mot�on of a door; and
therefore conclude, that the present phaenomenon �s a contrad�ct�on
to all past exper�ence, unless the door, wh�ch I remember on the
other s�de the chamber, be st�ll �n be�ng. Aga�n, I have always found,
that a human body was possest of a qual�ty, wh�ch I call grav�ty, and
wh�ch h�nders �t from mount�ng �n the a�r, as th�s porter must have
done to arr�ve at my chamber, unless the sta�rs I remember be not
ann�h�lated by my absence. But th�s �s not all. I rece�ve a letter, wh�ch



upon, open�ng �t I perce�ve by the hand-wr�t�ng and subscr�pt�on to
have come from a fr�end, who says he �s two hundred leagues
d�stant. It �s ev�dent I can never account for th�s phenomenon,
conformable to my exper�ence �n other �nstances, w�thout spread�ng
out �n my m�nd the whole sea and cont�nent between us, and
suppos�ng the effects and cont�nued ex�stence of posts and ferr�es,
accord�ng to my Memory and observat�on. To cons�der these
phaenomena of the porter and letter �n a certa�n l�ght, they are
contrad�ct�ons to common exper�ence, and may be regarded as
object�ons to those max�ms, wh�ch we form concern�ng the
connex�ons of causes and effects. I am accustomed to hear such a
sound, and see such an object �n mot�on at the same t�me. I have not
rece�ved �n th�s part�cular �nstance both these percept�ons. These
observat�ons are contrary, unless I suppose that the door st�ll
rema�ns, and that �t was opened w�thout my perce�v�ng �t: And th�s
suppos�t�on, wh�ch was at f�rst ent�rely arb�trary and hypothet�cal,
acqu�res a force and ev�dence by �ts be�ng the only one, upon wh�ch
I can reconc�le these contrad�ct�ons. There �s scarce a moment of my
l�fe, where�n there �s not a s�m�lar �nstance presented to me, and I
have not occas�on to suppose the cont�nued ex�stence of objects, �n
order to connect the�r past and present appearances, and g�ve them
such an un�on w�th each other, as I have found by exper�ence to be
su�table to the�r part�cular natures and c�rcumstances. Here then I
am naturally led to regard the world, as someth�ng real and durable,
and as preserv�ng �ts ex�stence, even when �t �s no longer present to
my percept�on.

But though th�s conclus�on from the coherence of appearances
may seem to be of the same nature w�th our reason�ngs concern�ng
causes and effects; as be�ng der�ved from custom, and regulated by
past exper�ence; we shall f�nd upon exam�nat�on, that they are at the
bottom cons�derably d�fferent from each other, and that th�s �nference
ar�ses from the understand�ng, and from custom �n an �nd�rect and
obl�que manner. For �t w�ll read�ly be allowed, that s�nce noth�ng �s
ever really present to the m�nd, bes�des �ts own percept�ons, �t �s not
only �mposs�ble, that any hab�t should ever be acqu�red otherw�se
than by the regular success�on of these percept�ons, but also that
any hab�t should ever exceed that degree of regular�ty. Any degree,



therefore, of regular�ty �n our percept�ons, can never be a foundat�on
for us to �nfer a greater degree of regular�ty �n some objects, wh�ch
are not perce�ved; s�nce th�s supposes a contrad�ct�on, v�z. a hab�t
acqu�red by what was never present to the m�nd. But �t �s ev�dent,
that whenever we �nfer the cont�nued ex�stence of the objects of
sense from the�r coherence, and the frequency of the�r un�on, �t �s �n
order to bestow on the objects a greater regular�ty than what �s
observed �n our mere percept�ons. We remark a connex�on betw�xt
two k�nds of objects �n the�r past appearance to the senses, but are
not able to observe th�s connex�on to be perfectly constant, s�nce the
turn�ng about of our head or the shutt�ng of our eyes �s able to break
�t. What then do we suppose �n th�s case, but that these objects st�ll
cont�nue the�r usual connex�on, notw�thstand�ng the�r apparent
�nterrupt�on, and that the �rregular appearances are jo�ned by
someth�ng, of wh�ch we are �nsens�ble? But as all reason�ng
concern�ng matters of fact ar�ses only from custom, and custom can
only be the effect of repeated percept�ons, the extend�ng of custom
and reason�ng beyond the percept�ons can never be the d�rect and
natural effect of the constant repet�t�on and connex�on, but must
ar�se from the co-operat�on of some other pr�nc�ples.

I have already observed [Part II, Sect. 4.], �n exam�n�ng the
foundat�on of mathemat�cs, that the �mag�nat�on, when set �nto any
tra�n of th�nk�ng, �s apt to cont�nue, even when �ts object fa�ls �t, and
l�ke a galley put �n mot�on by the oars, carr�es on �ts course w�thout
any new �mpulse. Th�s I have ass�gned for the reason, why, after
cons�der�ng several loose standards of equal�ty, and correct�ng them
by each other, we proceed to �mag�ne so correct and exact a
standard of that relat�on, as �s not l�able to the least error or var�at�on.
The same pr�nc�ple makes us eas�ly enterta�n th�s op�n�on of the
cont�nued ex�stence of body. Objects have a certa�n coherence even
as they appear to our senses; but th�s coherence �s much greater
and more un�form, �f we suppose the object.% to have a cont�nued
ex�stence; and as the m�nd �s once �n the tra�n of observ�ng an
un�form�ty among objects, �t naturally cont�nues, t�ll �t renders the
un�form�ty as compleat as poss�ble. The s�mple suppos�t�on of the�r
cont�nued ex�stence suff�ces for th�s purpose, and g�ves us a not�on



of a much greater regular�ty among objects, than what they have
when we look no farther than our senses.

But whatever force we may ascr�be to th�s pr�nc�ple, I am afra�d �t
�s too weak to support alone so vast an ed�f�ce, as �s that of the
cont�nued ex�stence of all external bod�es; and that we must jo�n the
constancy of the�r appearance to the coherence, �n order to g�ve a
sat�sfactory account of that op�n�on. As the expl�cat�on of th�s w�ll
lead me �nto a cons�derable compass of very profound reason�ng; I
th�nk �t proper, �n order to avo�d confus�on, to g�ve a short sketch or
abr�dgment of my system, and afterwards draw out all �ts parts �n
the�r full compass. Th�s �nference from the constancy of our
percept�ons, l�ke the precedent from the�r coherence, g�ves r�se to
the op�n�on of the cont�nued ex�stence of body, wh�ch �s pr�or to that
of �ts d�st�nct ex�stence, and produces that latter pr�nc�ple.

When we have been accustomed to observe a constancy �n
certa�n �mpress�ons, and have found, that the percept�on of the sun
or ocean, for �nstance, returns upon us after an absence or
ann�h�lat�on w�th l�ke parts and �n a l�ke order, as at �ts f�rst
appearance, we are not apt to regard these �nterrupted percept�ons
as d�fferent, (wh�ch they really are) but on the contrary cons�der them
as �nd�v�dually the same, upon account of the�r resemblance. But as
th�s �nterrupt�on of the�r ex�stence �s contrary to the�r perfect �dent�ty,
and makes us regard the f�rst �mpress�on as ann�h�lated, and the
second as newly created, we f�nd ourselves somewhat at a loss, and
are �nvolved �n a k�nd of contrad�ct�on. In order to free ourselves from
th�s d�ff�culty, we d�sgu�se, as much as poss�ble, the �nterrupt�on, or
rather remove �t ent�rely, by suppos�ng that these �nterrupted
percept�ons are connected by a real ex�stence, of wh�ch we are
�nsens�ble. Th�s suppos�t�on, or �dea of cont�nued ex�stence, acqu�res
a force and v�vac�ty from the memory of these broken �mpress�ons,
and from that propens�ty, wh�ch they g�ve us, to suppose them the
same; and accord�ng to the precedent reason�ng, the very essence
of bel�ef cons�sts �n the force and v�vac�ty of the concept�on.

In order to just�fy th�s system, there are four th�ngs requ�s�te. F�rst,
To expla�n the PRINCIPIUM INDIVIDUATIONIS, or pr�nc�ple of
�dent�ty. Secondly, G�ve a reason, why the resemblance of our



broken and �nterrupted percept�ons �nduces us to attr�bute an �dent�ty
to them. Th�rdly, Account for that propens�ty, wh�ch th�s �llus�on g�ves,
to un�te these broken appearances by a cont�nued ex�stence.
Fourthly and lastly, Expla�n that force and v�vac�ty of concept�on,
wh�ch ar�ses from the propens�ty.

F�rst, As to the pr�nc�ple of �nd�v�duat�on; we may observe, that the
v�ew of any one object �s not suff�c�ent to convey the �dea of �dent�ty.
For �n that propos�t�on, an object �s the same w�th �tself, �f the �dea
expressed by the word, object, were no ways d�st�ngu�shed from that
meant by �tself; we really should mean noth�ng, nor would the
propos�t�on conta�n a pred�cate and a subject, wh�ch however are
�mplyed �n th�s aff�rmat�on. One s�ngle object conveys the �dea of
un�ty, not that of �dent�ty.

On the other hand, a mult�pl�c�ty of objects can never convey th�s
�dea, however resembl�ng they may be supposed. The m�nd always
pronounces the one not to be the other, and cons�ders them as
form�ng two, three, or any determ�nate number of objects, whose
ex�stences are ent�rely d�st�nct and �ndependent.

S�nce then both number and un�ty are �ncompat�ble w�th the
relat�on of �dent�ty, �t must l�e �n someth�ng that �s ne�ther of them. But
to tell the truth, at f�rst s�ght th�s seems utterly �mposs�ble. Betw�xt
un�ty and number there can be no med�um; no more than betw�xt
ex�stence and nonex�stence. After one object �s supposed to ex�st,
we must e�ther suppose another also to ex�st; �n wh�ch case we have
the �dea of number: Or we must suppose �t not to ex�st; �n wh�ch case
the f�rst object rema�ns at un�ty.

To remove th�s d�ff�culty, let us have recourse to the �dea of t�me or
durat�on. I have already observd [Part II, Sect. 5.], that t�me, �n a
str�ct sense, �mpl�es success�on, and that when we apply �ts �dea to
any unchangeable object, �t �s only by a f�ct�on of the �mag�nat�on, by
wh�ch the unchangeable object �s supposd to part�c�pate of the
changes of the co-ex�stent objects, and �n part�cular of that of our
percept�ons. Th�s f�ct�on of the �mag�nat�on almost un�versally takes
place; and �t �s by means of �t, that a s�ngle object, placd before us,
and surveyd for any t�me w�thout our d�scover�ng �n �t any �nterrupt�on
or var�at�on, �s able to g�ve us a not�on of �dent�ty. For when we



cons�der any two po�nts of th�s t�me, we may place them �n d�fferent
l�ghts: We may e�ther survey them at the very same �nstant; �n wh�ch
case they g�ve us the �dea of number, both by themselves and by the
object; wh�ch must be mult�plyd, �n order to be conce�vd at once, as
ex�stent �n these two d�fferent po�nts of t�me: Or on the other hand,
we may trace the success�on of t�me by a l�ke success�on of �deas,
and conce�v�ng f�rst one moment, along w�th the object then ex�stent,
�mag�ne afterwards a change �n the t�me w�thout any VARIATION or
INTERRUPTION �n the object; �n wh�ch case �t g�ves us the �dea of
un�ty. Here then �s an �dea, wh�ch �s a med�um betw�xt un�ty and
number; or more properly speak�ng, �s e�ther of them, accord�ng to
the v�ew, �n wh�ch we take �t: And th�s �dea we call that of �dent�ty. We
cannot, �n any propr�ety of speech, say, that an object �s the same
w�th �tself, unless we mean, that the object ex�stent at one t�me �s the
same w�th �tself ex�stent at another. By th�s means we make a
d�fference, betw�xt the �dea meant by the word, OBJECT, and that
meant by ITSELF, w�thout go�ng the length of number, and at the
same t�me w�thout restra�n�ng ourselves to a str�ct and absolute un�ty.

Thus the pr�nc�ple of �nd�v�duat�on �s noth�ng but the
INVARIABLENESS and UNINTERRUPTEDNESS of any object, thro
a supposd var�at�on of t�me, by wh�ch the m�nd can trace �t �n the
d�fferent per�ods of �ts ex�stence, w�thout any break of the v�ew, and
w�thout be�ng obl�gd to form the �dea of mult�pl�c�ty or number.

I now proceed to expla�n the SECOND part of my system, and
shew why the constancy of our percept�ons makes us ascr�be to
them a perfect numer�cal �dent�ty, tho there be very long �ntervals
betw�xt the�r appearance, and they have only one of the essent�al
qual�t�es of �dent�ty, VIZ, INVARIABLENESS. That I may avo�d all
amb�gu�ty and confus�on on th�s head, I shall observe, that I here
account for the op�n�ons and bel�ef of the vulgar w�th regard to the
ex�stence of body; and therefore must ent�rely conform myself to
the�r manner of th�nk�ng and of express�ng themselves. Now we have
already observd, that however ph�losophers may d�st�ngu�sh betw�xt
the objects and percept�ons of the senses; wh�ch they suppose co-
ex�stent and resembl�ng; yet th�s �s a d�st�nct�on, wh�ch �s not
comprehended by the general�ty of mank�nd, who as they perce�ve
only one be�ng, can never assent to the op�n�on of a double



ex�stence and representat�on. Those very sensat�ons, wh�ch enter by
the eye or ear, are w�th them the true objects, nor can they read�ly
conce�ve that th�s pen or paper, wh�ch �s �mmed�ately perce�vd,
represents another, wh�ch �s d�fferent from, but resembl�ng �t. In
order, therefore, to accommodate myself to the�r not�ons, I shall at
f�rst suppose; that there �s only a s�ngle ex�stence, wh�ch I shall call
�nd�fferently OBJECT or PERCEPTION, accord�ng as �t shall seem
best to su�t my purpose, understand�ng by both of them what any
common man means by a hat, or shoe, or stone, or any other
�mpress�on, conveyd to h�m by h�s senses. I shall be sure to g�ve
warn�ng, when I return to a more ph�losoph�cal way of speak�ng and
th�nk�ng.

To enter, therefore, upon the quest�on concern�ng the source of the
error and decept�on w�th regard to �dent�ty, when we attr�bute �t to our
resembl�ng percept�ons, notw�thstand�ng the�r �nterrupt�on; I must
here recal an observat�on, wh�ch I have already provd and expla�nd
[Part II. Sect. 5.]. Noth�ng �s more apt to make us m�stake one �dea
for another, than any relat�on betw�xt them, wh�ch assoc�ates them
together �n the �mag�nat�on, and makes �t pass w�th fac�l�ty from one
to the other. Of all relat�ons, that of resemblance �s �n th�s respect the
most eff�cac�ous; and that because �t not only causes an assoc�at�on
of �deas, but also of d�spos�t�ons, and makes us conce�ve the one
�dea by an act or operat�on of the m�nd, s�m�lar to that by wh�ch we
conce�ve the other. Th�s c�rcumstance I have observd to be of great
moment; and we may establ�sh �t for a general rule, that whatever
�deas place the m�nd �n the same d�spos�t�on or �n s�m�lar ones, are
very apt to be confounded. The m�nd read�ly passes from one to the
other, and perce�ves not the change w�thout a str�ct attent�on, of
wh�ch, generally speak�ng, �t �s wholly �ncapable.

In order to apply th�s general max�m, we must f�rst exam�ne the
d�spos�t�on of the m�nd �n v�ew�ng any object wh�ch preserves a
perfect �dent�ty, and then f�nd some other object, that �s confounded
w�th �t, by caus�ng a s�m�lar d�spos�t�on. When we f�x our thought on
any object, and suppose �t to cont�nue the same for some t�me; �t �s
ev�dent we suppose the change to l�e only �n the t�me, and never
exert ourselves to produce any new �mage or �dea of the object. The
facult�es of the m�nd repose themselves �n a manner, and take no



more exerc�se, than what �s necessary to cont�nue that �dea, of wh�ch
we were formerly possest, and wh�ch subs�sts w�thout var�at�on or
�nterrupt�on. The passage from one moment to another �s scarce felt,
and d�st�ngu�shes not �tself by a d�fferent percept�on or �dea, wh�ch
may requ�re a d�fferent d�rect�on of the sp�r�ts, �n order to �ts
concept�on.

Now what other objects, bes�de �dent�cal ones, are capable of
plac�ng the m�nd �n the same d�spos�t�on, when �t cons�ders them,
and of caus�ng the same un�nterrupted passage of the �mag�nat�on
from one �dea to another? Th�s quest�on �s of the last �mportance.
For �f we can f�nd any such objects, we may certa�nly conclude, from
the forego�ng pr�nc�ple, that they are very naturally confounded w�th
�dent�cal ones, and are taken for them �n most of our reason�ngs. But
though th�s quest�on be very �mportant, �t �s not very d�ff�cult nor
doubtful. For I �mmed�ately reply, that a success�on of related objects
places the m�nd �n th�s d�spos�t�on, and �s cons�dered w�th the same
smooth and un�nterrupted progress of the �mag�nat�on, as attends
the v�ew of the same �nvar�able object. The very nature and essence
of relat�on �s to connect our �deas w�th each other, and upon the
appearance of one, to fac�l�tate the trans�t�on to �ts correlat�ve. The
passage betw�xt related �deas �s, therefore, so smooth and easy, that
�t produces l�ttle alterat�on on the m�nd, and seems l�ke the
cont�nuat�on of the same act�on; and as the cont�nuat�on of the same
act�on �s an effect of the cont�nued v�ew of the same object, �t �s for
th�s reason we attr�bute sameness to every success�on of related
objects. The thought sl�des along the success�on w�th equal fac�l�ty,
as �f �t cons�dered only one object; and therefore confounds the
success�on w�th the �dent�ty.

We shall afterwards see many �nstances of th�s tendency of
relat�on to make us ascr�be an �dent�ty to d�fferent objects; but shall
here conf�ne ourselves to the present subject. We f�nd by
exper�ence, that there �s such a constancy �n almost all the
�mpress�ons of the senses, that the�r �nterrupt�on produces no
alterat�on on them, and h�nders them not from return�ng the same �n
appearance and �n s�tuat�on as at the�r f�rst ex�stence. I survey the
furn�ture of my chamber; I shut my eyes, and afterwards open them;
and f�nd the new percept�ons to resemble perfectly those, wh�ch



formerly struck my senses. Th�s resemblance �s observed �n a
thousand �nstances, and naturally connects together our �deas of
these �nterrupted percept�ons by the strongest relat�on, and conveys
the m�nd w�th an easy trans�t�on from one to another. An easy
trans�t�on or passage of the �mag�nat�on, along the �deas of these
d�fferent and �nterrupted percept�ons, �s almost the same d�spos�t�on
of m�nd w�th that �n wh�ch we cons�der one constant and
un�nterrupted percept�on. It �s therefore very natural for us to m�stake
the one for the other.



     [FN  9  This reasoning, it must be confest, is somewhat 
     abstruse, and difficult to be comprehended; but it is 
     remarkable, that this very difficulty may be converted into 
     a proof of the reasoning. We may observe, that there are two 
     relations, and both of them resemblances, which contribute 
     to our mistaking the succession of our interrupted 
     perceptions for an identical object. The first is, the 
     resemblance of the perceptions: The second is the 
     resemblance, which the act of the mind in surveying a 
     succession of resembling objects bears to that in surveying 
     an identical object. Now these resemblances we are apt to 
     confound with each other; and it is natural we shoud, 
     according to this very reasoning. But let us keep them 
     distinct, and we shall find no difficulty in conceiving the 
     precedent argument.] 

The persons, who enterta�n th�s op�n�on concern�ng the �dent�ty of
our resembl�ng percept�ons, are �n general an the unth�nk�ng and
unph�losoph�cal part of mank�nd, (that �s, all of us, at one t�me or
other) and consequently such as suppose the�r percept�ons to be
the�r only objects, and never th�nk of a double ex�stence �nternal and
external, represent�ng and represented. The very �mage, wh�ch �s
present to the senses, �s w�th us the real body; and �t �s to these
�nterrupted �mages we ascr�be a perfect �dent�ty. But as the
�nterrupt�on of the appearance seems contrary to the �dent�ty, and
naturally leads us to regard these resembl�ng percept�ons as
d�fferent from each other, we here f�nd ourselves at a loss how to
reconc�le such oppos�te op�n�ons. The smooth passage of the
�mag�nat�on along the �deas of the resembl�ng percept�ons makes us
ascr�be to them a perfect �dent�ty. The �nterrupted manner of the�r
appearance makes us cons�der them as so many resembl�ng, but
st�ll d�st�nct be�ngs, wh�ch appear after certa�n �ntervals. The
perplex�ty ar�s�ng from th�s contrad�ct�on produces a propens�on to
un�te these broken appearances by the f�ct�on of a cont�nued
ex�stence, wh�ch �s the th�rd part of that hypothes�s I proposed to
expla�n.

Noth�ng �s more certa�n from exper�ence, than that any
contrad�ct�on e�ther to the sent�ments or pass�ons g�ves a sens�ble
uneas�ness, whether �t proceeds from w�thout or from w�th�n; from
the oppos�t�on of external objects, or from the combat of �nternal
pr�nc�ples. On the contrary, whatever str�kes �n w�th the natural
propens�t�es, and e�ther externally forwards the�r sat�sfact�on, or
�nternally concurs w�th the�r movements, �s sure to g�ve a sens�ble



pleasure. Now there be�ng here an oppos�t�on betw�xt the not�on of
the �dent�ty of resembl�ng percept�ons, and the �nterrupt�on of the�r
appearance, the m�nd must be uneasy �n that s�tuat�on, and w�ll
naturally seek rel�ef from the uneas�ness. S�nce the uneas�ness
ar�ses from the oppos�t�on of two contrary pr�nc�ples, �t must look for
rel�ef by sacr�f�c�ng the one to the other. But as the smooth passage
of our thought along our resembl�ng percept�ons makes us ascr�be to
them an �dent�ty, we can never w�thout reluctance y�eld up that
op�n�on. We must, therefore, turn to the other s�de, and suppose that
our percept�ons are no longer �nterrupted, but preserve a cont�nued
as well as an �nvar�able ex�stence, and are by that means ent�rely the
same. But here the �nterrupt�ons �n the appearance of these
percept�ons are so long and frequent, that �t �s �mposs�ble to overlook
them; and as the appearance of a percept�on �n the m�nd and �ts
ex�stence seem at f�rst s�ght ent�rely the same, �t may be doubted,
whether we can ever assent to so palpable a contrad�ct�on, and
suppose a percept�on to ex�st w�thout be�ng present to the m�nd. In
order to clear up th�s matter, and learn how the �nterrupt�on �n the
appearance of a percept�on �mpl�es not necessar�ly an �nterrupt�on �n
�ts ex�stence, �t w�ll be proper to touch upon some pr�nc�ples, wh�ch
we shall have occas�on to expla�n more fully afterwards. [Sect. 6.]

We may beg�n w�th observ�ng, that the d�ff�culty �n the present case
�s not concern�ng the matter of fact, or whether the m�nd forms such
a conclus�on concern�ng the cont�nued ex�stence of �ts percept�ons,
but only concern�ng the manner �n wh�ch the conclus�on �s formed,
and pr�nc�ples from wh�ch �t �s der�ved. It �s certa�n, that almost all
mank�nd, and even ph�losophers themselves, for the greatest part of
the�r l�ves, take the�r percept�ons to be the�r only objects, and
suppose, that the very be�ng, wh�ch �s �nt�mately present to the m�nd,
�s the real body or mater�al ex�stence. It �s also certa�n, that th�s very
percept�on or object �s supposed to have a cont�nued un�nterrupted
be�ng, and ne�ther to be ann�h�lated by our absence, nor to be
brought �nto ex�stence by our presence. When we are absent from �t,
we say �t st�ll ex�sts, but that we do not feel, we do not see �t. When
we are present, we say we feel, or see �t. Here then may ar�se two
quest�ons; F�rst, How we can sat�sfy ourselves �n suppos�ng a
percept�on to be absent from the m�nd w�thout be�ng ann�h�lated.



Secondly, After what manner we conce�ve an object to become
present to the m�nd, w�thout some new creat�on of a percept�on or
�mage; and what we mean by th�s see�ng, and feel�ng, and
perce�v�ng.

As to the f�rst quest�on; we may observe, that what we call a m�nd,
�s noth�ng but a heap or collect�on of d�fferent percept�ons, un�ted
together by certa�n relat�ons, and supposed, though falsely, to be
endowed w�th a perfect s�mpl�c�ty and �dent�ty. Now as every
percept�on �s d�st�ngu�shable from another, and may be cons�dered
as separately ex�stent; �t ev�dently follows, that there �s no absurd�ty
�n separat�ng any part�cular percept�on from the m�nd; that �s, �n
break�ng off all �ts relat�ons, w�th that connected mass of percept�ons,
wh�ch const�tute a th�nk�ng be�ng.

The same reason�ng affords us an answer to the second quest�on.
If the name of percept�on renders not th�s separat�on from a m�nd
absurd and contrad�ctory, the name of object, stand�ng for the very
same th�ng, can never render the�r conjunct�on �mposs�ble. External
objects are seen, and felt, and become present to the m�nd; that �s,
they acqu�re such a relat�on to a connected heap of percept�ons, as
to �nfluence them very cons�derably �n augment�ng the�r number by
present reflect�ons and pass�ons, and �n stor�ng the memory w�th
�deas. The same cont�nued and un�nterrupted Be�ng may, therefore,
be somet�mes present to the m�nd, and somet�mes absent from �t,
w�thout any real or essent�al change �n the Be�ng �tself. An
�nterrupted appearance to the senses �mpl�es not necessar�ly an
�nterrupt�on �n the ex�stence. The suppos�t�on of the cont�nued
ex�stence of sens�ble objects or percept�ons �nvolves no
contrad�ct�on. We may eas�ly �ndulge our �ncl�nat�on to that
suppos�t�on. When the exact resemblance of our percept�ons makes
us ascr�be to them an �dent�ty, we may remove the seem�ng
�nterrupt�on by fe�gn�ng a cont�nued be�ng, wh�ch may f�ll those
�ntervals, and preserve a perfect and ent�re �dent�ty to our
percept�ons.

But as we here not only fe�gn but bel�eve th�s cont�nued ex�stence,
the quest�on �s, from whence ar�ses such a bel�ef; and th�s quest�on
leads us to the fourth member of th�s system. It has been proved



already, that bel�ef �n general cons�sts �n noth�ng, but the v�vac�ty of
an �dea; and that an �dea may acqu�re th�s v�vac�ty by �ts relat�on to
some present �mpress�on. Impress�ons are naturally the most v�v�d
percept�ons of the m�nd; and th�s qual�ty �s �n part conveyed by the
relat�on to every connected �dea. The relat�on causes a smooth
passage from the �mpress�on to the �dea, and even g�ves a
propens�ty to that passage. The m�nd falls so eas�ly from the one
percept�on to the other, that �t scarce perce�ves the change, but
reta�ns �n the second a cons�derable share of the v�vac�ty of the f�rst.
It �s exc�ted by the l�vely �mpress�on; and th�s v�vac�ty �s conveyed to
the related �dea, w�thout any great d�m�nut�on �n the passage, by
reason of the smooth trans�t�on and the propens�ty of the
�mag�nat�on.

But suppose, that th�s propens�ty ar�ses from some other pr�nc�ple,
bes�des that of relat�on; �t �s ev�dent �t must st�ll have the same effect,
and convey the v�vac�ty from the �mpress�on to the �dea. Now th�s �s
exactly the present case. Our memory presents us w�th a vast
number of �nstances of percept�ons perfectly resembl�ng each other,
that return at d�fferent d�stances of t�me, and after cons�derable
�nterrupt�ons. Th�s resemblance g�ves us a propens�on to cons�der
these �nterrupted percept�ons as the same; and also a propens�on to
connect them by a cont�nued ex�stence, �n order to just�fy th�s
�dent�ty, and avo�d the contrad�ct�on, �n wh�ch the �nterrupted
appearance of these percept�ons seems necessar�ly to �nvolve us.
Here then we have a propens�ty to fe�gn the cont�nued ex�stence of
all sens�ble objects; and as th�s propens�ty ar�ses from some l�vely
�mpress�ons of the memory, �t bestows a v�vac�ty on that f�ct�on: or �n
other words, makes us bel�eve the cont�nued ex�stence of body. If
somet�mes we ascr�be a cont�nued ex�stence to objects, wh�ch are
perfectly new to us, and of whose constancy and coherence we have
no exper�ence, �t �s because the manner, �n wh�ch they present
themselves to our senses, resembles that of constant and coherent
objects; and th�s resemblance �s a source of reason�ng and analogy,
and leads us to attr�bute the same qual�t�es to s�m�lar objects.

I bel�eve an �ntell�gent reader w�ll f�nd less d�ff�culty to assent to
th�s system, than to comprehend �t fully and d�st�nctly, and w�ll allow,
after a l�ttle reflect�on, that every part carr�es �ts own proof along w�th



�t. It �s �ndeed ev�dent, that as the vulgar suppose the�r percept�ons to
be the�r only objects, and at the same t�me bel�eve the cont�nued
ex�stence of matter, we must account for the or�g�n of the bel�ef upon
that suppos�t�on. Now upon that suppos�t�on, �t �s a false op�n�on that
any of our objects, or percept�ons, are �dent�cally the same after an
�nterrupt�on; and consequently the op�n�on of the�r �dent�ty can never
ar�se from reason, but must ar�se from the �mag�nat�on. The
�mag�nat�on �s seduced �nto such an op�n�on only by means of the
resemblance of certa�n percept�ons; s�nce we f�nd they are only our
resembl�ng percept�ons, wh�ch we have a propens�on to suppose the
same. Th�s propens�on to bestow an �dent�ty on our resembl�ng
percept�ons, produces the f�ct�on of a cont�nued ex�stence; s�nce that
f�ct�on, as well as the �dent�ty, �s really false, as �s acknowledged by
all ph�losophers, and has no other effect than to remedy the
�nterrupt�on of our percept�ons, wh�ch �s the only c�rcumstance that �s
contrary to the�r �dent�ty. In the last place th�s propens�on causes
bel�ef by means of the present �mpress�ons of the memory; s�nce
w�thout the remembrance of former sensat�ons, �t �s pla�n we never
should have any bel�ef of the cont�nued ex�stence of body. Thus �n
exam�n�ng all these parts, we f�nd that each of them �s supported by
the strongest proofs: and that all of them together form a cons�stent
system, wh�ch �s perfectly conv�nc�ng. A strong propens�ty or
�ncl�nat�on alone, w�thout any present �mpress�on, w�ll somet�mes
cause a bel�ef or op�n�on. How much more when a�ded by that
c�rcumstance?

But though we are led after th�s manner, by the natural propens�ty
of the �mag�nat�on, to ascr�be a cont�nued ex�stence to those sens�ble
objects or percept�ons, wh�ch we f�nd to resemble each other �n the�r
�nterrupted appearance; yet a very l�ttle reflect�on and ph�losophy �s
suff�c�ent to make us perce�ve the fallacy of that op�n�on. I have
already observed, that there �s an �nt�mate connex�on betw�xt those
two pr�nc�ples, of a cont�nued and of a d�st�nct or �ndependent
ex�stence, and that we no sooner establ�sh the one than the other
follows, as a necessary consequence. It �s the op�n�on of a cont�nued
ex�stence, wh�ch f�rst takes place, and w�thout much study or
reflect�on draws the other along w�th �t, wherever the m�nd follows �ts
f�rst and most natural tendency. But when we compare exper�ments,



and reason a l�ttle upon them, we qu�ckly perce�ve, that the doctr�ne
of the �ndependent ex�stence of our sens�ble percept�ons �s contrary
to the pla�nest exper�ence. Th�s leads us backward upon our
footsteps to perce�ve our error �n attr�but�ng a cont�nued ex�stence to
our percept�ons, and �s the or�g�n of many very cur�ous op�n�ons,
wh�ch we shall here endeavour to account for.

It w�ll f�rst be proper to observe a few of those exper�ments, wh�ch
conv�nce us, that our percept�ons are not possest of any
�ndependent ex�stence. When we press one eye w�th a f�nger, we
�mmed�ately perce�ve all the objects to become double, and one half
of them to be removed from the�r common and natural pos�t�on. But
as we do not attr�bute to cont�nued ex�stence to both these
percept�ons, and as they are both of the same nature, we clearly
perce�ve, that all our percept�ons are dependent on our organs, and
the d�spos�t�on of our nerves and an�mal sp�r�ts. Th�s op�n�on �s
conf�rmed by the seem�ng encrease and d�m�nut�on of objects,
accord�ng to the�r d�stance; by the apparent alterat�ons �n the�r f�gure;
by the changes �n the�r colour and other qual�t�es from our s�ckness
and d�stempers: and by an �nf�n�te number of other exper�ments of
the same k�nd; from all wh�ch we learn, that our sens�ble percept�ons
are not possest of any d�st�nct or �ndependent ex�stence.

The natural consequence of th�s reason�ng should be, that our
percept�ons have no more a cont�nued than an �ndependent
ex�stence; and �ndeed ph�losophers have so far run �nto th�s op�n�on,
that they change the�r system, and d�st�ngu�sh, (as we shall do for
the future) betw�xt percept�ons and objects, of wh�ch the former are
supposed to be �nterrupted, and per�sh�ng, and d�fferent at every
d�fferent return; the latter to be un�nterrupted, and to preserve a
cont�nued ex�stence and �dent�ty. But however ph�losoph�cal th�s new
system may be esteemed, I assert that �t �s only a pall�at�ve remedy,
and that �t conta�ns all the d�ff�cult�es of the vulgar system, w�th some
others, that are pecul�ar to �tself. There are no pr�nc�ples e�ther of the
understand�ng or fancy, wh�ch lead us d�rectly to embrace th�s
op�n�on of the double ex�stence of percept�ons and objects, nor can
we arr�ve at �t but by pass�ng through the common hypothes�s of the
�dent�ty and cont�nuance of our �nterrupted percept�ons. Were we not
f�rst perswaded, that our percept�ons are our only objects, and



cont�nue to ex�st even when they no longer make the�r appearance
to the senses, we should never be led to th�nk, that our percept�ons
and objects are d�fferent, and that our objects alone preserve a
cont�nued ex�stence. The latter hypothes�s has no pr�mary
recommendat�on e�ther to reason or the �mag�nat�on, but acqu�res all
�ts �nfluence on the �mag�nat�on from the former. Th�s propos�t�on
conta�ns two parts, wh�ch we shall endeavour to prove as d�st�nctly
and clearly, as such abstruse subjects w�ll perm�t.

As to the f�rst part of the propos�t�on, that th�s ph�losoph�cal
hypothes�s has no pr�mary recommendat�on, e�ther to reason, or the
�mag�nat�on, we may soon sat�sfy ourselves w�th regard to reason by
the follow�ng reflect�ons. The only ex�stences, of wh�ch we are
certa�n, are percept�ons, wh�ch be�ng �mmed�ately present to us by
consc�ousness, command our strongest assent, and are the f�rst
foundat�on of all our conclus�ons. The only conclus�on we can draw
from the ex�stence of one th�ng to that of another, �s by means of the
relat�on of cause and effect, wh�ch shews, that there �s a connex�on
betw�xt them, and that the ex�stence of one �s dependent on that of
the other. The �dea of th�s relat�on �s der�ved from past exper�ence,
by wh�ch we f�nd, that two be�ngs are constantly conjo�ned together,
and are always present at once to the m�nd. But as no be�ngs are
ever present to the m�nd but percept�ons; �t follows that we may
observe a conjunct�on or a relat�on of cause and effect between
d�fferent percept�ons, but can never observe �t between percept�ons
and objects. It �s �mposs�ble, therefore, that from the ex�stence or any
of the qual�t�es of the former, we can ever form any conclus�on
concern�ng the ex�stence of the latter, or ever sat�sfy our reason �n
th�s part�cular.

It �s no less certa�n, that th�s ph�losoph�cal system has no pr�mary
recommendat�on to the �mag�nat�on, and that that faculty would
never, of �tself, and by �ts or�g�nal tendency, have fallen upon such a
pr�nc�ple. I confess �t w�ll be somewhat d�ff�cult to prove th�s to the fall
sat�sfact�on of the reader; because �t �mpl�es a negat�ve, wh�ch �n
many cases w�ll not adm�t of any pos�t�ve proof. If any one would
take the pa�ns to exam�ne th�s quest�on, and would �nvent a system,
to account for the d�rect or�g�n of th�s op�n�on from the �mag�nat�on,
we should be able, by the exam�nat�on of that system, to pronounce



a certa�n judgment �n the present subject. Let �t be taken for granted,
that our percept�ons are broken, and �nterrupted, and however l�ke,
are st�ll d�fferent from each other; and let any one upon th�s
suppos�t�on shew why the fancy, d�rectly and �mmed�ately, proceeds
to the bel�ef of another ex�stence, resembl�ng these percept�ons �n
the�r nature, but yet cont�nued, and un�nterrupted, and �dent�cal; and
after he has done th�s to my sat�sfact�on, I prom�se to renounce my
present op�n�on. Mean wh�le I cannot forbear conclud�ng, from the
very abstractedness and d�ff�culty of the f�rst suppos�t�on, that �t �s an
�mproper subject for the fancy to work upon. Whoever would expla�n
the or�g�n of the common op�n�on concern�ng the cont�nued and
d�st�nct ex�stence of body, must take the m�nd �n �ts common
s�tuat�on, and must proceed upon the suppos�t�on, that our
percept�ons are our only objects, and cont�nue to ex�st even when
they are not perce�ved. Though th�s op�n�on be false, �t �s the most
natural of any, and has alone any pr�mary recommendat�on to the
fancy.

As to the second part of the propos�t�on, that the ph�losoph�cal
system acqu�res all �ts �nfluence on the �mag�nat�on from the vulgar
one; we may observe, that th�s �s a natural and unavo�dable
consequence of the forego�ng conclus�on, that �t has no pr�mary
recommendat�on to reason or the �mag�nat�on. For as the
ph�losoph�cal system �s found by exper�ence to take hold of many
m�nds, and �n part�cular of all those, who reflect ever so l�ttle on th�s
subject, �t must der�ve all �ts author�ty from the vulgar system; s�nce �t
has no or�g�nal author�ty of �ts own. The manner, �n wh�ch these two
systems, though d�rectly contrary, are connected together, may be
expla�ns, as follows.

The �mag�nat�on naturally runs on �n th�s tra�n of th�nk�ng. Our
percept�ons are our only objects: Resembl�ng percept�ons are the
same, however broken or un�nterrupted �n the�r appearance: Th�s
appeal�ng �nterrupt�on �s contrary to the �dent�ty: The �nterrupt�on
consequently extends not beyond the appearance, and the
percept�on or object really cont�nues to ex�st, even when absent from
us: Our sens�ble percept�on s have, therefore, a cont�nued and
un�nterrupted ex�stence. But as a l�ttle reflect�on destroys th�s
conclus�on, that our percept�ons have a cont�nued ex�stence, by



shew�ng that they have a dependent one, �t would naturally be
expected, that we must altogether reject the op�n�on, that there �s
such a th�ng �n nature as a cont�nued ex�stence, wh�ch �s preserved
even when �t no longer appears to the senses. The case, however, �s
otherw�se. Ph�losophers are so far from reject�ng the op�n�on of a
cont�nued ex�stence upon reject�ng that of the �ndependence and
cont�nuance of our sens�ble percept�ons, that though all sects agree
�n the latter sent�ment, the former, wh�ch �s, �n a manner, �ts
necessary consequence, has been pecul�ar to a few extravagant
scept�cs; who after all ma�nta�ned that op�n�on �n words only, and
were never able to br�ng themselves s�ncerely to bel�eve �t.

There �s a great d�fference betw�xt such op�n�ons as we form after
a calm and profound reflect�on, and such as we embrace by a k�nd of
�nst�nct or natural �mpulse, on account of the�r su�tableness and
conform�ty to the m�nd. If these op�n�ons become contrary, �t �s not
d�ff�cult to foresee wh�ch of them w�ll have the advantage. As long as
our attent�on �s bent upon the subject, the ph�losoph�cal and studyed
pr�nc�ple may preva�l; but the moment we relax our thoughts, nature
w�ll d�splay herself, and draw us back to our former op�n�on. Nay she
has somet�mes such an �nfluence, that she can stop our progress,
even �n the m�dst of our most profound reflect�ons, and keep us from
runn�ng on w�th all the consequences of any ph�losoph�cal op�n�on.
Thus though we clearly perce�ve the dependence and �nterrupt�on of
our percept�ons, we stop short �n our career, and never upon that
account reject the not�on of an �ndependent and cont�nued ex�stence.
That op�n�on has taken such deep root �n the �mag�nat�on, that �t �s
�mposs�ble ever to erad�cate �t, nor w�ll any stra�ned metaphys�cal
conv�ct�on of the dependence of our percept�ons be suff�c�ent for that
purpose.

But though our natural and obv�ous pr�nc�ples here preva�l above
our stud�ed reflect�ons, �t �s certa�n there must be son�c struggle and
oppos�t�on �n the case: at least so long as these reject�ons reta�n any
force or v�vac�ty. In order to set ourselves at ease �n th�s part�cular,
we contr�ve a new hypothes�s, wh�ch seems to comprehend both
these pr�nc�ples of reason and �mag�nat�on. Th�s hypothes�s �s the
ph�losoph�cal, one of the double ex�stence of percept�ons and
objects; wh�ch pleases our reason, �n allow�ng, that our dependent



percept�ons are �nterrupted and d�fferent; and at the same t�me �s
agreeable to the �mag�nat�on, �n attr�but�ng a cont�nued ex�stence to
someth�ng else, wh�ch we call objects. Th�s ph�losoph�cal system,
therefore, �s the monstrous offspr�ng of two pr�nc�ples, wh�ch are
contrary to each other, wh�ch are both at once embraced by the
m�nd, and wh�ch are unable mutually to destroy each other. The
�mag�nat�on tells us, that our resembl�ng percept�ons have a
cont�nued and un�nterrupted ex�stence, and are not ann�h�lated by
the�r absence. Reflect�on tells us, that even our resembl�ng
percept�ons are �nterrupted �n the�r ex�stence, and d�fferent from
each other. The contrad�ct�on betw�xt these op�n�ons we elude by a
new f�ct�on, wh�ch �s conformable to the hypotheses both of reflect�on
and fancy, by ascr�b�ng these contrary qual�t�es to d�fferent
ex�stences; the �nterrupt�on to percept�ons, and the cont�nuance to
objects. Nature �s obst�nate, and w�ll not qu�t the f�eld, however
strongly attacked by reason; and at the same t�me reason �s so clear
�n the po�nt, that there �s no poss�b�l�ty of d�sgu�s�ng her. Not be�ng
able to reconc�le these two enem�es, we endeavour to set ourselves
at ease as much as poss�ble, by success�vely grant�ng to each
whatever �t demands, and by fe�gn�ng a double ex�stence, where
each may f�nd someth�ng, that has all the cond�t�ons �t des�res. Were
we fully conv�nced, that our resembl�ng percept�ons are cont�nued,
and �dent�cal, and �ndependent, we should never run �nto th�s op�n�on
of a double ex�stence, s�nce we should f�nd sat�sfact�on �n our f�rst
suppos�t�on, and would not look beyond. Aga�n, were we fully
conv�nced, that our percept�ons are dependent, and �nterrupted, and
d�fferent, we should be as l�ttle �ncl�ned to embrace the op�n�on of a
double ex�stence; s�nce �n that case we should clearly perce�ve the
error of our f�rst suppos�t�on of a cont�nued ex�stence, and would
never regard �t any farther. It �s therefore from the �ntermed�ate
s�tuat�on of the m�nd, that th�s op�n�on ar�ses, and from such an
adherence to these two contrary pr�nc�ples, as makes us seek some
pretext to just�fy our rece�v�ng both; wh�ch happ�ly at last �s found �n
the system of a double ex�stence.

Another advantage of th�s ph�losoph�cal system �s �ts s�m�lar�ty to
the vulgar one; by wh�ch means we can humour our reason for a
moment, when �t becomes troublesome and soll�c�tous; and yet upon



�ts least negl�gence or �nattent�on, can eas�ly return to our vulgar and
natural not�ons. Accord�ngly we f�nd, that ph�losophers neglect not
th�s advantage; but �mmed�ately upon leav�ng the�r closets, m�ngle
w�th the rest of mank�nd �n those exploded op�n�ons, that our
percept�ons are our only objects, and cont�nue �dent�cally and
un�nterruptedly the same �n all the�r �nterrupted appearances.

There are other part�culars of th�s system, where�n we may remark
�ts dependence on the fancy, �n a very consp�cuous manner. Of
these, I shall observe the two follow�ng. F�rst, We suppose external
objects to resemble �nternal percept�ons. I have already shewn, that
the relat�on of cause and effect can never afford us any just
conclus�on from the ex�stence or qual�t�es of our percept�ons to the
ex�stence of external cont�nued objects: And I shall farther add, that
even though they coued afford such a conclus�on, we should never
have any reason to �nfer, that our objects resemble our percept�ons.
That op�n�on, therefore, �s der�ved from noth�ng but the qual�ty of the
fancy above-expla�ned, (that �t borrows all �ts �deas from some
precedent percept�on). We never can conce�ve any th�ng but
percept�ons, and therefore must make every th�ng resemble them.

Secondly, As we suppose our objects �n general to resemble our
percept�ons, so we take �t for granted, that every part�cular object
resembles that percept�on, wh�ch �t causes. The relat�on of cause
and effect determ�nes us to jo�n the other of resemblance; and the
�deas of these ex�stences be�ng already un�ted together �n the fancy
by the former relat�on, we naturally add the latter to compleat the
un�on. We have a strong propens�ty to compleat every un�on by
jo�n�ng new relat�ons to those wh�ch we have before observed
betw�xt any �deas, as we shall have occas�on to observe presently.
[Sect. 5.]

Hav�ng thus g�ven an account of all the systems both popular and
ph�losoph�cal, w�th regard to external ex�stences, I cannot forbear
g�v�ng vent to a certa�n sent�ment, wh�ch ar�ses upon rev�ew�ng those
systems. I begun th�s subject w�th prem�s�ng, that we ought to have
an �mpl�c�t fa�th �n our senses, and that th�s would be the conclus�on,
I should draw from the whole of my reason�ng. But to be �ngenuous, I
feel myself at present of a qu�te contrary sent�ment, and am more



�ncl�ned to repose no fa�th at all �n my senses, or rather �mag�nat�on,
than to place �n �t such an �mpl�c�t conf�dence. I cannot conce�ve how
such tr�v�al qual�t�es of the fancy, conducted by such false
suppos�t�ons, can ever lead to any sol�d and rat�onal system. They
are the coherence and constancy of our percept�ons, wh�ch produce
the op�n�on of the�r cont�nued ex�stence; though these qual�t�es of
percept�ons have no perce�vable connex�on w�th such an ex�stence.
The constancy of our percept�ons has the most cons�derable effect,
and yet �s attended w�th the greatest d�ff�cult�es. It �s a gross �llus�on
to suppose, that our resembl�ng percept�ons are numer�cally the
same; and �t �s th�s �llus�on, wh�ch leads us �nto the op�n�on, that
these percept�ons are un�nterrupted, and are st�ll ex�stent, even
when they are not present to the senses. Th�s �s the case w�th our
popular system. And as to our ph�losoph�cal one, �t �s l�able to the
same d�ff�cult�es; and �s over-and-above loaded w�th th�s absurd�ty,
that �t at once den�es and establ�shes the vulgar suppos�t�on.
Ph�losophers deny our resembl�ng percept�ons to be �dent�cally the
same, and un�nterrupted; and yet have so great a propens�ty to
bel�eve them such, that they arb�trar�ly �nvent a new set of
percept�ons, to wh�ch they attr�bute these qual�t�es. I say, a new set
of percept�ons: For we may well suppose �n general, but �t �s
�mposs�ble for us d�st�nctly to conce�ve, objects to be �n the�r nature
any th�ng but exactly the same w�th percept�ons. What then can we
look for from th�s confus�on of groundless and extraord�nary op�n�ons
but error and falshood? And how can we just�fy to ourselves any
bel�ef we repose �n them?

Th�s scept�cal doubt, both w�th respect to reason and the senses,
�s a malady, wh�ch can never be rad�cally cured, but must return
upon us every moment, however we may chace �t away, and
somet�mes may seem ent�rely free from �t. It �s �mposs�ble upon any
system to defend e�ther our understand�ng or senses; and we but
expose them farther when we endeavour to just�fy them �n that
manner. As the scept�cal doubt ar�ses naturally from a profound and
�ntense reflect�on on those subjects, �t always encreases, the farther
we carry our reflect�ons, whether �n oppos�t�on or conform�ty to �t.
Carelessness and �n-attent�on alone can afford us any remedy. For
th�s reason I rely ent�rely upon them; and take �t for granted,



whatever may be the reader's op�n�on at th�s present moment, that
an hour hence he w�ll be persuaded there �s both an external and
�nternal world; and go�ng upon that suppos�t�on, I �ntend to exam�ne
some general systems both anc�ent and modern, wh�ch have been
proposed of both, before I proceed to a more part�cular enqu�ry
concern�ng our �mpress�ons. Th�s w�ll not, perhaps, �n the end be
found fore�gn to our present purpose.



SECT. III. OF THE ANTIENT
PHILOSOPHY.

Several moral�sts have recommended �t as an excellent method of
becom�ng acqua�nted w�th our own hearts, and know�ng our progress
�n v�rtue, to recollect our dreams �n a morn�ng, and exam�ne them
w�th the same r�gour, that we would our most ser�ous and most
del�berate act�ons. Our character �s the same throughout, say they,
and appears best where art�f�ce, fear, and pol�cy have no place, and
men can ne�ther be hypocr�tes w�th themselves nor others. The
generos�ty, or baseness of our temper, our meekness or cruelty, our
courage or pus�lan�m�ty, �nfluence the f�ct�ons of the �mag�nat�on w�th
the most unbounded l�berty, and d�scover themselves �n the most
glar�ng colours. In l�ke manner, I am persuaded, there m�ght be
several useful d�scover�es made from a cr�t�c�sm of the f�ct�ons of the
ant�ent ph�losophy, concern�ng substances, and substant�al form,
and acc�dents, and occult qual�t�es; wh�ch, however unreasonable
and capr�c�ous, have a very �nt�mate connex�on w�th the pr�nc�ples of
human nature.

It �s confest by the most jud�c�ous ph�losophers, that our �deas of
bod�es are noth�ng but collect�ons formed by the m�nd of the �deas of
the several d�st�nct sens�ble qual�t�es, of wh�ch objects are
composed, and wh�ch we f�nd to have a constant un�on w�th each
other. But however these qual�t�es may �n themselves be ent�rely
d�st�nct, �t �s certa�n we commonly regard the compound, wh�ch they
form, as ONE th�ng, and as cont�nu�ng the SAME under very
cons�derable alterat�ons. The acknowledged compos�t�on �s ev�dently
contrary to th�s supposed s�mpl�c�ty, and the var�at�on to the �dent�ty.
It may, therefore, be worth wh�le to cons�der the causes, wh�ch make
us almost un�versally fall �nto such ev�dent contrad�ct�ons, as well as
the means by wh�ch we endeavour to conceal them.



It �s ev�dent, that as the �deas of the several d�st�nct, success�ve
qual�t�es of objects are un�ted together by a very close relat�on, the
m�nd, �n look�ng along the success�on, must be carryed from one part
of �t to another by an easy trans�t�on, and w�ll no more perce�ve the
change, than �f �t contemplated the same unchangeable object. Th�s
easy trans�t�on �s the effect, or rather essence of relat�on; I and as
the �mag�nat�on read�ly takes one �dea for another, where the�r
�nfluence on the m�nd �s s�m�lar; hence �t proceeds, that any such
success�on of related qual�t�es �s read�ly cons�dered as one
cont�nued object, ex�st�ng w�thout any var�at�on. The smooth and
un�nterrupted progress of the thought, be�ng al�ke �n both cases,
read�ly dece�ves the m�nd, and makes us ascr�be an �dent�ty to the
changeable success�on of connected qual�t�es.

But when we alter our method of cons�der�ng the success�on, and
�nstead of trace�ng �t gradually through the success�ve po�nts of t�me,
survey at once Any two d�st�nct per�ods of �ts durat�on, and compare
the d�fferent cond�t�ons of the success�ve qual�t�es; �n that case the
var�at�ons, wh�ch were �nsens�ble when they arose gradually, do now
appear of consequence, and seem ent�rely to destroy the �dent�ty. By
th�s means there ar�ses a k�nd of contrar�ety �n our method of
th�nk�ng, from the d�fferent po�nts of v�ew, �n wh�ch we survey the
object, and from the nearness or remoteness of those �nstants of
t�me, wh�ch we compare together. When we gradually follow an
object �n �ts success�ve changes, the smooth progress of the thought
makes us ascr�be an �dent�ty to the success�on; because �t �s by a
s�m�lar act of the m�nd we cons�der an unchangeable object. When
we compare �ts s�tuat�on after a cons�derable change the progress of
the thought �s broke; and consequently we are presented w�th the
�dea of d�vers�ty: In order to reconc�le wh�ch contrad�ct�ons the
�mag�nat�on �s apt to fe�gn someth�ng unknown and �nv�s�ble, wh�ch �t
supposes to cont�nue the same under all these var�at�ons; and th�s
un�ntell�g�ble someth�ng �t calls a substance, or or�g�nal and f�rst
matter.

We enterta�n a l�ke not�on w�th regard to the s�mpl�c�ty of
substances, and from l�ke causes. Suppose an object perfectly
s�mple and �nd�v�s�ble to be presented, along w�th another object,
whose co-ex�stent parts are connected together by a strong relat�on,



�t �s ev�dent the act�ons of the m�nd, �n cons�der�ng these two objects,
are not very d�fferent. The �mag�nat�on conce�ves the s�mple object at
once, w�th fac�l�ty, by a s�ngle effort of thought, w�thout change or
var�at�on. The connex�on of parts �n the compound object has almost
the same effect, and so un�tes the object w�th�n �tself, that the fancy
feels not the trans�t�on �n pass�ng from one part to another. Hence
the colour, taste, f�gure, sol�d�ty, and other qual�t�es, comb�ned �n a
peach or melon, are conce�ved to form one th�ng; and that on
account of the�r close relat�on, wh�ch makes them affect the thought
�n the same manner, as �f perfectly uncompounded. But the m�nd
rests not here. Whenever �t v�ews the object �n another l�ght, �t f�nds
that all these qual�t�es are d�fferent, and d�st�ngu�shable, and
separable from each other; wh�ch v�ew of th�ngs be�ng destruct�ve of
�ts pr�mary and more natural not�ons, obl�ges the �mag�nat�on to fe�gn
an unknown someth�ng, or or�g�nal substance and matter, as a
pr�nc�ple of un�on or cohes�on among these qual�t�es, and as what
may g�ve the compound object a t�tle to be called one th�ng,
notw�thstand�ng �ts d�vers�ty and compos�t�on.

The per�patet�c ph�losophy asserts the or�g�nal matter to be
perfectly homogeneous �n all bod�es, and cons�ders f�re, water, earth,
and a�r, as of the very same substance; on account of the�r gradual
revolut�ons and changes �nto each other. At the same t�me �t ass�gns
to each of these spec�es of objects a d�st�nct substant�al form, wh�ch
�t supposes to be the source of all those d�fferent qual�t�es they
possess, and to be a new foundat�on of s�mpl�c�ty and �dent�ty to
each part�cular spec�es. All depends on our manner of v�ew�ng the
objects. When we look along the �nsens�ble changes of bod�es, we
suppose all of them to be of the same substance or essence. When
we cons�der the�r sens�ble d�fferences, we attr�bute to each of them a
substant�al and essent�al d�fference. And �n order to �ndulge
ourselves �n both these ways of cons�der�ng our objects, we suppose
all bod�es to have at once a substance and a substant�al form.

The not�on of acc�dents �s an unavo�dable consequence of th�s
method of th�nk�ng w�th regard to substances and substant�al forms;
nor can we forbear look�ng upon colours, sounds, tastes, f�gures,
and other propert�es of bod�es, as ex�stences, wh�ch cannot subs�st
apart, but requ�re a subject of �nhes�on to susta�n and support them.



For hav�ng never d�scovered any of these sens�ble qual�t�es, where,
for the reasons above-ment�oned, we d�d not l�kew�se fancy a
substance to ex�st; the same hab�t, wh�ch makes us �nfer a
connex�on betw�xt cause and effect, makes us here �nfer a
dependence of every qual�ty on the unknown substance. The custom
of �mag�n�ng a dependence has the same effect as the custom of
observ�ng �t would have. Th�s conce�t, however, �s no more
reasonable than any of the forego�ng. Every qual�ty be�ng a d�st�nct
th�ng from another, may be conce�ved to ex�st apart, and may ex�st
apart, not only from every other qual�ty, but from that un�ntell�g�ble
ch�mera of a substance.

But these ph�losophers carry the�r f�ct�ons st�ll farther �n the�r
sent�ments concern�ng occult qual�t�es, and both suppose a
substance support�ng, wh�ch they do not understand, and an
acc�dent supported, of wh�ch they have as �mperfect an �dea. The
whole system, therefore, �s ent�rely �ncomprehens�ble, and yet �s
der�ved from pr�nc�ples as natural as any of these above-expla�ned.

In cons�der�ng th�s subject we may observe a gradat�on of three
op�n�ons, that r�se above each other, accord�ng as the persons, who
form them, acqu�re new degrees of reason and knowledge. These
op�n�ons are that of the vulgar, that of a false ph�losophy, and that of
the true; where we shall f�nd upon enqu�ry, that the true ph�losophy
approaches nearer to the sent�ments of the vulgar, than to those of a
m�staken knowledge. It �s natural for men, �n the�r common and care,
less way of th�nk�ng, to �mag�ne they perce�ve a connex�on betw�xt
such objects as they have constantly found un�ted together; and
because custom has rendered �t d�ff�cult to separate the �deas, they
are apt to fancy such a separat�on to be �n �tself �mposs�ble and
absurd. But ph�losophers, who abstract from the effects of custom,
and compare the �deas of objects, �mmed�ately perce�ve the falshood
of these vulgar sent�ments, and d�scover that there �s no known
connex�on among objects. Every d�fferent object appears to them
ent�rely d�st�nct and separate; and they perce�ve, that �t �s not from a
v�ew of the nature and qual�t�es of objects we �nfer one from another,
but only when �n several �nstances we observe them to have been
constantly conjo�ned. But these ph�losophers, �nstead of draw�ng a
just �nference from th�s observat�on, and conclud�ng, that we have no



�dea of power or agency, separate from the m�nd, and belong�ng to
causes; I say, �nstead of draw�ng th�s conclus�on, they frequently
search for the qual�t�es, �n wh�ch th�s agency cons�sts, and are
d�spleased w�th every system, wh�ch the�r reason suggests to them,
�n order to expla�n �t. They have suff�c�ent force of gen�us to free
them from the vulgar error, that there �s a natural and perce�vable
connex�on betw�xt the several sens�ble qual�t�es and act�ons of
matter; but not suff�c�ent to keep them from ever seek�ng for th�s
connex�on �n matter, or causes. Had they fallen upon the just
conclus�on, they would have returned back to the s�tuat�on of the
vulgar, and would have regarded all these d�squ�s�t�ons w�th
�ndolence and �nd�fference. At present they seem to be �n a very
lamentable cond�t�on, and such as the poets have g�ven us but a
fa�nt not�on of �n the�r descr�pt�ons of the pun�shment of S�syphus and
Tantalus. For what can be �mag�ned more torment�ng, than to seek
w�th eagerness, what for ever fl�es us; and seek for �t �n a place,
where �t �s �mposs�ble �t can ever ex�st?

But as nature seems to have observed a k�nd of just�ce and
compensat�on �n every th�ng, she has not neglected ph�losophers
more than the rest of the creat�on; but has reserved them a
consolat�on am�d all the�r d�sappo�ntments and affl�ct�ons. Th�s
consolat�on pr�nc�pally cons�sts �n the�r �nvent�on of the words: faculty
and occult qual�ty. For �t be�ng usual, after the frequent use of terms,
wh�ch are really s�gn�f�cant and �ntell�g�ble, to om�t the �dea, wh�ch we
would express by them, and to preserve only the custom, by wh�ch
we recal the �dea at pleasure; so �t naturally happens, that after the
frequent use of terms, wh�ch are wholly �ns�gn�f�cant and
un�ntell�g�ble, we fancy them to be on the same foot�ng w�th the
precedent, and to have a secret mean�ng, wh�ch we m�ght d�scover
by reflect�on. The resemblance of the�r appearance dece�ves the
m�nd, as �s usual, and makes us �mag�ne a thorough resemblance
and conform�ty. By th�s means these ph�losophers set themselves at
ease, and arr�ve at last, by an �llus�on, at the same �nd�fference,
wh�ch the people atta�n by the�r stup�d�ty, and true ph�losophers by
the�r moderate scept�c�sm. They need only say, that any
phenomenon, wh�ch puzzles them, ar�ses from a faculty or an occult



qual�ty, and there �s an end of all d�spute and enqu�ry upon the
matter.

But among all the �nstances, where�n the Per�patet�cs have shewn
they were gu�ded by every tr�v�al propens�ty of the �mag�nat�on, no
one �s more-remarkable than the�r sympath�es, ant�path�es, and
horrors of a vacuum. There �s a very remarkable �ncl�nat�on �n human
nature, to bestow on external objects the same emot�ons, wh�ch �t
observes �n �tself; and to f�nd every where those �deas, wh�ch are
most present to �t. Th�s �ncl�nat�on, �t �s true, �s suppressed by a l�ttle
reflect�on, and only takes place �n ch�ldren, poets, and the ant�ent
ph�losophers. It appears �n ch�ldren, by the�r des�re of beat�ng the
stones, wh�ch hurt them: In poets, by the�r read�ness to person�fy
every th�ng: And �n the ant�ent ph�losophers, by these f�ct�ons of
sympathy and ant�pathy. We must pardon ch�ldren, because of the�r
age; poets, because they profess to follow �mpl�c�tly the suggest�ons
of the�r fancy: But what excuse shall we f�nd to just�fy our
ph�losophers �n so s�gnal a weakness?



SECT. IV. OF THE MODERN
PHILOSOPHY.

But here �t may be objected, that the �mag�nat�on, accord�ng to my
own confess�on, be�ng the ult�mate judge of all systems of
ph�losophy, I am unjust �n blam�ng the ant�ent ph�losophers for
mak�ng use of that faculty, and allow�ng themselves to be ent�rely
gu�ded by �t �n the�r reason�ngs. In order to just�fy myself, I must
d�st�ngu�sh �n the �mag�nat�on betw�xt the pr�nc�ples wh�ch are
permanent, �rres�st�ble, and un�versal; such as the customary
trans�t�on from causes to effects, and from effects to causes: And the
pr�nc�ples, wh�ch are changeable, weak, and �rregular; such as those
I have just now taken not�ce of. The former are the foundat�on of all
our thoughts and act�ons, so that upon the�r removal human nature
must �mmed�ately per�sh and go to ru�n. The latter are ne�ther
unavo�dable to mank�nd, nor necessary, or so much as useful �n the
conduct of l�fe; but on the contrary are observed only to take place �n
weak m�nds, and be�ng oppos�te to the other pr�nc�ples of custom
and reason�ng, may eas�ly be subverted by a due contrast and
oppos�t�on. For th�s reason the former are rece�ved by ph�losophy,
and the latter rejected. One who concludes somebody to be near
h�m, when he hears an art�culate vo�ce �n the dark, reasons justly
and naturally; though that conclus�on be der�ved from noth�ng but
custom, wh�ch �nf�xes and �nl�vens the �dea of a human creature, on
account of h�s usual conjunct�on w�th the present �mpress�on. But
one, who �s tormented he knows not why, w�th the apprehens�on of
spectres �n the dark, may, perhaps, be sa�d to reason, and to reason
naturally too: But then �t must be �n the same sense, that a malady �s
sa�d to be natural; as ar�s�ng from natural causes, though �t be
contrary to health, the most agreeable and most natural s�tuat�on of
man.

The op�n�ons of the ant�ent ph�losophers, the�r f�ct�ons of
substance and acc�dent, and the�r reason�ngs concern�ng substant�al



forms and occult qual�t�es, are l�ke the spectres �n the dark, and are
der�ved from pr�nc�ples, wh�ch, however common, are ne�ther
un�versal nor unavo�dable �n human nature. The modern ph�losophy
pretends to be ent�rely free from th�s defect, and to ar�se only from
the sol�d, permanent, and cons�stent pr�nc�ples of the �mag�nat�on.
Upon what grounds th�s pretens�on �s founded must now be the
subject of our enqu�ry.

The fundamental pr�nc�ple of that ph�losophy �s the op�n�on
concern�ng colours, sounds, tastes, smells, heat and cold; wh�ch �t
asserts to be noth�ng but �mpress�ons �n the m�nd, der�ved from the
operat�on of external objects, and w�thout any resemblance to the
qual�t�es of the objects. Upon exam�nat�on, I f�nd only one of the
reasons commonly produced for th�s op�n�on to be sat�sfactory, v�z.
that der�ved from the var�at�ons of those �mpress�ons, even wh�le the
external object, to all appearance, cont�nues the same. These
var�at�ons depend upon several c�rcumstances. Upon the d�fferent
s�tuat�ons of our health: A man �n a malady feels a d�sagreeable
taste �n meats, wh�ch before pleased h�m the most. Upon the
d�fferent complex�ons and const�tut�ons of men That seems b�tter to
one, wh�ch �s sweet to another. Upon the d�fference of the�r external
s�tuat�on and pos�t�on: Colours reflected from the clouds change
accord�ng to the d�stance of the clouds, and accord�ng to the angle
they make w�th the eye and lum�nous body. F�re also commun�cates
the sensat�on of pleasure at one d�stance, and that of pa�n at
another. Instances of th�s k�nd are very numerous and frequent.

The conclus�on drawn from them, �s l�kew�se as sat�sfactory as can
poss�bly be �mag�ned. It �s certa�n, that when d�fferent �mpress�ons of
the same sense ar�se from any object, every one of these
�mpress�ons has not a resembl�ng qual�ty ex�stent �n the object. For
as the same object cannot, at the same t�me, be endowed w�th
d�fferent qual�t�es of the same sense, and as the same qual�ty cannot
resemble �mpress�ons ent�rely d�fferent; �t ev�dently follows, that
many of our �mpress�ons have no external model or archetype. Now
from l�ke effects we presume l�ke causes. Many of the �mpress�ons of
colour, sound, &c. are confest to be noth�ng but �nternal ex�stences,
and to ar�se from causes, wh�ch no ways resemble them. These
�mpress�ons are �n appearance noth�ng d�fferent from the other



�mpress�ons of colour, sound, &c. We conclude, therefore, that they
are, all of them, der�ved from a l�ke or�g�n.

Th�s pr�nc�ple be�ng once adm�tted, all the other doctr�nes of that
ph�losophy seem to follow by an easy consequence. For upon the
removal of sounds, colours, beat, cold, and other sens�ble qual�t�es,
from the rank of cont�nued �ndependent ex�stences, we are reduced
merely to what are called pr�mary qual�t�es, as the only real ones, of
wh�ch we have any adequate not�on. These pr�mary qual�t�es are
extens�on and sol�d�ty, w�th the�r d�fferent m�xtures and mod�f�cat�ons;
f�gure, mot�on, grav�ty, and cohes�on. The generat�on, encrease,
decay, and corrupt�on of an�mals and vegetables, are noth�ng but
changes of f�gure and mot�on; as also the operat�ons of all bod�es on
each other; of f�re, of l�ght, water, a�r, earth, and of all the elements
and powers of nature. One f�gure and mot�on produces another
f�gure and mot�on; nor does there rema�n �n the mater�al un�verse
any other pr�nc�ple, e�ther act�ve or pass�ve, of wh�ch we can form
the most d�stant �dea.

I bel�eve many object�ons m�ght be made to th�s system But at
present I shall conf�ne myself to one, wh�ch �s �n my op�n�on very
dec�s�ve. I assert, that �nstead of expla�n�ng the operat�ons of
external objects by �ts means, we utterly ann�h�late all these objects,
and reduce ourselves to the op�n�ons of the most extravagant
scept�c�sm concern�ng them. If colours, sounds, tastes, and smells
be merely percept�ons, noth�ng we can conce�ve �s possest of a real,
cont�nued, and �ndependent ex�stence; not even mot�on, extens�on
and sol�d�ty, wh�ch are the pr�mary qual�t�es ch�efly �ns�sted on.

To beg�n w�th the exam�nat�on of mot�on; �t �s ev�dent th�s �s a
qual�ty altogether �nconce�vable alone, and w�thout a reference to
some other object. The �dea of mot�on necessar�ly supposes that of a
body mov�ng. Now what �s our �dea of the mov�ng body, w�thout
wh�ch mot�on �s �ncomprehens�ble? It must resolve �tself �nto the �dea
of extens�on or of sol�d�ty; and consequently the real�ty of mot�on
depends upon that of these other qual�t�es.

Th�s op�n�on, wh�ch �s un�versally acknowledged concern�ng
mot�on, I have proved to be true w�th regard to extens�on; and have
shewn that �t �s �mposs�ble to conce�ve extens�on, but as composed



of parts, endowed w�th colour or sol�d�ty. The �dea of extens�on �s a
compound �dea; but as �t �s not compounded of an �nf�n�te number of
parts or �nfer�or �deas, �t must at last resolve �tself �nto such as are
perfectly s�mple and �nd�v�s�ble. These s�mple and �nd�v�s�ble parts,
not be�ng �deas of extens�on, must be non ent�t�es, unless conce�ved
as coloured or sol�d. Colour �s excluded from any real ex�stence. The
real�ty, therefore, of our �dea of extens�on depends upon the real�ty of
that of sol�d�ty, nor can the former be just wh�le the latter �s
ch�mer�cal. Let us, then, lend our attent�on to the exam�nat�on of the
�dea of sol�d�ty.

The �dea of sol�d�ty �s that of two objects, wh�ch be�ng �mpelled by
the utmost force, cannot penetrate each other; but st�ll ma�nta�n a
separate and d�st�nct ex�stence. Sol�d�ty, therefore, �s perfectly
�ncomprehens�ble alone, and w�thout the concept�on of some bod�es,
wh�ch are sol�d, and ma�nta�n th�s separate and d�st�nct ex�stence.
Now what �dea have we of these bod�es? The �deas of colours,
sounds, and other secondary qual�t�es are excluded. The �dea of
mot�on depends on that of extens�on, and the �dea of extens�on on
that of sol�d�ty. It �s �mposs�ble, therefore, that the �dea of sol�d�ty can
depend on e�ther of them. For that would be to run �n a c�rcle, and
make one �dea depend on another, wh�le at the same t�me the latter
depends on the former. Our modern ph�losophy, therefore, leaves us
no just nor sat�sfactory �dea of sol�d�ty; nor consequently of matter.

Th�s argument w�ll appear ent�rely conclus�ve to every one that
comprehends �t; but because �t may seem abstruse and �ntr�cate to
the general�ty of readers, I hope to be excused, �f I endeavour to
render �t more obv�ous by some var�at�on of the express�on. In order
to form an �dea of sol�d�ty, we must conce�ve two bod�es press�ng on
each other w�thout any penetrat�on; and �t �s �mposs�ble to arr�ve at
th�s �dea, when we conf�ne ourselves to one object, much more
w�thout conce�v�ng any. Two non-ent�t�es cannot exclude each other
from the�r places; because they never possess any place, nor can be
endowed w�th any qual�ty. Now I ask, what �dea do we form of these
bod�es or objects, to wh�ch we suppose sol�d�ty to belong? To say,
that we conce�ve them merely as sol�d, �s to run on �n �nf�n�tum. To
aff�rm, that we pa�nt them out to ourselves as extended, e�ther
resolves all �nto a false �dea, or returns �n a c�rcle. Extens�on must



necessar�ly be cons�dered e�ther as coloured, wh�ch �s a false �dea; I
or as sol�d, wh�ch br�ngs us back to the f�rst quest�on. We may make
the same observat�on concern�ng mob�l�ty and f�gure; and upon the
whole must conclude, that after the exclus�on of colours, sounds,
heat and cold from the rank of external ex�stences, there rema�ns
noth�ng, wh�ch can afford us a just and const�tuent �dea of body.

Add to th�s, that, properly speak�ng, sol�d�ty or �mpenetrab�l�ty �s
noth�ng, but an �mposs�b�l�ty of ann�h�lat�on, as [Part II. Sect. 4.] has
been already observed: For wh�ch reason �t �s the more necessary
for us to form some d�st�nct �dea of that object, whose ann�h�lat�on we
suppose �mposs�ble. An �mposs�b�l�ty of be�ng ann�h�lated cannot
ex�st, and can never be conce�ved to ex�st, by �tself: but necessar�ly
requ�res some object or real ex�stence, to wh�ch �t may belong. Now
the d�ff�culty st�ll rema�ns, how to form an �dea of th�s object or
ex�stence, w�thout hav�ng recourse to the secondary and sens�ble
qual�t�es.

Nor must we om�t on th�s occas�on our accustomed method of
exam�n�ng �deas by cons�der�ng those �mpress�ons, from wh�ch they
are der�ved. The �mpress�ons, wh�ch enter by the s�ght and hear�ng,
the smell and taste, are aff�rmed by modern ph�losophy to be w�thout
any resembl�ng objects; and consequently the �dea of sol�d�ty, wh�ch
�s supposed to be real, can never be der�ved from any of these
senses. There rema�ns, therefore, the feel�ng as the only sense, that
can convey the �mpress�on, wh�ch �s or�g�nal to the �dea of sol�d�ty;
and �ndeed we naturally �mag�ne, that we feel the sol�d�ty of bod�es,
and need but touch any object �n order to perce�ve th�s qual�ty. But
th�s method of th�nk�ng �s more popular than ph�losoph�cal; as w�ll
appear from the follow�ng reflect�ons.

F�rst, It �s easy to observe, that though bod�es are felt by means of
the�r sol�d�ty, yet the feel�ng �s a qu�te d�fferent th�ng from the sol�d�ty;
and that they have not the least resemblance to each other. A man,
who has the palsey �n one hand, has as perfect an �dea of
�mpenetrab�l�ty, when he observes that hand to be supported by the
table, as when he feels the same table w�th the other hand. An
object, that presses upon any of our members, meets w�th
res�stance; and that res�stance, by the mot�on �t g�ves to the nerves



and an�mal sp�r�ts, conveys a certa�n sensat�on to the m�nd; but �t
does not follow, that the sensat�on, mot�on, and res�stance are any
ways resembl�ng.

Secondly, The �mpress�ons of touch are s�mple �mpress�ons,
except when cons�dered w�th regard to the�r extens�on; wh�ch makes
noth�ng to the present purpose: And from th�s s�mpl�c�ty I �nfer, that
they ne�ther represent sol�d�ty, nor any real object. For let us put two
cases, v�z. that of a man, who presses a stone, or any sol�d body,
w�th h�s hand, and that of two stones, wh�ch press each other; �t w�ll
read�ly be allowed, that these two cases are not �n every respect
al�ke, but that �n the former there �s conjo�ned w�th the sol�d�ty, a
feel�ng or sensat�on, of wh�ch there �s no appearance �n the latter. In
order, therefore, to make these two cases al�ke, �t �s necessary to
remove some part of the �mpress�on, wh�ch the man feels by h�s
hand, or organ of sensat�on; and that be�ng �mposs�ble �n a s�mple
�mpress�on, obl�ges us to remove the whole, and proves that th�s
whole �mpress�on has no archetype or model �n external objects. To
wh�ch we may add, that sol�d�ty necessar�ly supposes two bod�es,
along w�th cont�gu�ty and �mpulse; wh�ch be�ng a compound object,
can never be represented by a s�mple �mpress�on. Not to ment�on,
that though sol�d�ty cont�nues always �nvar�ably the same, the
�mpress�ons of touch change every moment upon us; wh�ch �s a
clear proof that the latter are not representat�ons of the former.

Thus there �s a d�rect and total oppos�t�on betw�xt our reason and
our senses; or more properly speak�ng, betw�xt those conclus�ons we
form from cause and effect, and those that persuade us of the
cont�nued and �ndependent ex�stence of body. When we reason from
cause and effect, we conclude, that ne�ther colour, sound, taste, nor
smell have a cont�nued and �ndependent ex�stence. When we
exclude these sens�ble qual�t�es there rema�ns noth�ng �n the
un�verse, wh�ch has such an ex�stence.





SECT. V. OF THE IMMATERIALITY OF
THE SOUL.

Hav�ng found such contrad�ct�ons and d�ff�cult�es �n every system
concern�ng external objects, and �n the �dea of matter, wh�ch we
fancy so clear and determ�nate, We shall naturally expect st�ll greater
d�ff�cult�es and contrad�ct�ons �n every hypothes�s concern�ng our
�nternal percept�ons, and the nature of the m�nd, wh�ch we are apt to
�mag�ne so much more obscure, and uncerta�n. But �n th�s we should
dece�ve ourselves. The �ntellectual world, though �nvolved �n �nf�n�te
obscur�t�es, �s not perplexed w�th any such contrad�ct�ons, as those
we have d�scovered �n the natural. What �s known concern�ng �t,
agrees w�th �tself; and what �s unknown, we must be contented to
leave so.

It �s true, would we hearken to certa�n ph�losophers, they prom�se
to d�m�n�sh our �gnorance; but I am afra�d �t �s at the hazard of
runn�ng us �nto contrad�ct�ons, from wh�ch the subject �s of �tself
exempted. These ph�losophers are the cur�ous reasoners concern�ng
the mater�al or �mmater�al substances, �n wh�ch they suppose our
percept�ons to �nhere. In order to put a stop to these endless cav�ls
on both s�des, I know no better method, than to ask these
ph�losophers �n a few words, What they mean by substance and
�nhes�on? And after they have answered th�s quest�on, �t w�ll then be
reasonable, and not t�ll then, to enter ser�ously �nto the d�spute.

Th�s quest�on we have found �mposs�ble to be answered w�th
regard to matter and body: But bes�des that �n the case of the m�nd,
�t labours under all the same d�ff�cult�es, �t �s burthened w�th some
add�t�onal ones, wh�ch are pecul�ar to that subject. As every �dea �s
der�ved from a precedent �mpress�on, had we any �dea of the
substance of our m�nds, we must also have an �mpress�on of �t;
wh�ch �s very d�ff�cult, �f not �mposs�ble, to be conce�ved. For how can
an �mpress�on represent a substance, otherw�se than by resembl�ng



�t? And how can an �mpress�on resemble a substance, s�nce,
accord�ng to th�s ph�losophy, �t �s not a substance, and has none of
the pecul�ar qual�t�es or character�st�cs of a substance?

But leav�ng the quest�on of what may or may not be, for that other
what actually �s, I des�re those ph�losophers, who pretend that we
have an �dea of the substance of our m�nds, to po�nt out the
�mpress�on that produces �t, and tell d�st�nctly after what manner that
�mpress�on operates, and from what object �t �s der�ved. Is �t an
�mpress�on of sensat�on or of reflect�on? Is �t pleasant, or pa�nful, or
�nd�fferent? I Does �t attend us at all t�mes, or does �t only return at
�ntervals? If at �ntervals, at what t�mes pr�nc�pally does �t return, and
by what causes �s �t produced?

If �nstead of answer�ng these quest�ons, any one should evade the
d�ff�culty, by say�ng, that the def�n�t�on of a substance �s someth�ng
wh�ch may ex�st by �tself; and that th�s def�n�t�on ought to sat�sfy us:
should th�s be sa�d, I should observe, that th�s def�n�t�on agrees to
every th�ng, that can poss�bly be conce�ved; and never w�ll serve to
d�st�ngu�sh substance from acc�dent, or the soul from �ts percept�ons.
For thus I reason. Whatever �s clearly conce�ved may ex�st; and
whatever �s clearly conce�ved, after any manner, may ex�st after the
same manner. Th�s �s one pr�nc�ple, wh�ch has been already
acknowledged. Aga�n, every th�ng, wh�ch �s d�fferent, �s
d�st�ngu�shable, and every th�ng wh�ch �s d�st�ngu�shable, �s
separable by the �mag�nat�on. Th�s �s another pr�nc�ple. My
conclus�on from both �s, that s�nce all our percept�ons are d�fferent
from each other, and from every th�ng else �n the un�verse, they are
also d�st�nct and separable, and may be cons�dered as separately
ex�stent, and may ex�st separately, and have no need of any th�ng
else to support the�r ex�stence. They are, therefore, substances, as
far as th�s def�n�t�on expla�ns a substance.

Thus ne�ther by cons�der�ng the f�rst or�g�n of �deas, nor by means
of a def�n�t�on are we able to arr�ve at any sat�sfactory not�on of
substance; wh�ch seems to me a suff�c�ent reason for abandon�ng
utterly that d�spute concern�ng the mater�al�ty and �mmater�al�ty of the
soul, and makes me absolutely condemn even the quest�on �tself.
We have no perfect �dea of any th�ng but of a percept�on. A



substance �s ent�rely d�fferent from a percept�on. We have, therefore,
no �dea of a substance. Inhes�on �n someth�ng �s supposed to be
requ�s�te to support the ex�stence of our percept�ons. Noth�ng
appears requ�s�te to support the ex�stence of a percept�on. We have,
therefore, no �dea of �nhes�on. What poss�b�l�ty then of answer�ng
that quest�on, Whether percept�ons �nhere �n a mater�al or �mmater�al
substance, when we do not so much as understand the mean�ng of
the quest�on?

There �s one argument commonly employed for the �mmater�al�ty
of the soul, wh�ch seems to me remarkable. Whatever �s extended
cons�sts of parts; and whatever cons�sts of parts �s d�v�s�ble, �f not �n
real�ty, at least �n the �mag�nat�on. But �t �s �mposs�ble anyth�ng
d�v�s�ble can be conjo�ned to a thought or percept�on, wh�ch �s a
be�ng altogether �nseparable and �nd�v�s�ble. For suppos�ng such a
conjunct�on, would the �nd�v�s�ble thought ex�st on the left or on the
r�ght hand of th�s extended d�v�s�ble body? On the surface or �n the
m�ddle? On the back or fore s�de of �t? If �t be conjo�ned w�th the
extens�on, �t must ex�st somewhere w�th�n �ts d�mens�ons. If �t ex�st
w�th�n �ts d�mens�ons, �t must e�ther ex�st �n one part�cular part; and
then that part�cular part �s �nd�v�s�ble, and the percept�on �s conjo�ned
only w�th �t, not w�th the extens�on: Or �f the thought ex�sts �n every
part, �t must also be extended, and separable, and d�v�s�ble, as well
as the body; wh�ch �s utterly absurd and contrad�ctory. For can any
one conce�ve a pass�on of a yard �n length, a foot �n breadth, and an
�nch �n th�ckness? Thought, therefore, and extens�on are qual�t�es
wholly �ncompat�ble, and never can �ncorporate together �nto one
subject.

Th�s argument affects not the quest�on concern�ng the substance
of the soul, but only that concern�ng �ts local conjunct�on w�th matter;
and therefore �t may not be �mproper to cons�der �n general what
objects are, or are not suscept�ble of a local conjunct�on. Th�s �s a
cur�ous quest�on, and may lead us to some d�scover�es of
cons�derable moment.

The f�rst not�on of space and extens�on �s der�ved solely from the
senses of s�ght and feel�ng; nor �s there any th�ng, but what �s
coloured or tang�ble, that has parts d�sposed after such a manner, as



to convey that �dea. When we d�m�n�sh or encrease a rel�sh, �t �s not
after the same manner that we d�m�n�sh or encrease any v�s�ble
object; and when several sounds str�ke our hear�ng at once, custom
and reflect�on alone make us form an �dea of the degrees of the
d�stance and cont�gu�ty of those bod�es, from wh�ch they are der�ved.
Whatever marks the place of �ts ex�stence e�ther must be extended,
or must be a mathemat�cal po�nt, w�thout parts or compos�t�on. What
�s extended must have a part�cular f�gure, as square, round,
tr�angular; none of wh�ch w�ll agree to a des�re, or �ndeed to any
�mpress�on or �dea, except to these two senses above-ment�oned.
Ne�ther ought a des�re, though �nd�v�s�ble, to be cons�dered as a
mathemat�cal po�nt. For �n that case �t would be poss�ble, by the
add�t�on of others, to make two, three, four des�res, and these
d�sposed and s�tuated �n such a manner, as to have a determ�nate
length, breadth and th�ckness; wh�ch �s ev�dently absurd.

It w�ll not be surpr�s�ng after th�s, �f I del�ver a max�m, wh�ch �s
condemned by several metaphys�c�ans, and �s esteemed contrary to
the most certa�n pr�nc�ples of hum reason. Th�s max�m �s that an
object may ex�st, and yet be no where: and I assert, that th�s �s not
only poss�ble, but that the greatest part of be�ngs do and must ex�st
after th�s manner. An object may be sa�d to be no where, when �ts
parts are not so s�tuated w�th respect to each other, as to form any
f�gure or quant�ty; nor the whole w�th respect to other bod�es so as to
answer to our not�ons of cont�gu�ty or d�stance. Now th�s �s ev�dently
the case w�th all our percept�ons and objects, except those of the
s�ght and feel�ng. A moral reflect�on cannot be placed on the r�ght or
on the left hand of a pass�on, nor can a smell or sound be e�ther of a
c�rcular or a square f�gure. These objects and percept�ons, so far
from requ�r�ng any part�cular place, are absolutely �ncompat�ble w�th
�t, and even the �mag�nat�on cannot attr�bute �t to them. And as to the
absurd�ty of suppos�ng them to be no where, we may cons�der, that �f
the pass�ons and sent�ments appear to the percept�on to have any
part�cular place, the �dea of extens�on m�ght be der�ved from them,
as well as from the s�ght and touch; contrary to what we have
already establ�shed. If they APPEAR not to have any part�cular
place, they may poss�bly ex�st �n the same manner; s�nce whatever
we conce�ve �s poss�ble.



It w�ll not now be necessary to prove, that those percept�ons,
wh�ch are s�mple, and ex�st no where, are �ncapable of any
conjunct�on �n place w�th matter or body, wh�ch �s extended and
d�v�s�ble; s�nce �t �s �mposs�ble to found a relat�on but on some
common qual�ty. It may be better worth our wh�le to remark, that th�s
quest�on of the local conjunct�on of objects does not only occur �n
metaphys�cal d�sputes concern�ng the nature of the soul, but that
even �n common l�fe we have every moment occas�on to exam�ne �t.
Thus suppos�ng we cons�der a f�g at one end of the table, and an
ol�ve at the other, �t �s ev�dent, that �n form�ng the complex �deas of
these substances, one of the most obv�ous �s that of the�r d�fferent
rel�shes; and �t �s as ev�dent, that we �ncorporate and conjo�n these
qual�t�es w�th such as are coloured and tang�ble. The b�tter taste of
the one, and sweet of the other are supposed to l�e �n the very v�s�ble
body, and to be separated from each other by the whole length of the
table. Th�s �s so notable and so natural an �llus�on, that �t may be
proper to cons�der the pr�nc�ples, from wh�ch �t �s der�ved.

Though an extended object be �ncapable of a conjunct�on �n place
w�th another, that ex�sts w�thout any place or extens�on, yet are they
suscept�ble of many other relat�ons. Thus the taste and smell of any
fru�t are �nseparable from �ts other qual�t�es of colour and tang�b�l�ty;
and wh�chever of them be the cause or effect, �t �s certa�n they are
always co-ex�stent. Nor are they only co-ex�stent �n general, but also
co-temporary �n the�r appearance �n the m�nd; and �t �s upon the
appl�cat�on of the extended body to our senses we perce�ve �ts
part�cular taste and smell. These relat�ons, then, of causat�on, and
cont�gu�ty �n the t�me of the�r appearance, betw�xt the extended
object and the qual�ty, wh�ch ex�sts w�thout any part�cular place, must
have such an effect on the m�nd, that upon the appearance of one �t
w�ll �mmed�ately turn �ts thought to the concept�on of the other. Nor �s
th�s all. We not only turn our thought from one to the other upon
account of the�r relat�on, but l�kew�se endeavour to g�ve them a new
relat�on, v�z. that of a CONJUNCTION IN PLACE, that we may
render the trans�t�on more easy and natural. For �t �s a qual�ty, wh�ch
I shall often have occas�on to remark �n human nature, and shall
expla�n more fully �n �ts proper place, that when objects are un�ted by
any relat�on, we have a strong propens�ty to add some new relat�on



to them, �n order to compleat the un�on. In our arrangement of bod�es
we never fa�l to place such as are resembl�ng, �n cont�gu�ty to each
other, or at least �n correspondent po�nts of v�ew: Why? but because
we feel a sat�sfact�on �n jo�n�ng the relat�on of cont�gu�ty to that of
resemblance, or the resemblance of s�tuat�on to that of qual�t�es. The
effects th�s propens�ty have been [Sect. 2, towards the end.] already
observed �n that resemblance, wh�ch we so read�ly suppose betw�xt
part�cular �mpress�ons and the�r external causes. But we shall not
f�nd a more ev�dent effect of �t, than �n the present �nstance, where
from the relat�ons of causat�on and cont�gu�ty �n t�me betw�xt two
objects, we fe�gn l�kew�se that of a conjunct�on �n place, �n order to
strengthen the connex�on.

But whatever confused not�ons we may form of an un�on �n place
betw�xt an extended body, as a f�g, and �ts part�cular taste, �t �s
certa�n that upon reflect�on we must observe th�s un�on someth�ng
altogether un�ntell�g�ble and contrad�ctory. For should we ask
ourselves one obv�ous quest�on, v�z. �f the taste, wh�ch we conce�ve
to be conta�ned �n the c�rcumference of the body, �s �n every part of �t
or �n one only, we must qu�ckly f�nd ourselves at a loss, and perce�ve
the �mposs�b�l�ty of ever g�v�ng a sat�sfactory answer. We cannot rely,
that �t �s only �n one part: For exper�ence conv�nces us, that every
part has the same rel�sh. We can as l�ttle reply, that �t ex�sts �n every
part: For then we must suppose �t f�gured and extended; wh�ch �s
absurd and �ncomprehens�ble. Here then we are �nfluenced by two
pr�nc�ples d�rectly contrary to each other, v�z. that �ncl�nat�on of our
fancy by wh�ch we are determ�ned to �ncorporate the taste w�th the
extended object, and our reason, wh�ch shows us the �mposs�b�l�ty of
such an un�on. Be�ng d�v�ded betw�xt these oppos�te pr�nc�ples, we
renounce ne�ther one nor the other, but �nvolve the subject �n such
confus�on and obscur�ty, that we no longer perce�ve the oppos�t�on.
We suppose, that the taste ex�sts w�th�n the c�rcumference of the
body, but �n such a manner, that �t f�lls the whole w�thout extens�on,
and ex�sts ent�re �n every part w�thout separat�on. In short, we use �n
our most fam�l�ar way of th�nk�ng, that scholast�c pr�nc�ple, wh�ch,
when crudely proposed, appears so shock�ng, of TOTUM IN TOTO &
TOLUM IN QUALIBET PARTE: Wh�ch �s much the same, as �f we
should say, that a th�ng �s �n a certa�n place, and yet �s not there.



All th�s absurd�ty proceeds from our endeavour�ng to bestow a
place on what �s utterly �ncapable of �t; and that endeavour aga�n
ar�ses from our �ncl�nat�on to compleat an un�on, wh�ch �s founded on
causat�on, and a cont�gu�ty of t�me, by attr�but�ng to the objects a
conjunct�on �n place. But �f ever reason be of suff�c�ent force to
overcome prejud�ce, �t �s certa�n, that �n the present case �t must
preva�l. For we have only th�s cho�ce left, e�ther to suppose that
some be�ngs ex�st w�thout any place; or that they are f�gured and
extended; or that when they are �ncorporated w�th extended objects,
the whole �s �n the whole, and the whole �n every part. The absurd�ty
of the two last suppos�t�ons proves suff�c�ently the verac�ty of the
f�rst. Nor �s there any fourth op�n�on. For as to the suppos�t�on of the�r
ex�stence �n the manner of mathemat�cal po�nts, �t resolves �tself �nto
the second op�n�on, and supposes, that several pass�ons may be
placed �n a c�rcular f�gure, and that a certa�n number of smells,
conjo�ned w�th a certa�n number of sounds, may make a body of
twelve cub�c �nches; wh�ch appears r�d�culous upon the bare
ment�on�ng of �t.

But though �n th�s v�ew of th�ngs we cannot refuse to condemn the
mater�al�sts, who conjo�n all thought w�th extens�on; yet a l�ttle
reflect�on w�ll show us equal reason for blam�ng the�r antagon�sts,
who conjo�n all thought w�th a s�mple and �nd�v�s�ble substance. The
most vulgar ph�losophy �nforms us, that no external object can make
�tself known to the m�nd �mmed�ately, and w�thout the �nterpos�t�on of
an �mage or percept�on. That table, wh�ch just now appears to me, �s
only a percept�on, and all �ts qual�t�es are qual�t�es of a percept�on.
Now the most obv�ous of all �ts qual�t�es �s extens�on. The percept�on
cons�sts of parts. These parts are so s�tuated, as to afford us the
not�on of d�stance and cont�gu�ty; of length, breadth, and th�ckness.
The term�nat�on of these three d�mens�ons �s what we call f�gure.
Th�s f�gure �s moveable, separable, and d�v�s�ble. Mob�l�ty, and
separab�l�ty are the d�st�ngu�sh�ng propert�es of extended objects.
And to cut short all d�sputes, the very �dea of extens�on �s copyed
from noth�ng but an �mpress�on, and consequently must perfectly
agree to �t. To say the �dea of extens�on agrees to any th�ng, �s to say
�t �s extended.



The free-th�nker may now tr�umph �n h�s turn; and hav�ng found
there are �mpress�ons and �deas really extended, may ask h�s
antagon�sts, how they can �ncorporate a s�mple and �nd�v�s�ble
subject w�th an extended percept�on? All the arguments of
Theolog�ans may here be retorted upon them. Is the �nd�v�s�ble
subject, or �mmater�al substance, �f you w�ll, on the left or on the r�ght
hand of the percept�on? Is �t �n th�s part�cular part, or �n that other? Is
�t �n every part w�thout be�ng extended? Or �s �t ent�re �n any one part
w�thout desert�ng the rest? It �s �mposs�ble to g�ve any answer to
these quest�ons, but what w�ll both be absurd �n �tself, and w�ll
account for the un�on of our �nd�v�s�ble percept�ons w�th an extended
substance.

Th�s g�ves me an occas�on to take a-new �nto cons�derat�on the
quest�on concern�ng the substance of the soul; and though I have
condemned that quest�on as utterly un�ntell�g�ble, yet I cannot forbear
propos�ng some farther reflect�ons concern�ng �t. I assert, that the
doctr�ne of the �mmater�al�ty, s�mpl�c�ty, and �nd�v�s�b�l�ty of a th�nk�ng
substance �s a true athe�sm, and w�ll serve to just�fy all those
sent�ments, for wh�ch Sp�noza �s so un�versally �nfamous. From th�s
top�c, I hope at least to reap one advantage, that my adversar�es w�ll
not have any pretext to render the present doctr�ne od�ous by the�r
declamat�ons, when they see that they can be so eas�ly retorted on
them.

The fundamental pr�nc�ple of the athe�sm of Sp�noza �s the
doctr�ne of the s�mpl�c�ty of the un�verse, and the un�ty of that
substance, �n wh�ch he supposes both thought and matter to �nhere.
There �s only one substance, says he, �n the world; and that
substance �s perfectly s�mple and �nd�v�s�ble, and ex�sts every where,
w�thout any local presence. Whatever we d�scover externally by
sensat�on; whatever we feel �nternally by reflect�on; all these are
noth�ng but mod�f�cat�ons of that one, s�mple, and necessar�ly
ex�stent be�ng, and are not possest of any separate or d�st�nct
ex�stence. Every pass�on of the soul; every conf�gurat�on of matter,
however d�fferent and var�ous, �nhere �n the same substance, and
preserve �n themselves the�r characters of d�st�nct�on, w�thout
commun�cat�ng them to that subject, �n wh�ch they �nhere. The same
substratum, �f I may so speak, supports the most d�fferent



mod�f�cat�ons, w�thout any d�fference �n �tself; and var�es them,
w�thout any var�at�on. Ne�ther t�me, nor place, nor all the d�vers�ty of
nature are able to produce any compos�t�on or change �n �ts perfect
s�mpl�c�ty and �dent�ty.

I bel�eve th�s br�ef expos�t�on of the pr�nc�ples of that famous
athe�st w�ll be suff�c�ent for the present purpose, and that w�thout
enter�ng farther �nto these gloomy and obscure reg�ons, I shall be
able to shew, that th�s h�deous hypothes�s �s almost the same w�th
that of the �mmater�al�ty of the soul, wh�ch has become so popular.
To make th�s ev�dent, let us [Part II, Sect. 6.] remember, that as
every �dea �s der�ved from a preced�ng percept�on, �t �s �mposs�ble
our �dea of a percept�on, and that of an object or external ex�stence
can ever represent what are spec�f�cally d�fferent from each other.
Whatever d�fference we may suppose betw�xt them, �t �s st�ll
�ncomprehens�ble to us; and we are obl�ged e�ther to conce�ve an
external object merely as a relat�on w�thout a relat�ve, or to make �t
the very same w�th a percept�on or �mpress�on.

The consequence I shall draw from th�s may, at f�rst s�ght, appear
a mere soph�sm; but upon the least exam�nat�on w�ll be found sol�d
and sat�sfactory. I say then, that s�nce we may suppose, but never
can conce�ve a spec�f�c deference betw�xt an object and �mpress�on;
any conclus�on we form concern�ng the connex�on and repugnance
of �mpress�ons, w�ll not be known certa�nly to be appl�cable to
objects; but that on the other hand, whatever conclus�ons of th�s k�nd
we form concern�ng objects, w�ll most certa�nly be appl�cable to
�mpress�ons. The reason �s not d�ff�cult. As an object �s supposed to
be d�fferent from an �mpress�on, we cannot be sure, that the
c�rcumstance, upon wh�ch we found our reason�ng, �s common to
both, suppos�ng we form the reason�ng upon the �mpress�on. It �s st�ll
poss�ble, that the object may d�ffer from �t �n that part�cular. But when
we f�rst form our reason�ng concern�ng the object, �t �s beyond doubt,
that the same reason�ng must extend to the �mpress�on: And that
because the qual�ty of the object, upon wh�ch the argument �s
founded, must at least be conce�ved by the m�nd; and coued not be
conce�ved, unless �t were common to an �mpress�on; s�nce we have
no �dea but what �s der�ved from that or�g�n. Thus we may establ�sh �t
as a certa�n max�m, that we can never, by any pr�nc�ple, but by an



�rregular k�nd [Such as that of Sect. 2, form the coherence of our
percept�ons.] of reason�ng from exper�ence, d�scover a connex�on or
repugnance betw�xt objects, wh�ch extends not to �mpress�ons;
though the �nverse propos�t�on may not be equally true, that all the
d�scoverable relat�ons of �mpress�ons are common to objects.

To apply th�s to the present case; there are two d�fferent systems
of be�ng presented, to wh�ch I suppose myself under necess�ty of
ass�gn�ng some substance, or ground of �nhes�on. I observe f�rst the
un�verse of objects or of body: The sun, moon and stars; the earth,
seas, plants, an�mals, men, sh�ps, houses, and other product�ons
e�ther of art or nature. Here Sp�noza appears, and tells me, that
these are only mod�f�cat�ons; and that the subject, �n wh�ch they
�nhere, �s s�mple, �ncompounded, and �nd�v�s�ble. After th�s I cons�der
the other system of be�ngs, v�z. the un�verse of thought, or my
�mpress�ons and �deas. There I observe another sun, moon and
stars; an earth, and seas, covered and �nhab�ted by plants and
an�mals; towns, houses, mounta�ns, r�vers; and �n short every th�ng I
can d�scover or conce�ve �n the f�rst system. Upon my enqu�r�ng
concern�ng these, Theolog�ans present themselves, and tell me, that
these also are mod�f�cat�ons, and mod�f�cat�ons of one s�mple,
uncompounded, and �nd�v�s�ble substance. Immed�ately upon wh�ch I
am deafened w�th the no�se of a hundred vo�ces, that treat the f�rst
hypothes�s w�th detestat�on and scorn, and the second w�th applause
and venerat�on. I turn my attent�on to these hypotheses to see what
may be the reason of so great a part�al�ty; and f�nd that they have the
same fault of be�ng un�ntell�g�ble, and that as far as we can
understand them, they are so much al�ke, that �t �s �mposs�ble to
d�scover any absurd�ty �n one, wh�ch �s not common to both of them.
We have no �dea of any qual�ty �n an object, wh�ch does not agree to,
and may not represent a qual�ty �n an �mpress�on; and that because
all our �deas are der�ved from our �mpress�ons. We can never,
therefore, f�nd any repugnance betw�xt an extended object as a
mod�f�cat�on, and a s�mple uncompounded essence, as �ts
substance, unless that repugnance takes place equally betw�xt the
percept�on or �mpress�on of that extended object, and the same
uncompounded essence. Every �dea of a qual�ty �n an object passes
through an �mpress�on; and therefore every perce�vable relat�on,



whether of connex�on or repugnance, must be common both to
objects and �mpress�ons.

But though th�s argument, cons�dered �n general, seems ev�dent
beyond all doubt and contrad�ct�on, yet to make �t more clear and
sens�ble, let us survey �t �n deta�l; and see whether all the
absurd�t�es, wh�ch have been found �n the system of Sp�noza, may
not l�kew�se be d�scovered �n that of Theolog�ans. [See Bayle's
d�ct�onary, art�cle of Sp�noza.]

F�rst, It has been sa�d aga�nst Sp�noza, accord�ng to the scholast�c
way of talk�ng, rather than th�nk�ng, that a mode, not be�ng any
d�st�nct or separate ex�stence, must be the very same w�th �ts
substance, and consequently the extens�on of the un�verse, must be
�n a manner �dent�fyed w�th that, s�mple, uncompounded essence, �n
wh�ch the un�verse �s supposed to �nhere. But th�s, �t may be
pretended, �s utterly �mposs�ble and �nconce�vable unless the
�nd�v�s�ble substance expand �tself, so as to correspond to the
extens�on, or the extens�on contract �tself, so as to answer to the
�nd�v�s�ble substance. Th�s argument seems just, as far as we can
understand �t; and �t �s pla�n noth�ng �s requ�red, but a change �n the
terms, to apply the same argument to our extended percept�ons, and
the s�mple essence of the soul; the �deas of objects and percept�ons
be�ng �n every respect the same, only attended w�th the suppos�t�on
of a d�fference, that �s unknown and �ncomprehens�ble.

Secondly, It has been sa�d, that we have no �dea of substance,
wh�ch �s not appl�cable to matter; nor any �dea of a d�st�nct
substance, wh�ch �s not appl�cable to every d�st�nct port�on of matter.
Matter, therefore, �s not a mode but a substance, and each part of
matter �s not a d�st�nct mode, but a d�st�nct substance. I have already
proved, that we have no perfect �dea of substance; but that tak�ng �t
for someth�ng, that can ex�st by �tself, �t �s ev�dent every percept�on �s
a substance, and every d�st�nct part of a percept�on a d�st�nct
substance: And consequently the one hypothes�s labours under the
same d�ff�cult�es �n th�s respect w�th the other.

Th�rdly, It has been objected to the system of one s�mple
substance �n the un�verse, that th�s substance be�ng the support or
substratum of every th�ng, must at the very same �nstant be



mod�fyed �nto forms, wh�ch are contrary and �ncompat�ble. The round
and square f�gures are �ncompat�ble �n the same substance at the
same t�me. How then �s �t poss�ble, that the same substance can at
once be mod�fyed �nto that square table, and �nto th�s round one? I
ask the same quest�on concern�ng the �mpress�ons of these tables;
and f�nd that the answer �s no more sat�sfactory �n one case than �n
the other.

It appears, then, that to whatever s�de we turn, the same
d�ff�cult�es follow us, and that we cannot advance one step towards
the establ�sh�ng the s�mpl�c�ty and �mmater�al�ty o the soul, w�thout
prepar�ng the way for a dangerous and �rrecoverable athe�sm. It �s
the same case, �f �nstead o call�ng thought a mod�f�cat�on of the soul,
we should g�ve �t the more ant�ent, and yet more mod�sh name of an
act�on. By an act�on we mean much the same th�ng, as what �s
commonly called an abstract mode; that �s, someth�ng, wh�ch,
properly speak�ng, �s ne�ther d�st�ngu�shable, nor separable from �ts
substance, and �s only conce�ved by a d�st�nct�on of reason, or an
abstract�on. But noth�ng �s ga�ned by th�s change of the term of
mod�f�cat�on, for that of act�on; nor do we free ourselves from one
s�ngle d�ff�culty by �ts means; as w�ll appear from the two follow�ng
reflex�ons.

F�rst, I observe, that the word, act�on, accord�ng to th�s expl�cat�on
of �t, can never justly be appl�ed to any percept�on, as der�ved from a
m�nd or th�nk�ng substance. Our percept�ons are all really d�fferent,
and separable, and d�st�ngu�shable from each other, and from
everyth�ng else, wh�ch we can �mag�ne: and therefore �t �s �mposs�ble
to conce�ve, how they can be the act�on or abstract mode of any
substance. The �nstance of mot�on, wh�ch �s commonly made use of
to shew after what manner percept�on depends, as an act�on, upon
�ts substance, rather confounds than �nstructs us. Mot�on to all
appearance �nduces no real nor essent�al change on the body, but
only var�es �ts relat�on to other objects. But betw�xt a person �n the
morn�ng walk�ng a garden w�th company, agreeable to h�m; and a
person �n the afternoon �nclosed �n a dungeon, and full of terror,
despa�r, and resentment, there seems to be a rad�cal d�fference, and
of qu�te another k�nd, than what �s produced on a body by the
change of �ts s�tuat�on. As we conclude from the d�st�nct�on and



separab�l�ty of the�r �deas, that external objects have a separate
ex�stence from each other; so when we make these �deas
themselves our objects, we must draw the same conclus�on
concern�ng them, accord�ng to the precedent reason�ng. At least �t
must be confest, that hav�ng �dea of the substance of the soul, �t �s
�mposs�ble for us to tell how �t can adm�t of such d�fferences, and
even contrar�et�es of percept�on w�thout any fundamental change;
and consequently can never tell �n what sense percept�ons are
act�ons of that substance. The use, therefore, of the word, act�on,
unaccompanyed w�th any mean�ng, �nstead of that of mod�f�cat�on,
makes no add�t�on to our knowledge, nor �s of any advantage to the
doctr�ne of the �mmater�al�ty of the soul.

I add �n the second place, that �f �t br�ngs any advantage to that
cause, �t must br�ng an equal to the cause of athe�sm. For do our
Theolog�ans pretend to make a monopoly of the word, act�on, and
may not the athe�sts l�kew�se take possess�on of �t, and aff�rm that
plants, an�mals, men, &c. are noth�ng but part�cular act�ons of one
s�mple un�versal substance, wh�ch exerts �tself from a bl�nd and
absolute necess�ty? Th�s you'll say �s utterly absurd. I own �t �s
un�ntell�g�ble; but at the same t�me assert, accord�ng to the pr�nc�ples
above-expla�ned, that �t �s �mposs�ble to d�scover any absurd�ty �n the
suppos�t�on, that all the var�ous objects �n nature are act�ons of one
s�mple substance, wh�ch absurd�ty w�ll not be appl�cable to a l�ke
suppos�t�on concern�ng �mpress�ons and �deas.

From these hypotheses concern�ng the substance and local
conjunct�on of our percept�ons, we may pass to another, wh�ch �s
more �ntell�g�ble than the former, and more �mportant than the latter,
v�z. concern�ng the cause of our percept�ons. Matter and mot�on, �t �s
commonly sa�d �n the schools, however varyed, are st�ll matter and
mot�on, and produce only a d�fference �n the pos�t�on and s�tuat�on of
objects. D�v�de a body as often as you please, �t �s st�ll body. Place �t
�n any f�gure, noth�ng ever results but f�gure, or the relat�on of parts.
Move �t �n any manner, you st�ll f�nd mot�on or a change of relat�on. It
�s absurd to �mag�ne, that mot�on �n a c�rcle, for �nstance, should be
noth�ng but merely mot�on �n a c�rcle; wh�le mot�on �n another
d�rect�on, as �n an ell�pse, should also be a pass�on or moral
reflect�on: That the shock�ng of two globular part�cles should become



a sensat�on of pa�n, and that the meet�ng of two tr�angular ones
should afford a pleasure. Now as these d�fferent shocks, and
var�at�ons, and m�xtures are the only changes, of wh�ch matter �s
suscept�ble, and as these never afford us any �dea of thought or
percept�on, �t �s concluded to be �mposs�ble, that thought can ever be
caused by matter.

Few have been able to w�thstand the seem�ng ev�dence of th�s
argument; and yet noth�ng �n the world �s more easy than to refute �t.
We need only reflect on what has been proved at large, that we are
never sens�ble of any connex�on betw�xt causes and effects, and that
�t �s only by our exper�ence of the�r constant conjunct�on, we can
arr�ve at any knowledge of th�s relat�on. Now as all objects, wh�ch are
not contrary, are suscept�ble of a constant conjunct�on, and as no
real objects are contrary [Part III. Sect. 15.]; I have �nferred from
these pr�nc�ples, that to cons�der the matter A PRIORI, any th�ng
may produce any th�ng, and that we shall never d�scover a reason,
why any object may or may not be the cause of any other, however
great, or however l�ttle the resemblance may be betw�xt them. Th�s
ev�dently destroys the precedent reason�ng concern�ng the cause of
thought or percept�on. For though there appear no manner of
connex�on betw�xt mot�on or thought, the case �s the same w�th all
other causes and effects. Place one body of a pound we�ght on one
end of a lever, and another body of the same we�ght on another end;
you w�ll never f�nd �n these bod�es any pr�nc�ple of mot�on dependent
on the�r d�stances from the center, more than of thought and
percept�on. If you pretend, therefore, to prove a pr�or�, that such a
pos�t�on of bod�es can never cause thought; because turn �t wh�ch
way you w�ll, �t �s noth�ng but a pos�t�on of bod�es; you must by the
same course of reason�ng conclude, that �t can never produce
mot�on; s�nce there �s no more apparent connex�on �n the one case
than �n the other. But as th�s latter conclus�on �s contrary to ev�dent
exper�ence, and as �t �s poss�ble we may have a l�ke exper�ence �n
the operat�ons of the m�nd, and may perce�ve a constant conjunct�on
of thought and mot�on; you reason too hast�ly, when from the mere
cons�derat�on of the �deas, you conclude that �t �s �mposs�ble mot�on
can ever produce thought, or a d�fferent pos�t�on of parts g�ve r�se to
a d�fferent pass�on or reflect�on. Nay �t �s not only poss�ble we may



have such an exper�ence, but �t �s certa�n we have �t; s�nce every one
may perce�ve, that the d�fferent d�spos�t�ons of h�s body change h�s
thoughts and sent�ments. And should �t be sa�d, that th�s depends on
the un�on of soul and body; I would answer, that we must separate
the quest�on concern�ng the substance of the m�nd from that
concern�ng the cause of �ts thought; and that conf�n�ng ourselves to
the latter quest�on we f�nd by the compar�ng the�r �deas, that thought
and mot�on are d�fferent from each other, and by exper�ence, that
they are constantly un�ted; wh�ch be�ng all the c�rcumstances, that
enter �nto the �dea of cause and effect, when appl�ed to the
operat�ons of matter, we may certa�nly conclude, that mot�on may be,
and actually �s, the cause of thought and percept�on.

There seems only th�s d�lemma left us �n the present case; e�ther
to assert, that noth�ng can be the cause of another, but where the
m�nd can perce�ve the connex�on �n �ts �dea of the objects: Or to
ma�nta�n, that all objects, wh�ch we f�nd constantly conjo�ned, are
upon that account to be regarded as causes and effects. If we
choose the f�rst part of the d�lemma, these are the consequences.
F�rst, We �n real�ty aff�rm, that there �s no such th�ng �n the un�verse
as a cause or product�ve pr�nc�ple, not even the de�ty h�mself; s�nce
our �dea of that supreme Be�ng �s der�ved from part�cular
�mpress�ons, none of wh�ch conta�n any eff�cacy, nor seem to have
any connex�on w�th any other ex�stence. As to what may be sa�d,
that the connex�on betw�xt the �dea of an �nf�n�tely powerful be�ng,
and that of any effect, wh�ch he w�lls, �s necessary and unavo�dable;
I answer, that we have no �dea of a be�ng endowed w�th any power,
much less of one endowed w�th �nf�n�te power. But �f we w�ll change
express�ons, we can only def�ne power by connex�on; and then �n
say�ng, that the �dea, of an �nf�n�tely powerful be�ng �s connected w�th
that of every effect, wh�ch he w�lls, we really do no more than assert,
that a be�ng, whose vol�t�on �s connected w�th every effect, �s
connected w�th every effect: wh�ch �s an �dent�cal propos�t�on, and
g�ves us no �ns�ght �nto the nature of th�s power or connex�on. But,
secondly, suppos�ng, that the de�ty were the great and eff�cac�ous
pr�nc�ple, wh�ch suppl�es the def�c�ency of all causes, th�s leads us
�nto the grossest �mp�et�es and absurd�t�es. For upon the same
account, that we have recourse to h�m �n natural operat�ons, and



assert that matter cannot of �tself commun�cate mot�on, or produce
thought, v�z. because there �s no apparent connex�on betw�xt these
objects; I say, upon the very same account, we must acknowledge
that the de�ty �s the author of all our vol�t�ons and percept�ons; s�nce
they have no more apparent connex�on e�ther w�th one another, or
w�th the supposed but unknown substance of the soul. Th�s agency
of the supreme Be�ng we know to have been asserted by [As father
Malebranche and other Cartes�ans.] several ph�losophers w�th
relat�on to all the act�ons of the m�nd, except vol�t�on, or rather an
�ncons�derable part of vol�t�on; though �t �s easy to perce�ve, that th�s
except�on �s a mere pretext, to avo�d the dangerous consequences
of that doctr�ne. If noth�ng be act�ve but what has an apparent power,
thought �s �n no case any more act�ve than matter; and �f th�s
�nact�v�ty must make us have recourse to a de�ty, the supreme be�ng
�s the real cause of all our act�ons, bad as well as good, v�c�ous as
well as v�rtuous.

Thus we are necessar�ly reduced to the other s�de of the d�lemma,
v�z.. that all objects, wh�ch are found to be constantly conjo�ned, are
upon that account only to be regarded as causes and effects. Now
as all objects, wh�ch are not contrary, are suscept�ble of a constant
conjunct�on, and as no real objects are contrary: �t follows, that for
ought we can determ�ne by the mere �deas, any th�ng may be the
cause or effect of any th�ng; wh�ch ev�dently g�ves the advantage to
the mater�al�sts above the�r antagon�sts.

To pronounce, then, the f�nal dec�s�on upon the whole; the
quest�on concern�ng the substance of the soul �s absolutely
un�ntell�g�ble: All our percept�ons are not suscept�ble of a local un�on,
e�ther w�th what �s extended or unextended: there be�ng some of
them of the one k�nd, and some of the other: And as the constant
conjunct�on of objects const�tutes the very essence of cause and
effect, matter and mot�on may often be regarded as the causes of
thought, as far as we have any not�on of that relat�on.

It �s certa�nly a k�nd of �nd�gn�ty to ph�losophy, whose sovere�gn
author�ty ought every where to be acknowledged, to obl�ge her on
every occas�on to make apolog�es for her conclus�ons, and just�fy
herself to every part�cular art and sc�ence, wh�ch may be offended at



her. Th�s puts one �n m�nd of a k�ng arra�nged for h�gh-treason
aga�nst h�s subjects. There �s only one occas�on, when ph�losophy
w�ll th�nk �t necessary and even honourable to just�fy herself, and that
�s, when rel�g�on may seem to be �n the least offended; whose r�ghts
are as dear to her as her own, and are �ndeed the same. If any one,
therefore, should �mag�ne that the forego�ng arguments are any ways
dangerous to rel�g�on, I hope the follow�ng apology w�ll remove h�s
apprehens�ons.

There �s no foundat�on for any conclus�on a pr�or�, e�ther
concern�ng the operat�ons or durat�on of any object, of wh�ch �t �s
poss�ble for the human m�nd to form a concept�on. Any object may
be �mag�ned to become ent�rely �nact�ve, or to be ann�h�lated �n a
moment; and �t �s an ev�dent pr�nc�ple, that whatever we can
�mag�ne, �s poss�ble. Now th�s �s no more true of matter, than of sp�r�t;
of an extended compounded substance, than of a s�mple and
unextended. In both cases the metaphys�cal arguments for the
�mmortal�ty of the soul are equally �nconclus�ve: and �n both cases
the moral arguments and those der�ved from the analogy of nature
are equally strong and conv�nc�ng. If my ph�losophy, therefore,
makes no add�t�on to the arguments for rel�g�on, I have at least the
sat�sfact�on to th�nk �t takes noth�ng from them, but that every th�ng
rema�ns prec�sely as before.



SECT. VI. OF PERSONAL IDENTITY
There are some ph�losophers who �mag�ne we are every moment

�nt�mately consc�ous of what we call our SELF; that we feel �ts
ex�stence and �ts cont�nuance �n ex�stence; and are certa�n, beyond
the ev�dence of a demonstrat�on, both o �ts perfect �dent�ty and
s�mpl�c�ty. The strongest sensat�on, the most v�olent pass�on, say
they, �nstead of d�stract�ng us from th�s v�ew, only f�x �t the more
�ntensely, and make us cons�der the�r �nfluence on self e�ther by the�r
pa�n or pleasure. To attempt a farther proof of th�s were to weaken �ts
ev�dence; s�nce no proof can be der�ved from any fact, of wh�ch we
are so �nt�mately consc�ous; nor �s there any th�ng, of wh�ch we can
be certa�n, �f we doubt of th�s.

Unluck�ly all these pos�t�ve assert�ons are contrary to that very
exper�ence, wh�ch �s pleaded for them, nor have we any �dea of self,
after the manner �t �s here expla�ned. For from what �mpress�on
coued th�s �dea be der�ved? Th�s quest�on �t �s �mposs�ble to answer
w�thout a man�fest contrad�ct�on and absurd�ty; and yet �t �s a
quest�on, wh�ch must necessar�ly be answered, �f we would have the
�dea of self pass for clear and �ntell�g�ble, It must be some one
�mpress�on, that g�ves r�se to every real �dea. But self or person �s
not any one �mpress�on, but that to wh�ch our several �mpress�ons
and �deas are supposed to have a reference. If any �mpress�on g�ves
r�se to the �dea of self, that �mpress�on must cont�nue �nvar�ably the
same, through the whole course of our l�ves; s�nce self �s supposed
to ex�st after that manner. But there �s no �mpress�on constant and
�nvar�able. Pa�n and pleasure, gr�ef and joy, pass�ons and sensat�ons
succeed each other, and never all ex�st at the same t�me. It cannot,
therefore, be from any of these �mpress�ons, or from any other, that
the �dea of self �s der�ved; and consequently there �s no such �dea.

But farther, what must become of all our part�cular percept�ons
upon th�s hypothes�s? All these are d�fferent, and d�st�ngu�shable,
and separable from each other, and may be separately cons�dered,



and may ex�st separately, and have no Deed of t�ny th�ng to support
the�r ex�stence. After what manner, therefore, do they belong to self;
and how are they connected w�th �t? For my part, when I enter most
�nt�mately �nto what I call myself, I always stumble on some part�cular
percept�on or other, of heat or cold, l�ght or shade, love or hatred,
pa�n or pleasure. I never can catch myself at any t�me w�thout a
percept�on, and never can observe any th�ng but the percept�on.
When my percept�ons are removed for any t�me, as by sound sleep;
so long am I �nsens�ble of myself, and may truly be sa�d not to ex�st.
And were all my percept�ons removed by death, and coued I ne�ther
th�nk, nor feel, nor see, nor love, nor hate after the d�ssolut�on of my
body, I should be ent�rely ann�h�lated, nor do I conce�ve what �s
farther requ�s�te to make me a perfect non-ent�ty. If any one, upon
ser�ous and unprejud�ced reflect�on th�nks he has a d�fferent not�on of
h�mself, I must confess I call reason no longer w�th h�m. All I can
allow h�m �s, that he may be �n the r�ght as well as I, and that we are
essent�ally d�fferent �n th�s part�cular. He may, perhaps, perce�ve
someth�ng s�mple and cont�nued, wh�ch he calls h�mself; though I am
certa�n there �s no such pr�nc�ple �n me.

But sett�ng as�de some metaphys�c�ans of th�s k�nd, I may venture
to aff�rm of the rest of mank�nd, that they are noth�ng but a bundle or
collect�on of d�fferent percept�ons, wh�ch succeed each other w�th an
�nconce�vable rap�d�ty, and are �n a perpetual flux and movement.
Our eyes cannot turn �n the�r sockets w�thout vary�ng our
percept�ons. Our thought �s st�ll more var�able than our s�ght; and all
our other senses and facult�es contr�bute to th�s change; nor �s there
any s�ngle power of the soul, wh�ch rema�ns unalterably the same,
perhaps for one moment. The m�nd �s a k�nd of theatre, where
several percept�ons success�vely make the�r appearance; pass, re-
pass, gl�de away, and m�ngle �n an �nf�n�te var�ety of postures and
s�tuat�ons. There �s properly no s�mpl�c�ty �n �t at one t�me, nor �dent�ty
�n d�fferent; whatever natural propens�on we may have to �mag�ne
that s�mpl�c�ty and �dent�ty. The compar�son of the theatre must not
m�slead us. They are the success�ve percept�ons only, that const�tute
the m�nd; nor have we the most d�stant not�on of the place, where
these scenes are represented, or of the mater�als, of wh�ch �t �s
composed.



What then g�ves us so great a propens�on to ascr�be an �dent�ty to
these success�ve percept�ons, and to suppose ourselves possest of
an �nvar�able and un�nterrupted ex�stence through the whole course
of our l�ves? In order to answer th�s quest�on, we must d�st�ngu�sh
betw�xt personal �dent�ty, as �t regards our thought or �mag�nat�on,
and as �t regards our pass�ons or the concern we take �n ourselves.
The f�rst �s our present subject; and to expla�n �t perfectly we must
take the matter pretty deep, and account for that �dent�ty, wh�ch we
attr�bute to plants and an�mals; there be�ng a great analogy betw�xt �t,
and the �dent�ty of a self or person.

We have a d�st�nct �dea of an object, that rema�ns �nvar�able and
un�nterrupted through a supposed var�at�on of t�me; and th�s �dea we
call that of �dent�ty or sameness. We have also a d�st�nct �dea of
several d�fferent objects ex�st�ng �n success�on, and connected
together by a close relat�on; and th�s to an accurate v�ew affords as
perfect a not�on of d�vers�ty, as �f there was no manner of relat�on
among the objects. But though these two �deas of �dent�ty, and a
success�on of related objects be �n themselves perfectly d�st�nct, and
even contrary, yet �t �s certa�n, that �n our common way of th�nk�ng
they are generally confounded w�th each other. That act�on of the
�mag�nat�on, by wh�ch we cons�der the un�nterrupted and �nvar�able
object, and that by wh�ch we reflect on the success�on of related
objects, are almost the same to the feel�ng, nor �s there much more
effort of thought requ�red �n the latter case than �n the former. The
relat�on fac�l�tates the trans�t�on of the m�nd from one object to
another, and renders �ts passage as smooth as �f �t contemplated
one cont�nued object. Th�s resemblance �s the cause of the
confus�on and m�stake, and makes us subst�tute the not�on of
�dent�ty, �nstead of that of related objects. However at one �nstant we
may cons�der the related success�on as var�able or �nterrupted, we
are sure the next to ascr�be to �t a perfect �dent�ty, and regard �t as
env�able and un�nterrupted. Our propens�ty to th�s m�stake �s so great
from the resemblance above-ment�oned, that we fall �nto �t before we
are aware; and though we �ncessantly correct ourselves by
reflect�on, and return to a more accurate method of th�nk�ng, yet we
cannot long susta�n our ph�losophy, or take off th�s b�ass from the
�mag�nat�on. Our last resource �s to y�eld to �t, and boldly assert that



these d�fferent related objects are �n effect the same, however
�nterrupted and var�able. In order to just�fy to ourselves th�s absurd�ty,
we often fe�gn some new and un�ntell�g�ble pr�nc�ple, that connects
the objects together, and prevents the�r �nterrupt�on or var�at�on.
Thus we fe�gn the cont�nued ex�stence of the percept�ons of our
senses, to remove the �nterrupt�on: and run �nto the not�on of a soul,
and self, and substance, to d�sgu�se the var�at�on. But we may
farther observe, that where we do not g�ve r�se to such a f�ct�on, our
propens�on to confound �dent�ty w�th relat�on �s so great, that we are
apt to �mag�ne [FN 10] someth�ng unknown and myster�ous,
connect�ng the parts, bes�de the�r relat�on; and th�s I take to be the
case w�th regard to the �dent�ty we ascr�be to plants and vegetables.
And even when th�s does not take place, we st�ll feel a propens�ty to
confound these �deas, though we a-re not able fully to sat�sfy
ourselves �n that part�cular, nor f�nd any th�ng �nvar�able and
un�nterrupted to just�fy our not�on of �dent�ty.
     [FN  10  If the reader is desirous to see how a great 
     genius may be influencd by these seemingly trivial 
     principles of the imagination, as well as the mere vulgar, 
     let him read my Lord SHAFTSBURYS reasonings concerning the 
     uniting principle of the universe, and the identity of 
     plants and animals. See his MORALISTS: or, PHILOSOPHICAL 
     RHAPSODY.] 

Thus the controversy concern�ng �dent�ty �s not merely a d�spute of
words. For when we attr�bute �dent�ty, �n an �mproper sense, to
var�able or �nterrupted objects, our m�stake �s not conf�ned to the
express�on, but �s commonly attended w�th a f�ct�on, e�ther of
someth�ng �nvar�able and un�nterrupted, or of someth�ng myster�ous
and �nexpl�cable, or at least w�th a propens�ty to such f�ct�ons. What
w�ll suff�ce to prove th�s hypothes�s to the sat�sfact�on of every fa�r
enqu�rer, �s to shew from da�ly exper�ence and observat�on, that the
objects, wh�ch are var�able or �nterrupted, and yet are supposed to
cont�nue the same, are such only as cons�st of a success�on of parts,
connected together by resemblance, cont�gu�ty, or causat�on. For as
such a success�on answers ev�dently to our not�on of d�vers�ty, �t can
only be by m�stake we ascr�be to �t an �dent�ty; and as the relat�on of
parts, wh�ch leads us �nto th�s m�stake, �s really noth�ng but a qual�ty,
wh�ch produces an assoc�at�on of �deas, and an easy trans�t�on of the
�mag�nat�on from one to another, �t can only be from the



resemblance, wh�ch th�s act of the m�nd bears to that, by wh�ch we
contemplate one cont�nued object, that the error ar�ses. Our ch�ef
bus�ness, then, must be to prove, that all objects, to wh�ch we
ascr�be �dent�ty, w�thout observ�ng the�r �nvar�ableness and
un�nterruptedness, are such as cons�st of a success�on of related
objects.

In order to th�s, suppose any mass of matter, of wh�ch the parts
are cont�guous and connected, to be placed before us; �t �s pla�n we
must attr�bute a perfect �dent�ty to th�s mass, prov�ded all the parts
cont�nue un�nterruptedly and �nvar�ably the same, whatever mot�on
or change of place we may observe e�ther �n the whole or �n any of
the parts. But suppos�ng some very small or �ncons�derable part to
be added to the mass, or subtracted from �t; though th�s absolutely
destroys the �dent�ty of the whole, str�ctly speak�ng; yet as we seldom
th�nk so accurately, we scruple not to pronounce a mass of matter
the same, where we f�nd so tr�v�al an alterat�on. The passage of the
thought from the object before the change to the object after �t, �s so
smooth and easy, that we scarce perce�ve the trans�t�on, and are apt
to �mag�ne, that �t �s noth�ng but a cont�nued survey of the same
object.

There �s a very remarkable c�rcumstance, that attends th�s
exper�ment; wh�ch �s, that though the change of any cons�derable
part �n a mass of matter destroys the �dent�ty of the whole, let we
must measure the greatness of the part, not absolutely, but by �ts
proport�on to the whole. The add�t�on or d�m�nut�on of a mounta�n
would not be suff�c�ent to produce a d�vers�ty �n a planet: though the
change of a very few �nches would be able to destroy the �dent�ty of
some bod�es. It w�ll be �mposs�ble to account for th�s, but by
reflect�ng that objects operate upon the m�nd, and break or �nterrupt
the cont�nu�ty of �ts act�ons not accord�ng to the�r real greatness, but
accord�ng to the�r proport�on to each other: And therefore, s�nce th�s
�nterrupt�on makes an object cease to appear the same, �t must be
the un�nterrupted progress o the thought, wh�ch const�tutes the
�mperfect �dent�ty.

Th�s may be conf�rmed by another phenomenon. A change �n any
cons�derable part of a body destroys �ts �dent�ty; but �t �s remarkable,



that where the change �s produced gradually and �nsens�bly we are
less apt to ascr�be to �t the same effect. The reason can pla�nly be no
other, than that the m�nd, �n follow�ng the success�ve changes of the
body, feels an easy passage from the survey�ng �ts cond�t�on �n one
moment to the v�ew�ng of �t �n another, and at no part�cular t�me
perce�ves any �nterrupt�on �n �ts act�ons. From wh�ch cont�nued
percept�on, �t ascr�bes a cont�nued ex�stence and �dent�ty to the
object.

But whatever precaut�on we may use �n �ntroduc�ng the changes
gradually, and mak�ng them proport�onable to the whole, �t �s certa�n,
that where the changes are at last observed to become
cons�derable, we make a scruple of ascr�b�ng �dent�ty to such
d�fferent objects. There �s, however, another art�f�ce, by wh�ch we
may �nduce the �mag�nat�on to advance a step farther; and that �s, by
produc�ng a reference of the parts to each other, and a comb�nat�on
to some common end or purpose. A sh�p, of wh�ch a cons�derable
part has been changed by frequent reparat�ons, �s st�ll cons�dered as
the same; nor does the d�fference of the mater�als h�nder us from
ascr�b�ng an �dent�ty to �t. The common end, �n wh�ch the parts
consp�re, �s the same under all the�r var�at�ons, and affords an easy
trans�t�on of the �mag�nat�on from one s�tuat�on of the body to
another.

But th�s �s st�ll more remarkable, when we add a sympathy of parts
to the�r common end, and suppose that they bear to each other, the
rec�procal relat�on of cause and effect �n all the�r act�ons and
operat�ons. Th�s �s the case w�th all an�mals and vegetables; where
not only the several parts have a reference to some general
purpose, but also a mutual dependence on, and connex�on w�th each
other. The effect of so strong a relat�on �s, that though every one
must allow, that �n a very few years both vegetables and an�mals
endure a total change, yet we st�ll attr�bute �dent�ty to them, wh�le
the�r form, s�ze, and substance are ent�rely altered. An oak, that
grows from a small plant to a large tree, �s st�ll the same oak; though
there be not one part�cle of matter, or f�gure of �ts parts the same. An
�nfant becomes a man-, and �s somet�mes fat, somet�mes lean,
w�thout any change �n h�s �dent�ty.



We may also cons�der the two follow�ng phaenomena, wh�ch are
remarkable �n the�r k�nd. The f�rst �s, that though we commonly be
able to d�st�ngu�sh pretty exactly betw�xt numer�cal and spec�f�c
�dent�ty, yet �t somet�mes happens, that we confound them, and �n
our th�nk�ng and reason�ng employ the one for the other. Thus a
man, who bears a no�se, that �s frequently �nterrupted and renewed,
says, �t �s st�ll the same no�se; though �t �s ev�dent the sounds have
only a spec�f�c �dent�ty or resemblance, and there �s noth�ng
numer�cally the same, but the cause, wh�ch produced them. In l�ke
manner �t may be sa�d w�thout breach of the propr�ety of language,
that such a church, wh�ch was formerly of br�ck, fell to ru�n, and that
the par�sh rebu�lt the same church of free-stone, and accord�ng to
modern arch�tecture. Here ne�ther the form nor mater�als are the
same, nor �s there any th�ng common to the two objects, but the�r
relat�on to the �nhab�tants of the par�sh; and yet th�s alone �s
suff�c�ent to make us denom�nate them the same. But we must
observe, that �n these cases the f�rst object �s �n a manner
ann�h�lated before the second comes �nto ex�stence; by wh�ch
means, we are never presented �n any one po�nt of t�me w�th the
�dea of d�fference and mult�pl�c�ty: and for that reason are less
scrupulous �n call�ng them the same.

Secondly, We may remark, that though �n a success�on of related
objects, �t be �n a manner requ�s�te, that the change of parts be not
sudden nor ent�re, �n order to preserve the �dent�ty, yet where the
objects are �n the�r nature changeable and �nconstant, we adm�t of a
more sudden trans�t�on, than would otherw�se be cons�stent w�th that
relat�on. Thus as the nature of a r�ver cons�sts �n the mot�on and
change of parts; though �n less than four and twenty hours these be
totally altered; th�s h�nders not the r�ver from cont�nu�ng the same
dur�ng several ages. What �s natural and essent�al to any th�ng �s, �n
a manner, expected; and what �s expected makes less �mpress�on,
and appears of less moment, than what �s unusual and
extraord�nary. A cons�derable change of the former k�nd seems really
less to the �mag�nat�on, than the most tr�v�al alterat�on of the latter;
and by break�ng less the cont�nu�ty of the thought, has less �nfluence
�n destroy�ng the �dent�ty.



We now proceed to expla�n the nature of personal �dent�ty, wh�ch
has become so great a quest�on �ll ph�losophy, espec�ally of late
years �n England, where all the abstruser sc�ences are studyed w�th
a pecul�ar ardour and appl�cat�on. And here �t �s ev�dent, the same
method of reason�ng must be cont�nued wh�ch has so successfully
expla�ned the �dent�ty of plants, and an�mals, and sh�ps, and houses,
and of all the compounded and changeable product�ons e�ther of art
or nature. The �dent�ty, wh�ch we ascr�be to the m�nd of man, �s only
a f�ct�t�ous one, and of a l�ke k�nd w�th that wh�ch we ascr�be to
vegetables and an�mal bod�es. It cannot, therefore, have a d�fferent
or�g�n, but must proceed from a l�ke operat�on of the �mag�nat�on
upon l�ke objects.

But lest th�s argument should not conv�nce the reader; though �n
my op�n�on perfectly dec�s�ve; let h�m we�gh the follow�ng reason�ng,
wh�ch �s st�ll closer and more �mmed�ate. It �s ev�dent, that the
�dent�ty, wh�ch we attr�bute to the human m�nd, however perfect we
may �mag�ne �t to be, �s not able to run the several d�fferent
percept�ons �nto one, and make them lose the�r characters of
d�st�nct�on and d�fference, wh�ch are essent�al to them. It �s st�ll true,
that every d�st�nct percept�on, wh�ch enters �nto the compos�t�on of
the m�nd, �s a d�st�nct ex�stence, and �s d�fferent, and d�st�ngu�shable,
and separable from every other percept�on, e�ther contemporary or
success�ve. But, as, notw�thstand�ng th�s d�st�nct�on and separab�l�ty,
we suppose the whole tra�n of percept�ons to be un�ted by �dent�ty, a
quest�on naturally ar�ses concern�ng th�s relat�on of �dent�ty; whether
�t be someth�ng that really b�nds our several percept�ons together, or
only assoc�ates the�r �deas �n the �mag�nat�on. That �s, �n other words,
whether �n pronounc�ng concern�ng the �dent�ty of a person, we
observe some real bond among h�s percept�ons, or only feel one
among the �deas we form of them. Th�s quest�on we m�ght eas�ly
dec�de, �f we would recollect what has been already proud at large,
that the understand�ng never observes any real connex�on among
objects, and that even the un�on of cause and effect, when str�ctly
exam�ned, resolves �tself �nto a customary assoc�at�on of �deas. For
from thence �t ev�dently follows, that �dent�ty �s noth�ng really
belong�ng to these d�fferent percept�ons, and un�t�ng them together;
but �s merely a qual�ty, wh�ch we attr�bute to them, because of the



un�on of the�r �deas �n the �mag�nat�on, when we reflect upon them.
Now the only qual�t�es, wh�ch can g�ve �deas an un�on �n the
�mag�nat�on, are these three relat�ons above-ment�oned. There are
the un�t�ng pr�nc�ples �n the �deal world, and w�thout them every
d�st�nct object �s separable by the m�nd, and may be separately
cons�dered, and appears not to have any more connex�on w�th any
other object, than �f d�sjo�ned by the greatest d�fference and
remoteness. It �s, therefore, on some of these three relat�ons of
resemblance, cont�gu�ty and causat�on, that �dent�ty depends; and as
the very essence of these relat�ons cons�sts �n the�r produc�ng an
easy trans�t�on of �deas; �t follows, that our not�ons of personal
�dent�ty, proceed ent�rely from the smooth and un�nterrupted
progress of the thought along a tra�n of connected �deas, accord�ng
to the pr�nc�ples above-expla�ned.

The only quest�on, therefore, wh�ch rema�ns, �s, by what relat�ons
th�s un�nterrupted progress of our thought �s produced, when we
cons�der the success�ve ex�stence of a m�nd or th�nk�ng person. And
here �t �s ev�dent we must conf�ne ourselves to resemblance and
causat�on, and must drop cont�gu�ty, wh�ch has l�ttle or no �nfluence
�n the present case.

To beg�n w�th resemblance; suppose we coued see clearly �nto the
breast of another, and observe that success�on of percept�ons, wh�ch
const�tutes h�s m�nd or th�nk�ng pr�nc�ple, and suppose that he
always preserves the memory of a cons�derable part of past
percept�ons; �t �s ev�dent that noth�ng coued more contr�bute to the
bestow�ng a relat�on on th�s success�on am�dst all �ts var�at�ons. For
what �s the memory but a faculty, by wh�ch we ra�se up the �mages of
past percept�ons? And as an �mage necessar�ly resembles �ts object,
must not. The frequent plac�ng of these resembl�ng percept�ons �n
the cha�n of thought, convey the �mag�nat�on more eas�ly from one
l�nk to another, and make the whole seem l�ke the cont�nuance of
one object? In th�s part�cular, then, the memory not only d�scovers
the �dent�ty, but also contr�butes to �ts product�on, by produc�ng the
relat�on of resemblance among the percept�ons. The case �s the
same whether we cons�der ourselves or others.



As to causat�on; we may observe, that the true �dea of the human
m�nd, �s to cons�der �t as a system of d�fferent percept�ons or d�fferent
ex�stences, wh�ch are l�nked together by the relat�on of cause and
effect, and mutually produce, destroy, �nfluence, and mod�fy each
other. Our �mpress�ons g�ve r�se to the�r correspondent �deas; sa�d
these �deas �n the�r turn produce other �mpress�ons. One thought
chaces another, and draws after �t a th�rd, by wh�ch �t �s expelled �n
�ts turn. In th�s respect, I cannot compare the soul more properly to
any th�ng than to a republ�c or commonwealth, �n wh�ch the several
members are un�ted by the rec�procal t�es of government and
subord�nat�on, and g�ve r�se to other persons, who propagate the
same republ�c �n the �ncessant changes of �ts parts. And as the same
�nd�v�dual republ�c may not only change �ts members, but also �ts
laws and const�tut�ons; �n l�ke manner the same person may vary h�s
character and d�spos�t�on, as well as h�s �mpress�ons and �deas,
w�thout los�ng h�s �dent�ty. Whatever changes he endures, h�s several
parts are st�ll connected by the relat�on of causat�on. And �n th�s v�ew
our �dent�ty w�th regard to the pass�ons serves to corroborate that
w�th regard to the �mag�nat�on, by the mak�ng our d�stant percept�ons
�nfluence each other, and by g�v�ng us a present concern for our past
or future pa�ns or pleasures.

As a memory alone acqua�nts us w�th the cont�nuance and extent
of th�s success�on of percept�ons, �t �s to be cons�dered, upon that
account ch�efly, as the source of personal �dent�ty. Had we no
memory, we never should have any not�on of causat�on, nor
consequently of that cha�n of causes and effects, wh�ch const�tute
our self or person. But hav�ng once acqu�red th�s not�on of causat�on
from the memory, we can extend the same cha�n of causes, and
consequently the �dent�ty of car persons beyond our memory, and
can comprehend t�mes, and c�rcumstances, and act�ons, wh�ch we
have ent�rely forgot, but suppose �n general to have ex�sted. For how
few of our past act�ons are there, of wh�ch we have any memory?
Who can tell me, for �nstance, what were h�s thoughts and act�ons on
the 1st of January 1715, the 11th of March 1719, and the 3rd of
August 1733? Or w�ll he aff�rm, because he has ent�rely forgot the
�nc�dents of these days, that the present self �s not the same person
w�th the self of that t�me; and by that means overturn all the most



establ�shed not�ons of personal �dent�ty? In th�s v�ew, therefore,
memory does not so much produce as d�scover personal �dent�ty, by
shew�ng us the relat�on of cause and effect among our d�fferent
percept�ons. It w�ll be �ncumbent on those, who aff�rm that memory
produces ent�rely our personal �dent�ty, to g�ve a reason why we cm
thus extend our �dent�ty beyond our memory.

The whole of th�s doctr�ne leads us to a conclus�on, wh�ch �s of
great �mportance �n the present affa�r, v�z. that all the n�ce and subt�le
quest�ons concern�ng personal �dent�ty can never poss�bly be
dec�ded, and are to be regarded rather as gramat�cal than as
ph�losoph�cal d�ff�cult�es. Ident�ty depends on the relat�ons of �deas;
and these relat�ons produce �dent�ty, by means of that easy trans�t�on
they occas�on. But as the relat�ons, and the eas�ness of the trans�t�on
may d�m�n�sh by �nsens�ble degrees, we have no just standard, by
wh�ch we can dec�de any d�spute concern�ng the t�me, when they
acqu�re or lose a t�tle to the name of �dent�ty. All the d�sputes
concern�ng the �dent�ty of connected objects are merely verbal,
except so fax as the relat�on of parts g�ves r�se to some f�ct�on or
�mag�nary pr�nc�ple of un�on, as we have already observed.

What I have sa�d concern�ng the f�rst or�g�n and uncerta�nty of our
not�on of �dent�ty, as appl�ed to the human m�nd, may be extended
w�th l�ttle or no var�at�on to that of s�mpl�c�ty. An object, whose
d�fferent co-ex�stent parts are bound together by a close relat�on,
operates upon the �mag�nat�on after much the same manner as one
perfectly s�mple and �nd�v�s�ble and requ�res not a much greater
stretch of thought �n order to �ts concept�on. From th�s s�m�lar�ty of
operat�on we attr�bute a s�mpl�c�ty to �t, and fe�gn a pr�nc�ple of un�on
as the support of th�s s�mpl�c�ty, and the center of all the d�fferent
parts and qual�t�es of the object.

Thus we have f�n�shed our exam�nat�on of the several systems of
ph�losophy, both of the �ntellectual and natural world; and �n our
m�scellaneous way of reason�ng have been led �nto several top�cs;
wh�ch w�ll e�ther �llustrate and conf�rm some preced�ng part of th�s
d�scourse, or prepare the way for our follow�ng op�n�ons. It �s now
t�me to return to a more close exam�nat�on of our subject, and to



proceed �n the accurate anatomy of human nature, hav�ng fully
expla�ned the nature of our judgment and understand�ngs.





SECT. VII. CONCLUSION OF THIS
BOOK.

But before I launch out �nto those �mmense depths of ph�losophy,
wh�ch l�e before me, I f�nd myself �ncl�ned to stop a moment �n my
present stat�on, and to ponder that voyage, wh�ch I have undertaken,
and wh�ch undoubtedly requ�res the utmost art and �ndustry to be
brought to a happy conclus�on. Meth�nks I am l�ke a man, who
hav�ng struck on many shoals, and hav�ng narrowly escaped
sh�pwreck �n pass�ng a small fr�th, has yet the temer�ty to put out to
sea �n the same leaky weather-beaten vessel, and even carr�es h�s
amb�t�on so far as to th�nk of compass�ng the globe under these
d�sadvantageous c�rcumstances. My memory of past errors and
perplex�t�es, makes me d�ff�dent for the future. The wretched
cond�t�on, weakness, and d�sorder of the facult�es, I must employ �n
my enqu�r�es, encrease my apprehens�ons. And the �mposs�b�l�ty of
amend�ng or correct�ng these facult�es, reduces me almost to
despa�r, and makes me resolve to per�sh on the barren rock, on
wh�ch I am at present, rather than venture myself upon that
boundless ocean, wh�ch runs out �nto �mmens�ty. Th�s sudden v�ew
of my danger str�kes me w�th melancholy; and as �t �s usual for that
pass�on, above all others, to �ndulge �tself; I cannot forbear feed�ng
my despa�r, w�th all those despond�ng reflect�ons, wh�ch the present
subject furn�shes me w�th �n such abundance.

I am f�rst affr�ghted and confounded w�th that forelorn sol�tude, �n
wh�ch I am placed �n my ph�losophy, and fancy myself some strange
uncouth monster, who not be�ng able to m�ngle and un�te �n soc�ety,
has been expelled all human commerce, and left utterly abandoned
and d�sconsolate. Fa�n would I run �nto the crowd for shelter and
warmth; but cannot preva�l w�th myself to m�x w�th such deform�ty. I
call upon others to jo�n me, �n order to make a company apart; but no
one w�ll hearken to me. Every one keeps at a d�stance, and dreads
that storm, wh�ch beats upon me from every s�de. I have exposed



myself to the enm�ty of all metaphys�c�ans, log�c�ans,
mathemat�c�ans, and even theolog�ans; and can I wonder at the
�nsults I must suffer? I have declared my d�sapprobat�on of the�r
systems; and can I be surpr�zed, �f they should express a hatred of
m�ne and of my person? When I look abroad, I foresee on every
s�de, d�spute, contrad�ct�on, anger, calumny and detract�on. When I
turn my eye �nward, I f�nd noth�ng but doubt and �gnorance. All the
world consp�res to oppose and contrad�ct me; though such �s my
weakness, that I feel all my op�n�ons loosen and fall of themselves,
when unsupported by the approbat�on of others. Every step I take �s
w�th hes�tat�on, and every new reflect�on makes me dread an error
and absurd�ty �n my reason�ng.

For w�th what conf�dence can I venture upon such bold
enterpr�ses, when bes�de those numberless �nf�rm�t�es pecul�ar to
myself, I f�nd so many wh�ch are common to human nature? Can I be
sure, that �n leav�ng all establ�shed op�n�ons I am follow�ng truth; and
by what cr�ter�on shall I d�st�ngu�sh her, even �f fortune should at last
gu�de me on her foot-steps? After the most accurate and exact of my
reason�ngs, I can g�ve no reason why I should assent to �t; and feel
noth�ng but a strong propens�ty to cons�der objects strongly �n that
v�ew, under wh�ch they appear to me. Exper�ence �s a pr�nc�ple,
wh�ch �nstructs me �n the several conjunct�ons of objects for the past.
Hab�t �s another pr�nc�ple, wh�ch determ�nes me to expect the same
for the future; and both of them consp�r�ng to operate upon the
�mag�nat�on, make me form certa�n �deas �n a more �ntense and l�vely
manner, than others, wh�ch are not attended w�th the same
advantages. W�thout th�s qual�ty, by wh�ch the m�nd enl�vens some
�deas beyond others (wh�ch seem�ngly �s so tr�v�al, and so l�ttle
founded on reason) we coued never assent to any argument, nor
carry our v�ew beyond those few objects, wh�ch are present to our
senses. Nay, even to these objects we coued never attr�bute any
ex�stence, but what was dependent on the senses; and must
comprehend them ent�rely �n that success�on of percept�ons, wh�ch
const�tutes our self or person. Nay farther, even w�th relat�on to that
success�on, we coued only adm�t of those percept�ons, wh�ch are
�mmed�ately present to our consc�ousness, nor coued those l�vely
�mages, w�th wh�ch the memory presents us, be ever rece�ved as



true p�ctures of past percept�ons. The memory, senses, and
understand�ng are, therefore, all of them founded on the �mag�nat�on,
or the v�vac�ty of our �deas.

No wonder a pr�nc�ple so �nconstant and fallac�ous should lead us
�nto errors, when �mpl�c�tly followed (as �t must be) �n all �ts var�at�ons.
It �s th�s pr�nc�ple, wh�ch makes us reason from causes and effects;
and �t �s the same pr�nc�ple, wh�ch conv�nces us of the cont�nued
ex�stence of external objects, when absent from the senses. But
though these two operat�ons be equally natural and necessary �n the
human m�nd, yet �n some c�rcumstances they are [Sect. 4.] d�rectly
contrary, nor �s �t poss�ble for us to reason justly and regularly from
causes and effects, and at the same t�me bel�eve the cont�nued
ex�stence of matter. How then shall we adjust those pr�nc�ples
together? Wh�ch of them shall we prefer? Or �n case we prefer
ne�ther of them, but success�vely assent to both, as �s usual among
ph�losophers, w�th what conf�dence can we afterwards usurp that
glor�ous t�tle, when we thus know�ngly embrace a man�fest
contrad�ct�on?

Th�s contrad�ct�on [Part III. Sect. 14.] would be more excusable,
were �t compensated by any degree of sol�d�ty and sat�sfact�on �n the
other parts of our reason�ng. But the case �s qu�te contrary. When we
trace up the human understand�ng to �ts f�rst pr�nc�ples, we f�nd �t to
lead us �nto such sent�ments, as seem to turn �nto r�d�cule all our
past pa�ns and �ndustry, and to d�scourage us from future enqu�r�es.
Noth�ng �s more cur�ously enqu�red after by the m�nd of man, than
the causes of every phenomenon; nor are we content w�th know�ng
the �mmed�ate causes, but push on our enqu�r�es, t�ll we arr�ve at the
or�g�nal and ult�mate pr�nc�ple. We would not w�ll�ngly stop before we
are acqua�nted w�th that energy �n the cause, by wh�ch �t operates on
�ts effect; that t�e, wh�ch connects them together; and that eff�cac�ous
qual�ty, on wh�ch the t�e depends. Th�s �s our a�m �n all our stud�es
and reflect�ons: And how must we be d�sappo�nted, when we learn,
that th�s connex�on, t�e, or energy l�es merely �n ourselves, and �s
noth�ng but that determ�nat�on of the m�nd, wh�ch �s acqu�red by
custom, and causes us to make a trans�t�on from an object to �ts
usual attendant, and from the �mpress�on of one to the l�vely �dea of
the other? Such a d�scovery not only cuts off all hope of ever



atta�n�ng sat�sfact�on, but even prevents our very w�shes; s�nce �t
appears, that when we say we des�re to know the ult�mate and
operat�ng pr�nc�ple, as someth�ng, wh�ch res�des �n the external
object, we e�ther contrad�ct ourselves, or talk w�thout a mean�ng.

Th�s def�c�ency �n our �deas �s not, �ndeed, perce�ved �n common
l�fe, nor are we sens�ble, that �n the most usual conjunct�ons of cause
and effect we are as �gnorant of the ult�mate pr�nc�ple, wh�ch b�nds
them together, as �n the most unusual and extraord�nary. But th�s
proceeds merely from an �llus�on of the �mag�nat�on; and the quest�on
�s, how far we ought to y�eld to these �llus�ons. Th�s quest�on �s very
d�ff�cult, and reduces us to a very dangerous d�lemma, wh�chever
way we answer �t. For �f we assent to every tr�v�al suggest�on of the
fancy; bes�de that these suggest�ons are often contrary to each
other; they lead us �nto such errors, absurd�t�es, and obscur�t�es, that
we must at last become ashamed of our credul�ty. Noth�ng �s more
dangerous to reason than the fl�ghts of the �mag�nat�on, and noth�ng
has been the occas�on of more m�stakes among ph�losophers. Men
of br�ght fanc�es may �n th�s respect be compared to those angels,
whom the scr�pture represents as cover�ng the�r eyes w�th the�r
w�ngs. Th�s has already appeared �n so many �nstances, that we may
spare ourselves the trouble of enlarg�ng upon �t any farther.

But on the other hand, �f the cons�derat�on of these �nstances
makes us take a resolut�on to reject all the tr�v�al suggest�ons of the
fancy, and adhere to the understand�ng, that �s, to the general and
more establ�shed propert�es of the �mag�nat�on; even th�s resolut�on,
�f stead�ly executed, would be dangerous, and attended w�th the
most fatal consequences. For I have already shewn [Sect. 1.], that
the understand�ng, when �t acts alone, and accord�ng to �ts most
general pr�nc�ples, ent�rely subverts �tself, and leaves not the lowest
degree of ev�dence �n any propos�t�on, e�ther �n ph�losophy or
common l�fe. We save ourselves from th�s total scept�c�sm only by
means of that s�ngular and seem�ngly tr�v�al property of the fancy, by
wh�ch we enter w�th d�ff�culty �nto remote v�ews of th�ngs, and are not
able to accompany them w�th so sens�ble an �mpress�on, as we do
those, wh�ch are more easy and natural. Shall we, then, establ�sh �t
for a general max�m, that no ref�ned or elaborate reason�ng �s ever to
be rece�ved? Cons�der well the consequences of such a pr�nc�ple. By



th�s means you cut off ent�rely all sc�ence and ph�losophy: You
proceed upon one s�ngular qual�ty of the �mag�nat�on, and by a par�ty
of reason must embrace all of them: And you expressly contrad�ct
yourself; s�nce th�s max�m must be bu�lt on the preced�ng reason�ng,
wh�ch w�ll be allowed to be suff�c�ently ref�ned and metaphys�cal.
What party, then, shall we choose among these d�ff�cult�es? If we
embrace th�s pr�nc�ple, and condemn all ref�ned reason�ng, we run
�nto the most man�fest absurd�t�es. If we reject �t �n favour of these
reason�ngs, we subvert ent�rely the human understand�ng. We have,
therefore, no cho�ce left but betw�xt a false reason and none at all.
For my part, know not what ought to be done �n the present case. I
can only observe what �s commonly done; wh�ch �s, that th�s d�ff�culty
�s seldom or never thought of; and even where �t has once been
present to the m�nd, �s qu�ckly forgot, and leaves but a small
�mpress�on beh�nd �t. Very ref�ned reflect�ons have l�ttle or no
�nfluence upon us; and yet we do not, and cannot establ�sh �t for a
rule, that they ought not to have any �nfluence; wh�ch �mpl�es a
man�fest contrad�ct�on.

But what have I here sa�d, that reflect�ons very ref�ned and
metaphys�cal have l�ttle or no �nfluence upon us? Th�s op�n�on I can
scarce forbear retract�ng, and condemn�ng from my present feel�ng
and exper�ence. The �ntense v�ew of these man�fold contrad�ct�ons
and �mperfect�ons �n human reason has so wrought upon me, and
heated my bra�n, that I am ready to reject all bel�ef and reason�ng,
and can look upon no op�n�on even as more probable or l�kely than
another. Where am I, or what? From what causes do I der�ve my
ex�stence, and to what cond�t�on shall I return? Whose favour shall I
court, and whose anger must I dread? What be�ngs surround me?
and on whom have, I any �nfluence, or who have any �nfluence on
me? I am confounded w�th all these quest�ons, and beg�n to fancy
myself �n the most deplorable cond�t�on �mag�nable, �nv�roned w�th
the deepest darkness, and utterly depr�ved of the use of every
member and faculty.

Most fortunately �t happens, that s�nce reason �s �ncapable of
d�spell�ng these clouds, nature herself suff�ces to that purpose, and
cures me of th�s ph�losoph�cal melancholy and del�r�um, e�ther by
relax�ng th�s bent of m�nd, or by some avocat�on, and l�vely



�mpress�on of my senses, wh�ch obl�terate all these ch�meras. I d�ne,
I play a game of backgammon, I converse, and am merry w�th my
fr�ends; and when after three or four hours' amusement, I would
return to these speculat�ons, they appear so cold, and stra�ned, and
r�d�culous, that I cannot f�nd �n my heart to enter �nto them any
farther.

Here then I f�nd myself absolutely and necessar�ly determ�ned to
l�ve, and talk, and act l�ke other people �n the common affa�rs of l�fe.
But notw�thstand�ng that my natural propens�ty, and the course of my
an�mal sp�r�ts and pass�ons reduce me to th�s �ndolent bel�ef �n the
general max�ms of the world, I st�ll feel such rema�ns of my former
d�spos�t�on, that I am ready to throw all my books and papers �nto the
f�re, and resolve never more to renounce the pleasures of l�fe for the
sake of reason�ng and ph�losophy. For those are my sent�ments �n
that splenet�c humour, wh�ch governs me at present. I may, nay I
must y�eld to the current of nature, �n subm�tt�ng to my senses and
understand�ng; and �n th�s bl�nd subm�ss�on I shew most perfectly my
scept�cal d�spos�t�on and pr�nc�ples. But does �t follow, that I must
str�ve aga�nst the current of nature, wh�ch leads me to �ndolence and
pleasure; that I must seclude myself, �n some measure, from the
commerce and soc�ety of men, wh�ch �s so agreeable; and that I
must torture my bra�ns w�th subt�l�t�es and soph�str�es, at the very
t�me that I cannot sat�sfy myself concern�ng the reasonableness of
so pa�nful an appl�cat�on, nor have any tolerable prospect of arr�v�ng
by �ts means at truth and certa�nty. Under what obl�gat�on do I l�e of
mak�ng such an abuse of t�me? And to what end can �t serve e�ther
for the serv�ce of mank�nd, or for my own pr�vate �nterest? No: If I
must be a fool, as all those who reason or bel�eve any th�ng certa�nly
are, my foll�es shall at least be natural and agreeable. Where I str�ve
aga�nst my �ncl�nat�on, I shall have a good reason for my res�stance;
and w�ll no more be led a wander�ng �nto such dreary sol�tudes, and
rough passages, as I have h�therto met w�th.

These are the sent�ments of my spleen and �ndolence; and �ndeed
I must confess, that ph�losophy has noth�ng to oppose to them, and
expects a v�ctory more from the returns of a ser�ous good-humoured
d�spos�t�on, than from the force of reason and conv�ct�on. In all the
�nc�dents of l�fe we ought st�ll to preserve our scept�c�sm. If we



bel�eve, that f�re warms, or water refreshes, �t �s only because �t costs
us too much pa�ns to th�nk otherw�se. Nay �f we are ph�losophers, �t
ought only to be upon scept�cal pr�nc�ples, and from an �ncl�nat�on,
wh�ch we feel to the employ�ng ourselves after that manner. Where
reason �s l�vely, and m�xes �tself w�th some propens�ty, �t ought to be
assented to. Where �t does not, �t never can have any t�tle to operate
upon us.

At the t�me, therefore, that I am t�red w�th amusement and
company, and have �ndulged a rever�e �n my chamber, or �n a sol�tary
walk by a r�ver-s�de, I feel my m�nd all collected w�th�n �tself, and am
naturally �ncl�ned to carry my v�ew �nto all those subjects, about
wh�ch I have met w�th so many d�sputes �n the course of my read�ng
and conversat�on. I cannot forbear hav�ng a cur�os�ty to be
acqua�nted w�th the pr�nc�ples of moral good and ev�l, the nature and
foundat�on of government, and the cause of those several pass�ons
and �ncl�nat�ons, wh�ch actuate and govern me. I am uneasy to th�nk
I approve of one object, and d�sapprove of another; call one th�ng
beaut�ful, and another deformed; dec�de concern�ng truth and
falshood, reason and folly, w�thout know�ng upon what pr�nc�ples I
proceed. I am concerned for the cond�t�on of the learned world,
wh�ch l�es under such t deplorable �gnorance �n all these part�culars. I
feel an amb�t�on to ar�se �n me of contr�but�ng to the �nstruct�on of
mank�nd, and of acqu�r�ng a name by my �nvent�ons and d�scover�es.
These sent�ments spr�ng up naturally �n my present d�spos�t�on; and
should I endeavour to ban�sh them, by attach�ng myself to any other
bus�ness or d�vers�on, I feel I should be a loser �n po�nt of pleasure;
and th�s �s the or�g�n of my ph�losophy.

But even suppose th�s cur�os�ty and amb�t�on should not transport
me �nto speculat�ons w�thout the sphere of common l�fe, �t would
necessar�ly happen, that from my very weakness I must be led �nto
such enqu�r�es. It �s certa�n, that superst�t�on �s much more bold �n �ts
systems and hypotheses than ph�losophy; and wh�le the latter
contents �tself w�th ass�gn�ng new causes and pr�nc�ples to the
phaenomena, wh�ch appear �n the v�s�ble world, the former opens a
world of �ts own, and presents us w�th scenes, and be�ngs, and
objects, wh�ch are altogether new. S�nce therefore �t �s almost
�mposs�ble for the m�nd of man to rest, l�ke those of beasts, �n that



narrow c�rcle of objects, wh�ch are the subject of da�ly conversat�on
and act�on, we ought only to del�berate concern�ng the cho�ce of our
gu�de, and ought to prefer that wh�ch �s safest and most agreeable.
And �n th�s respect I make bold to recommend ph�losophy, and shall
not scruple to g�ve �t the preference to superst�t�on of every k�nd or
denom�nat�on. For as superst�t�on ar�ses naturally and eas�ly from the
popular op�n�ons of mank�nd, �t se�zes more strongly on the m�nd,
and �s often able to d�sturb us �n the conduct of our l�ves and act�ons.
Ph�losophy on the contrary, �f just, can present us only w�th m�ld and
moderate sent�ments; and �f false and extravagant, �ts op�n�ons are
merely the objects of a cold and general speculat�on, and seldom go
so far as to �nterrupt the course of our natural propens�t�es. The
CYNICS are an extraord�nary �nstance of ph�losophers, who from
reason�ngs purely ph�losoph�cal ran �nto as great extravaganc�es of
conduct as any Monk or Derv�se that ever was �n the world.
Generally speak�ng, the errors �n rel�g�on are dangerous; those �n
ph�losophy only r�d�culous.

I am sens�ble, that these two cases of the strength and weakness
of the m�nd w�ll not comprehend all mank�nd, and that there are �n
England, �n part�cular, many honest gentlemen, who be�ng always
employed �n the�r domest�c affa�rs, or amus�ng themselves �n
common recreat�ons, have carr�ed the�r thoughts very l�ttle beyond
those objects, wh�ch are every day exposed to the�r senses. And
�ndeed, of such as these I pretend not to make ph�losophers, nor do I
expect them e�ther to be assoc�ates �n these researches or aud�tors
of these d�scover�es. They do well to keep themselves �n the�r
present s�tuat�on; and �nstead of ref�n�ng them �nto ph�losophers, I
w�sh we coued commun�cate to our founders of systems, a share of
th�s gross earthy m�xture, as an �ngred�ent, wh�ch they commonly
stand much �n need of, and wh�ch would serve to temper those f�ery
part�cles, of wh�ch they are composed. Wh�le a warm �mag�nat�on �s
allowed to enter �nto ph�losophy, and hypotheses embraced merely
for be�ng spec�ous and agreeable, we can never have any steady
pr�nc�ples, nor any sent�ments, wh�ch w�ll su�t w�th common pract�ce
and exper�ence. But were these hypotheses once removed, we
m�ght hope to establ�sh a system or set of op�n�ons, wh�ch �f not true
(for that, perhaps, �s too much to be hoped for) m�ght at least be



sat�sfactory to the human m�nd, and m�ght stand the test of the most
cr�t�cal exam�nat�on. Nor should we despa�r of atta�n�ng th�s end,
because of the many ch�mer�cal systems, wh�ch have success�vely
ar�sen and decayed away among men, would we cons�der the
shortness of that per�od, where�n these quest�ons have been the
subjects of enqu�ry and reason�ng. Two thousand years w�th such
long �nterrupt�ons, and under such m�ghty d�scouragements are a
small space of t�me to g�ve any tolerable perfect�on to the sc�ences;
and perhaps we are st�ll �n too early an age of the world to d�scover
any pr�nc�ples, wh�ch w�ll bear the exam�nat�on of the latest poster�ty.
For my part, my only hope �s, that I may contr�bute a l�ttle to the
advancement of knowledge, by g�v�ng �n some part�culars a d�fferent
turn to the speculat�ons of ph�losophers, and po�nt�ng out to them
more d�st�nctly those subjects, where alone they can expect
assurance and conv�ct�on. Human Nature �s the only sc�ence of man;
and yet has been h�therto the most neglected. It w�ll be suff�c�ent for
me, �f I can br�ng �t a l�ttle more �nto fash�on; and the hope of th�s
serves to compose my temper from that spleen, and �nv�gorate �t
from that �ndolence, wh�ch somet�mes preva�l upon me. If the reader
f�nds h�mself �n the same easy d�spos�t�on, let h�m follow me �n my
future speculat�ons. If not, let h�m follow h�s �ncl�nat�on, and wa�t the
returns of appl�cat�on and good humour. The conduct of a man, who
stud�es ph�losophy �n th�s careless manner, �s more truly scept�cal
than that of one, who feel�ng �n h�mself an �ncl�nat�on to �t, �s yet so
overwhelmed w�th doubts and scruples, as totally to reject �t. A true
scept�c w�ll be d�ff�dent of h�s ph�losoph�cal doubts, as well as of h�s
ph�losoph�cal conv�ct�on; and w�ll never refuse any �nnocent
sat�sfact�on, wh�ch offers �tself, upon account of e�ther of them.

Nor �s �t only proper we should �n general �ndulge our �ncl�nat�on �n
the most elaborate ph�losoph�cal researches, notw�thstand�ng our
scept�cal pr�nc�ples, but also that we should y�eld to that propens�ty,
wh�ch �ncl�nes us to be pos�t�ve and certa�n �n part�cular po�nts,
accord�ng to the l�ght, �n wh�ch we survey them �n any part�cular
�nstant. It �s eas�er to forbear all exam�nat�on and enqu�ry, than to
check ourselves �n so natural a propens�ty, and guard aga�nst that
assurance, wh�ch always ar�ses from an exact and full survey of an
object. On such an occas�on we are apt not only to forget our



scept�c�sm, but even our modesty too; and make use of such terms
as these, �t �s ev�dent, �t �s certa�n, �t �s unden�able; wh�ch a due
deference to the publ�c ought, perhaps, to prevent. I may have fallen
�nto th�s fault after the example of others; but I here enter a caveat
aga�nst any Object�ons, wh�ch may be offered on that head; and
declare that such express�ons were extorted from me by the present
v�ew of the object, and �mply no dogmat�cal sp�r�t, nor conce�ted �dea
of my own judgment, wh�ch are sent�ments that I am sens�ble can
become no body, and a scept�c st�ll less than any other.



BOOK II OF THE PASSIONS



PART I OF PRIDE AND HUMILITY



SECT. I DIVISION OF THE SUBJECT
As all the percept�ons of the m�nd may be d�v�ded �nto �mpress�ons

and �deas, so the �mpress�ons adm�t of another d�v�s�on �nto or�g�nal
and secondary. Th�s d�v�s�on of the �mpress�ons �s the same w�th that
wh�ch I formerly made use of [Book I. Part I. Sect. 2.] when I
d�st�ngu�shed them �nto �mpress�ons of sensat�on and reflect�on.
Or�g�nal �mpress�ons or �mpress�ons of sensat�on are such as w�thout
any antecedent percept�on ar�se �n the soul, from the const�tut�on of
the body, from the an�mal sp�r�ts, or from the appl�cat�on of objects to
the external organs. Secondary, or reflect�ve �mpress�ons are such
as proceed from some of these or�g�nal ones, e�ther �mmed�ately or
by the �nterpos�t�on of �ts �dea. Of the f�rst k�nd are all the �mpress�ons
of the senses, and all bod�ly pa�ns and pleasures: Of the second are
the pass�ons, and other emot�ons resembl�ng them.

It �s certa�n, that the m�nd, �n �ts percept�ons, must beg�n
somewhere; and that s�nce the �mpress�ons precede the�r
correspondent �deas, there must be some �mpress�ons, wh�ch
w�thout any �ntroduct�on make the�r appearance �n the soul. As these
depend upon natural and phys�cal causes, the exam�nat�on of them
would lead me too far from my present subject, �nto the sc�ences of
anatomy and natural ph�losophy. For th�s reason I shall here conf�ne
myself to those other �mpress�ons, wh�ch I have called secondary
and reflect�ve, as ar�s�ng e�ther from the or�g�nal �mpress�ons, or from
the�r �deas. Bod�ly pa�ns and pleasures are the source of many
pass�ons, both when felt and cons�dered by the m�nd; but ar�se
or�g�nally �n the soul, or �n the body, wh�chever you please to call �t,
w�thout any preced�ng thought or percept�on. A f�t of the gout
produces a long tra�n of pass�ons, as gr�ef, hope, fear; but �s not
der�ved �mmed�ately from any affect�on or �dea. The reflect�ve
�mpress�ons may be d�v�ded �nto two k�nds, v�z. the calm and the
VIOLENT. Of the f�rst k�nd �s the sense of beauty and deform�ty �n
act�on, compos�t�on, and external objects. Of the second are the



pass�ons of love and hatred, gr�ef and joy, pr�de and hum�l�ty. Th�s
d�v�s�on �s far from be�ng exact. The raptures of poetry and mus�c
frequently r�se to the greatest he�ght; wh�le those other �mpress�ons,
properly called PASSIONS, may decay �nto so soft an emot�on, as to
become, �n a manner, �mpercept�ble. But as �n general the pass�ons
are more v�olent than the emot�ons ar�s�ng from beauty and
deform�ty, these �mpress�ons have been commonly d�st�ngu�shed
from each other. The subject of the human m�nd be�ng so cop�ous
and var�ous, I shall here take advantage of th�s vulgar and spac�ous
d�v�s�on, that I may proceed w�th the greater order; and hav�ng sa�d
al� I thought necessary concern�ng our �deas, shall now expla�n those
v�olent emot�ons or pass�ons, the�r nature, or�g�n, causes, and
effects.

When we take a survey of the pass�ons, there occurs a d�v�s�on of
them �nto DIRECT and INDIRECT. By d�rect pass�ons I understand
such as ar�se �mmed�ately from good or ev�l, from pa�n or pleasure.
By �nd�rect such as proceed from the same pr�nc�ples, but by the
conjunct�on of other qual�t�es. Th�s d�st�nct�on I cannot at present
just�fy or expla�n any farther. I can only observe �n general, that
under the �nd�rect pass�ons I comprehend pr�de, hum�l�ty, amb�t�on,
van�ty, love, hatred, envy, p�ty, mal�ce, generos�ty, w�th the�r
dependants. And under the d�rect pass�ons, des�re, avers�on, gr�ef,
joy, hope, fear, despa�r and secur�ty. I shall beg�n w�th the former.



SECT. II OF PRIDE AND HUMILITY,
THEIR OBJECTS AND CAUSES

The pass�ons of PRIDE and HUMILITY be�ng s�mple and un�form
�mpress�ons, �t �s �mposs�ble we can ever, by a mult�tude of words,
g�ve a just def�n�t�on of them, or �ndeed of any of the pass�ons. The
utmost we can pretend to �s a descr�pt�on of them, by an
enumerat�on of such c�rcumstances, as attend them: But as these
words, PRIDE and hum�l�ty, are of general use, and the �mpress�ons
they represent the most common of any, every one, of h�mself, w�ll
be able to form a just �dea of them, w�thout any danger of m�stake.
For wh�ch reason, not to lose t�me upon prel�m�nar�es, I shall
�mmed�ately enter upon the exam�nat�on of these pass�ons.

It �s ev�dent, that pr�de and hum�l�ty, though d�rectly contrary, have
yet the same OBJECT. Th�s object �s self, or that success�on of
related �deas and �mpress�ons, of wh�ch we have an �nt�mate
memory and consc�ousness. Here the v�ew always f�xes when we
are actuated by e�ther of these pass�ons. Accord�ng as our �dea of
ourself �s more or less advantageous, we feel e�ther of those
oppos�te affect�ons, and are elated by pr�de, or dejected w�th
hum�l�ty. Whatever other objects may be comprehended by the m�nd,
they are always cons�dered w�th a v�ew to ourselves; otherw�se they
would never be able e�ther to exc�te these pass�ons, or produce the
smallest encrease or d�m�nut�on of them. When self enters not �nto
the cons�derat�on, there �s no room e�ther for pr�de or hum�l�ty.

But though that connected success�on of percept�ons, wh�ch we
call SELF, be always the object of these two pass�ons, �t �s
�mposs�ble �t can be the�r CAUSE, or be suff�c�ent alone to exc�te
them. For as these pass�ons are d�rectly contrary, and have the
same object �n common; were the�r object also the�r cause; �t coued
never produce any degree of the one pass�on, but at the same t�me �t
must exc�te an equal degree of the other; wh�ch oppos�t�on and



contrar�ety must destroy both. It �s �mposs�ble a man can at the same
t�me be both proud and humble; and where he has d�fferent reasons
for these pass�ons, as frequently happens, the pass�ons e�ther take
place alternately; or �f they encounter, the one ann�h�lates the other,
as far as �ts strength goes, and the rema�nder only of that, wh�ch �s
super�or, cont�nues to operate upon the m�nd. But �n the present
case ne�ther of the pass�ons coued ever become super�or; because
suppos�ng �t to be the v�ew only of ourself, wh�ch exc�ted them, that
be�ng perfectly �nd�fferent to e�ther, must produce both �n the very
same proport�on; or �n other words, can produce ne�ther. To exc�te
any pass�on, and at the same t�me ra�se an equal share of �ts
antagon�st, �s �mmed�ately to undo what was done, and must leave
the m�nd at last perfectly calm and �nd�fferent.

We must therefore, make a d�st�nct�on betw�xt the cause and the
object of these pass�ons; betw�xt that �dea, wh�ch exc�tes them, and
that to wh�ch they d�rect the�r v�ew, when exc�ted. Pr�de and hum�l�ty,
be�ng once ra�sed, �mmed�ately turn our attent�on to ourself, and
regard that as the�r ult�mate and f�nal object; but there �s someth�ng
farther requ�s�te �n order to ra�se them: Someth�ng, wh�ch �s pecul�ar
to one of the pass�ons, and produces not both �n the very same
degree. The f�rst �dea, that �s presented to the m�nd, �s that of the
cause or product�ve pr�nc�ple. Th�s exc�tes the pass�on, connected
w�th �t; and that pass�on, when exc�ted, turns our v�ew to another
�dea, wh�ch �s that of self. Here then �s a pass�on placed betw�xt two
�deas, of wh�ch the one produces �t, and the other �s produced by �t.
The f�rst �dea, therefore, represents the cause, the second the object
of the pass�on.

To beg�n w�th the causes of pr�de and hum�l�ty; we may observe,
that the�r most obv�ous and remarkable property �s the vast var�ety of
subjects, on wh�ch they may be placed. Every valuable qual�ty of the
m�nd, whether of the �mag�nat�on, judgment, memory or d�spos�t�on;
w�t, good-sense, learn�ng, courage, just�ce, �ntegr�ty; all these are the
cause of pr�de; and the�r oppos�tes of hum�l�ty. Nor are these
pass�ons conf�ned to the m�nd but extend the�r v�ew to the body
l�kew�se. A man may be proud of h�s beauty, strength, ag�l�ty, good
me�n, address �n danc�ng, r�d�ng, and of h�s dexter�ty �n any manual
bus�ness or manufacture. But th�s �s not all. The pass�ons look�ng



farther, comprehend whatever objects are �n the least allyed or
related to us. Our country, fam�ly, ch�ldren, relat�ons, r�ches, houses,
gardens, horses, dogs, cloaths; any of these may become a cause
e�ther of pr�de or of hum�l�ty.

From the cons�derat�on of these causes, �t appears necessary we
shoud make a new d�st�nct�on �n the causes of the pass�on, betw�xt
that QUALITY, wh�ch operates, and the subject, on wh�ch �t �s placed.
A man, for �nstance, �s va�n of a beaut�ful house, wh�ch belongs to
h�m, or wh�ch he has h�mself bu�lt and contr�ved. Here the object of
the pass�on �s h�mself, and the cause �s the beaut�ful house: Wh�ch
cause aga�n �s sub-d�v�ded �nto two parts, v�z. the qual�ty, wh�ch
operates upon the pass�on, and the subject �n wh�ch the qual�ty
�nheres. The qual�ty �s the beauty, and the subject �s the house,
cons�dered as h�s property or contr�vance. Both these parts are
essent�al, nor �s the d�st�nct�on va�n and ch�mer�cal. Beauty,
cons�dered merely as such, unless placed upon someth�ng related to
us, never produces any pr�de or van�ty; and the strongest relat�on
alone, w�thout beauty, or someth�ng else �n �ts place, has as l�ttle
�nfluence on that pass�on. S�nce, therefore, these two part�culars are
eas�ly separated and there �s a necess�ty for the�r conjunct�on, �n
order to produce the pass�on, we ought to cons�der them as
component parts of the cause; and �nf�x �n our m�nds an exact �dea of
th�s d�st�nct�on.



SECT. III WHENCE THESE OBJECTS
AND CAUSES ARE DERIVED

Be�ng so far advanced as to observe a d�fference betw�xt the
object of the pass�ons and the�r cause, and to d�st�ngu�sh �n the
cause the qual�ty, wh�ch operates on the pass�ons, from the subject,
�n wh�ch �t �nheres; we now proceed to exam�ne what determ�nes
each of them to be what �t �s, and ass�gns such a part�cular object,
and qual�ty, and subject to these affect�ons. By th�s means we shall
fully understand the or�g�n of pr�de and hum�l�ty.

It �s ev�dent �n the f�rst place, that these pass�ons are dererm�ned
to have self for the�r object, not only by a natural but also by an
or�g�nal property. No one can doubt but th�s property �s natural from
the constancy and stead�ness of �ts operat�ons. It �s always self,
wh�ch �s the object of pr�de and hum�l�ty; and whenever the pass�ons
look beyond, �t �s st�ll w�th a v�ew to ourselves, nor can any person or
object otherw�se have any �nfluence upon us.

That th�s proceeds from an or�g�nal qual�ty or pr�mary �mpulse, w�ll
l�kew�se appear ev�dent, �f we cons�der that �t �s the d�st�ngu�sh�ng
character�st�c of these pass�ons Unless nature had g�ven some
or�g�nal qual�t�es to the m�nd, �t coued never have any secondary
ones; because �n that case �t would have no foundat�on for act�on,
nor coued ever beg�n to exert �tself. Now these qual�t�es, wh�ch we
must cons�der as or�g�nal, are such as are most �nseparable from the
soul, and can be resolved �nto no other: And such �s the qual�ty,
wh�ch determ�nes the object of pr�de and hum�l�ty. We may, perhaps,
make �t a greater quest�on, whether the causes, that produce the
pass�on, be as natural as the object, to wh�ch �t �s d�rected, and
whether all that vast var�ety proceeds from capr�ce or from the
const�tut�on of the m�nd. Th�s doubt we shall soon remove, �f we cast
our eye upon human nature, and cons�der that �n all nat�ons and
ages, the same objects st�ll g�ve r�se to pr�de and hum�l�ty; and that



upon the v�ew even of a stranger, we can know pretty nearly, what
w�ll e�ther encrease or d�m�n�sh h�s pass�ons of th�s k�nd. If there be
any var�at�on �n th�s part�cular, �t proceeds from noth�ng but a
d�fference �n the tempers and complex�ons of men; and �s bes�des
very �ncons�derable. Can we �mag�ne �t poss�ble, that wh�le human
nature rema�ns the same, men w�ll ever become ent�rely �nd�fferent
to the�r power, r�ches, beauty or personal mer�t, and that the�r pr�de
and van�ty w�ll not be affected by these advantages?

But though the causes of pr�de and hum�l�ty be pla�nly natural, we
shall f�nd upon exam�nat�on, that they are not or�g�nal, and that �t �s
utterly �mposs�ble they should each of them be adapted to these
pass�ons by a part�cular prov�s�on, and pr�mary const�tut�on of nature,
Bes�de the�r prod�g�ous number, many of them are the effects of art,
and ar�se partly from the �ndustry, partly from the capr�ce, and partly
from the good fortune of men, Industry produces houses, furn�ture,
cloaths. Capr�ce determ�nes the�r part�cular k�nds and qual�t�es. And
good fortune frequently contr�butes to all th�s, by d�scover�ng the
effects that result from the d�fferent m�xtures and comb�nat�ons of
bod�es. It �s absurd, therefore, to �mag�ne, that each of these was
foreseen and prov�ded for by nature, and that every new product�on
of art, wh�ch causes pr�de or hum�l�ty; �nstead of adapt�ng �tself to the
pass�on by partak�ng of some general qual�ty, that naturally operates
on the m�nd; �s �tself the object of an or�g�nal pr�nc�ple, wh�ch t�ll then
lay concealed �n the soul, and �s only by acc�dent at last brought to
l�ght. Thus the f�rst mechan�c, that �nvented a f�ne scr�to�re, produced
pr�de �n h�m, who became possest of �t, by pr�nc�ples d�fferent from
those, wh�ch made h�m proud of handsome cha�rs and tables. As th�s
appears ev�dently r�d�culous, we must conclude, that each cause of
pr�de and hum�l�ty �s not adapted to the pass�ons by a d�st�nct or�g�nal
qual�ty; but that there are some one or more c�rcumstances common
to all of them, on wh�ch the�r eff�cacy depends.

Bes�des, we f�nd �n the course of nature, that though the effects be
many, the pr�nc�ples, from wh�ch they ar�se, are commonly but few
and s�mple, and that �t �s the s�gn of an unsk�lful natural�st to have
recourse to a d�fferent qual�ty, �n order to expla�n every d�fferent
operat�on. How much more must th�s be true w�th regard to the
human m�nd, wh�ch be�ng so conf�ned a subject may justly be



thought �ncapable of conta�n�ng such a monstrous heap of pr�nc�ples,
as would be necessary to exc�te the pass�ons of pr�de and hum�l�ty,
were each d�st�nct cause adapted to the pass�on by a d�st�nct set of
pr�nc�ples?

Here, therefore, moral ph�losophy �s �n the same cond�t�on as
natural, w�th regard to astronomy before the t�me of COPERNICUS.
The ant�ents, though sens�ble of that max�m, THAT NATURE DOES
NOTHING IN VAIN, contr�ved such �ntr�cate systems of the heavens,
as seemed �ncons�stent w�th true ph�losophy, and gave place at last
to someth�ng more s�mple and natural. To �nvent w�thout scruple a
new pr�nc�ple to every new phaenomenon, �nstead of adapt�ng �t to
the old; to overload our hypotheses w�th a var�ety of th�s k�nd; are
certa�n proofs, that none of these pr�nc�ples �s the just one, and that
we only des�re, by a number of falsehoods, to cover our �gnorance of
the truth.



SECT. IV OF THE RELATIONS OF
IMPRESSIONS AND IDEAS

Thus we have establ�shed two truths w�thout any obstacle or
d�ff�culty, that IT IS FROM NATURAL PRINCIPLES THIS VARIETY
OF CAUSES EXCITES PRIDE AND HUMILITY, and that IT IS NOT
BY A DIFFERENT PRINCIPLE EACH DIFFERENT CAUSE IS
ADAPTED TO ITS PASSION. We shall now proceed to enqu�re how
we may reduce these pr�nc�ples to a lesser number, and f�nd among
the causes someth�ng common, on wh�ch the�r �nfluence depends.

In order to th�s we must reflect on certa�n propert�es of human
nature, wh�ch though they have a m�ghty �nfluence on every
operat�on both of the understand�ng and pass�ons, are not commonly
much �ns�sted on by ph�losophers. The f�rst of these �s the
assoc�at�on of �deas, wh�ch I have so often observed and expla�ned.
It �s �mposs�ble for the m�nd to f�x �tself stead�ly upon one �dea for any
cons�derable t�me; nor can �t by �ts utmost efforts ever arr�ve at such
a constancy. But however changeable our thoughts may be, they are
not ent�rely w�thout rule and method �n the�r changes. The rule, by
wh�ch they proceed, �s to pass from one object to what �s resembl�ng,
cont�guous to, or produced by �t. When one �dea �s present to the
�mag�nat�on, any other, un�ted by these relat�ons, naturally follows �t,
and enters w�th more fac�l�ty by means of that �ntroduct�on.

The second property I shall observe �n the human m�nd �s a l�ke
assoc�at�on of �mpress�ons. All resembl�ng �mpress�ons are
connected together, and no sooner one ar�ses than the rest
�mmed�ately follow. Gr�ef and d�sappo�ntment g�ve r�se to anger,
anger to envy, envy to mal�ce, and mal�ce to gr�ef aga�n, t�ll the whole
c�rcle be compleated. In l�ke manner our temper, when elevated w�th
joy, naturally throws �tself �nto love, generos�ty, p�ty, courage, pr�de,
and the other resembl�ng affect�ons. It �s d�ff�cult for the m�nd, when
actuated by any pass�on, to conf�ne �tself to that pass�on alone,



w�thout any change or var�at�on. Human nature �s too �nconstant to
adm�t of any such regular�ty. Changeableness �s essent�al to �t. And
to what can �t so naturally change as to affect�ons or emot�ons, wh�ch
are su�table to the temper, and agree w�th that set of pass�ons, wh�ch
then preva�l? It �s ev�dent, then, there �s an attract�on or assoc�at�on
among �mpress�ons, as well as among �deas; though w�th th�s
remarkable d�fference, that �deas are assoc�ated by resemblance,
cont�gu�ty, and causat�on; and �mpress�ons only by resemblance.

In the THIRD place, �t �s observable of these two k�nds of
assoc�at�on, that they very much ass�st and forward each other, and
that the trans�t�on �s more eas�ly made where they both concur �n the
same object. Thus a man, who, by any �njury from another, �s very
much d�scomposed and ruffled �n h�s temper, �s apt to f�nd a hundred
subjects of d�scontent, �mpat�ence, fear, and other uneasy pass�ons;
espec�ally �f he can d�scover these subjects �n or near the person,
who was the cause of h�s f�rst pass�on. Those pr�nc�ples, wh�ch
forward the trans�t�on of �deas, here concur w�th those, wh�ch operate
on the pass�ons; and both un�t�ng �n one act�on, bestow on the m�nd
a double �mpulse. The new pass�on, therefore, must ar�se w�th so
much greater v�olence, and the trans�t�on to �t must be rendered so
much more easy and natural.

Upon th�s occas�on I may c�te the author�ty of an elegant wr�ter,
who expresses h�mself �n the follow�ng manner.

"As the fancy del�ghts �n every th�ng that �s great, strange, or
beaut�ful, and �s st�ll more pleased the more �t f�nds of these
perfect�ons �n the same object, so �t �s capable of rece�v�ng a new
sat�sfact�on by the ass�stance of another sense. Thus any cont�nued
sound, as the mus�c of b�rds, or a fall of waters, awakens every
moment the m�nd of the beholder, and makes h�m more attent�ve to
the several beaut�es of the place, that l�e before h�m. Thus �f there
ar�ses a fragrancy of smells or perfumes, they he�ghten the pleasure
of the �mag�nat�on, and make even the colours and verdure of the
landschape appear more agreeable; for the �deas of both senses
recommend each other, and are pleasanter together than when they
enter the m�nd separately: As the d�fferent colours of a p�cture, when
they are well d�sposed, set off one another, and rece�ve an add�t�onal



beauty from the advantage of the s�tuat�on." [Add�son, SPECTATOR
412, f�nal paragraph.]

In th�s phaenomenon we may remark the assoc�at�on both of
�mpress�ons and �deas, as well as the mutual ass�stance they lend
each other.



SECT. V OF THE INFLUENCE OF
THESE RELATIONS ON PRIDE AND

HUMILITY.
These pr�nc�ples be�ng establ�shed on unquest�onable exper�ence,

I beg�n to cons�der how we shall apply them, by revolv�ng over all the
causes of pr�de and hum�l�ty, whether these causes be regarded, as
the qual�t�es, that operate, or as the subjects, on wh�ch the qual�t�es
are placed. In exam�n�ng these qual�t�es I �mmed�ately f�nd many of
them to concur �n produc�ng the sensat�on of pa�n and pleasure,
�ndependent of those affect�ons, wh�ch I here endeavour to expla�n.
Thus the beauty of our person, of �tself, and by �ts very appearance,
g�ves pleasure, as well as pr�de; and �ts deform�ty, pa�n as well as
hum�l�ty. A magn�f�cent feast del�ghts us, and a sord�d one
d�spleases. What I d�scover to be true �n some �nstances, I suppose
to be so �n all; and take �t for granted at present, w�thout any farther
proof, that every cause of pr�de, by �ts pecul�ar qual�t�es, produces a
separate pleasure, and of hum�l�ty a separate uneas�ness.

Aga�n, �n cons�der�ng the subjects, to wh�ch these qual�t�es adhere,
I make a new suppos�t�on, wh�ch also appears probable from many
obv�ous �nstances, v�z, that these subjects are e�ther parts of
ourselves, or someth�ng nearly related to us. Thus the good and bad
qual�t�es of our act�ons and manners const�tute v�rtue and v�ce, and
determ�ne our personal character, than wh�ch noth�ng operates more
strongly on these pass�ons. In l�ke manner, �t �s the beauty or
deform�ty of our person, houses, equ�page, or furn�ture, by wh�ch we
are rendered e�ther va�n or humble. The same qual�t�es, when
transfered to subjects, wh�ch bear us no relat�on, �nfluence not �n the
smallest degree e�ther of these affect�ons.

Hav�ng thus �n a manner supposed two propert�es of the causes of
these affect�ons, v�z, that the qual�t�es produce a separate pa�n or
pleasure, and that the subjects, on wh�ch the qual�t�es are placed,



are related to self; I proceed to exam�ne the pass�ons themselves, �n
order to f�nd someth�ng �n them, correspondent to the supposed
propert�es of the�r causes. F�rst, I f�nd, that the pecul�ar object of
pr�de and hum�l�ty �s determ�ned by an or�g�nal and natural �nst�nct,
and that �t �s absolutely �mposs�ble, from the pr�mary const�tut�on of
the m�nd, that these pass�ons should ever look beyond self, or that
�nd�v�dual person. of whose act�ons and sent�ments each of us �s
�nt�mately consc�ous. Here at last the v�ew always rests, when we
are actuated by e�ther of these pass�ons; nor can we, �n that s�tuat�on
of m�nd, ever lose s�ght of th�s object. For th�s I pretend not to g�ve
any reason; but cons�der such a pecul�ar d�rect�on of the thought as
an or�g�nal qual�ty.

The SECOND qual�ty, wh�ch I d�scover �n these pass�ons, and
wh�ch I l�kew�se cons�der an an or�g�nal qual�ty, �s the�r sensat�ons, or
the pecul�ar emot�ons they exc�te �n the soul, and wh�ch const�tute
the�r very be�ng and essence. Thus pr�de �s a pleasant sensat�on,
and hum�l�ty a pa�nful; and upon the removal of the pleasure and
pa�n, there �s �n real�ty no pr�de nor hum�l�ty. Of th�s our very feel�ng
conv�nces us; and beyond our feel�ng, �t �s here �n va�n to reason or
d�spute.

If I compare, therefore, these two establ�shed propert�es of the
pass�ons, v�z, the�r object, wh�ch �s self, and the�r sensat�on, wh�ch �s
e�ther pleasant or pa�nful, to the two supposed propert�es of the
causes, v�z, the�r relat�on to self, and the�r tendency to produce a
pa�n or pleasure, �ndependent of the pass�on; I �mmed�ately f�nd, that
tak�ng these suppos�t�ons to be just, the true system breaks �n upon
me w�th an �rres�st�ble ev�dence. That cause, wh�ch exc�tes the
pass�on, �s related to the object, wh�ch nature has attr�buted to the
pass�on; the sensat�on, wh�ch the cause separately produces, �s
related to the sensat�on of the pass�on: From th�s double relat�on of
�deas and �mpress�ons, the pass�on �s der�ved. The one �dea �s eas�ly
converted �nto �ts correlat�ve; and the one �mpress�on �nto that, wh�ch
resembles and corresponds to �t: W�th how much greater fac�l�ty
must th�s trans�t�on be made, where these movements mutually
ass�st each other, and the m�nd rece�ves a double �mpulse from the
relat�ons both of �ts �mpress�ons and �deas?



That we may comprehend th�s the better, we must suppose, that
nature has g�ven to the organs of the human m�nd, a certa�n
d�spos�t�on f�tted to produce a pecul�ar �mpress�on or emot�on, wh�ch
we call pr�de: To th�s emot�on she has ass�gned a certa�n �dea, v�z,
that of self, wh�ch �t never fa�ls to produce. Th�s contr�vance of nature
�s eas�ly conce�ved. We have many �nstances of such a s�tuat�on of
affa�rs. The nerves of the nose and palate are so d�sposed, as �n
certa�n c�rcumstances to convey such pecul�ar sensat�ons to the
m�nd: The sensat�ons of lust and hunger always produce �n us the
�dea of those pecul�ar objects, wh�ch are su�table to each appet�te.
These two c�rcumstances are un�ted �n pr�de. The organs are so
d�sposed as to produce the pass�on; and the pass�on, after �ts
product�on, naturally produces a certa�n �dea. All th�s needs no proof.
It �s ev�dent we never should be possest of that pass�on, were there
not a d�spos�t�on of m�nd proper for �t; and �t �s as ev�dent, that the
pass�on always turns our v�ew to ourselves, and makes us th�nk of
our own qual�t�es and c�rcumstances.

Th�s be�ng fully comprehended, �t may now be asked, WHETHER
NATURE PRODUCES THE PASSION IMMEDIATELY, OF
HERSELF; OR WHETHER SHE MUST BE ASSISTED BY THE CO-
OPERATION OF OTHER CAUSES? For �t �s observable, that �n th�s
part�cular her conduct �s d�fferent �n the d�fferent pass�ons and
sensat�ons. The palate must be exc�ted by an external object, �n
order to produce any rel�sh: But hunger ar�ses �nternally, w�thout the
concurrence of any external object. But however the case may stand
w�th other pass�ons and �mpress�ons, �t �s certa�n, that pr�de requ�res
the ass�stance of some fore�gn object, and that the organs, wh�ch
produce �t, exert not themselves l�ke the heart and arter�es, by an
or�g�nal �nternal movement. For f�rst, da�ly exper�ence conv�nces us,
that pr�de requ�res certa�n causes to exc�te �t, and langu�shes when
unsupported by some excellency �n the character, �n bod�ly
accompl�shments, �n cloaths, equ�page or fortune. SECONDLY, �t �s
ev�dent pr�de would be perpetual, �f �t arose �mmed�ately from nature;
s�nce the object �s always the same, and there �s no d�spos�t�on of
body pecul�ar to pr�de, as there �s to th�rst and hunger. Th�rdly,
Hum�l�ty �s �n the very same s�tuat�on w�th pr�de; and therefore, e�ther
must, upon th�s suppos�t�on, be perpetual l�kew�se, or must destroy



the contrary pass�on from, the very f�rst moment; so that none of
them coued ever make �ts appearance. Upon the whole, we may rest
sat�sfyed w�th the forego�ng conclus�on, that pr�de must have a
cause, as well as an object, and that the one has no �nfluence
w�thout the other.

The d�ff�culty, then, �s only to d�scover th�s cause, and f�nd what �t
�s that g�ves the f�rst mot�on to pr�de, and sets those organs �n act�on,
wh�ch are naturally f�tted to produce that emot�on. Upon my
consult�ng exper�ence, �n order to resolve th�s d�ff�culty, I �mmed�ately
f�nd a hundred d�fferent causes, that produce pr�de; and upon
exam�n�ng these causes, I suppose, what at f�rst I perce�ve to be
probable, that all of them concur �n two c�rcumstances; wh�ch are,
that of themselves they produce an �mpress�on, allyed to the
pass�on, and are placed on a subject, allyed to the object of the
pass�on. When I cons�der after th�s the nature of relat�on, and �ts
effects both on the pass�ons and �deas, I can no longer doubt, upon
these suppos�t�ons, that �t �s the very pr�nc�ple, wh�ch g�ves r�se to
pr�de, and bestows mot�on on those organs, wh�ch be�ng naturally
d�sposed to produce that affect�on, requ�re only a f�rst �mpulse or
beg�nn�ng to the�r act�on. Any th�ng, that g�ves a pleasant sensat�on,
and �s related to self, exc�tes the pass�on of pr�de, wh�ch �s also
agreeable, and has self for �ts object.

What I have sa�d of pr�de �s equally true of hum�l�ty. The sensat�on
of hum�l�ty �s uneasy, as that of pr�de �s agreeable; for wh�ch reason
the separate sensat�on, ar�s�ng from the causes, must be reversed,
wh�le the relat�on to self cont�nues the same. Though pr�de and
hum�l�ty are d�rectly contrary �n the�r effects, and �n the�r sensat�ons,
they have notw�thstand�ng the same object; so that �t �s requ�s�te only
to change the relat�on of �mpress�ons, w�thout mak�ng any change
upon that of �deas. Accord�ngly we f�nd, that a beaut�ful house,
belong�ng to ourselves, produces pr�de; and that the same house,
st�ll belong�ng to ourselves, produces hum�l�ty, when by any acc�dent
�ts beauty �s changed �nto deform�ty, and thereby the sensat�on of
pleasure, wh�ch corresponded to pr�de, �s transformed �nto pa�n,
wh�ch �s related to hum�l�ty. The double relat�on between the �deas
and �mpress�ons subs�sts �n both cases, and produces an easy
trans�t�on from the one emot�on to the other.



In a word, nature has bestowed a k�nd of attract�on on certa�n
�mpress�ons and �deas, by wh�ch one of them, upon �ts appearance,
naturally �ntroduces �ts correlat�ve. If these two attract�ons or
assoc�at�ons of �mpress�ons and �deas concur on the same object,
they mutually ass�st each other, and the trans�t�on of the affect�ons
and of the �mag�nat�on �s made w�th the greatest ease and fac�l�ty.
When an �dea produces an �mpress�on, related to an �mpress�on,
wh�ch �s connected w�th an �dea, related to the f�rst �dea, these two
�mpress�ons must be �n a manner �nseparable, nor w�ll the one �n any
case be unattended w�th the other. It �s after th�s manner, that the
part�cular causes of pr�de and hum�l�ty are determ�ned. The qual�ty,
wh�ch operates on the pass�on, produces separately an �mpress�on
resembl�ng �t; the subject, to wh�ch the qual�ty adheres, �s related to
self, the object of the pass�on: No wonder the whole cause,
cons�st�ng of a qual�ty and of a subject, does so unavo�dably g�ve
r�se to the pass on.

To �llustrate th�s hypothes�s we may compare �t to that, by wh�ch I
have already expla�ned the bel�ef attend�ng the judgments, wh�ch we
form from causat�on. I have observed, that �n all judgments of th�s
k�nd, there �s always a present �mpress�on and a related �dea; and
that the present �mpress�on g�ves a v�vac�ty to the fancy, and the
relat�on conveys th�s v�vac�ty, by an easy trans�t�on, to the related
�dea. W�thout the present �mpress�on, the attent�on �s not f�xed, nor
the sp�r�ts exc�ted. W�thout the relat�on, th�s attent�on rests on �ts f�rst
object, and has no farther consequence. There �s ev�dently a great
analogy betw�xt that hypothes�s and our present one of an
�mpress�on and �dea, that transfuse themselves �nto another
�mpress�on and �dea by means of the�r double relat�on: Wh�ch
analogy must be allowed to be no desp�cable proof of both
hypotheses.





SECT. VI LIMITATIONS OF THIS
SYSTEM

But before we proceed farther �n th�s subject, and exam�ne
part�cularly all the causes of pr�de and hum�l�ty, �t w�ll be proper to
make some l�m�tat�ons to the general system, THAT ALL
AGREEABLE OBJECTS, RELATED TO OURSELVES, BY AN
ASSOCIATION OF IDEAS AND OF IMPRESSIONS, PRODUCE
PRIDE, AND DISAGREEABLE ONES, HUMILITY: And these
l�m�tat�ons are der�ved from the very nature of the subject.

I. Suppose an agreeable object to acqu�re a relat�on to self, the
f�rst pass�on, that appears on th�s occas�on, �s joy; and th�s pass�on
d�scovers �tself upon a sl�ghter relat�on than pr�de and va�n-glory. We
may feel joy upon be�ng present at a feast, where our senses are
regard w�th del�cac�es of every k�nd: But �t �s only the master of the
feast, who, bes�de the same joy, has the add�t�onal pass�on of self-
applause and van�ty. It �s true, men somet�mes boast of a great
enterta�nment, at wh�ch they have only been present; and by so
small a relat�on convert the�r pleasure �nto pr�de: But however, th�s
must �n general be owned, that joy ar�ses from a more
�ncons�derable relat�on than van�ty, and that many th�ngs, wh�ch are
too fore�gn to produce pr�de, are yet able to g�ve us a del�ght and
pleasure, The reason of the d�fference may be expla�ned thus. A
relat�on �s requ�s�te to joy, �n order to approach the object to us, and
make �t g�ve us any sat�sfact�on. But bes�de th�s, wh�ch �s common to
both pass�ons, �t �s requ�s�te to pr�de, �n order to produce a trans�t�on
from one pass�on to another, and convert the fals�f�cat�on �nto van�ty.
As �t has a double task to perform, �t must be endowed w�th double
force and energy. To wh�ch we may add, that where agreeable
objects bear not a very close relat�on to ourselves, they commonly
do to some other person; and th�s latter relat�on not only excels, but
even d�m�n�shes, and somet�mes destroys the former, as we shall
see afterwards. [Part II. Sec. 4.]



Here then �s the f�rst l�m�tat�on, we must make to our general
pos�t�on, that every th�ng related to us, wh�ch produces pleasure or
pa�n, produces l�kew�se pr�de or hum�l�ty. There �s not only a relat�on
requ�red, but a close one, and a closer than �s requ�red to joy.

II. The second l�m�tat�on �s, that the agreeable or d�sagreeable
object be not only closely related, but also pecul�ar to ourselves, or
at least common to us w�th a few persons. It �s a qual�ty observable
�n human nature, and wh�ch we shall endeavour to expla�n
afterwards, that every th�ng, wh�ch �s often presented and to wh�ch
we have been long accustomed, loses �ts value �n our eyes, and �s �n
a l�ttle t�me desp�sed and neglected. We l�kew�se judge of objects
more from compar�son than from the�r real and �ntr�ns�c mer�t; and
where we cannot by some contrast enhance the�r value, we are apt
to overlook even what �s essent�ally good �n them. These qual�t�es of
the m�nd have an effect upon joy as well as pr�de; and �t �s
remarkable, that goods wh�ch are common to all mank�nd, and have
become fam�l�ar to us by custom, g�ve us l�ttle sat�sfact�on; though
perhaps of a more excellent k�nd, than those on wh�ch, for the�r
s�ngular�ty, we set a much h�gher value. But though th�s
c�rcumstance operates on both these pass�ons, �t has a much
greater �nfluence on van�ty. We are rejo�ced for many goods, wh�ch,
on account of the�r frequency, g�ve us no pr�de. Health, when �t
returns after a long absence, affords us a very sens�ble sat�sfact�on;
but �s seldom regarded as a subject of van�ty, because �t �s shared
w�th such vast numbers.

The reason, why pr�de �s so much more del�cate �n th�s part�cular
than joy, I take to be, as follows. In order to exc�te pr�de, there are
always two objects we must contemplate, v�z. the cause or that
object wh�ch produces pleasure; and self, wh�ch �s the real object of
the pass�on. But joy has only one object necessary to �ts product�on,
v�z. that wh�ch g�ves pleasure; and though �t be requ�s�te, that th�s
bear some relat�on to self, yet that �s only requ�s�te �n order to render
�t agreeable; nor �s self, properly speak�ng, the object of th�s pass�on.
S�nce, therefore, pr�de has �n a manner two objects, to wh�ch �t
d�rects our v�ew; �t follows, that where ne�ther of them have any
s�ngular�ty, the pass�on must be more weakened upon that account,
than a pass�on, wh�ch has only one object. Upon compar�ng



ourselves w�th others, as we are every moment apt to do, we f�nd we
are not �n the least d�st�ngu�shed; and upon compar�ng the object we
possess, we d�scover st�ll the same unlucky c�rcumstance. By two
compar�sons so d�sadvantageous the pass�on must be ent�rely
destroyed.

III The th�rd l�m�tat�on �s, that the pleasant or pa�nful object be very
d�scern�ble and obv�ous, and that not only to ourselves, but to others
also. Th�s c�rcumstance, l�ke the two forego�ng, has an effect upon
joy, as well as pr�de. We fancy Ourselves more happy, as well as
more v�rtuous or beaut�ful, when we appear so to others; but are st�ll
more ostentat�ous of our v�rtues than of our pleasures. Th�s proceeds
from causes, wh�ch I shall endeavour to expla�n afterwards.

IV. The fourth l�m�tat�on �s der�ved from the �nconstancy of the
cause of these pass�ons, and from the short durat�on of �ts connex�on
w�th ourselves. What �s casual and �nconstant g�ves but l�ttle joy, and
less pr�de. We are not much sat�sfyed w�th the th�ng �tself; and are
st�ll less apt to feel any new degrees of self-sat�sfact�on upon �ts
account. We foresee and ant�c�pate �ts change by the �mag�nat�on;
wh�ch makes us l�ttle sat�sfyed w�th the th�ng: We compare �t to
ourselves, whose ex�stence �s more durable; by wh�ch means �ts
�nconstancy appears st�ll greater. It seems r�d�culous to �nfer an
excellency �n ourselves from an object, wh�ch �s of so much shorter
durat�on, and attends us dur�ng so small a part of our ex�stence. It
w�ll be easy to comprehend the reason, why th�s cause operates not
w�th the same force �n joy as �n pr�de; s�nce the �dea of self �s not so
essent�al to the former pass�on as to the latter.

V. I may add as a f�fth l�m�tat�on, or rather enlargement of th�s
system, that general rules have a great �nfluence upon pr�de and
hum�l�ty, as well as on all the other pass�ons. Hence we form a not�on
of d�fferent ranks of men, su�table to the power of r�ches they are
possest of; and th�s not�on we change not upon account of any
pecul�ar�t�es of the health or temper of the persons, wh�ch may
depr�ve them of all enjoyment �n the�r possess�ons. Th�s may be
accounted for from the same pr�nc�ples, that expla�ned the �nfluence
of general rules on the understand�ng. Custom read�ly carr�es us
beyond the just bounds �n our pass�ons, as well as �n our reason�ngs.



It may not be am�ss to observe on th�s occas�on, that the �nfluence
of general rules and max�ms on the pass�ons very much contr�butes
to fac�l�tate the effects of all the pr�nc�ples, wh�ch we shall expla�n �n
the progress of th�s treat�se. For �t �s ev�dent, that �f a person full-
grown, and of the same nature w�th ourselves, were on a sudden-
transported �nto our world, he would be very much embarrased w�th
every object, and would not read�ly f�nd what degree of love or
hatred, pr�de or hum�l�ty, or any other pass�on he ought to attr�bute to
�t. The pass�ons are often varyed by very �ncons�derable pr�nc�ples;
and these do not always play w�th a perfect regular�ty, espec�ally on
the f�rst tr�al. But as custom and pract�ce have brought to l�ght all
these pr�nc�ples, and have settled the just value of every th�ng; th�s
must certa�nly contr�bute to the easy product�on of the pass�ons, and
gu�de us, by means of general establ�shed max�ms, �n the
proport�ons we ought to observe �n preferr�ng one object to another.
Th�s remark may, perhaps, serve to obv�ate d�ff�cult�es, that mayar�se
concern�ng some causes, wh�ch I shall hereafter ascr�be to part�cular
pass�ons, and wh�ch may be esteemed too ref�ned to operate so
un�versally and certa�nly, as they are found to do.

I shall close th�s subject w�th a reflect�on der�ved from these f�ve
l�m�tat�ons. Th�s reflect�on �s, that the persons, who are proudest, and
who �n the eye of the world have most reason for the�r pr�de, are not
always the happ�est; nor the most humble always the most
m�serable, as may at f�rst s�ght be �mag�ned from th�s system. An ev�l
may be real. though �ts cause has no relat�on to us: It may be real,
w�thout be�ng pecul�ar: It may be real, w�thout shew�ng �tself to
others: It may be real, w�thout be�ng constant: And �t may be real,
w�thout fall�ng under the general rules. Such ev�ls as these w�ll not
fa�l to render us m�serable, though they have l�ttle tendency to
d�m�n�sh pr�de: And perhaps the most real and the most sol�d ev�ls of
l�fe w�ll be found of th�s nature.



SECT. VII OF VICE AND VIRTUE
Tak�ng these l�m�tat�ons along w�th us, let us proceed to exam�ne

the causes of pr�de and hum�l�ty; and see, whether �n every case we
can d�scover the double relat�ons, by wh�ch they operate on the
pass�ons. If we f�nd that all these causes are related to self, and
produce a pleasure or uneas�ness separate from the pass�on, there
w�ll rema�n no farther scruple w�th regard to the present system. We
shall pr�nc�pally endeavour to prove the latter po�nt; the former be�ng
�n a manner self-ev�dent.

To beg�n, w�th v�ce and v�rtue; wh�ch are the most obv�ous causes
of these pass�ons; �t would be ent�rely fore�gn to my present purpose
to enter upon the controversy, wh�ch of late years has so much
exc�ted the cur�os�ty of the publ�ck. WHETHER THESE MORAL
DISTINCTIONS BE FOUNDED ON NATURAL AND ORIGINAL
PRINCIPLES, OR ARISE FROM INTEREST AND EDUCATION. The
exam�nat�on of th�s I reserve for the follow�ng book; and �n the mean
t�me I shall endeavour to show, that my system ma�nta�ns �ts ground
upon e�ther of these hypotheses; wh�ch w�ll be a strong proof of �ts
sol�d�ty.

For grant�ng that moral�ty had no foundat�on �n nature, �t must st�ll
be allowed, that v�ce and v�rtue, e�ther from self-�nterest or the
prejud�ces of educat�on, produce �n us a real pa�n and pleasure; and
th�s we may observe to be strenuously asserted by the defenders of
that hypothes�s. Every pass�on, hab�t, or turn of character (say they)
wh�ch has a tendency to our advantage or prejud�ce, g�ves a del�ght
or uneas�ness; and �t �s from thence the approbat�on or
d�sapprobat�on ar�ses. We eas�ly ga�n from the l�beral�ty of others,
but are always �n danger of los�ng by the�r avar�ce: Courage defends
us, but coward�ce lays us open to every attack: Just�ce �s the support
of soc�ety, but �njust�ce, unless checked would qu�ckly prove �ts ru�n:
Hum�l�ty exalts; but pr�de mort�f�es us. For these reasons the former
qual�t�es are esteemed v�rtues, and the latter regarded as v�ces. Now



s�nce �t �s granted there �s a del�ght or uneas�ness st�ll attend�ng mer�t
or demer�t of every k�nd, th�s �s all that �s requ�s�te for my purpose.

But I go farther, and observe, that th�s moral hypothes�s and my
present system not only agree together, but also that, allow�ng the
former to be just, �t �s an absolute and �nv�nc�ble proof of the latter.
For �f all moral�ty be founded on the pa�n or pleasure, wh�ch ar�ses
from the prospect of any loss or advantage, that may result from our
own characters, or from those of others, all the effects of moral�ty
must-be der�ved from the same pa�n or pleasure, and among the
rest, the pass�ons of pr�de and hum�l�ty. The very essence of v�rtue,
accord�ng to th�s hypothes�s, �s to produce pleasure and that of v�ce
to g�ve pa�n. The v�rtue and v�ce must be part of our character �n
order to exc�te pr�de or hum�l�ty. What farther proof can we des�re for
the double relat�on of �mpress�ons and �deas?

The same unquest�onable argument may be der�ved from the
op�n�on of those, who ma�nta�n that moral�ty �s someth�ng real,
essent�al, and founded on nature. The most probable hypothes�s,
wh�ch has been advanced to expla�n the d�st�nct�on betw�xt v�ce and
v�rtue, and the or�g�n of moral r�ghts and obl�gat�ons, �s, that from a
pr�mary const�tut�on of nature certa�n characters and pass�ons, by
the very v�ew and contemplat�on, produce a pa�n, and others �n l�ke
manner exc�te a pleasure. The uneas�ness and sat�sfact�on are not
only �nseparable from v�ce and v�rtue, but const�tute the�r very nature
and essence. To approve of a character �s to feel an or�g�nal del�ght
upon �ts appearance. To d�sapprove of �t �s to be sens�ble of an
uneas�ness. The pa�n and pleasure, therefore, be�ng the pr�mary
causes of v�ce and v�rtue, must also be the causes of all the�r effects,
and consequently of pr�de and hum�l�ty, wh�ch are the unavo�dable
attendants of that d�st�nct�on.

But suppos�ng th�s hypothes�s of moral ph�losophy should be
allowed to be false, �t �s st�ll ev�dent, that pa�n and pleasure, �f not the
causes of v�ce and v�rtue, are at least �nseparable from them. A
generous and noble character affords a sat�sfact�on even �n the
survey; and when presented to us, though only �n a poem or fable,
never fa�ls to charm and del�ght us. On the other hand cruelty and
treachery d�splease from the�r very nature; nor �s �t poss�ble ever to



reconc�le us to these qual�t�es, e�ther �n ourselves or others. Thus
one hypothes�s of moral�ty �s an unden�able proof of the forego�ng
system, and the other at worst agrees w�th �t. But pr�de and hum�l�ty
ar�se not from these qual�t�es alone of the m�nd, wh�ch, accord�ng to
the vulgar systems of eth�cks, have been comprehended as parts of
moral duty, but from any other that has a connex�on w�th pleasure
and uneas�ness. Noth�ng flatters our van�ty more than the talent of
pleas�ng by our w�t, good humour, or any other accompl�shment; and
noth�ng g�ves us a more sens�ble mort�f�cat�on than a d�sappo�ntment
�n any attempt of that nature. No one has ever been able to tell what
w�t �s, and to-shew why such a system of thought must be rece�ved
under that denom�nat�on, and such another rejected. It �s only by
taste we can dec�de concern�ng �t, nor are we possest of any other
standard, upon wh�ch we can form a judgment of th�s k�nd. Now what
�s th�s taste, from wh�ch true and false w�t �n a manner rece�ve the�r
be�ng, and w�thout wh�ch no thought can have a t�tle to e�ther of
these denom�nat�ons? It �s pla�nly noth�ng but a sensat�on of
pleasure from true w�t, and of uneas�ness from false, w�thout oar
be�ng able to tell the reasons of that pleasure or uneas�ness. The
power of bestow�ng these oppos�te sensat�ons �s. therefore, the very
essence of true and false w�t; and consequently the cause of that
pr�de or hum�l�ty, wh�ch ar�ses from them.

There may, perhaps, be some, who be�ng accustomed to the style
of the schools and pulp�t, and hav�ng never cons�dered human
nature �n any other l�ght, than that �n wh�ch they place �t, may here be
surpr�zed to hear me talk of v�rtue as exc�t�ng pr�de, wh�ch they look
upon as a v�ce; and of v�ce as produc�ng hum�l�ty, wh�ch they have
been taught to cons�der as a v�rtue. But not to d�spute about words, I
observe, that by pr�de I understand that agreeable �mpress�on, wh�ch
ar�ses �n the m�nd, when the v�ew e�ther of our v�rtue, beauty, r�ches
or power makes us sat�sfyed w�th ourselves: and that by hum�l�ty I
mean the oppos�te �mpress�on. It �s ev�dent the former �mpress�on �s
not always v�c�ous, nor the latter v�rtuous. The most r�g�d moral�ty
allows us to rece�ve a pleasure from reflect�ng on a generous act�on;
and �t �s by none esteemed a v�rtue to feel any fru�tless remorses
upon the thoughts of past v�lla�ny and baseness. Let us, therefore,
exam�ne these �mpress�ons, cons�dered �n themselves; and enqu�re



�nto the�r causes, whether placed on the m�nd or body, w�thout
troubl�ng ourselves at present w�th that mer�t or blame, wh�ch may
attend them.



SECT. VIII OF BEAUTY AND
DEFORMITY

Whether we cons�der the body as a part of ourselves, or assent to
those ph�losophers, who regard �t as someth�ng external, �t must st�ll
be allowed to be near enough connected w�th us to form one of
these double relat�ons, wh�ch I have asserted to be necessary to the
causes of pr�de and hum�l�ty. Wherever, therefore, we can f�nd the
other relat�on of �mpress�ons to jo�n to th�s of �deas, we may expect
w�th assurance e�ther of these pass�ons, accord�ng as the �mpress�on
�s pleasant or uneasy. But beauty of all k�nds g�ves us a pecul�ar
del�ght and sat�sfact�on; as deform�ty produces pa�n, upon whatever
subject �t may be placed, and whether surveyed �n an an�mate or
�nan�mate object. If the beauty or deform�ty, therefore, be placed
upon our own bod�es, th�s pleasure or uneas�ness must be converted
�nto pr�de or hum�l�ty, as hav�ng �n th�s case all the c�rcumstances
requ�s�te to produce a perfect trans�t�on of �mpress�ons and �deas.
These oppos�te sensat�ons are related to the oppos�te pass�ons. The
beauty or deform�ty �s closely related to self, the object of both these
pass�ons. No wonder, then our own beauty becomes an object of
pr�de, and deform�ty of hum�l�ty.

But th�s effect of personal and bod�ly qual�t�es �s not only a proof
of. the present system, by shew�ng that the pass�ons ar�se not �n th�s
case w�thout all the c�rcumstances I have requ�red, but may be
employed as a stronger and more conv�nc�ng argument. If we
cons�der all the hypotheses, wh�ch have been formed e�ther by
ph�losophy or common reason, to expla�n the d�fference betw�xt
beauty and deform�ty, we shall f�nd that all of them resolve �nto th�s,
that beauty �s such an order and construct�on of parts, as e�ther by
the pr�mary const�tut�on of our nature, by custom, or by capr�ce, �s
f�tted to g�ve a pleasure and sat�sfact�on to the soul. Th�s �s the
d�st�ngu�sh�ng character of beauty, and forms all the d�fference
betw�xt �t and deform�ty, whose natural tendency �s to produce



uneas�ness. Pleasure and pa�n, therefore, are not only necessary
attendants of beauty and deform�ty, but const�tute the�r very essence.
And �ndeed, �f we cons�der, that a great part of the beauty, wh�ch we
adm�re e�ther �n an�mals or �n other objects, �s der�ved from the �dea
of conven�ence and ut�l�ty, we shall make no scruple to assent to th�s
op�n�on. That shape, wh�ch produces strength, �s beaut�ful �n one
an�mal; and that wh�ch �s a s�gn of ag�l�ty �n another. The order and
conven�ence of a palace are no less essent�al to �ts beauty, than �ts
mere f�gure and appearance. In l�ke manner the rules of arch�tecture
requ�re, that the top of a p�llar should be more slender than �ts base,
and that because such a f�gure conveys to us the �dea of secur�ty,
wh�ch �s pleasant; whereas the contrary form g�ves us the
apprehens�on of danger, wh�ch �s uneasy. From �nnumerable
�nstances of th�s k�nd, as well as from cons�der�ng that beauty l�ke
w�t, cannot be def�ned, but �s d�scerned only by a taste or sensat�on,
we may conclude, that beauty �s noth�ng but a form, wh�ch produces
pleasure, as deform�ty �s a structure of parts, wh�ch conveys pa�n;
and s�nce the power of produc�ng pa�n and pleasure make �n th�s
manner the essence of beauty and deform�ty, all the effects of these
qual�t�es must be der�ved from the sensat�on; and among the rest
pr�de and hum�l�ty, wh�ch of all the�r effects are the most common
and remarkable.

Th�s argument I esteem just and dec�s�ve; but �n order to g�ve
greater author�ty to the present reason�ng, let us suppose �t false for
a moment, and see what w�ll follow. It �s certa�n, then, that �f the
power of produc�ng pleasure and pa�n forms not the essence of
beauty and deform�ty, the sensat�ons are at least �nseparable from
the qual�t�es, and �t �s even d�ff�cult to cons�der them apart. Now there
�s noth�ng common to natural and moral beauty, (both of wh�ch are
the causes of pr�de) but th�s power of produc�ng pleasure; and as a
common effect supposes always a common cause, �t �s pla�n the
pleasure must �n both cases be the real and �nfluenc�ng cause of the
pass�on. Aga�n; there �s noth�ng or�g�nally d�fferent betw�xt the beauty
of our bod�es and the beauty of external and fore�gn objects, but that
the one has a near relat�on to ourselves, wh�ch �s want�ng �n the
other. Th�s or�g�nal d�fference, therefore, must be the cause of all
the�r other d�fferences, and among the rest, of the�r d�fferent



�nfluence upon the pass�on of pr�de, wh�ch �s exc�ted by the beauty of
our person, but �s not affected �n the lcast by that of fore�gn and
external objects. Plac�ng, then, these two conclus�ons together, we
f�nd they compose the preced�ng system betw�xt them, v�z, that
pleasure, as a related or resembl�ng �mpress�on, when placed on a
related object by a natural trans�t�on, produces pr�de; and �ts
contrary, hum�l�ty. Th�s system, then, seems already suff�c�ently
conf�rmed by exper�ence; that we have not yet exhausted all our
arguments.

It �s not the beauty of the body alone that produces pr�de, but also
�ts strength and force. Strength �s a k�nd of power; and therefore the
des�re to excel �n strength �s to be cons�dered as an �nfer�or spec�es
of amb�t�on. For th�s reason the present phaenomenon w�ll be
suff�c�ently accounted for, �n expla�n�ng that pass�on.

Concern�ng all other bod�ly accompl�shments we may observe �n
general, that whatever �n ourselves �s e�ther useful, beaut�ful, or
surpr�s�ng, �s an object of pr�de; and �t's contrary, of hum�l�ty. Now �t �s
obv�ous, that every th�ng useful, beaut�ful or surpr�s�ng, agrees �n
produc�ng a separate pleasure and agrees �n noth�ng else. The
pleasure, therefore, w�th the relat�on to self must be the cause of the
pass�on.

Though �t should be quest�oned, whether beauty be not someth�ng
real, and d�fferent from the power of produc�ng pleasure, �t can never
be d�sputed, that as surpr�ze �s noth�ng but a pleasure ar�s�ng from
novelty, �t �s not, properly speak�ng, a qual�ty �n any object, but
merely a pass�on or �mpress�on �n the soul. It must, therefore, be
from that �mpress�on, that pr�de by a natural trans�t�on ar�ses. And �t
ar�ses so naturally, that there �s noth�ng �n us or belong�ng to us,
wh�ch produces surpr�ze, that does not at the same t�me exc�te that
other pass�on. Thus we are va�n of the surpr�s�ng adventures we
have met w�th, the escapes we have made, and dangers we have
been exposed to. Hence the or�g�n of vulgar ly�ng; where men
w�thout any �nterest, and merely out of van�ty, heap up a number of
extraord�nary events, wh�ch are e�ther the f�ct�ons of the�r bra�n, or �f
true, have at least no connex�on w�th themselves. The�r fru�tful
�nvent�on suppl�es them w�th a var�ety of adventures; and where that



talent �s want�ng, they appropr�ate such as belong to others, �n order
to sat�sfy the�r van�ty.

In th�s phaenomenon are conta�ned two cur�ous exper�ments,
wh�ch �f we compare them together, accord�ng to the known rules, by
wh�ch we judge of cause and effect �n anatomy, natural ph�losophy,
and other sc�ences, w�ll be an unden�able argument for that �nfluence
of the double relat�ons above-ment�oned. By one of these
exper�ments we f�nd, that an object produces pr�de merely by the
�nterpos�t�on of pleasure; and that because the qual�ty, by wh�ch �t
produces pr�de, �s �n real�ty noth�ng but the power of produc�ng
pleasure. By the other exper�ment we f�nd, that the pleasure
produces the pr�de by a trans�t�on along related �deas; because when
we cut off that relat�on the pass�on �s �mmed�ately destroyed.. A
surpr�s�ng adventure, �n wh�ch we have been ourselves engaged, �s
related to us, and by that means produces pr�de: But the adventures
of others, though they may cause pleasure, yet for want of th�s
relat�on of �deas, never exc�te that pass�on. What farther proof can
be des�red for the present system?

There �s only one object�on to th�s system w�th regard to our body:
wh�ch �s, that though noth�ng be more agreeable than health, and
more pa�nful than s�ckness, yet commonly men are ne�ther proud of
the one, nor mort�fyed w�th the other. Th�s w�ll eas�ly be accounted
for, �f we cons�der the second and fourth l�m�tat�ons, proposed to our
general system. It was observed, that no object ever produces pr�de
or hum�l�ty, �f �t has not someth�ng pecul�ar to ourself; as also, that
every cause of that pass�on must be �n some measure constant, and
hold some proport�on to the durat�on of our self, wh�ch, �s �ts object.
Now as health and s�ckness vary �ncessantly to all men, and there �s
none, who �s solely or certa�nly f�xed �n e�ther, these acc�dental
bless�ngs and calam�t�es are �n a manner separated from us, and are
never cons�dered as connected w�th our be�ng and ex�stence. And
that th�s account �s just appears hence, that wherever a malady of
any k�nd �s so rooted �n our const�tut�on, that we no longer enterta�n
any hopes of recovery, from that moment �t becomes an object of
hum�l�ty; as �s ev�dent �n old men, whom noth�ng mort�f�es more than
the cons�derat�on of the�r age and �nf�rm�t�es. They endeavour, as
long as poss�ble, to conceal the�r bl�ndness and deafness, the�r



rheums and gouts; nor do they ever confess them w�thout reluctance
and uneas�ness. And though young men are not ashamed of every
head-ach or cold they fall �nto, yet no top�c �s so proper to mort�fy
human pr�de, and make us enterta�n a mean op�n�on of our nature,
than th�s, that we are every moment of our l�ves subject to such
�nf�rm�t�es. Th�s suff�c�ently proves that bod�ly pa�n and s�ckness are
�n themselves proper causes of hum�l�ty; though the custom of
est�mat�ng every th�ng by compar�son more than by �ts �ntr�ns�c worth
and value, makes us overlook these calam�t�es, wh�ch we f�nd to be
�nc�dent to every one, and causes us to form an �dea of our mer�t and
character �ndependent of them.

We are ashamed of such malad�es as affect others, and are e�ther
dangerous or d�sagreeable to them. Of the ep�lepsy; because �t g�ves
a horror to every one present: Of the �tch; because �t �s �nfect�ous: Of
the k�ng's-ev�l; because �t commonly goes to poster�ty. Men always
cons�der the sent�ments of others �n the�r judgment of themselves.
Th�s has ev�dently appeared �n some of the forego�ng reason�ngs;
and w�ll appear st�ll more ev�dently, and be more fully expla�ned
afterwards.



SECT. IX OF EXTERNAL
ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES

But though pr�de and hum�l�ty have the qual�t�es of our m�nd and
body that �s self, for the�r natural and more �mmed�ate causes, we
f�nd by exper�ence, that there are many other objects, wh�ch produce
these affect�ons, and that the pr�mary one �s, �n some measure,
obscured and lost by the mult�pl�c�ty of fore�gn and extr�ns�c. We
found a van�ty upon houses, gardens, equ�pages, as well as upon
personal mer�t and accompl�shments; and though these external
advantages be �n themselves w�dely d�stant from thought or a
person, yet they cons�derably �nfluence even a pass�on, wh�ch �s
d�rected to that as �ts ult�mate object, Th�s, happens when external
objects acqu�re any part�cular relat�on to ourselves, and are
assoc�ated or connected w�th us. A beaut�ful f�sh �n the ocean, an
an�mal �n a desart, and �ndeed any th�ng that ne�ther belongs, nor �s
related to us, has no manner of �nfluence on our van�ty, whatever
extraord�nary qual�t�es �t may be endowed w�th, and whatever degree
of surpr�ze and adm�rat�on �t may naturally occas�on. It must be some
way assoc�ated w�th us �n order to touch our pr�de. Its �dea must
hang �n a manner, upon that of ourselves and the trans�t�on from the
one to the other must be easy and natural.

But here �t �s remarkable, that though the relat�on of resemblance
operates upon the m�nd �n the same manner as cont�gu�ty and
causat�on, �n convey�ng us from one �dea to another, yet �t �s seldom
a foundat�on e�ther of pr�de or of hum�l�ty. If we resemble a person �n
any of the valuable parts of h�s character, we must, �n some degree,
possess the qual�ty, �n wh�ch we resemble h�m; and th�s qual�ty we
always chuse to survey d�rectly �n ourselves rather than by reflex�on
�n another person, when we would found upon �t any degree of
van�ty. So that though a l�keness may occas�onally produce that
pass�on by suggest�ng a more advantageous �dea of ourselves, �t �s



there the v�ew f�xes at last, and the pass�on f�nds �ts ult�mate and
f�nal cause.

There are �nstances, �ndeed, where�n men shew a van�ty �n
resembl�ng a great man �n h�s countenance, shape, a�r, or other
m�nute c�rcumstances, that contr�bute not �n any degree to h�s
reputat�on; but �t must be confessed that th�s extends not very far,
nor �s of any cons�derable moment �n these affect�ons. For th�s I
ass�gn the follow�ng reason. We can never have a van�ty of
resembl�ng �n tr�fles any person, unless he be possessed of very
sh�n�ng qual�t�es, wh�ch g�ve us a respect and venerat�on for h�m.
These qual�t�es, then, are, properly speak�ng, the causes of our
van�ty, by means of the�r relat�on to ourselves. Now after what
manner are they related to ourselves? They are parts of the person
we value, and consequently connected w�th these tr�fles; wh�ch are
also supposed to be parts of h�m. These tr�fles are connected w�th
the resembl�ng qual�t�es �n us; and these qual�t�es �n us, be�ng parts,
are connected w�th the whole; and by that means form a cha�n of
several l�nks of the person we resemble. But bes�des that th�s
mult�tude of relat�ons must weaken the connex�on; �t �s ev�dent the
m�nd, �n pass�ng from the sh�n�ng qual�t�es to the tr�v�al ones, must by
that contrast the better perce�ve the m�nuteness of the latter, and be
�n some measure ashamed of the compar�son and resemblance.

The relat�on, therefore, of cont�gu�ty, or that of causat�on, betw�xt
the cause and object of pr�de and hum�l�ty, �s alone requ�s�te to g�ve
r�se to these pass�ons; and these relat�ons are noth�ng else but
qual�t�es, by wh�ch the �mag�nat�on �s conveyed from one �dea to
another. Now let us cons�der what effect these can poss�bly have
upon the m�nd, and by what means they become so requ�s�te to the
product�on of the pass�ons. It �s ev�dent, that the assoc�at�on of �deas
operates �n so s�lent and �mpercept�ble a manner, that we are scarce
sens�ble of �t, and d�scover �t more by �ts effects than by any
�mmed�ate feel�ng or percept�on. It produces no emot�on, and g�ves
r�se to no new �mpress�on of any k�nd, but only mod�f�es those �deas,
of wh�ch the m�nd was formerly possessed, and wh�ch �t coued recal
upon occas�on. From th�s reason�ng, as well as from undoubted
exper�ence, we may conclude, that an assoc�at�on of �deas, however
necessary, �s not alone suff�c�ent to g�ve r�se to any pass�on.



It �s ev�dent, then, that when the m�nd feels the pass�on e�ther of
pr�de or hum�l�ty upon the appearance of related object, there �s,
bes�de the relat�on or trans�t�on of thought, an emot�on or or�g�nal
�mpress�on produced by some other pr�nc�ple. The quest�on �s,
whether the emot�on f�rst produced be the pass�on �tself, or some
other �mpress�on related to �t. Th�s quest�on we cannot be long �n
dec�d�ng, For bes�des all the other arguments, w�th wh�ch th�s subject
abounds, �t must ev�dently appear, that the relat�on of �deas, wh�ch
exper�ence shews to be so requ�s�te a c�rcumstance to the
product�on of the pass�on, would be ent�rely superfluous, were �t not
to second a relat�on of affect�ons, and fac�l�tate the trans�t�on from
one �mpress�on to another. If nature produced �mmed�ately the
pass�on of pr�de or hum�l�ty, �t would be compleated �n �tself, and
would requ�re no farther add�t�on or encrease from any other
affect�on. But suppos�ng the f�rst emot�on to be only related to pr�de
or hum�l�ty, �t �s eas�ly conce�ved to what purpose the relat�on of
objects may serve, and how the two d�fferent assoc�at�ons, of
�mpress�ons and �deas, by un�t�ng the�r forces, may ass�st each
other's operat�on. Th�s �s not only eas�ly conce�ved, but I w�ll venture
to aff�rm �t �s the only manner, �n wh�ch we can conce�ve th�s subject.
An easy trans�t�on of �deas, wh�ch, of �tself, causes no emot�on, can
never be necessary, or even useful to the pass�ons, but by
forward�ng the trans�t�on betw�xt some related �mpress�ons. Not to
ment�on, that the same object causes a greater or smaller degree of
pr�de, not only �n proport�on to the encrease or decrease of �ts
qual�t�es, but also to the d�stance or nearness of the relat�on; wh�ch �s
a clear argument for the trans�t�on of affect�ons along the relat�on of
�deas; s�nce every change �n the relat�on produces a proport�onable
change �n the pass�on. Thus one part of the preced�ng system,
concern�ng the relat�ons of �deas �s a suff�c�ent proof of the other,
concern�ng that of �mpress�ons; and �s �tself so ev�dently founded on
exper�ence, that �t would be lost t�me to endeavour farther to prove �t.

Th�s w�ll appear st�ll more ev�dently �n part�cular �nstances. Men
are va�n of the beauty of the�r country, of the�r county, of the�r par�sh.
Here the �dea of beauty pla�nly produces a pleasure. Th�s pleasure �s
related to pr�de. The object or cause of th�s pleasure �s, by the
suppos�t�on, related to self, or the object of pr�de. By th�s double



relat�on of �mpress�ons and �deas, a trans�t�on �s made from the one
�mpress�on to the other.

Men are also va�n of the temperature of the cl�mate, �n wh�ch they
were born; of the fert�l�ty of the�r nat�ve so�l; of the goodness of the
w�nes, fru�ts or v�ctuals, produced by �t; of the softness or force of
the�r language; w�th other part�culars of that k�nd. These objects have
pla�nly a reference to the pleasures of the senses, and are or�g�nally
cons�dered as agreeable to the feel�ng, taste or hear�ng. How �s �t
poss�ble they coued ever become objects of pr�de, except by means
of that trans�t�on above-expla�ned?

There are some, that d�scover a van�ty of an oppos�te k�nd, and
affect to deprec�ate the�r own country, �n compar�son of those, to
wh�ch they have travelled. These persons f�nd, when they are at
home, and surrounded w�th the�r countrymen, that the strong relat�on
betw�xt them and the�r own nat�on �s shared w�th so many, that �t �s �n
a manner lost to them; whereas the�r d�stant relat�on to a fore�gn
country, wh�ch �s formed by the�r hav�ng seen �t and l�ved �n �t, �s
augmented by the�r cons�der�ng how few there are who have done
the same. For th�s reason they always adm�re the beauty, ut�l�ty and
rar�ty of what �s abroad, above what �s at home.

S�nce we can be va�n of a country, cl�mate or any �nan�mate object,
wh�ch bears a relat�on to us, �t �s no wonder we are va�n of the
qual�t�es of those, who are connected w�th us by blood or fr�endsh�p.
Accord�ngly we f�nd, that the very same qual�t�es, wh�ch �n ourselves
produce pr�de, produce also �n a lesser degree the same affect�on,
when d�scovered �n persons related to us. The beauty, address,
mer�t, cred�t and honours of the�r k�ndred are carefully d�splayed by
the proud, as some of the�r most cons�derable sources of the�r van�ty.

As we are proud of r�ches �n ourselves, so to sat�sfy our van�ty we
des�re that every one, who has any connex�on w�th us, should
l�kew�se be possest of them, and are ashamed of any one, that �s
mean or poor, among our fr�ends and relat�ons. For th�s reason we
remove the poor as far from us as poss�ble; and as we cannot
prevent poverty �n some d�stant collaterals, and our forefathers are
taken to be our nearest relat�ons; upon th�s account every one



affects to be of a good fam�ly, and to be descended from a long
success�on of r�ch and honourable ancestors.

I have frequently observed, that those, who boast of the ant�qu�ty
of the�r fam�l�es, are glad when they can jo�n th�s c�rcumstance, that
the�r ancestors for many generat�ons have been un�nterrupted
propr�etors of the same port�on of land, and that the�r fam�ly has
never changed �ts possess�ons, or been transplanted �nto any other
county or prov�nce. I have also observed, that �t �s an add�t�onal
subject of van�ty, when they can boast, that these possess�ons have
been transm�tted through a descent composed ent�rely of males, and
that the honour, and fortune have never past through any female. Let
us endeavour to expla�n these phaenomena by the forego�ng
system.

It �s ev�dent, that when any one boasts of the ant�qu�ty of h�s
fam�ly, the subjects of h�s van�ty are not merely the extent of t�me
and number of ancestors, but also the�r r�ches and cred�t, wh�ch are
supposed to reflect a lustre on h�mself on account of h�s relat�on to
them. He f�rst cons�ders these objects; �s affected by them �n an
agreeable manner; and then return�ng back to h�mself, through the
relat�on of parent and ch�ld, �s elevated w�th the pass�on of pr�de, by
means of the double relat�on, of �mpress�ons and �deas. S�nce
therefore the pass�on depends on these relat�ons, whatever
strengthens any of the relat�ons must also encrease the pass�on, and
whatever weakens the relat�ons must d�m�n�sh the pass�on. Now �t �s
certa�n the �dent�ty of the posses�on strengthens the relat�on of �deas
ar�s�ng from blood and k�ndred, and conveys the fancy w�th greater
fac�l�ty from one generat�on to another, from the remote ancestors to
the�r poster�ty, who are both the�r he�rs and the�r descendants. By
th�s fac�l�ty the �mpress�on �s transm�tted more ent�re, and exc�tes a
greater degree of pr�de and van�ty.

The case �s the same w�th the transm�ss�on of the honours and
fortune through a success�on of males w�thout the�r pass�ng through
any female. It �s a qual�ty of human nature, wh�ch we shall cons�der
[Part II. Sect, 2.] afterwards, that the �mag�nat�on naturally turns to
whatever �s �mportant and cons�derable; and where two objects are
presented to �t, a small and a great one, usually leaves the former,



and dwells ent�rely upon the latter. As �n the soc�ety of marr�age, the
male sex has the advantage above the female, the husband f�rst
engages our attent�on; and whether we cons�der h�m d�rectly, or
reach h�m by pass�ng through related objects, the thought both rests
upon h�m w�th greater sat�sfact�on, and arr�ves at h�m w�th greater
fac�l�ty than h�s consort. It �s easy to see, that th�s property must
strengthen the ch�ld's relat�on to the father, and weaken that to the
mother. For as all relat�ons are noth�ng hut a propens�ty to pass from
one �dea ma another, whatever strengthens the propens�ty
strengthens the relat�on; and as we have a stronger propens�ty to
pass from the �dea of the ch�ldren to that of the father, than from the
same �dea to that of the mother, we ought to regard the former
relat�on as the closer and more cons�derable. Th�s �s the reason why
ch�ldren commonly bear the�r father's name, and are esteemed to be
of nobler or baser b�rth, accord�ng to h�s fam�ly. And though the
mother should be possest of a super�or sp�r�t and gen�us to the
father, as often happens, the general rule preva�ls, notw�thstand�ng
the excepr�on, accord�ng to the doctr�ne above-expla�ned. Nay even
when a super�or�ty of any k�nd �s so great, or when any other reasons
have such an effect, as to make the ch�ldren rather represent: the
mother's fam�ly than the father's, the general rule st�ll reta�ns such an
eff�cacy that �t weakens the relat�on, and makes a k�nd of break �n
the l�ne of ancestors. The �mag�nat�on runs not along them w�th
fac�l�ty, nor �s able to transfer the honour and cred�t of the ancestors
to the�r poster�ty of the same name and fam�ly so read�ly, as when
the trans�t�on �s conformable to the general rules, and passes from
father to son, or from brother to brother.



SECT. X OF PROPERTY AND RICHES
But the relat�on, wh�ch �s esteemed the closest, and wh�ch of all

others produces most commonly the pass�on of pr�de, �s that of
property. Th�s relat�on �t w�ll be �mposs�ble for me fully to expla�n
before I come to treat of just�ce and the other moral v�rtues. It �s
suff�c�ent to observe on th�s occas�on, that property may be def�ned,
such a relat�on betw�xt a person and an object as perm�ts h�m, but
forb�ds any other, the free use and possess�on of �t, w�thout v�olat�ng
the laws of just�ce and moral equ�ty. If just�ce, therefore, be a v�rtue,
wh�ch has a natural and or�g�nal �nfluence on the human m�nd,
property may be looked upon as a part�cular spec�es of causat�on;
whether we cons�der the l�berty �t g�ves the propr�etor to operate as
he please upon the object or the advantages, wh�ch he reaps from �t.
It �s the same case, �f just�ce, accord�ng to the system of certa�n
ph�losophers, should be esteemed an art�f�c�al and not a natural
v�rtue. For then honour, and custom, and c�v�l laws supply the place
of natural consc�ence, and produce, �n some degree, the same
effects. Th�s �n the mean t�me �s certa�n, that the ment�on of the
property naturally carr�es our thought to the propr�etor, and of the
propr�etor to the property; wh�ch be�ng a proof of a perfect relat�on of
�deas �s all that �s requ�s�te to our present purpose. A relat�on of
�deas, jo�ned to that of �mpress�ons, always produces a trans�t�on of
affect�ons; and therefore, whenever any pleasure or pa�n ar�ses from
an object, connected w�th us by property. we may be certa�n, that
e�ther pr�de or hum�l�ty must ar�se from th�s conjunct�on of relat�ons; �f
the forego�ng system be sol�d and sat�sfactory. And whether �t be so
or not, we may soon sat�sfy ourselves by the most cursory v�ew of
human l�fe.

Every th�ng belong�ng to a va�n man �s the best that �s any where
to be found. H�s houses, equ�page, furn�ture, doaths, horses,
hounds, excel all others �n h�s conce�t; and �t �s easy to observe, that
from the least advantage �n any of these, he draws a new subject of



pr�de and van�ty. H�s w�ne, �f you'll bel�eve h�m, has a f�ner flavour
than any other; h�s cookery �s more exqu�s�te; h�s table more orderly;
h�s servants more expert; the a�r, �n wh�ch he l�ves, more healthful;
the so�l he cult�vates more fert�le; h�s fru�ts r�pen earl�er and to
greater perfect�on: Such a th�ng �s remarkable for �ts novelty; such
another for �ts ant�qu�ty: Th�s �s the workmansh�p of a famous art�st;
that belonged once to such a pr�nce or great man: All objects, �n a
word, that are useful, beaut�ful or surpr�s�ng, or are related to such,
may, by means of property, g�ve r�se to th�s pass�on. These agree �n
g�v�ng pleasure, and agree �n noth�ng else. Th�s alone �s common to
them; and therefore must be the qual�ty that produces the pass�on,
wh�ch �s the�r common effect. As every new �nstance �s a new
argument, and as the �nstances are here w�thout number, I may
venture to aff�rm, that scarce any system was ever so fully proved by
exper�ence, as that wh�ch I have here advanced.

If the property of any th�ng, that g�ves pleasure e�ther by �ts ut�l�ty,
beauty or novelty, produces also pr�de by a double relat�on of
�mpress�ons and �deas; we need not be surpr�zed, that the power of
acqu�r�ng th�s property, should have the same effect. Now r�ches are
to be cons�dered as the power of acqu�r�ng the property of what
pleases; and �t �s only �n th�s v�ew they have any �nfluence on the
pass�ons. Paper w�ll, on many occas�ons, be cons�dered as r�ches,
and that because �t may convey the power of acqu�r�ng money: And
money �s not r�ches, as �t �s a metal endowed w�th certa�n qual�t�es of
sol�d�ty, we�ght and fus�b�l�ty; but only as �t has a relat�on to the
pleasures and conven�ences of l�fe. Tak�ng then th�s for granted,
wh�ch �s �n �tself so ev�dent, we may draw from �t one of the strongest
arguments I have yet employed to prove the �nfluence of the double
relat�ons on pr�de and hum�l�ty.

It has been observed �n treat�ng of the understand�ng, that the
d�st�nct�on, wh�ch we somet�mes make betw�xt a power and the
exerc�se of �t, �s ent�rely fr�volous, and that ne�ther man nor any other
be�ng ought ever to be thought possest of any ab�l�ty, unless �t be
exerted and put �n act�on. But though th�s be str�ctly true �n a just and
ph�losoph�cal way of th�nk�ng, �t �s certa�n �t �s not the ph�losophy of
our pass�ons; but that many th�ngs operate upon them by means of
the �dea and suppos�t�on of power, �ndependent of �ts actual



exerc�se. We are pleased when we acqu�re an ab�l�ty of procur�ng
pleasure, and are d�spleased when another acqu�res a power of
g�v�ng pa�n. Th�s �s ev�dent from exper�ence; but �n order to g�ve a
just expl�cat�on of the matter, and account for th�s sat�sfact�on and
uneas�ness, we must we�gh the follow�ng reflect�ons.

It �s ev�dent the error of d�st�ngu�sh�ng power from �ts exerc�se
proceeds not ent�rely from the scholast�c doctr�ne of free-w�ll, wh�ch,
�ndeed, enters very l�ttle �nto common l�fe, and has but small
�nfluence on our vulgar and popular ways of th�nk�ng. Accord�ng to
that doctr�ne, mot�ves depr�ve us not of free-w�ll, nor take away our
power of perform�ng or forbear�ng any act�on. But accord�ng to
common not�ons a man has no power, where very cons�derable
mot�ves l�e betw�xt h�m and the sat�sfact�on of h�s des�res, and
determ�ne h�m to forbear what he w�shes to perform. I do not th�nk I
have fallen �nto my enemy's power, when I see h�m pass me �n the
streets w�th a sword by h�s s�de, wh�le I am unprov�ded of any
weapon. I know that the fear of the c�v�l mag�strate �s as strong a
restra�nt as any of �ron, and that I am �n as perfect safety as �f he
were cha�ned or �mpr�soned. But when a person acqu�res such an
author�ty over me, that not only there �s no external obstacle to h�s
act�ons; but also that he may pun�sh or reward me as he pleases,
w�thout any dread of pun�shment �n h�s turn, I then attr�bute a full
power to h�m, and cons�der myself as h�s subject or vassal.

Now �f we compare these two cases, that of a person, who has
very strong mot�ves of �nterest or safety to forbear any act�on, and
that of another, who l�es under no such obl�gat�on, we shall f�nd,
accord�ng to the ph�losophy expla�ned �n the forego�ng book, that the
only known d�fference betw�xt them l�es �n th�s, that �n the former
case we conclude from past exper�ence, that the person never w�ll
perform that act�on, and �n the latter, that he poss�bly or probably w�ll
perform �t. Noth�ng �s more fluctuat�ng and �nconstant on many
occas�ons, than the w�ll of man; nor �s there any th�ng but strong
mot�ves, wh�ch can g�ve us an absolute certa�nty �n pronounc�ng
concern�ng any of h�s future act�ons. When we see a person free
from these mot�ves, we suppose a poss�b�l�ty e�ther of h�s act�ng or
forbear�ng; and though �n general we may conclude h�m to be
determ�ned by mot�ves and causes, yet th�s removes not the



uncerta�nty of our judgment concern�ng these causes, nor the
�nfluence of that uncerta�nty on the pass�ons. S�nce therefore we
ascr�be a power of perform�ng an act�on to every one, who has no
very powerful mot�ve to forbear �t, and refuse �t to such as have; �t
may justly be concluded, that power has always a reference to �ts
exerc�se, e�ther actual or probable, and that we cons�der a person as
endowed w�th any ab�l�ty when we f�nd from past exper�ence, that �t
�s probable, or at least poss�ble he may exert �t. And �ndeed, as our
pass�ons always regard the real ex�stence of objects, and we always
judge of th�s real�ty from past �nstances; noth�ng can be more l�kely
of �tself, w�thout any farther reason�ng, than that power cons�sts �n
the poss�b�l�ty or probab�l�ty of any act�on, as d�scovered by
exper�ence and the pract�ce of the world.

Now �t �s ev�dent, that wherever a person �s �n such a s�tuadon w�th
regard to me, that there �s no very powerful mot�ve to deter h�m from
�njur�ng me, and consequently �t �s uncerta�n whether he w�ll �njure
me or not, I must be uneasy �n such a s�tuat�on, and cannot cons�der
the poss�b�l�ty or probab�l�ty of that �njury w�thout a sens�ble concern.
The pass�ons are not only affected by such events as are certa�n and
�nfall�ble, but also �n an �nfer�or degree by such as are poss�ble and
cont�ngent. And though perhaps I never really feel any harm, and
d�scover by the event, that, ph�losoph�cally speak�ng, the person
never had any power of harm�ng me; s�nce he d�d not exert any; th�s
prevents not my uneas�ness from the preced�ng uncerta�nty. The
agreeable pass�ons may here operate as well as the uneasy, and
convey a pleasure when I perce�ve a good to become e�ther poss�ble
or probable by the poss�b�l�ty or probab�l�ty of another's bestow�ng �t
on me, upon the removal of any strong mot�ves, wh�ch m�ght
formerly have h�ndered h�m.

But we may farther observe, that th�s sat�sfact�on encreases, when
any good approaches �n such a manner that �t �t �n one's own power
to take or leave �t, and there ne�ther �s any phys�cal �mped�ment, nor
any very strong mot�ve to h�nder our enjoyment. As all men des�re
pleasure, noth�ng can be more probable, than �ts ex�stence when
there �s no external obstacle to the produc�ng �t, and men perce�ve
no danger �n follow�ng the�r �ncl�nat�ons. In that case the�r �mag�nat�on



eas�ly ant�c�pates the sat�sfact�on, and conveys the same joy, as �f
they were persuaded of �ts real and actual ex�stence.

But th�s accounts not suff�c�ently for the sat�sfact�on, wh�ch attends
r�ches. A m�ser rece�ves del�ght from h�s money; that �s, from the
power �t affords h�m of procur�ng all the pleasures and conven�ences
of l�fe, though he knows he has enjoyed h�s r�ches for forty years
w�thout ever employ�ng them; and consequently cannot conclude by
any spec�es of reason�ng, that the real ex�stence of these pleasures
�s nearer, than �f he were ent�rely depr�ved of all h�s possess�ons. But
though he cannot form any such conclus�on �n a way of reason�ng
concern�ng she nearer approach of the pleasure, �t �s certa�n he
�mag�nes �t to approach nearer, whenever all external obstacles are
removed, along w�th the more powerful mot�ves of �nterest and
danger, wh�ch oppose �t. For farther sat�sfact�on on th�s head I must
refer to my account of the w�ll, where I shall [Part III. Sect. 2.] expla�n
that false sensat�on of l�berty, wh�ch make, us �mag�ne we can
perform any th�ng, that �s not very dangerous or destruct�ve.
Whenever any other person �s under no strong obl�gat�ons of �nterest
to forbear any pleasure, we judge from exper�ence, that the pleasure
w�ll ex�st, and that he w�ll probably obta�n �t. But when ourselves are
�n that s�tuat�on, we judge from an �llus�on of the fancy, that the
pleasure �s st�ll closer and more �mmed�ate. The w�ll seems to move
eas�ly every way, and casts a shadow or �mage of �tself, even to that
s�de, on wh�ch �t d�d not settle. By means of th�s �mage the
enjoyment seems to approach nearer to us, and g�ves us the same
l�vely sat�sfact�on, as �f �t were perfectly certa�n and unavo�dable.

It w�ll now be easy to draw th�s whole reason�ng to a pa�nt, and to
prove, that when r�ches produce any pr�de or van�ty �n the�r
possessors, as they never fa�l so do, �t �s only by means of a double
relat�on of �mpress�ons and �deas. The very essence of r�ches
cons�sts �n the power of procur�ng the pleasures and conven�ences
of l�fe. The very essence of th�s cons�sts �n the probab�l�ty of �ts
exerc�se, and �n �ts caus�ng us to ant�c�pate, by a true or false
reason�ng, the real ex�stence of the pleasure. Th�s ant�c�pat�on of
pleasure �s, �n �tself, a very cons�derable pleasure; and as �ts cause
�s some possess�on or property, wh�ch we enjoy, and wh�ch �s
thereby related to us, we here dearly see all the parts of the



forego�ng system most exactly and d�st�nctly drawn out before us.
For the same reason, that r�ches cause pleasure and pr�de, and
poverty exc�tes uneas�ness and hum�l�ty, power must produce the
former emot�ons, and slavery the latter. Power or an author�ty over
others makes us capable of sat�sfy�ng all our des�res; as slavery, by
subject�ng us to the w�ll of others, exposes us to a thousand wants,
and mort�f�cat�ons.

It �s here worth observ�ng, that the van�ty of power, or shame of
slavery, are much augmented by the cons�derat�on of the persons,
over whom we exerc�se our author�ty, or who exerc�se �t over us. For
suppos�ng �t poss�ble to frame statues of such an adm�rable
mechan�sm, that they coued move and act �n obed�ence to the w�ll; �t
�s ev�dent the possess�on of them would g�ve pleasure and pr�de, but
not to such a degree, as the same author�ty, when exerted over
sens�ble and rat�onal creatures, whose cond�t�on, be�ng compared to
our own, makes �t seem more agreeable and honourable.
Compar�son �s �n every case a sure method of augment�ng our
esteem of any th�ng. A r�ch man feels the fel�c�ty of h�s cond�t�on
better by oppos�ng �t to that of a beggar. But there �s a pecul�ar
advantage �n power, by the contrast, wh�ch �s, �n a manner,
presented to us, betw�xt ourselves and the person we command.
The compar�son �s obv�ous and natural: The �mag�nat�on f�nds �t �n
the very subject: The passage of the thought to �ts concept�on �s
smooth and easy. And that th�s c�rcumstance has a cons�derable
effect �n augment�ng �ts �nfluence, w�ll appear afterwards �n
exam�n�ng the nature of mal�ce and envy.





SECT. XI OF THE LOVE OF FAME
But bes�de these or�g�nal causes of pr�de and hum�l�ty, there �s a

secondary one �n the op�n�ons of others, wh�ch has an equal
�nfluence on the affect�ons. Our reputat�on, our character, our name
are cons�derat�ons of vast we�ght and �mportance; and even the
other causes of pr�de; v�rtue, beauty and r�ches; have l�ttle �nfluence,
when not seconded by the op�n�ons and sent�ments of others. In
order to account for th�s phaenomenon �t w�ll be necessary to take
some compass, and f�rst expla�n the nature of sympathy.

No qual�ty of human nature �s more remarkable, both �n �tself and
�n �ts consequences, than that propens�ty we have to sympath�ze
w�th others, and to rece�ve by commun�cat�on the�r �ncl�nat�ons and
sent�ments, however d�fferent from, or even contrary to our own. Th�s
�s not only consp�cuous �n ch�ldren, who �mpl�c�tly embrace every
op�n�on proposed to them; but also �n men of the greatest judgment
and understand�ng, who f�nd �t very d�ff�cult to follow the�r own reason
or �ncl�nat�on, �n oppos�t�on to that of the�r fr�ends and da�ly
compan�ons. To th�s pr�nc�ple we ought to ascr�be the great
un�form�ty we may observe �n the humours and turn of th�nk�ng of
those of the same nat�on; and �t �s much more probable, that th�s
resemblance ar�ses from sympathy, than from any �nfluence of the
so�l and cl�mate, wh�ch, though they cont�nue �nvar�ably the same,
are not able to preserve the character of a nat�on the same for a
century together. A good-natured man f�nds h�mself �n an �nstant of
the same humour w�th h�s company; and even the proudest and
most surly take a t�ncture from the�r countrymen and acqua�ntance. A
chearful countenance �nfuses a sens�ble complacency and seren�ty
�nto my m�nd; as an angry or sorrowful one throws a sudden dump
upon me. Hatred, resentment, esteem, love, courage, m�rth and
melancholy; all these pass�ons I feel more from commun�cat�on than
from my own natural temper and d�spos�t�on. So remarkable a



phaenomenon mer�ts our attent�on, and must be traced up to �ts f�rst
pr�nc�ples.

When any affect�on �s �nfused by sympathy, �t �s at f�rst known only
by �ts effects, and by those external s�gns �n the countenance and
conversat�on, wh�ch convey an �dea of �t. Th�s �dea �s presently
converted �nto an �mpress�on, and acqu�res such a degree of force
and v�vac�ty, as to become the very pass�on �tself, and produce an
equal emot�on, as any or�g�nal affect�on. However �nstantaneous th�s
change of the �dea �nto an �mpress�on may be, �t proceeds from
certa�n v�ews and reflect�ons, wh�ch w�ll not escape the str�ct scrut�ny
of a. ph�losopher, though they may the person h�mself, who makes
them.

It �s ev�dent, that the �dea, or rather �mpress�on of ourselves �s
always �nt�mately present w�th us, and that our consc�ousness g�ves
us so l�vely a concept�on of our own person, that �t �s not poss�ble to
�mag�ne, that any th�ng can �n th�s part�cular go beyond �t. Whatever
object, therefore, �s related to ourselves must be conce�ved w�th a
l�ttle v�vac�ty of concept�on, accord�ng to the forego�ng pr�nc�ples; and
though th�s relat�on should not be so strong as that of causat�on, �t
must st�ll have a cons�derable �nfluence. Resemblance and cont�gu�ty
are relat�ons not to be neglected; espec�ally when by an �nference
from cause and effect, and by the observat�on of external s�gns, we
are �nformed of the real ex�stence of the object, wh�ch �s resembl�ng
or cont�guous.

Now �t �s obv�ous, that nature has preserved a great resemblance
among all human creatures, and that we never remark any pass�on
or pr�nc�ple �n others, of wh�ch, �n some degree or other, we may not
f�nd a parallel �n ourselves. The case �s the same w�th the fabr�c of
the m�nd, as w�th that of the body. However the parts may d�ffer �n
shape or s�ze, the�r structure and compos�t�on are �n general the
same. There �s a very remarkable resemblance, wh�ch preserves
�tself am�dst all the�r var�ety; and th�s resemblance must very much
contr�bute to make us enter �nto the sent�ments of others; and
embrace them w�th fac�l�ty and pleasure. Accord�ngly we f�nd, that
where, bes�de the general resemblance of our natures, there �s any
pecul�ar s�m�lar�ty �n our manners, or character, or country, or



language, �t fac�l�tates the sympathy. The stronger the relat�on �s
betw�xt ourselves and any object, the more eas�ly does the
�mag�nat�on make the trans�t�on, and convey to the related �dea the
v�vac�ty of concept�on, w�th wh�ch we always form the �dea of our
own person.

Nor �s resemblance the only relat�on, wh�ch has th�s effect, but
rece�ves new force from other relat�ons, that may accompany �t. The
sent�ments of others have l�ttle �nfluence, when far removed from us,
and requ�re the relat�on of cont�gu�ty, to make them commun�cate
themselves ent�rely. The relat�ons of blood, be�ng a spec�es of
causat�on, may somet�mes contr�bute to the same effect; as also
acqua�ntance, wh�ch operates �n the same manner w�th educat�on
and custom; as we shall see more fully [Part II. Sect. 4.] afterwards.
All these relat�ons, when un�ted together, convey the �mpress�on or
consc�ousness of our own person to the �dea of the sent�ments or
pass�ons of others, and makes us conce�ve them �n the strongest
and most l�vely manner.

It has been remarked �n the beg�nn�ng of th�s treat�se, that all �deas
are borrowed from �mpress�ons, and that these two k�nds of
percept�ons d�ffer only �n the degrees of force and v�vac�ty, w�th
wh�ch they str�ke upon the soul. The component part of �deas and
�mpress�ons are prec�sely al�ke. The manner and order of the�r
appearance may be the same. The d�fferent degrees of the�r force
and v�vac�ty are, therefore, the only part�culars, that d�st�ngu�sh them:
And as th�s d�fference may be removed, �n some measure, by a
relat�on betw�xt the �mpress�ons and �deas, �t �s no wonder an �dea of
a sent�ment or pass�on, may by th�s means be �nl�vened as to
become the very sent�ment or pass�on. The l�vely �dea of any object
always approaches �s �mpress�on; and �t �s certa�n we may feel
s�ckness and pa�n from the mere force of �mag�nat�on, and make a
malady real by often th�nk�ng of �t. But th�s �s most remarkable �n the
op�n�ons and affect�ons; and �t �s there pr�nc�pally that a l�vely �dea �s
converted �nto an �mpress�on. Our affect�ons depend more upon
ourselves, and the �nternal operat�ons of the m�nd, than any other
�mpress�ons; for wh�ch reason they ar�se more naturally from the
�mag�nat�on, and from every l�vely �dea we form of them. Th�s �s the
nature and cause of sympathy; and �t �s after th�s manner we enter



so deep �nto the op�n�ons and affect�ons of others, whenever we
d�scover them.

What �s pr�nc�pally remarkable �n th�s whole affa�r �s the strong
conf�rmat�on these phaenomena g�ve to the forego�ng system
concern�ng the understand�ng, and consequently to the present one
concern�ng the pass�ons; s�nce these are analogous to each other. It
�s �ndeed ev�dent, that when we sympath�ze w�th the pass�ons and
sent�ments of others, these movements appear at f�rst �n our m�nd as
mere �deas, and are conce�ved to belong to another person, as we
conce�ve any other matter of fact. It �s also ev�dent, that the �deas of
the affect�ons of others are converted �nto the very �mpress�ons they
represent, and that the pass�ons ar�se �n conform�ty to the �mages we
form of them. All th�s �s an object of the pla�nest exper�ence, and
depends not on any hypothes�s of ph�losophy. That sc�ence can only
be adm�tted to expla�n the phaenomena; though at the same t�me �t
must be confest, they are so clear of themselves, that there �s but
l�ttle occas�on to employ �t. For bes�des the relat�on of cause and
effect, by wh�ch we are conv�nced of the real�ty of the pass�on, w�th
wh�ch we sympath�ze; bes�des th�s, I say, we must be ass�sted by the
relat�ons of resemblance and cont�gu�ty, �n order to feel the sympathy
�n �ts full perfect�on. And s�nce these relat�ons can ent�rely convert an
�dea �nto an �mpress�on, and convey the v�vac�ty of the latter �nto the
former, so perfectly as to lose noth�ng of �t �n the trans�t�on, we may
eas�ly conce�ve how the relat�on of cause and effect alone, may
serve to strengthen and �nl�ven an �dea. In sympathy there �s an
ev�dent convers�on of an �dea �nto an �mpress�on. Th�s convers�on
ar�ses from the relat�on of objects to ourself. Ourself �s always
�nt�mately present to us. Let us compare all these c�rcumstances,
and we shall f�nd, that sympathy �s exactly correspondent to the
operat�ons of our understand�ng; and even conta�ns someth�ng more
surpr�z�ng and extraord�nary.

It �s now t�me to turn our v�ew from the general cons�derat�on of
sympathy, to �ts �nfluence on pr�de and hum�l�ty, when these pass�ons
ar�se from pra�se and blame, from reputat�on and �nfamy. We may
observe, that no person �s ever pra�sed by another for any qual�ty,
wh�ch would not, �f real, produce, of �tself, a pr�de �n the person
possest of �t. The elog�ums e�ther turn upon h�s power, or r�ches, or



fam�ly, or v�rtue; all of wh�ch are subjects of van�ty, that we have
already expla�ned and accounted for. It �s certa�n, then, that �f a
person cons�dered h�mself �n the same l�ght, �n wh�ch he appears to
h�s adm�rer, he would f�rst rece�ve a separate pleasure, and
afterwards a pr�de or self-sat�sfact�on, accord�ng to the hypothes�s
above expla�ned. Now noth�ng �s more natural than for us to
embrace the op�n�ons of others �n th�s part�cular; both from
sympathy, wh�ch renders all the�r sent�ments �nt�mately present to us;
and from reason�ng, wh�ch makes us regard the�r judgment, as a
k�nd of argument for what they aff�rm. These two pr�nc�ples of
author�ty and sympathy �nfluence almost all our op�n�ons; but must
have a pecul�ar �nfluence, when we judge of our own worth and
character. Such judgments are always attended w�th pass�on [Book I,
Part III. Sect. 10.]; and noth�ng tends more to d�sturb our
understand�ng, and prec�p�tate us �nto any op�n�ons, however
unreasonable, than the�r connex�on w�th pass�on; wh�ch d�ffuses
�tself over the �mag�nat�on, and g�ves an add�t�onal force to every
related �dea. To wh�ch we may add, that be�ng consc�ous of great
part�al�ty �n our own favour, we are pecul�arly pleased w�th any th�ng,
that conf�rms the good op�n�on we have of ourselves, and are eas�ly
shocked w�th whatever opposes �t.

All th�s appears very probable �n theory; but �n order to bestow a
full certa�nty on th�s reason�ng, we must exam�ne the phaenonena of
the pass�ons, and see �f they agree w�th �t.

Among these phaenomena we may esteem �t a very favourable
one to our present purposes that though fame �n general be
agreeable, yet we rece�ve a much greater sat�sfact�on from the
approbat�on of those, whom we ourselves esteem and approve of,
than of those, whom we hate and desp�se. In l�ke measure we are
pr�nc�pally mort�fyed w�th the contempt of persons, upon whose
judgment we set some value, and are, �n a peat measure, �nd�fferent
about the op�n�ons of the rest of mank�nd. But �f the m�nd rece�ved
from any or�g�nal �nst�nct a des�re of fame and avers�on to �nfamy,
fame and �nfamy would �nfluence us w�thout d�st�nct�on; and every
op�n�on, accord�ng as �t were favourabk or unfavourable, would
equally exc�te that des�re or avers�on. The judgment of a fool �s the



judgment of another person, as well as that of a w�se man, and �s
only �nfer�or �n �ts �nfluence on our own judgment.

We are not only better pleased w�th the approbat�on of a w�se man
than w�th that of a fool, but rece�ve an add�t�onal sat�sfact�on from the
former, when �t �s obta�ned after a long and �nt�mate acqua�ntance.
Th�s �s accounted for after the same manner.

The pra�ses of others never g�ve us much pleasure, unless they
concur w�th our own op�n�on, and extol us for those qual�t�es, �n
wh�ch we ch�efly excel. A mere sold�er l�ttle values the character of
eloquence: A gownman of courage: A b�shop of humour: Or a
merchant of learn�ng. Whatever esteem a man may have for any
qual�ty, abstractedly cons�dered; when he �s consc�ous he �s not
possest of �t; the op�n�ons of the whole world w�ll g�ve h�m l�ttle
pleasure �n that part�cular, and that because they never w�ll be able
to draw h�s own op�n�on after them.

Noth�ng �s more usual than for men of good fam�l�es, but narrow
c�rcumstances, to leave the�r fr�ends and country, and rather seek
the�r l�vel�hood by mean and mechan�cal employments among
strangers, than among those, who are acqua�nted w�th the�r b�rth and
educat�on. We shall be unknown, say they, where we go. No body
w�ll suspect from what fam�ly we are sprung. We shall be removed
from all our fr�ends and acqua�ntance, and our poverty and
meanness w�ll by that means s�t more easy upon us. In exam�n�ng
these sent�ments, I f�nd they afford many very conv�nc�ng arguments
for my present purpose.

F�rst, We may �nfer from them, that the uneas�ness of be�ng
contemned depends on sympathy, and that sympathy depends on
the relat�on of objects to ourselves; s�nce we are most uneasy under
the contempt of persons, who are both related to us by blood, and
cont�guous �n place. Hence we-seek to d�m�n�sh th�s sympathy and
uneas�ness by separat�ng these relat�ons, and plac�ng ourselves �n a
cont�gu�ty to strangers, and at a d�stance from relat�ons.

Secondly, We may conclude, that relat�ons are requ�s�te to
sympathy, not absolutely cons�dered as relat�ons, but by the�r
�nfluence �n convert�ng our �deas of the sent�ments of others �nto the
very sent�ments, by means of the assoc�at�on betw�xt the �dea of the�r



persons, and that of our own. For here the relat�ons of k�ndred and
cont�gu�ty both subs�st; but not be�ng un�ted �n the same persons,
they contr�bute �n a less degree to the sympathy.

Th�rdly, Th�s very c�rcumstance of the d�m�nut�on of sympathy by
the separat�on of relat�ons �s worthy of our attent�on. Suppose I am
placed �n a poor cond�t�on among strangers, and consequently am
but l�ghtly treated; I yet f�nd myself eas�er �n that s�tuat�on, than when
I was every day exposed to the contempt of my k�ndred and
countrymen. Here I feel a double contempt; from my relat�ons, but
they are absent; from those about me, but they are strangers. Th�s
double contempt �s l�kew�se strengthened by the two relat�ons of
k�ndred and cont�gu�ty. But as the persons are not the same, who are
connected w�th me by those two relat�ons, th�s d�fference of �deas
separates the �mpress�ons ar�s�ng from the contempt, and keeps
them from runn�ng �nto each other. The contempt of my ne�ghbours
has a certa�n �nfluence; as has also that of my k�ndred: But these
�nfluences are d�st�nct, and never un�te; as when the contempt
proceeds from persons who are at once both my ne�ghbours and
k�ndred. Th�s phaenomenon �s analogous to the system of pr�de and
hum�l�ty above-expla�ned, wh�ch may seem so extraord�nary to
vulgar apprehens�ons.

Fourthly, A person �n these c�rcumstances naturally conceals h�s
b�rth from those among whom he l�ves, and �s very uneasy, �f any
one suspects h�m to be of a fam�ly, much super�or to h�s present
fortune and way of l�v�ng. Every th�ng �n th�s world �s judged of by
compar�son. What �s an �mmense fortune for a pr�vate gentleman �s
beggary for a pr�nce. A peasant would th�nk h�mself happy �n what
cannot afford necessar�es for a gentleman. When a man has e�ther
been acustomed to a more splend�d way of l�v�ng, or th�nks h�mself
�nt�tled to �t by h�s b�rth and qual�ty, every th�ng below �s d�sagreeable
and even shameful; and �t �s w�th she greatest �ndustry he conceals
h�s pretens�ons to a better fortune. Here he h�mself knows h�s
m�sfortunes; but as those, w�th whom he l�ves. are �gnorant of them,
he has the d�sagreeable reflect�on and compar�son suggested only
by h�s own thoughts, and never rece�ves �t by a sympathy w�th
others; wh�ch must contr�bute very much so h�s ease and
sat�sfact�on.



If there be any object�ons to th�s hypothes�s, THAT THE
PLEASURE, WHICH WE RECEIVE FROM PRAISE, ARISES FROM
A COMMUNICATION OF SENTIMENTS, we shall f�nd,
uponexam�nat�on, that these object�ons, when taken �n a properl�ght,
w�ll serve to conf�rm �t. Popular fame may be agreeable even to a
man, who desp�ses the vulgar; but �t �s because the�r mult�tude g�ves
them add�t�onal we�ght and author�ty. Plag�ar�es are del�ghted w�th
pra�ses, wh�ch they are consc�ous they do not deserve; but th�s �s a
k�nd of castle-bu�ld�ng, where the �mag�nat�on amuses �tself w�th �ts
own f�ct�ons, and str�ves to render them f�rm and stable by a
sympathy w�th the sent�ments of others. Proud men are most
shocked w�th contempt, should they do not most read�ly assent to �t;
but �t �s because of the oppos�t�on betw�xt the pass�on, wh�ch �s
natural so them, and that rece�ved by sympathy. A v�olent lover �n
l�ke manner �s very much d�sp pleased when you blame and
condemn h�s love; though �t �s ev�dent your oppos�t�on can have no
�nfluence, but by the hold �t takes of h�mself, and by h�s sympathy
w�th you. If he desp�ses you, or perce�ves you are �n jest, whatever
you say has no effect upon h�m.



SECT. XII OF THE PRIDE AND
HUMILITY OF ANIMALS

Thus �n whatever l�ght we cons�der th�s subject, we may st�ll
observe, that d�e causes of pr�de and hum�l�ty correspond exactly to
our hypothes�s, and that noth�ng can exc�te e�ther of these pass�ons,
unless �t be both related to ourselves, and produces a pleasure or
pa�n �ndependent of the pass�on. We have not only proved, that a
tendency to produce pleasure or pa�n �s common to all the causes of
pr�de or hum�l�ty, but also that �t �s the only th�ng, wh�ch �s common;
and consequently �s the qual�ty, by wh�ch they operate. We have
farther proved, that the most cons�derable causes of these pass�ons
are really noth�ng but the power of produc�ng e�ther agreeable or
uneasy sensat�ons; and therefore that all the�r effects, and amongst
the rest, pr�de and hum�l�ty, are der�ved solely from that or�g�n. Such
s�mple and natural pr�nc�ples, founded on such sol�d proofs, cannot
fa�l to be rece�ved by ph�losophers, unless opposed by some
object�ons, that have escaped me.

It �s usual w�th anatom�sts to jo�n the�r observat�ons and
exper�ments on human bod�es to those on beasts, and from the
agreement of these exper�ments to der�ve an add�t�onal argument for
any part�cular hypothes�s. It �s �ndeed certa�n, that where the
structure of parts �n brutes �s the same as �n men, and the operat�on
of these parts also the same, the causes of that operat�on cannot be
d�fferent, and that whatever we d�scover to be true of the one
spec�es, may be concluded w�thout hes�tat�on to be certa�n of the
other. Thus though the m�xture of humours and the compos�t�on of
m�nute parts may justly be presumed so be somewhat d�fferent �n
men from what �t �s �n mere an�mals; and therefore any exper�ment
we make upon the one concern�ng the effects of med�c�nes w�ll not
always apply to the other; yet as the structure of the ve�ns and
muscles, the fabr�c and s�tuat�on of the heart, of the lungs, the
stomach, the l�ver and other parts, are the same or nearly the same



�n all an�mals, the very same hypothes�s, wh�ch �n one spec�es
expla�ns muscular mot�on, the progress of the chyle, the c�rculat�on
of the blood, must be appl�cable to every one; and accord�ng as �t
agrees or d�sagrees w�th the exper�ments we may make �n any
spec�es of creatures, we may draw a proof of �ts truth or falshood on
the whole. Let us, therefore, apply th�s method of enqu�ry, wh�ch �s
found so just and useful �n reason�ngs concern�ng the body, to our
present anatomy of the m�nd, and see what d�scover�es we can
make by �t.

In order to th�s we must f�rst shew the correspondence of pass�ons
�n men and an�mals, and afterwards compare the causes, wh�ch
produce these pass�ons.

It �s pla�n, that almost �n every spec�es of creatures, but espec�ally
of the nobler k�nd, there are many ev�dent marks of pr�de and
hum�l�ty. The very port and ga�t of a swan, or turkey, or peacock
show the h�gh �dea he has enterta�ned of h�mself, and h�s contempt
of all others. Th�s �s the more remarkable, that �n the two last spec�es
of an�mals, the pr�de always attends the beauty, and �s d�scovered �n
the male only. The van�ty and emulat�on of n�ght�ngales �n s�ng�ng
have been commonly remarked; as l�kew�se that of horses �n
sw�ftness, of hounds �n sagac�ty and smell, of the bull and cock �n
strength, and of every other an�mal �n h�s part�cular excellency. Add
to th�s, that every spec�es of creatures, wh�ch approach so often to
man, as to fam�l�ar�ze themselves w�th h�m, show an ev�dent pr�de �n
h�s approbat�on, and are pleased w�th h�s pra�ses and caresses,
�ndependent of every other cons�derat�on. Nor are they the caresses
of every one w�thout d�st�nct�on, wh�ch g�ve them th�s van�ty, but
those pr�nc�pally of the persons they know and love; �n the same
manner as that pass�on �s exc�ted �n mank�nd. All these are ev�dent
proofs, that pr�de and hum�l�ty are not merely human pass�ons, but
extend themselves over the whole an�mal creat�on.

The CAUSES of these pass�ons are l�kew�se much the same �n
beasts as �n us, mak�ng a just allowance for our super�or knowledge
and understand�ng. Thus an�mals have l�ttle or no sense of v�rtue or
v�ce; they qu�ckly lose s�ght of the relat�ons of blood; and are
�ncapable of that of r�ght and property: For wh�ch reason the causes



of the�r pr�de and hum�l�ty must l�e solely �n the body, and can never
be placed e�ther �n the m�nd or external objects. But so far as
regards the body, the same qual�t�es cause pr�de �n the an�mal as �n
the human k�nd; and �t �s on beauty, strength, sw�ftness or some
other useful or agreeable qual�ty that th�s pass�on �s always founded.

The next quest�on �s, whether, s�nce those pass�ons are the same,
and ar�se from the same causes through the whole creat�on, the
manner, �n wh�ch the causes operate, be also the same. Accord�ng
to all rules of analogy, th�s �s justly to be expected; and �f we f�nd
upon tr�al, that the expl�cat�on of these phaenomena, wh�ch we make
use of �n one spec�es, w�ll not apply to the rest, we may presume that
that expl�cat�on, however spec�ous, �s �n real�ty w�thout foundat�on.

In order to dec�de th�s quest�on, let us cons�der, that there �s
ev�dently the same relat�on of �deas, and der�ved from the same
causes, �n the m�nds of an�mals as �n those of men. A dog, that has
h�d a bone, often forgets the place; but when brought to �t, h�s
thought passes eas�ly to what he formerly concealed, by means of
the cont�gu�ty, wh�ch produces a relat�on among h�s �deas. In l�ke
manner, when he has been heart�ly beat �n any place, he w�ll tremble
on h�s approach to �t, even though he d�scover no s�gns of any
present danger. The effects of resemblance are not so remarkable;
but as that relat�on makes a cons�derable �ngred�ent �n causat�on, of
wh�ch all an�mals shew so ev�dent a judgment, we may conclude that
the three relat�ons of resemblance, cont�gu�ty and causat�on operate
�n the same manner upon beasts as upon human creatures.

There are also �nstances of the relat�on of �mpress�ons, suff�c�ent
to conv�nce us, that there �s an un�on of certa�n affect�ons w�th each
other �n the �nfer�or spec�es of creatures as well as �n the super�or,
and that the�r m�nds are frequently conveyed through a ser�es of
connected emot�ons. A dog, when elevated w�th joy, runs naturally
�nto love and k�ndness, whether of h�s master or of the sex. In l�ke
manner, when full of pa�n and sorrow, he becomes quarrelsome and
�llnatured; and that pass�on; wh�ch at f�rst was gr�ef, �s by the
smallest occas�on converted �nto anger.

Thus all the �nternal pr�nc�ples, that are necessary �n us to produce
e�ther pr�de or hum�l�ty, are commcm to all creaturn; and s�nce the



causes, wh�ch exc�te these pass�ons, are l�kew�se the same, we may
justly conclude, that these causes operate after the same manner
through the whole an�mal creat�on. My hypothes�s Is so s�mple, and
supposes so l�ttle reflect�on and judgment, that �t �s appl�cable to
every sens�ble creature; wh�ch must not only be allowed to be a
conv�nc�ng proof of �ts verac�ty, but, I am conf�dent, w�ll be found an
object�on to every other system.



PART II OF LOVE AND HATRED



SECT. I OF THE OBJECT AND
CAUSES OF LOVE AND HATRED

It �s altogether �mposs�ble to g�ve any def�n�t�on of the pass�ons of
love and hatred; and that because they produce merely a s�mple
�mpress�on, w�thout any m�xture or compos�t�on. Twould be as
unnecessary to attempt any descr�pt�on of them, drawn from the�r
nature, or�g�n, causes and objects; and that both because these are
the subjects of our present enqu�ry, and because these pass�ons of
themselves are suff�c�ently known from our common feel�ng and
exper�ence. Th�s we have already observed concern�ng pr�de and
hum�l�ty, and here repeat �t concern�ng love and hatred; and �ndeed
there �s so great a resemblance betw�xt these two sets of pass�ons,
that we shall be obl�ged to beg�n w�th a k�nd of abr�dgment of our
reason�ngs concern�ng the former, �n order to expla�n the latter.

As the �mmed�ate object of pr�de and hum�l�ty �s self or that
�dent�cal person, of whose thoughts, act�ons, and sensat�ons we are
�nt�mately consc�ous; so the object of love and hatred �s some other
person, of whose thoughts, act�ons, and sensat�ons we are not
consc�ous. Th�s �s suff�c�ently ev�dent from exper�ence. Our love and
hatred are always d�rected to some sens�ble be�ng external to us;
and when we talk of self-love, �t �s not �n a proper sense, nor has the
sensat�on �t produces any th�ng �n common w�th that tender emot�on
wh�ch �s exc�ted by a fr�end or m�stress. It �s the same case w�th
hatred. We may be mort�f�ed by our own faults and foll�es; but never
feel any anger or hatred except from the �njur�es of others.

But though the object of love and hatred be always some other
person, �t �s pla�n that the object �s not, properly speak�ng, the cause
of these pass�ons, or alone suff�c�ent to exc�te them. For s�nce love
and hatred are d�rectly contrary �n the�r sensat�on, and have the
same object �n common, �f that object were also the�r cause, �t would
produce these oppos�te pass�ons �n an equal degree; and as they



must, from the very f�rst moment, destroy each other, none of them
would ever be able to make �ts appearance. There must, therefore,
be some cause d�fferent from the object.

If we cons�der the causes of love and hatred, we shall f�nd they are
very much d�vers�fyed, and have not many th�ngs �n common. The
v�rtue, knowledge, w�t, good sense, good humour of any person,
produce love and esteem; as the oppos�te qual�t�es, hatred and
contempt. The same pass�ons ar�se from bod�ly accompl�shments,
such as beauty, force, sw�ftness, dexter�ty; and from the�r contrar�es;
as l�kew�se from the external advantages and d�sadvantages of
fam�ly, possess�on, cloaths, nat�on and cl�mate. There �s not one of
these objects, but what by �ts d�fferent qual�t�es may produce love
and esteem, or hatred and contempt.

From the v�ew of these causes we may der�ve a new d�st�nct�on
betw�xt the qual�ty that operates, and the subject on wh�ch �t �s
placed. A pr�nce, that �s possessed of a stately palace, commands
the esteem of the people upon that account; and that f�rst, by the
beauty of the palace, and secondly, by the relat�on of property, wh�ch
connects �t w�th h�m. The removal of e�ther of these destroys the
pass�on; wh�ch ev�dently proves that the cause Is a compounded
one.

Twould be ted�ous to trace the pass�ons of love and hatred,
through all the observat�ons wh�ch we have formed concern�ng pr�de
and hum�l�ty, and wh�ch are equally appl�cable to both sets of
pass�ons. Tw�ll be suff�c�ent to remark �n general, that the object of
love and hatred �s ev�dently some th�nk�ng person; and that the
sensat�on of the former pass�on �s always agreeable, and of the latter
uneasy. We may also suppose w�th some shew of probab�l�ty, THAT
THE CAUSE OF BOTH THESE PASSIONS IS ALWAYS RELATED
TO A THINKING BEING, AND THAT THE CAUSE OF THE
FORMER PRODUCE A SEPARATE PLEASURE, AND OF THE
LATTER A SEPARATE UNEASINESS.

One of these suppos�t�ons, v�z, that the cause of love and hatred
must be related to a person or th�nk�ng be�ng, �n order to produce
these pass�ons, �s not only probable, but too ev�dent to be contested.
V�rtue and v�ce, when cons�dered �n the abstract; beauty and



deform�ty, when placed on �nan�mate objects; poverty and r�ches
when belong�ng to a th�rd person, exc�te no degree of love or hatred,
esteem or contempt towards those, who have no relat�on to them. A
person look�ng out at a w�ndow, sees me �n the street, and beyond
me a beaut�ful palace, w�th wh�ch I have no concern: I bel�eve none
w�ll pretend, that th�s person w�ll pay me the same respect, as �f I
were owner of the palace.

It �s not so ev�dent at f�rst s�ght, that a relat�on of �mpress�ons �s
requ�s�te to these pass�ons, and that because �n the trans�t�on the
one �mpress�on �s so much confounded w�th the other, that they
become �n a manner und�st�ngu�shable. But as �n pr�de and hum�l�ty,
we have eas�ly been able to make the separat�on, and to prove, that
every cause of these pass�ons, produces a separate pa�n or
pleasure, I m�ght here observe the same method w�th the same
success, �n exam�n�ng part�cularly the several causes of love and
hatred. But as I hasten a full and dec�s�ve proof of these systems, I
delay th�s exam�nat�on for a moment: And �n the mean t�me shall
endeavour to convert to my present purpose all my reaaon�ngs
concern�ng pr�de and hum�l�ty, by an argument that �s founded on
unquest�onable exam�nat�on.

There are few persons, that are sat�sfyed w�th the�r own character,
or gen�us, or fortune, who are nor des�rous of shew�ng themselves to
the world, and of acqu�r�ng the love and approbat�on of mank�nd.
Now �t �s ev�dent, that the very same qual�t�es and c�rcumstances,
wh�ch are the causes of pr�de or self-esteem, are also the causes of
van�ty or the des�re of reputat�on; and that we always put to v�ew
those part�culars w�th wh�ch �n ourselves we are best sat�sfyed. But �f
love and esteem were not produced by the same qual�t�es as pr�de,
accord�ng as these qual�t�es are related to ourselves or others, th�s
method of proceed�ng would be very absurd, nor coued men expect
a correspondence �n the sent�ments of every other person, w�th
those themselves have enterta�ned. It �s true, few can form exact
systems of the pass�ons, or make reflect�ons on the�r general nature
and resemblances. But w�thout such a progress �n ph�losophy, we
are not subject to many m�stakes �n th�s part�cular, but are suff�c�ently
gu�ded by common exper�ence, as well as by a k�nd of presentat�on;
wh�ch tells us what w�ll operate on others, by what we feel



�mmed�ately �n ourselves. S�nce then the same qual�t�es that produce
pr�de or hum�l�ty, cause love or hatred; all the arguments that have
been employed to prove, that the causes of the former pass�ons
exc�te a pa�n or pleasure �ndependent of the pass�on, w�ll be
appl�cable w�th equal ev�dence to the causes of the latter.



SECT. II EXPERIMENTS TO CONFIRM
THIS SYSTEM

Upon duly we�gh�ng these arguments, no one w�ll make any
scruple to assent to that condus�on I draw from them, concern�ng the
trans�t�on along related �mpress�ons and �deas, espec�ally as �t �s a
pr�nc�ple, �n �tself, so easy and natural. But that we may place th�s
system beyond doubt both w�th regard to love and hatred, pr�de and
hum�l�ty, �t w�ll be proper to make some new exper�ments upon all
these pass�ons, as well as to recal a few of these observat�ons,
wh�ch I have formerly touched upon.

In order to make these exper�ments, let us suppose I am �n
company w�th a person, whom I formerly regarded w�thout any
sent�ments e�ther of fr�endsh�p or enm�ty. Here I have the natural and
ult�mate object of all these four pass�ons placed before me. Myself
am the proper object of pr�de or hum�l�ty; the other person of love or
hatred.

Regard now w�th attent�on the nature of these pass�ons, and the�r
s�tuat�on w�th respect to each other. It �s ev�dent here are four
affect�ons, placed, as �t were, �n a square or regular connex�on w�th,
and d�stance from each other. The pass�ons of pr�de and hum�l�ty, as
well as those of love and hatred, are connected together by the
�dent�ty of the�r object, wh�ch to the f�rst set of pass�ons �s self, to the
second some other person. These two l�nes of commun�cat�on or
connex�on form two oppos�te s�des of the square. Aga�n, pr�de and
love are agreeable pass�ons; hatred and hum�l�ty uneasy. Th�s
s�m�l�tude of sensat�on betw�xt pr�de and love, and that betw�xt
hum�l�ty and hatred form a new connex�on, and may be cons�dered
as the other two s�des of the square. Upon the whole, pr�de �s
connected w�th hum�l�ty, love w�th hatred, by the�r objects or �deas:
Pr�de w�th love, hum�l�ty w�th hatred, by the�r sensat�ons or
�mpress�ons.



I say then, that noth�ng can produce any of these pass�ons w�thout
bear�ng �t a double relat�on, v�z, of �deas to the object of the pass�on,
and of sensat�on to the pass�on �tself. Th�s we must prove by our
exper�ments. F�rst Exper�ment. To proceed w�th the greater order �n
these exper�ments, let us f�rst suppose, that be�ng placed �n the
s�tuat�on above-ment�oned, v�z, �n company w�th some other person,
there �s an object presented, that has no relat�on e�ther of
�mpress�ons or �deas to any of these pass�ons. Thus suppose we
regard together an ord�nary stone, or other common object,
belong�ng to ne�ther of us, and caus�ng of �tself no emot�on, or
�ndependent pa�n and pleasure: It �s ev�dent such an object w�ll
produce none of these four pass�ons. Let us try �t upon each of them
success�vely. Let us apply �t to love, to hatred, to hum�l�ty, to pr�de;
none of them ever ar�ses �n the smallest degree �mag�nable. Let us
change the object, as oft as we please; prov�ded st�ll we choose one,
that has ne�ther of these two relat�ons. Let us repeat the exper�ment
�n all the d�spos�t�ons, of wh�ch the m�nd �s suscept�ble. No object, �n
the vast var�ety of nature, w�ll, �n any d�spos�t�on, produce any
pass�on w�thout these relat�ons.

Second Exper�ment. S�nce an object, that wants both these
relat�ons can never produce any pass�on, let us bestow on �t only
one of these relat�ons; and see what w�ll follow. Thus suppose, I
regard a stone or any common object, that belongs e�ther to me or
my compan�on, and by that means acqu�res a relat�on of �deas to the
object of the pass�ons: It �s pla�n, that to cons�der the matter a pr�or�,
no emot�on of any k�nd can reasonably be expected. For bes�des,
that a relat�on of �deas operates secretly and calmly on the m�nd, �t
bestows an equal �mpulse towards the oppos�te pass�ons of pr�de
and hum�l�ty, love and hatred, accord�ng as the object belongs to
ourselves or others; wh�ch oppos�t�on of the pass�ons must destroy
both, and leave the m�nd perfectly free from any affect�on or emot�on.
Th�s reason�ng a pr�or� �s conf�rmed by exper�ence. No tr�v�al or
vulgar object, that causes not a pa�n or pleasure, �ndependent of the
pass�on, w�ll ever, by �ts property or other relat�ons e�ther to
ourselves or others, be able to produce the affect�ons of pr�de or
hum�l�ty, love or hatred.



Th�rd Exper�ment. It �s ev�dent, therefore, that a relat�on of �deas �s
not able alone to g�ve r�se to these affect�ons. Let us now remove
th�s relat�on, and �n �ts stead place a relat�on of �mpress�ons, by
present�ng an object, wh�ch �s agreeable or d�sagreeable, but has no
relat�on e�ther to ourself or compan�on; and let us observe the
consequences. To cons�der the matter f�rst a pr�or�, as �n the
preced�ng exper�ment; we may conclude, that the object w�ll have a
small, but an uncerta�n connex�on w�th these pass�ons. For bes�des,
that th�s relat�on �s not a cold and �mpercept�ble one, �t has not the
�nconven�ence of the relat�on of �deas, nor d�rects us w�th equal force
to two contrary pass�ons, wh�ch by the�r oppos�t�on destroy each
other. But �f we cons�der, on the other hand, that th�s trans�t�on from
the sensat�on to the affect�on �s not forwarded by any pr�nc�ple, that
produces a trans�t�on of �deas; but, on the contrary, that though the
one �mpress�on be eas�ly transfused �nto the other, yet the change of
objects �s supposed contrary to all the pr�nc�ples, that cause a
trans�t�on of that k�nd; we may from thence �nfer, that noth�ng w�ll
ever be a steady or durable cause of any pass�on, that �s connected
w�th the pass�on merely by a relat�on of �mpress�ons. What our
reason would conclude from analogy, after balanc�ng these
arguments, would be, that an object, wh�ch produces pleasure or
uneas�ness, but has no manner of connex�on e�ther w�th ourselves or
others, may g�ve such a turn to the d�spos�t�on, as that may naturally
fall �nto pr�de or love, hum�l�ty or hatred, and search for other objects,
upon wh�ch by a double relat�on, �t can found these affect�ons; but
that an object, wh�ch has only one of these relat�ons, though the
most advantageous one, can never g�ve r�se to any constant and
establ�shed pass�on.

Most fortunately all th�s reason�ng �s found to be exactly
conformable to exper�ence, and the phaenomena of the pass�ons.
Suppose I were travell�ng w�th a compan�on through a country, to
wh�ch we are both utter strangers; �t �s ev�dent, that �f the prospects
be beaut�ful, the roads agreeable, and the �nns commod�ous, th�s
may put me �nto good humour both w�th myself and fellow-traveller.
But as we suppose, that th�s country has no relat�on e�ther to myself
or fr�end �t can never be the �mmed�ate cause of pr�de or love; and
therefore �f I found not the pass�on on some other object, that bears



e�ther of us a closer relat�on, my emot�ons are rather to be cons�derd
as the overflow�ngs of an elevate or humane d�spos�t�on, than as an
establ�shed pass�on. The case �s the same where the object
produces uneas�ness.

Fourth Exper�ment. Hav�ng found, that ne�ther an object w�thout
any relat�on of �deas or �mpress�ons, nor an object, that has only one
relat�on, can ever cause pr�de or hum�l�ty, love or hatred; reason
alone may conv�nce us, w�thout any farther exper�ment, that
whatever has a double relat�on must necessar�ly exc�te these
pass�ons; s�nce �t �s ev�dent they must have some cause. But to
leave as l�ttle room for doubt as poss�ble, let us renew our
exper�ments, and see whether the event �n th�s case answers our
expectat�on. I choose an object, such as v�rtue, that causes a
separate sat�sfact�on: On th�s object I bestow a relat�on to self; and
f�nd, that from th�s d�spos�t�on of affa�rs, there �mmed�ately ar�ses a
pass�on. But what pass�on? That very one of pr�de, to wh�ch th�s
object bears a double relat�on. Its �dea �s related to that of self, the
object of the pass�on: The sensat�on �t causes resembles the
sensat�on of the pass�on. That I may be sure I am not m�staken �n
th�s exper�ment, I remove f�rst one relat�on; then another; and f�nd,
that each removal destroys the pass�on, and leaves the object
perfectly �nd�fferent. But I am not content w�th th�s. I make a st�ll
farther tr�al; and �nstead of remov�ng the relat�on, I only change �t for
one of a d�fferent k�nd. I suppose the v�rtue to belong to my
compan�on, not to myself; and observe what follows from th�s
alterat�on. I �mmed�ately perce�ve the affect�ons wheel to about, and
leav�ng pr�de, where there �s only one relat�on, v�z, of �mpress�ons,
fall to the s�de of love, where they are attracted by a double relat�on
of �mpress�ons and �deas. By repeat�ng the same exper�ment, �n
chang�ng anew the relat�on of �deas, I br�ng the affect�ons back to
pr�de; and by a new repet�t�on I aga�n place them at love or k�ndness.
Be�ng fully conv�nced of the �nfluence of th�s relat�on, I try the effects
of the other; and by chang�ng v�rtue for v�ce, convert the pleasant
�mpress�on, wh�ch ar�ses from the former, �nto the d�sagreeable one,
wh�ch proceeds from the latter. The effect st�ll answers expectat�on.
V�ce, when placed on another, exc�tes, by means of �ts double
relat�ons, the pass�on of hatred, �nstead of love, wh�ch for the same



reason ar�ses from v�rtue. To cont�nue the exper�ment, I change
anew the relat�on of �deas, and suppose the v�ce to belong to myself.
What follows? What �s usual. A subsequent change of the pass�on
from hatred to hum�l�ty. Th�s hum�l�ty I convert �nto pr�de by a new
change of the �mpress�on; and f�nd after all that I have compleated
the round, and have by these changes brought back the pass�on to
that very s�tuat�on, �n wh�ch I f�rst found �t.

But to make the matter st�ll more certa�n, I alter the object; and
�nstead of v�ce and v�rtue, make the tr�al upon beauty and deform�ty,
r�ches and poverty, power and serv�tude. Each of these objects runs
the c�rcle of the pass�ons �n the same manner, by a change of the�r
relat�ons: And �n whatever order we proceed, whether through pr�de,
love, hatred, hum�l�ty, or through hum�l�ty, hatred, love, pr�de, the
exper�ment �s not �n the least d�vers�fyed. Esteem and contempt,
�ndeed, ar�se on some occas�ons �nstead of love and hatred; but
these are at the bottom the same pass�ons, only d�vers�fyed by some
causes, wh�ch we shall expla�n afterwards.

F�fth Exper�ment. To g�ve greater author�ty to these exper�ments,
let us change the s�tuat�on of affa�rs as much as poss�ble, and place
the pass�ons and objects �n all the d�fferent pos�t�ons, of wh�ch they
are suscept�ble. Let us suppose, bes�de the relat�ons above-
ment�oned, that the person, along w�th whom I make all these
exper�ments, �s closely connected w�th me e�ther by blood or
fr�endsh�p. He �s, we shall suppose, my son or brother, or �s un�ted to
me by a long and fam�l�ar acqua�ntance. Let us next suppose, that
the cause of the pass�on acqu�res a double relat�on of �mpress�ons
and �deas to th�s person; and let us see what the effects are of all
these compl�cated attract�ons and relat�ons.

Before we cons�der what they are �n fact, let us determ�ne what
they ought to be, conformable to my hypothes�s. It �s pla�n, that,
accord�ng as the �mpress�on �s e�ther pleasant or uneasy, the
pass�on of love or hatred must ar�se towards the person, who �s thus
connected to the cause of the �mpress�on by these double relat�ons,
wh�ch I have all along requ�red. The v�rtue of a brother must make
me love h�m; as h�s v�ce or �nfamy must exc�te the contrary pass�on.
But to judge only from the s�tuat�on of affa�rs, I should not expect,



that the affect�ons would rest there, and never transfuse themselves
�nto any other �mpress�on. As there �s here a person, who by means
of a double relat�on �s the object of my pass�on, the very same
reason�ng leads me to th�nk the pass�on w�ll be carryed farther. The
person has a relat�on of �deas to myself, accord�ng to the
suppos�t�on; the pass�on, of wh�ch he �s the object, by be�ng e�ther
agreeable or uneasy, has a relat�on of �mpress�ons to pr�de or
hum�l�ty. It �s ev�dent, then, that one of these pass�ons must ar�se
from the love or hatred.

Th�s �s the reason�ng I form �n conform�ty to my hypothes�s; and
am pleased to f�nd upon tr�al that every th�ng answers exactly to my
expectat�on. The v�rtue or v�ce of a son or brother not only exc�tes
love or hatred, but by a new trans�t�on, from s�m�lar causes, g�ves
r�se to pr�de or hum�l�ty. Noth�ng causes greater van�ty than any
sh�n�ng qual�ty �n our relat�ons; as noth�ng mort�f�es us more than
the�r v�ce or �nfamy. Th�s exact conform�ty of exper�ence to our
reason�ng �s a conv�nc�ng proof of the sol�d�ty of that hypothes�s,
upon wh�ch we reason.

S�xth Exper�ment. Th�s ev�dence w�ll be st�ll augmented, �f we
reverse the exper�ment, and preserv�ng st�ll the same relat�ons,
beg�n only w�th a d�fferent pass�on. Suppose, that �nstead of the
v�rtue or v�ce of a son or brother, wh�ch causes f�rst love or hatred,
and afterwards pr�de or hum�l�ty, we place these good or bad
qual�t�es on ourselves, w�thout any �mmed�ate connex�on w�th the
person, who �s related to us: Exper�ence shews us, that by th�s
change of s�tuat�on the whole cha�n �s broke, and that the m�nd �s not
conveyed from one pass�on to another, as �n the preced�ng �nstance.
We never love or hate a son or brother for the v�rtue or v�ce we
d�scern �n ourselves; though �t �s ev�dent the same qual�t�es �n h�m
g�ve us a very sens�ble pr�de or hum�l�ty. The trans�t�on from pr�de or
hum�l�ty to love or hatred �s not so natural as from love or hatred to
pr�de or hum�l�ty. Th�s may at f�rst s�ght be esteemed contrary to my
hypothes�s; s�nce the relat�ons of �mpress�ons and �deas are �n both
cases prec�sely the same. Pr�de and hum�l�ty are �mpress�ons related
to love and hatred. Myself am related to the person. It should,
therefore, be expected, that l�ke causes must produce l�ke effects,



and a perfect trans�t�on ar�se from the double relat�on, as �n all other
cases. Th�s d�ff�culty we may eas�ly solve by the follow�ng reflect�ons.

It �s ev�dent, that as we are at all t�mes �nt�mately consc�ous of
ourselves, our sent�ments and pass�ons, the�r �deas must str�ke upon
us w�th greater v�vac�ty than the �deas of the sent�ments and
pass�ons of any other person. But every th�ng, that str�kes upon us
w�th v�vac�ty, and appears �n a full and strong l�ght, forces �tself, �n a
manner, �nto our cons�derat�on, and becomes present to the m�nd on
the smallest h�nt and most tr�v�al relat�on. For the same reason, when
�t �s once present, �t engages the attent�on, and keeps �t from
wander�ng to other objects, however strong may be the�r relat�on to
our f�rst object. The �mag�nat�on passes eas�ly from obscure to l�vely
�deas, but w�th d�ff�culty from l�vely to obscure. In the one case the
relat�on �s a�ded by another pr�nc�ple: In the other case, �t �s opposed
by �t.

Now I have observed, that those two facult�es of the m�nd, the
�mag�nat�on and pass�ons, ass�st each other �n the�r operat�ons when
the�r propens�t�es are s�m�lar, and when they act upon the same
object. The m�nd has always a propens�ty to pass from a pass�on to
any other related to �t; and th�s propens�ty �s forwarded when the
object of the one pass�on �s related to that of the other. The two
�mpulses concur w�th each other, and render the whole trans�t�on
more smooth and easy. But �f �t should happen, that wh�le the
relat�on of �deas, str�ctly speak�ng, cont�nues the same, �ts �nfluence,
�n caus�ng a trans�t�on of the �mag�nat�on, should no longer take
place, �t �s ev�dent �ts �nfluence on the pass�ons must also cease, as
be�ng dependent ent�rely on that trans�t�on. Th�s �s the reason why
pr�de or hum�l�ty �s not transfused �nto love or hatred w�th the same
ease, that the latter pass�ons are changed �nto the former. If a
person be my brother I am h�s l�kew�se: but though the relat�ons be
rec�procal they have very d�fferent effects on the �mag�nat�on. The
passage �s smooth and open from the cons�derat�on of any person
related to us to that of ourself, of whom we are every moment
consc�ous. But when the affect�ons are once d�rected to ourself, the
fancy passes not w�th the same fac�l�ty from that object to any other
person, how closely so ever connected w�th us. Th�s easy or d�ff�cult
trans�t�on of the �mag�nat�on operates upon the pass�ons, and



fac�l�tates or retards the�r trans�t�on, wh�ch �s a clear proof, that these
two facult�es of the pass�ons and �mag�nat�on are connected
together, and that the relat�ons of �deas have an �nfluence upon the
affect�ons. Bes�des �nnumerable exper�ments that prove th�s, we
here f�nd, that even when the relat�on rema�ns; �f by any part�cular
c�rcumstance �ts usual effect upon the fancy �n produc�ng an
assoc�at�on or trans�t�on of �deas, �s prevented; �ts usual effect upon
the pass�ons, �n convey�ng us from one to another, �s �n l�ke manner
prevented.

Some may, perhaps, f�nd a contrad�ct�on betw�xt th�s
phaenomenon and that of sympathy, where the m�nd passes eas�ly
from the �dea of ourselves to that of any other object related to us.
But th�s d�ff�culty w�ll van�sh, �f we cons�der that �n sympathy our own
person �s not the object of any pass�on, nor �s there any th�ng, that
f�xes our attent�on on ourselves; as �n the present case, where we
are supposed to be actuated w�th pr�de or hum�l�ty. Ourself,
�ndependent of the percept�on of every other object, �s �n real�ty
noth�ng: For wh�ch reason we must turn our v�ew to external objects;
and �t �s natural for us to cons�der w�th most attent�on such as l�e
cont�guous to us, or resemble us. But when self �s the object of a
pass�on, �t �s not natural to qu�t the cons�derat�on of �t, t�ll the pass�on
be exhausted: �n wh�ch case the double relat�ons of �mpress�ons and
�deas can no longer operate.

Seventh Exper�ment. To put th�s whole reason�ng to a farther tr�al,
let us make a new exper�ment; and as we have already seen the
effects of related pass�ons and �deas, let us here suppose an �dent�ty
of pass�ons along w�th a relat�on of �deas; and let us cons�der the
effects of th�s new s�tuat�on. It �s ev�dent a trans�t�on of the pass�ons
from the one object to the other �s here �n all reason to be expected;
s�nce the relat�on of �deas �s supposed st�ll to cont�nue, and �dent�ty
of �mpress�ons must produce a stronger connex�on, than the most
perfect resemblance, that can be �mag�ned. If a double relat�on,
therefore, of �mpress�ons and �deas �s able to produce a trans�t�on
from one to the other, much more an �dent�ty of �mpress�ons w�th a
relat�on of �deas. Accord�ngly we f�nd, that when we e�ther love or
hate any person, the pass�ons seldom cont�nue w�th�n the�r f�rst
bounds; but extend themselves towards all the cont�guous objects,



and comprehend the fr�ends and relat�ons of h�m we love or hate.
Noth�ng �s more natural than to bear a k�ndness to one brother on
account of our fr�endsh�p for another, w�thout any farther exam�nat�on
of h�s character. A quarrel w�th one person g�ves us a hatred for the
whole fam�ly, though ent�rely �nnocent of that, wh�ch d�spleases us.
Instances of th�s k�nd are every where to be met w�th.

There �s only one d�ff�culty �n th�s exper�ment, wh�ch �t w�ll be
necessary to account for, before we proceed any farther. It �s
ev�dent, that though all pass�ons pass eas�ly from one object to
another related to �t, yet th�s trans�t�on �s made w�th greater fac�l�ty,
where the more cons�derable object �s f�rst presented, and the lesser
follows �t, than where th�s order �s reversed, and the lesser takes the
precedence. Thus �t �s more natural for us to love the son upon
account of the father, than the father upon account of the son; the
servant for the master, than the master for the servant; the subject
for the pr�nce, than the pr�nce for the subject. In l�ke manner we more
read�ly contract a hatred aga�nst a whole fam�ly, where our f�rst
quarrel �s w�th the head of �t, than where we are d�spleased w�th a
son, or servant, or some �nfer�or member. In short, our pass�ons, l�ke
other objects, descend w�th greater fac�l�ty than they ascend.

That we may comprehend, where�n cons�sts the d�ff�culty of
expla�n�ng th�s phaenomenon, we must cons�der, that the very same
reason, wh�ch determ�nes the �mag�nat�on to pass from remote to
cont�guous objects, w�th more fac�l�ty than from cont�guous to
remote, causes �t l�kew�se to change w�th more ease, the less for the
greater, than the greater for the less. Whatever has the greatest
�nfluence �s most taken not�ce of; and whatever �s most taken not�ce
of, presents �tself most read�ly to the �mag�nat�on. We are more apt to
over-look �n any subject, what �s tr�v�al, than what appears of
cons�derable moment; but espec�ally �f the latter takes the
precedence, and f�rst engages our attent�on. Thus �f any acc�dent
makes us cons�der the Satell�tes of JUPITER, our fancy �s naturally
determ�ned to form the �dea of that planet; but �f we f�rst reflect on the
pr�nc�pal planet, �t �s more natural for us to overlook �ts attendants.
The ment�on of the prov�nces of any emp�re conveys our thought to
the seat of the emp�re; but the fancy returns not w�th the same fac�l�ty
to the cons�derat�on of the prov�nces. The �dea of the servant makes



us th�nk of the master; that of the subject carr�es our v�ew to the
pr�nce. But the same relat�on has not an equal �nfluence �n convey�ng
us back aga�n. And on th�s �s founded that reproach of Cornel�a to
her sons, that they ought to be ashamed she should be more known
by the t�tle of the daughter of Sc�p�o than by that of the mother of the
Gracch�. Th�s was, �n other words, exhort�ng them to render
themselves as �llustr�ous and famous as the�r grandfather, otherw�se
the �mag�nat�on of the people, pass�ng from her who was
�ntermed�ate, and placed �n an equal relat�on to both, would always
leave them, and denom�nate her by what was more cons�derable
and of greater moment. On the same pr�nc�ple �s founded that
common custom of mak�ng w�ves bear the name of the�r husbands,
rather than husbands that of the�r w�ves; as also the ceremony of
g�v�ng the precedency to those, whom we honour and respect. We
m�ght f�nd many other �nstances to conf�rm th�s pr�nc�ple, were �t not
already suff�c�ently ev�dent.

Now s�nce the fancy f�nds the same fac�l�ty �n pass�ng from the
lesser to the greater, as from remote to cont�guous, why does not
th�s easy trans�t�on of �deas ass�st the trans�t�on of pass�ons �n the
former case, as well as �n the latter? The v�rtues of a fr�end or
brother produce f�rst love, and then pr�de; because �n that case the
�mag�nat�on passes from remote to cont�guous, accord�ng to �ts
propens�ty. Our own v�rtues produce not f�rst pr�de, and then love to
a fr�end or brother; because the passage �n that case would be from
cont�guous to remote, contrary to �ts propens�ty. But the love or
hatred of an �nfer�or causes not read�ly any pass�on to the super�or,
though that be the natural propens�ty of the �mag�nat�on: Wh�le the
love or hatred of a super�or, causes a pass�on to the �nfer�or, contrary
to �ts propens�ty. In short, the same fac�l�ty of trans�t�on operates not
�n the same manner upon super�or and �nfer�or as upon cont�guous
and remote. These two phaenomena appear contrad�ctory, and
requ�re some attent�on to be reconc�led.

As the trans�t�on of �deas �s here made contrary to the natural
propens�ty of the �mag�nat�on, that faculty must be overpowered by
some stronger pr�nc�ple of another k�nd; and as there �s noth�ng ever
present to the m�nd but �mpress�ons and �deas, th�s pr�nc�ple must
necessar�ly l�e �n the �mpress�ons. Now �t has been observed, that



�mpress�ons or pass�ons are connected only by the�r resemblance,
and that where any two pass�ons place the m�nd �n the same or �n
s�m�lar d�spos�t�ons, �t very naturally passes from the one to the
other: As on the contrary, a repugnance �n the d�spos�t�ons produces
a d�ff�culty �n the trans�t�on of the pass�ons. But �t �s observable, that
th�s repugnance may ar�se from a d�fference of degree as well as of
k�nd; nor do we exper�ence a greater d�ff�culty �n pass�ng suddenly
from a small degree of love to a small degree of hatred, than from a
small to a great degree of e�ther of these affect�ons. A man, when
calm or only moderately ag�tated, �s so d�fferent, �n every respect,
from h�mself, when d�sturbed w�th a v�olent pass�on, that no two
persons can be more unl�ke; nor �s �t easy to pass from the one
extreme to the other, w�thout a cons�derable �nterval betw�xt them.

The d�ff�culty �s not less, �f �t be not rather greater, �n pass�ng from
the strong pass�on to the weak, than �n pass�ng from the weak to the
strong, prov�ded the one pass�on upon �ts appearance destroys the
other, and they do not both of them ex�st at once. But the case �s
ent�rely altered, when the pass�ons un�te together, and actuate the
m�nd at the same t�me. A weak pass�on, when added to a strong,
makes not so cons�derable a change �n the d�spos�t�on, as a strong
when added to a weak; for wh�ch reason there �s a closer connex�on
betw�xt the great degree and the small, than betw�xt the small degree
and the great.

The degree of any pass�on depends upon the nature of �ts object;
and an affect�on d�rected to a person, who �s cons�derable �n our
eyes, f�lls and possesses the m�nd much more than one, wh�ch has
for �ts object a person we esteem of less consequence. Here then
the contrad�ct�on betw�xt the propens�t�es of the �mag�nat�on and
pass�on d�splays �tself. When we turn our thought to a great and a
small object, the �mag�nat�on f�nds more fac�l�ty �n pass�ng from the
small to the great, than from the great to the small; but the affect�ons
f�nd a greater d�ff�culty: And as the affect�ons are a more powerful
pr�nc�ple than the �mag�nat�on, no wonder they preva�l over �t, and
draw the m�nd to the�r s�de. In sp�te of the d�ff�culty of pass�ng from
the �dea of great to that of l�ttle, a pass�on d�rected to the former,
produces always a s�m�lar pass�on towards the latter; when the great
and l�ttle are related together. The �dea of the servant conveys our



thought most read�ly to the master; but the hatred or love of the
master produces w�th greater fac�l�ty anger or good-w�ll to the
servant. The strongest pass�on �n th�s case takes the precedence;
and the add�t�on of the weaker mak�ng no cons�derable change on
the d�spos�t�on, the passage �s by that means rendered more easy
and natural betw�xt them.

As �n the forego�ng exper�ment we found, that a relat�on of �deas,
wh�ch, by any part�cular c�rcumstance, ceases to produce �ts usual
effect of fac�l�tat�ng the trans�t�on of �deas, ceases l�kew�se to operate
on the pass�ons; so �n the present exper�ment we f�nd the same
property of the �mpress�ons. Two d�fferent degrees of the same
pass�on are surely related together; but �f the smaller be f�rst present,
�t has l�ttle or no tendency to �ntroduce the greater; and that because
the add�t�on of the great to the l�ttle, produces a more sens�ble
alterat�on on the temper, than the add�t�on of the l�ttle to the great.
These phaenomena, when duly we�ghed, w�ll be found conv�nc�ng
proofs of th�s hypothes�s.

And these proofs w�ll be conf�rmed, �f we cons�der the manner �n
wh�ch the m�nd here reconc�les the contrad�ct�on, I have observed
betw�xt the pass�ons and the �mag�nat�on. The fancy passes w�th
more fac�l�ty from the less to the greater, than from the greater to the
less: But on the contrary a v�olent pass�on produces more eas�ly a
feeble, than that does a v�olent. In th�s oppos�t�on the pass�on �n the
end preva�ls over the �mag�nat�on; but �t �s commonly by comply�ng
w�th �t, and by seek�ng another qual�ty, wh�ch may counter-ballance
that pr�nc�ple, from whence the oppos�t�on ar�ses. When we love the
father or master of a fam�ly, we l�ttle th�nk of h�s ch�ldren or servants.
But when these are present w�th us, or when �t l�es any ways �n our
power to serve them, the nearness and cont�gu�ty �n th�s case
encreases the�r magn�tude, or at least removes that oppos�t�on,
wh�ch the fancy makes to the trans�t�on of the affect�ons. If the
�mag�nat�on f�nds a d�ff�culty �n pass�ng from greater to less, �t f�nds
an equal fac�l�ty �n pass�ng from remote to cont�guous, wh�ch br�ngs
the matter to an equal�ty, and leaves the way open from the one
pass�on to the other.



E�ghth Exper�ment. I have observed that the trans�t�on from love or
hatred to pr�de or hum�l�ty, �s more easy than from pr�de or hum�l�ty to
love or hatred; and that the d�ff�culty, wh�ch the �mag�nat�on f�nds �n
pass�ng from cont�guous to remote, �s the cause why we scarce have
any �nstance of the latter trans�t�on of the affect�ons. I must, however,
make one except�on, v�z, when the very cause of the pr�de and
hum�l�ty �s placed �n some other person. For �n that case the
�mag�nat�on �s necess�tated to cons�der the person, nor can �t
poss�bly conf�ne �ts v�ew to ourselves. Thus noth�ng more read�ly
produces k�ndness and affect�on to any person, than h�s approbat�on
of our conduct and character: As on the other hand, noth�ng �nsp�res
us w�th a stronger hatred, than h�s blame or contempt. Here �t �s
ev�dent, that the or�g�nal pass�on �s pr�de or hum�l�ty, whose object �s
self; and that th�s pass�on �s transfused �nto love or hatred, whose
object �s some other person, notw�thstand�ng the rule I have already
establ�shed, THAT THE IMAGINATION PASSES WITH DIFFICULTY
FROM CONTIGUOUS TO REMOTE. But the trans�t�on �n th�s case
�s not made merely on account of the relat�on betw�xt ourselves and
the person; but because that very person �s the real cause of our f�rst
pass�on, and of consequence �s �nt�mately connected w�th �t. It �s h�s
approbat�on that produces pr�de; and d�sapprobat�on, hum�l�ty. No
wonder, then, the �mag�nat�on returns back aga�n attended w�th the
related pass�ons of love and hatred. Th�s �s not a contrad�ct�on, but
an except�on to the rule; and an except�on that ar�ses from the same
reason w�th the rule �tself.

Such an except�on as th�s �s, therefore, rather a conf�rmat�on of the
rule. And �ndeed, �f we cons�der all the e�ght exper�ments I have
expla�ned, we shall f�nd that the same pr�nc�ple appears �n all of
them, and that �t �s by means of a trans�t�on ar�s�ng from a double
relat�on of �mpress�ons and �deas, pr�de and hum�l�ty, love and hatred
are produced. An object w�thout [F�rst Exper�ment.] a relat�on, or
[Second and Th�rd Exper�ments] w�th but one, never produces e�ther
of these pass�ons; and �t �s [Fourth Exper�ment.] found that the
pass�on always var�es �n conform�ty to the relat�on. Nay we may
observe, that where the relat�on, by any part�cular c�rcumstance, has
not �ts usual effect of produc�ng a trans�t�on e�ther of [S�xth
Exper�ment.] �deas or of �mpress�ons, �t ceases to operate upon the



pass�ons, and g�ves r�se ne�ther to pr�de nor love, hum�l�ty nor hatred.
Th�s rule we f�nd st�ll to hold good [Seventh and E�ghth Exper�ments.]
even under the appearance of �ts contrary; and as relat�on �s
frequently exper�enced to have no effect; wh�ch upon exam�nat�on �s
found to proceed from some part�cular c�rcumstance, that prevents
the trans�t�on; so even �n �nstances, where that c�rcumstance, though
present, prevents not the trans�t�on, �t �s found to ar�se from some
other c�rcumstance, wh�ch counter-balances �t. Thus not only the
var�at�ons resolve themselves �nto the general pr�nc�ple, but even the
var�at�ons of these var�at�ons.





SECT. III DIFFICULTIES SOLVED
After so many and such unden�able proofs drawn from da�ly

exper�ence and observat�on, �t may seem superfluous to enter �nto a
part�cular exam�nat�on of all the causes of love and hatred. I shall,
therefore, employ the sequel of th�s part, F�rst, In remov�ng some
d�ff�cult�es, concern�ng part�cular causes of these pass�ons.
Secondly, In exam�n�ng the compound affect�ons, wh�ch ar�se from
the m�xture of love and hatred w�th other emot�ons.

Noth�ng �s more ev�dent, than that any person acqu�res our
k�ndness, or �s exposed to our �ll-w�ll, �n proport�on to the pleasure or
uneas�ness we rece�ve from h�m, and that the pass�ons keep pace
exactly w�th the sensat�ons �n all the�r changes and var�at�ons.
Whoever can f�nd the means e�ther by h�s serv�ces, h�s beauty, or h�s
flattery, to render h�mself useful or agreeable to us, �s sure of our
affect�ons: As on the other hand, whoever harms or d�spleases us
never fa�ls to exc�te our anger or hatred. When our own nat�on �s at
war w�th any other, we detest them under the character of cruel,
perf�d�ous, unjust and v�olent: But always esteem ourselves and
all�es equ�table, moderate, and merc�ful. If the general of our
enem�es be successful, �t �s w�th d�ff�culty we allow h�m the f�gure and
character of a man. He �s a sorcerer: He has a commun�cat�on w�th
daemons; as �s reported of OLIVER CROMWELL, and the DUKE OF
LUXEMBOURG: He �s bloody-m�nded, and takes a pleasure �n death
and destruct�on. But �f the success be on our s�de, our commander
has all the oppos�te good qual�t�es, and �s a pattern of v�rtue, as well
as of courage and conduct. H�s treachery we call pol�cy: H�s cruelty
�s an ev�l �nseparable from war. In short, every one of h�s faults we
e�ther endeavour to extenuate, or d�gn�fy �t w�th the name of that
v�rtue, wh�ch approaches �t. It �s ev�dent the same method of th�nk�ng
runs through common l�fe.

There are some, who add another cond�t�on, and requ�re not only
that the pa�n and pleasure ar�se from the person, but l�kew�se that �t



ar�se know�ngly, and w�th a part�cular des�gn and �ntent�on. A man,
who wounds and harms us by acc�dent, becomes not our enemy
upon that account, nor do we th�nk ourselves bound by any t�es of
grat�tude to one, who does us any serv�ce after the same manner. By
the �ntent�on we judge of the act�ons, and accord�ng as that �s good
or bad, they become causes of love or hatred.

But here we must make a d�st�nct�on. If that qual�ty �n another,
wh�ch pleases or d�spleases, be constant and �nherent �n h�s person
and character, �t w�ll cause love or hatred �ndependent of the
�ntent�on: But otherw�se a knowledge and des�gn �s requ�s�te, �n order
to g�ve r�se to these pass�ons. One that �s d�sagreeable by h�s
deform�ty or folly �s the object of our avers�on, though noth�ng be
more certa�n, than that he has not the least �ntent�on of d�spleas�ng
us by these qual�t�es. But �f the uneas�ness proceed not from a
qual�ty, but an act�on, wh�ch �s produced and ann�h�lated �n a
moment, �t �s necessary, �n order to produce some relat�on, and
connect th�s act�on suff�c�ently w�th the person, that �t be der�ved from
a part�cular fore-thought and des�gn. It �s not enough, that the act�on
ar�se from the person, and have h�m for �ts �mmed�ate cause and
author. Th�s relat�on alone �s too feeble and �nconstant to be a
foundat�on for these pass�ons. It reaches not the sens�ble and
th�nk�ng part, and ne�ther proceeds from any th�ng durable �n h�m,
nor leaves any th�ng beh�nd �t; but passes �n a moment, and �s as �f �t
had never been. On the other hand, an �ntent�on shews certa�n
qual�t�es, wh�ch rema�n�ng after the act�on �s performed, connect �t
w�th the person, and fac�l�tate the trans�t�on of �deas from one to the
other. We can never th�nk of h�m w�thout reflect�ng on these qual�t�es;
unless repentance and a change of l�fe have produced an alterat�on
�n that respect: In wh�ch case the pass�on �s l�kew�se altered. Th�s
therefore �s one reason, why an �ntent�on �s requ�s�te to exc�te e�ther
love or hatred.

But we must farther cons�der, that an �ntent�on, bes�des �ts
strengthen�ng the relat�on of �deas, �s often necessary to produce a
relat�on of �mpress�ons, and g�ve r�se to pleasure and uneas�ness.
For �t �s observable, that the pr�nc�pal part of an �njury �s the
contempt and hatred, wh�ch �t shews �n the person, that �njures us;
and w�thout that, the mere harm g�ves us a less sens�ble uneas�ness.



In l�ke manner, a good off�ce �s agreeable, ch�efly because �t flatters
our van�ty, and �s a proof of the k�ndness and esteem of the person,
who performs �t. The removal of the �ntent�on, removes the
mort�f�cat�on �n the one case, and van�ty �n the other, and must of
course cause a remarkable d�m�nut�on �n the pass�ons of love and
hatred.

I grant, that these effects of the removal of des�gn, �n d�m�n�sh�ng
the relat�ons of �mpress�ons and �deas, are not ent�re, nor able to
remove every degree of these relat�ons. But then I ask, �f the
removal of des�gn be able ent�rely to remove the pass�on of love and
hatred? Exper�ence, I am sure, �nforms us of the contrary, nor �s
there any th�ng more certa�n, than that men often fall �nto a v�olent
anger for �njur�es, wh�ch they themselves must own to be ent�rely
�nvoluntary and acc�dental. Th�s emot�on, �ndeed, cannot be of long
cont�nuance; but st�ll �s suff�c�ent to shew, that there �s a natural
connex�on betw�xt uneas�ness and anger, and that the relat�on of
�mpress�ons w�ll operate upon a very small relat�on of �deas. But
when the v�olence of the �mpress�on �s once a l�ttle abated, the defect
of the relat�on beg�ns to be better felt; and as the character of a
person �s no w�se �nterested �n such �njur�es as are casual and
�nvoluntary, �t seldom happens that on the�r account, we enterta�n a
last�ng enm�ty.

To �llustrate th�s doctr�ne by a parallel �nstance, we may observe,
that not only the uneas�ness, wh�ch proceeds from another by
acc�dent, has but l�ttle force to exc�te our pass�on, but also that wh�ch
ar�ses from an acknowledged necess�ty and duty. One that has a
real des�gn of harm�ng us, proceed�ng not from hatred and �ll-w�ll, but
from just�ce and equ�ty, draws not upon h�m our anger, �f we be �n
any degree reasonable; notw�thstand�ng he �s both the cause, and
the know�ng cause of our suffer�ngs. Let us exam�ne a l�ttle th�s
phaenomenon.

It �s ev�dent �n the f�rst place, that th�s c�rcumstance �s not dec�s�ve;
and though �t may be able to d�m�n�sh the pass�ons, �t �s seldom �t
can ent�rely remove them. How few cr�m�nals are there, who have no
�ll-w�ll to the person, that accuses them, or to the judge, that
condemns them, even though they be consc�ous of the�r own



deserts? In l�ke manner our antagon�st �n a law-su�t, and our
compet�tor for any off�ce, are commonly regarded as our enem�es;
though we must acknowledge, �f we would but reflect a moment, that
the�r mot�ve �s ent�rely as just�f�able as our own.

Bes�des we may cons�der, that when we rece�ve harm from any
person, we are apt to �mag�ne h�m cr�m�nal, and �t �s w�th extreme
d�ff�culty we allow of h�s just�ce and �nnocence. Th�s �s a clear proof,
that, �ndependent of the op�n�on of �n�qu�ty, any harm or uneas�ness
has a natural tendency to exc�te our hatred, and that afterwards we
seek for reasons upon wh�ch we may just�fy and establ�sh the
pass�on. Here the �dea of �njury produces not the pass�on, but ar�ses
from �t.

Nor �s �t any wonder that pass�on should produce the op�n�on of
�njury; s�nce otherw�se �t must suffer a cons�derable d�m�nut�on,
wh�ch all the pass�ons avo�d as much as poss�ble. The removal of
�njury may remove the anger, w�thout prov�ng that the anger ar�ses
only from the �njury. The harm and the just�ce are two contrary
objects, of wh�ch the one has a tendency to produce hatred, and the
other love; and �t �s accord�ng to the�r d�fferent degrees, and our
part�cular turn of th�nk�ng, that e�ther of the objects preva�ls, and
exc�tes �ts proper pass�on.



SECT. IV OF THE LOVE OF
RELATIONS

Hav�ng g�ven a reason, why several act�ons, that cause a real
pleasure or uneas�ness, exc�te not any degree, or but a small one, of
the pass�on of love or hatred towards the actors; �t w�ll be necessary
to shew, where�n cons�sts the pleasure or uneas�ness of many
objects, wh�ch we f�nd by exper�ence to produce these pass�ons.

Accord�ng to the preced�ng system there �s always requ�red a
double relat�on of �mpress�ons and �deas betw�xt the cause and
effect, �n order to produce e�ther love or hatred. But though th�s be
un�versally true, �t �s remarkable that the pass�on of love may be
exc�ted by only one relat�on of a d�fferent k�nd, v�z, betw�xt ourselves
and the object; or more properly speak�ng, that th�s relat�on �s always
attended w�th both the others. Whoever �s un�ted to us by any
connex�on �s always sure of a share of our love, proport�oned to the
connex�on, w�thout enqu�r�ng �nto h�s other qual�t�es. Thus the
relat�on of blood produces the strongest t�e the m�nd �s capable of �n
the love of parents to the�r ch�ldren, and a lesser degree of the same
affect�on, as the relat�on lessens. Nor has consangu�n�ty alone th�s
effect, but any other relat�on w�thout except�on. We love our country-
men, our ne�ghbours, those of the same trade, profess�on, and even
name w�th ourselves. Every one of these relat�ons �s esteemed some
t�e, and g�ves a t�tle to a share of our affect�on.

There �s another phaenomenon, wh�ch �s parallel to th�s, v�z, that
acqua�ntance, w�thout any k�nd of relat�on, g�ves r�se to love and
k�ndness. When we have contracted a hab�tude and �nt�macy w�th
any person; though �n frequent�ng h�s company we have not been
able to d�scover any very valuable qual�ty, of wh�ch he �s possessed;
yet we cannot forebear preferr�ng h�m to strangers, of whose
super�or mer�t we are fully conv�nced. These two phaenomena of the



effects of relat�on and acqua�ntance w�ll g�ve mutual l�ght to each
other, and may be both expla�ned from the same pr�nc�ple.

Those, who take a pleasure �n decla�m�ng aga�nst human nature,
have observed, that man �s altogether �nsuff�c�ent to support h�mself;
and that when you loosen all the holds, wh�ch he has of external
objects, he �mmed�ately drops down �nto the deepest melancholy
and despa�r. From th�s, say they, proceeds that cont�nual search
after amusement �n gam�ng, �n hunt�ng, �n bus�ness; by wh�ch we
endeavour to forget ourselves, and exc�te our sp�r�ts from the langu�d
state, �nto wh�ch they fall, when not susta�ned by some br�sk and
l�vely emot�on. To th�s method of th�nk�ng I so far agree, that I own
the m�nd to be �nsuff�c�ent, of �tself, to �ts own enterta�nment, and that
�t naturally seeks after fore�gn objects, wh�ch may produce a l�vely
sensat�on, and ag�tate the sp�r�ts. On the appearance of such an
object �t awakes, as �t were, from a dream: The blood flows w�th a
new t�de: The heart �s elevated: And the whole man acqu�res a
v�gour, wh�ch he cannot command �n h�s sol�tary and calm moments.
Hence company �s naturally so rejo�c�ng, as present�ng the l�vel�est of
all objects, v�z, a rat�onal and th�nk�ng Be�ng l�ke ourselves, who
commun�cates to us all the act�ons of h�s m�nd; makes us pr�vy to h�s
�nmost sent�ments and affect�ons; and lets us see, �n the very �nstant
of the�r product�on, all the emot�ons, wh�ch are caused by any object.
Every l�vely �dea �s agreeable, but espec�ally that of a pass�on,
because such an �dea becomes a k�nd of pass�on, and g�ves a more
sens�ble ag�tat�on to the m�nd, than any other �mage or concept�on.

Th�s be�ng once adm�tted, all the rest �s easy. For as the company
of strangers �s agreeable to us for a short t�me, by �nl�ven�ng our
thought; so the company of our relat�ons and acqua�ntance must be
pecul�arly agreeable, because �t has th�s effect �n a greater degree,
and �s of more durable �nfluence. Whatever �s related to us �s
conce�ved �n a l�vely manner by the easy trans�t�on from ourselves to
the related object. Custom also, or acqua�ntance fac�l�tates the
entrance, and strengthens the concept�on of any object. The f�rst
case �s parallel to our reason�ngs from cause and effect; the second
to educat�on. And as reason�ng and educat�on concur only �n
produc�ng a l�vely and strong �dea of any object; so �s th�s the only
part�cular, wh�ch �s common to relat�on and acqua�ntance. Th�s must,



therefore, be the �nfluenc�ng qual�ty, by wh�ch they produce all the�r
common effects; and love or k�ndness be�ng one of these effects, �t
must be from the force and l�vel�ness of concept�on, that the pass�on
�s der�ved. Such a concept�on �s pecul�arly agreeable, and makes us
have an affect�onate regard for every th�ng, that produces �t, when
the proper object of k�ndness and goodw�ll.

It �s obv�ous, that people assoc�ate together accord�ng to the�r
part�cular tempers and d�spos�t�ons, and that men of gay tempers
naturally love the gay; as the ser�ous bear an affect�on to the ser�ous.
Th�s not only happens, where they remark th�s resemblance betw�xt
themselves and others, but also by the natural course of the
d�spos�t�on, and by a certa�n sympathy, wh�ch always ar�ses betw�xt
s�m�lar characters. Where they remark the resemblance, �t operates
after the manner of a relat�on, by produc�ng a connex�on of �deas.
Where they do not remark �t, �t operates by some other pr�nc�ple; and
�f th�s latter pr�nc�ple be s�m�lar to the former, �t must be rece�ved as a
conf�rmat�on of the forego�ng reason�ng.

The �dea of ourselves �s always �nt�mately present to us, and
conveys a sens�ble degree of v�vac�ty to the �dea of any other object,
to wh�ch we are related. Th�s l�vely �dea changes by degrees �nto a
real �mpress�on; these two k�nds of percept�on be�ng �n a great
measure the same, and d�ffer�ng only �n the�r degrees of force and
v�vac�ty. But th�s change must be produced w�th the greater ease,
that our natural temper g�ves us a propens�ty to the same
�mpress�on, wh�ch we observe �n others, and makes �t ar�se upon any
sl�ght occas�on. In that case resemblance converts the �dea �nto an
�mpress�on, not only by means of the relat�on, and by transfus�ng the
or�g�nal v�vac�ty �nto the related �dea; but also by present�ng such
mater�als as take f�re from the least spark. And as �n both cases a
love or affect�on ar�ses from the resemblance, we may learn that a
sympathy w�th others �s agreeable only by g�v�ng an emot�on to the
sp�r�ts, s�nce an easy sympathy and correspondent emot�ons are
alone common to RELATION, ACQUAINTANCE, and
RESEMBLANCE.

The great propens�ty men have to pr�de may be cons�dered as
another s�m�lar phaenomenon. It often happens, that after we have



l�ved a cons�derable t�me �n any c�ty; however at f�rst �t m�ght be
d�sagreeable to us; yet as we become fam�l�ar w�th the objects, and
contact an acqua�ntance, though merely w�th the streets and
bu�ld�ngs, the avers�on d�m�n�shes by degrees, and at last changes
�nto the oppos�te pass�on. The m�nd f�nds a sat�sfact�on and ease �n
the v�ew of objects, to wh�ch �t �s accustomed, and naturally prefers
them to others, wh�ch, though, perhaps, �n themselves more
valuable, are less known to �t. By the same qual�ty of the m�nd we
are seduced �nto a good op�n�on of ourselves, and of all objects, that
belong to us. They appear �n a stronger l�ght; are more agreeable;
and consequently f�tter subjects of pr�de and van�ty, than any other.

It may not be am�ss, �n treat�ng of the affect�on we bear our
acqua�ntance and relat�ons, to observe some pretty cur�ous
phaenomena, wh�ch attend �t. It �s easy to remark �n common l�fe,
that ch�ldren esteem the�r relat�on to the�r mother to be weakened, �n
a great measure, by her second marr�age, and no longer regard her
w�th the same eye, as �f she had cont�nued �n her state of w�dow-
hood. Nor does th�s happen only, when they have felt any
�nconven�ences from her second marr�age, or when her husband �s
much her �nfer�or; but even w�thout any of these cons�derat�ons, and
merely because she has become part of another fam�ly. Th�s also
takes place w�th regard to the second marr�age of a father; but �n a
much less degree: And �t �s certa�n the t�es of blood are not so much
loosened �n the latter case as by the marr�age of a mother. These
two phaenomena are remarkable �n themselves, but much more so
when compared.

In order to produce a perfect relat�on betw�xt two objects, �t �s
requ�s�te, not only that the �mag�nat�on be conveyed from one to the
other by resemblance, cont�gu�ty or causat�on, but also that �t return
back from the second to the f�rst w�th the same ease and fac�l�ty. At
f�rst s�ght th�s may seem a necessary and unavo�dable consequence.
If one object resemble another, the latter object must necessar�ly
resemble the former. If one object be the cause of another, the
second object �s effect to �ts cause. It �s the same case w�th
cont�gu�ty: And therefore the relat�on be�ng always rec�procal, �t may
be thought, that the return of the �mag�nat�on from the second to the
f�rst must also, �n every case, be equally natural as �ts passage from



the f�rst to the second. But upon farther exam�nat�on we shall eas�ly
d�scover our m�stake. For suppos�ng the second object, bes�de �ts
rec�procal relat�on to the f�rst, to have also a strong relat�on to a th�rd
object; �n that case the thought, pass�ng from the f�rst object to the
second, returns not back w�th the same fac�l�ty, though the relat�on
cont�nues the same; but �s read�ly carryed on to the th�rd object, by
means of the new relat�on, wh�ch presents �tself, and g�ves a new
�mpulse to the �mag�nat�on. Th�s new relat�on, therefore, weakens the
t�e betw�xt the f�rst and second objects. The fancy �s by �ts very
nature waver�ng and �nconstant; and cons�ders always two objects
as more strongly related together, where �t f�nds the passage equally
easy both �n go�ng and return�ng, than where the trans�t�on �s easy
only �n one of these mot�ons. The double mot�on �s a k�nd of a double
t�e, and b�nds the objects together �n the closest and most �nt�mate
manner.

The second marr�age of a mother breaks not the relat�on of ch�ld
and parent; and that relat�on suff�ces to convey my �mag�nat�on from
myself to her w�th the greatest ease and fac�l�ty. But after the
�mag�nat�on �s arr�ved at th�s po�nt of v�ew, �t f�nds �ts object to be
surrounded w�th so many other relat�ons, wh�ch challenge �ts regard,
that �t knows not wh�ch to prefer, and �s at a loss what new object to
p�tch upon. The t�es of �nterest and duty b�nd her to another fam�ly,
and prevent that return of the fancy from her to myself, wh�ch �s
necessary to support the un�on. The thought has no longer the
v�brat�on, requ�s�te to set �t perfectly at ease, and �ndulge �ts
�ncl�nat�on to change. It goes w�th fac�l�ty, but returns w�th d�ff�culty;
and by that �nterrupt�on f�nds the relat�on much weakened from what
�t would be were the passage open and easy on both s�des.

Now to g�ve a reason, why th�s effect follows not �n the same
degree upon the second marr�age of a father: we may reflect on
what has been proved already, that though the �mag�nat�on goes
eas�ly from the v�ew of a lesser object to that of a greater, yet �t
returns not w�th the same fac�l�ty from the greater to the less. When
my �mag�nat�on goes from myself to my father, �t passes not so
read�ly from h�m to h�s second w�fe, nor cons�ders h�m as enter�ng
�nto a d�fferent fam�ly, but as cont�nu�ng the head of that fam�ly, of
wh�ch I am myself a part. H�s super�or�ty prevents the easy trans�t�on



of the thought from h�m to h�s spouse, but keeps the passage st�ll
open for a return to myself along the same relat�on of ch�ld and
parent. He �s not sunk �n the new relat�on he acqu�res; so that the
double mot�on or v�brat�on of thought �s st�ll easy and natural. By th�s
�ndulgence of the fancy �n �ts �nconstancy, the t�e of ch�ld and parent
st�ll preserves �ts full force and �nfluence. A mother th�nks not her t�e
to a son weakened, because �t �s shared w�th her husband: Nor a
son h�s w�th a parent, because �t �s shared w�th a brother. The th�rd
object �s here related to the f�rst, as well as to the second; so that the
�mag�nat�on goes and comes along all of them w�th the greatest
fac�l�ty.



SECT. V OF OUR ESTEEM FOR THE
RICH AND POWERFUL

Noth�ng has a greater tendency to g�ve us an esteem for any
person, than h�s power and r�ches; or a contempt, than h�s poverty
and meanness: And as esteem and contempt are to be cons�dered
as spec�es of love and hatred, �t w�ll be proper �n th�s place to expla�n
these phaenomena.

Here �t happens most fortunately, that the greatest d�ff�culty �s not
to d�scover a pr�nc�ple capable of produc�ng such an effect, but to
choose the ch�ef and predom�nant among several, that present
themselves. The sat�sfact�on we take �n the r�ches of others, and the
esteem we have for the possessors may be ascr�bed to three
d�fferent causes. FIRST, To the objects they possess; such as
houses, gardens, equ�pages; wh�ch, be�ng agreeable �n themselves,
necessar�ly produce a sent�ment of pleasure �n every one; that e�ther
cons�ders or surveys them. SECONDLY, To the expectat�on of
advantage from the r�ch and powerful by our shar�ng the�r
possess�ons. THIRDLY, To sympathy, wh�ch makes us partake of the
sat�sfact�on of every one, that approaches us. All these pr�nc�ples
may concur �n produc�ng the present phaenomenon. The quest�on �s,
to wh�ch of them we ought pr�nc�pally to ascr�be �t.

It �s certa�n, that the f�rst pr�nc�ple, v�z, the reflect�on on agreeable
objects, has a greater �nfluence, than what, at f�rst s�ght, we may be
apt to �mag�ne. We seldom reflect on what �s beaut�ful or ugly,
agreeable or d�sagreeable, w�thout an emot�on of pleasure or
uneas�ness; and though these sensat�ons appear not much �n our
common �ndolent way of th�nk�ng, �t �s easy, e�ther �n read�ng or
conversat�on, to d�scover them. Men of w�t always turn the d�scourse
on subjects that are enterta�n�ng to the �mag�nat�on; and poets never
present any objects but such as are of the same nature. Mr Ph�l�ps
has chosen CYDER for the subject of an excellent poem. Beer would



not have been so proper, as be�ng ne�ther so agreeable to the taste
nor eye. But he would certa�nly have preferred w�ne to e�ther of
them, coued h�s nat�ve country have afforded h�m so agreeable a
l�quor. We may learn from thence, that every th�ng, wh�ch �s
agreeable to the senses, �s also �n some measure agreeable to the
fancy, and conveys to the thought an �mage of that sat�sfact�on,
wh�ch �t g�ves by �ts real appl�cat�on to the bod�ly organs.

But though these reasons may �nduce us to comprehend th�s
del�cacy of the �mag�nat�on among the causes of the respect, wh�ch
we pay the r�ch and powerful, there are many other reasons, that
may keep us from regard�ng �t as the sole or pr�nc�pal. For as the
�deas of pleasure can have an �nfluence only by means of the�r
v�vac�ty, wh�ch makes them approach �mpress�ons, �t �s most natural
those �deas should have that �nfluence, wh�ch are favoured by most
c�rcumstances, and have a natural tendency to become strong and
l�vely; such as our �deas of the pass�ons and sensat�ons of any
human creature. Every human creature resembles ourselves, and by
that means has an advantage above any other object, �n operat�ng
on the �mag�nat�on.

Bes�des, �f we cons�der the nature of that faculty, and the great
�nfluence wh�ch all relat�ons have upon �t, we shall eas�ly be
persuaded, that however the �deas of the pleasant w�nes, mus�c, or
gardens, wh�ch the r�ch man enjoys, may become l�vely and
agreeable, the fancy w�ll not conf�ne �tself to them, but w�ll carry �ts
v�ew to the related objects; and �n part�cular, to the person, who
possesses them. And th�s �s the more natural, that the pleasant �dea
or �mage produces here a pass�on towards the person, by means of
h�s relat�on to the object; so that �t �s unavo�dable but he must enter
�nto the or�g�nal concept�on, s�nce he makes the object of the
der�vat�ve pass�on: But �f he enters �nto the or�g�nal concept�on, and
�s cons�dered as enjoy�ng these agreeable objects, �t �s sympathy,
wh�ch �s properly the cause of the affect�on; and the th�rd pr�nc�ple �s
more powerful and un�versal than the f�rst.

Add to th�s, that r�ches and power alone, even though
unemployed, naturally cause esteem and respect: And consequently
these pass�ons ar�se not from the �dea of any beaut�ful or agreeable



objects. It �s true; money �mpl�es a k�nd of representat�on of such
objects, by the power �t affords of obta�n�ng them; and for that reason
may st�ll be esteemed proper to convey those agreeable �mages,
wh�ch may g�ve r�se to the pass�on. But as th�s prospect �s very
d�stant, �t �s more natural for us to take a cont�guous object, v�z, the
sat�sfact�on, wh�ch th�s power affords the person, who �s possest of
�t. And of th�s we shall be farther sat�sfyed, �f we cons�der, that r�ches
represent the goods of l�fe, only by means of the w�ll; wh�ch employs
them; and therefore �mply �n the�r very nature an �dea of the person,
and cannot be cons�dered w�thout a k�nd of sympathy w�th h�s
sensat�ons and enjoyments.

Th�s we may conf�rm by a reflect�on, wh�ch to some w�ll, perhaps,
appear too subt�le and ref�ned. I have already observed, that power,
as d�st�ngu�shed from �ts exerc�se, has e�ther no mean�ng at all, or �s
noth�ng but a poss�b�l�ty or probab�l�ty of ex�stence; by wh�ch any
object approaches to real�ty, and has a sens�ble �nfluence on the
m�nd. I have also observed, that th�s approach, by an �llus�on of the
fancy, appears much greater, when we ourselves are possest of the
power, than when �t �s enjoyed by another; and that �n the former
case the objects seem to touch upon the very verge of real�ty, and
convey almost an equal sat�sfact�on, as �f actually �n our possess�on.
Now I assert, that where we esteem a person upon account of h�s
r�ches, we must enter �nto th�s sent�ment of the propr�etor, and that
w�thout such a sympathy the �dea of the agreeable objects, wh�ch
they g�ve h�m the power to produce, would have but a feeble
�nfluence upon us. An avar�t�ous man �s respected for h�s money,
though he scarce �s possest of a power; that �s, there scarce �s a
probab�l�ty or even poss�b�l�ty of h�s employ�ng �t �n the acqu�s�t�on of
the pleasures and conven�ences of l�fe. To h�mself alone th�s power
seems perfect and ent�re; and therefore we must rece�ve h�s
sent�ments by sympathy, before we can have a strong �ntense �dea
of these enjoyments, or esteem h�m upon account of them.

Thus we have found, that the f�rst pr�nc�ple, v�z, the agreeable �dea
of those objects, wh�ch r�ches afford the enjoyment of; resolves �tself
�n a great measure �nto the th�rd, and becomes a sympathy w�th the
person we esteem or love. Let us now exam�ne the second pr�nc�ple,



v�z, the agreeable expectat�on of advantage, and see what force we
may justly attr�bute to �t.

It �s obv�ous, that though r�ches and author�ty undoubtedly g�ve
the�r owner a power of do�ng us serv�ce, yet th�s power �s not to be
cons�dered as on the same foot�ng w�th that, wh�ch they afford h�m,
of pleas�ng h�mself, and sat�sfy�ng h�s own appet�tes. Self-love
approaches the power and exerc�se very near each other �n the latter
case; but �n order to produce a s�m�lar effect �n the former, we must
suppose a fr�endsh�p and good-w�ll to be conjo�ned w�th the r�ches.
W�thout that c�rcumstance �t �s d�ff�cult to conce�ve on what we can
found our hope of advantage from the r�ches of others, though there
�s noth�ng more certa�n, than that we naturally esteem and respect
the r�ch, even before we d�scover �n them any such favourable
d�spos�t�on towards us.

But I carry th�s farther, and observe, not only that we respect the
r�ch and powerful, where they shew no �ncl�nat�on to serve us, but
also when we l�e so much out of the sphere of the�r act�v�ty, that they
cannot even be supposed to be endowed w�th that power. Pr�soners
of war are always treated w�th a respect su�table to the�r cond�t�on;
and �t �s certa�n r�ches go very far towards f�x�ng the cond�t�on of any
person. If b�rth and qual�ty enter for a share, th�s st�ll affords us an
argument of the same k�nd. For what �s �t we call a man of b�rth, but
one who �s descended from a long success�on of r�ch and powerful
ancestors, and who acqu�res our esteem by h�s relat�on to persons
whom we esteem? H�s ancestors, therefore, though dead, are
respected, �n some measure, on account of the�r r�ches, and
consequently w�thout any k�nd of expectat�on.

But not to go so far as pr�soners of war and the dead to f�nd
�nstances of th�s d�s�nterested esteem for r�ches, let us observe w�th
a l�ttle attent�on those phaenomena that occur to us �n common l�fe
and conversat�on. A man, who �s h�mself of a competent fortune,
upon com�ng �nto a company of strangers, naturally treats them w�th
d�fferent degrees of respect and deference, as he �s �nformed of the�r
d�fferent fortunes and cond�t�ons; though �t �s �mposs�ble he can ever
propose, and perhaps would not accept of any advantage from them.
A traveller �s always adm�tted �nto company, and meets w�th c�v�l�ty,



�n proport�on as h�s tra�n and equ�page speak h�m a man of great or
moderate fortune. In short, the d�fferent ranks of men are, �n a great
measure, regulated by r�ches, and that w�th regard to super�ors as
well as �nfer�ors, strangers as well as acqua�ntance.

There �s, �ndeed, an answer to these arguments, drawn from the
�nfluence of general rules. It may be pretended, that be�ng
accustomed to expect succour and protect�on from the r�ch and
powerful, and to esteem them upon that account, we extend the
same sent�ments to those, who resemble them �n the�r fortune, but
from whom we can never hope for any advantage. The general rule
st�ll preva�ls, and by g�v�ng a bent to the �mag�nat�on draws along the
pass�on, �n the same manner as �f �ts proper object were real and
ex�stent.

But that th�s pr�nc�ple does not here take place, w�ll eas�ly appear,
�f we cons�der, that �n order to establ�sh a general rule, and extend �t
beyond �ts proper bounds, there �s requ�red a certa�n un�form�ty �n
our exper�ence, and a great super�or�ty of those �nstances, wh�ch are
conformable to the rule, above the contrary. But here the case �s
qu�te otherw�se. Of a hundred men of cred�t and fortune I meet w�th,
there �s not, perhaps, one from whom I can expect advantage; so
that �t �s �mposs�ble any custom can ever preva�l �n the present case.

Upon the whole, there rema�ns noth�ng, wh�ch can g�ve us an
esteem for power and r�ches, and a contempt for meanness and
poverty, except the pr�nc�ple of sympathy, by wh�ch we enter �nto the
sent�ments of the r�ch and poor, and partake of the�r pleasure and
uneas�ness. R�ches g�ve sat�sfact�on to the�r possessor; and th�s
sat�sfact�on �s conveyed to the beholder by the �mag�nat�on, wh�ch
produces an �dea resembl�ng the or�g�nal �mpress�on �n force and
v�vac�ty. Th�s agreeable �dea or �mpress�on �s connected w�th love,
wh�ch �s an agreeable pass�on. It proceeds from a th�nk�ng consc�ous
be�ng, wh�ch �s the very object of love. From th�s relat�on of
�mpress�ons, and �dent�ty of �deas, the pass�on ar�ses, accord�ng to
my hypothes�s.

The best method of reconc�l�ng us to th�s op�n�on �s to take a
general survey of the un�verse, and observe the force of sympathy
through the whole an�mal creat�on, and the easy commun�cat�on of



sent�ments from one th�nk�ng be�ng to another. In all creatures, that
prey not upon others, and are not ag�tated w�th v�olent pass�ons,
there appears a remarkable des�re of company, wh�ch assoc�ates
them together, w�thout any advantages they can ever propose to
reap from the�r un�on. Th�s �s st�ll more consp�cuous �n man, as be�ng
the creature of the un�verse, who has the most ardent des�re of
soc�ety, and �s f�tted for �t by the most advantages. We can form no
w�sh, wh�ch has not a reference to soc�ety. A perfect sol�tude �s,
perhaps, the greatest pun�shment we can suffer. Every pleasure
langu�shes when enjoyed a-part from company, and every pa�n
becomes more cruel and �ntolerable. Whatever other pass�ons we
may be actuated by; pr�de, amb�t�on, avar�ce, cur�os�ty, revenge or
lust; the soul or an�mat�ng pr�nc�ple of them all �s sympathy; nor
would they have any force, were we to abstract ent�rely from the
thoughts and sent�ments of others. Let all the powers and elements
of nature consp�re to serve and obey one man: Let the sun r�se and
set at h�s command: The sea and r�vers roll as he pleases, and the
earth furn�sh spontaneously whatever may be useful or agreeable to
h�m: He w�ll st�ll be m�serable, t�ll you g�ve h�m some one person at
least, w�th whom he may share h�s happ�ness, and whose esteem
and fr�endsh�p he may enjoy.

Th�s conclus�on from a general v�ew of human nature, we may
conf�rm by part�cular �nstances, where�n the force of sympathy �s
very remarkable. Most k�nds of beauty are der�ved from th�s or�g�n;
and though our f�rst object be some senseless �nan�mate p�ece of
matter, �t �s seldom we rest there, and carry not our v�ew to �ts
�nfluence on sens�ble and rat�onal creatures. A man, who shews us
any house or bu�ld�ng, takes part�cular care among other th�ngs to
po�nt out the conven�ence of the apartments, the advantages of the�r
s�tuat�on, and the l�ttle room lost �n the sta�rs, ant�chambers and
passages; and �ndeed �t �s ev�dent, the ch�ef part of the beauty
cons�sts �n these part�culars. The observat�on of conven�ence g�ves
pleasure, s�nce conven�ence �s a beauty. But after what manner does
�t g�ve pleasure? It �s certa�n our own �nterest �s not �n the least
concerned; and as th�s �s a beauty of �nterest, not of form, so to
speak, �t must del�ght us merely by commun�cat�on, and by our
sympath�z�ng w�th the propr�etor of the lodg�ng. We enter �nto h�s



�nterest by the force of �mag�nat�on, and feel the same sat�sfact�on,
that the objects naturally occas�on �n h�m.

Th�s observat�on extends to tables, cha�rs, scr�to�res, ch�mneys,
coaches, sadles, ploughs, and �ndeed to every work of art; �t be�ng
an un�versal rule, that the�r beauty �s ch�efly der�ved from the�r ut�l�ty,
and from the�r f�tness for that purpose, to wh�ch they are dest�ned.
But th�s �s an advantage, that concerns only the owner, nor �s there
any th�ng but sympathy, wh�ch can �nterest the spectator.

It �s ev�dent, that noth�ng renders a f�eld more agreeable than �ts
fert�l�ty, and that scarce any advantages of ornament or s�tuat�on w�ll
be able to equal th�s beauty. It �s the same case w�th part�cular trees
and plants, as w�th the f�eld on wh�ch they grow. I know not but a
pla�n, overgrown w�th furze and broom, may be, �n �tself, as beaut�ful
as a h�ll covered w�th v�nes or ol�ve-trees; though �t w�ll never appear
so to one, who �s acqua�nted w�th the value of each. But th�s �s a
beauty merely of �mag�nat�on, and has no foundat�on �n what
appears to the senses. Fert�l�ty and value have a pla�n reference to
use; and that to r�ches, joy, and plenty; �n wh�ch though we have no
hope of partak�ng, yet we enter �nto them by the v�vac�ty of the fancy,
and share them, �n some measure, w�th the propr�etor.

There �s no rule �n pa�nt�ng more reasonable than that of
ballanc�ng the f�gures, and plac�ng them w�th the greatest exactness
on the�r proper centers of grav�ty. A f�gure, wh�ch �s not justly
ballanced, �s d�sagreeable; and that because �t conveys the �deas of
�ts fall, of harm, and of pa�n: Wh�ch �deas are pa�nful, when by
sympathy they acqu�re any degree of force and v�vac�ty.

Add to th�s, that the pr�nc�pal part of personal beauty �s an a�r of
health and v�gour, and such a construct�on of members as prom�ses
strength and act�v�ty. Th�s �dea of beauty cannot be accounted for but
by sympathy.

In general we may remark, that the m�nds of men are m�rrors to
one another, not only because they reflect each others emot�ons, but
also because those rays of pass�ons, sent�ments and op�n�ons may
be often reverberated, and may decay away by �nsens�ble degrees.
Thus the pleasure, wh�ch a r�ch man rece�ves from h�s possess�ons,
be�ng thrown upon the beholder, causes a pleasure and esteem;



wh�ch sent�ments aga�n, be�ng perce�ved and sympath�zed w�th,
encrease the pleasure of the possessor; and be�ng once more
reflected, become a new foundat�on for pleasure and esteem �n the
beholder. There �s certa�nly an or�g�nal sat�sfact�on �n r�ches der�ved
from that power, wh�ch they bestow, of enjoy�ng all the pleasures of
l�fe; and as th�s �s the�r very nature and essence, �t must be the f�rst
source of all the pass�ons, wh�ch ar�se from them. One of the most
cons�derable of these pass�ons �s that of love or esteem �n others,
wh�ch therefore proceeds from a sympathy w�th the pleasure of the
possessor. But the possessor has also a secondary sat�sfact�on �n
r�ches ar�s�ng from the love and esteem he acqu�res by them, and
th�s sat�sfact�on �s noth�ng but a second reflex�on of that or�g�nal
pleasure, wh�ch proceeded from h�mself. Th�s secondary sat�sfact�on
or van�ty becomes one of the pr�nc�pal recommendat�ons of r�ches,
and �s the ch�ef reason, why we e�ther des�re them for ourselves, or
esteem them �n others. Here then �s a th�rd rebound of the or�g�nal
pleasure; after wh�ch �t �s d�ff�cult to d�st�ngu�sh the �mages and
reflex�ons, by reason of the�r fa�ntness and confus�on.



SECT. VI OF BENEVOLENCE AND
ANGER

Ideas may be compared to the extens�on and sol�d�ty of matter,
and �mpress�ons, espec�ally reflect�ve ones, to colours, tastes, smells
and other sens�ble qual�t�es. Ideas never adm�t of a total un�on, but
are endowed w�th a k�nd of �mpenetrab�l�ty, by wh�ch they exclude
each other, and are capable of form�ng a compound by the�r
conjunct�on, not by the�r m�xture. On the other hand, �mpress�ons
and pass�ons are suscept�ble of an ent�re un�on; and l�ke colours,
may be blended so perfectly together, that each of them may lose
�tself, and contr�bute only to vary that un�form �mpress�on, wh�ch
ar�ses from the whole. Some of the most cur�ous phaenomena of the
human m�nd are der�ved from th�s property of the pass�ons.

In exam�n�ng those �ngred�ents, wh�ch are capable of un�t�ng w�th
love and hatred, I beg�n to be sens�ble, �n some measure, of a
m�sfortune, that has attended every system of ph�losophy, w�th wh�ch
the world has been yet acqua�nted. It �s commonly found, that �n
account�ng for the operat�ons of nature by any part�cular hypothes�s;
among a number of exper�ments, that quadrate exactly w�th the
pr�nc�ples we would endeavour to establ�sh; there �s always some
phaenomenon, wh�ch �s more stubborn, and w�ll not so eas�ly bend
to our purpose. We need not be surpr�zed, that th�s should happen �n
natural ph�losophy. The essence and compos�t�on of external bod�es
are so obscure, that we must necessar�ly, �n our reason�ngs, or
rather conjectures concern�ng them, �nvolve ourselves �n
contrad�ct�ons and absurd�t�es. But as the percept�ons of the m�nd
are perfectly known, and I have used all �mag�nable caut�on �n
form�ng conclus�ons concern�ng them, I have always hoped to keep
clear of those contrad�ct�ons, wh�ch have attended every other
system. Accord�ngly the d�ff�culty, wh�ch I have at present �n my eye,
�s now�se contrary to my system; but only departs a l�ttle from that
s�mpl�c�ty, wh�ch has been h�therto �ts pr�nc�pal force and beauty.



The pass�ons of love and hatred are always followed by, or rather
conjo�ned w�th benevolence and anger. It �s th�s conjunct�on, wh�ch
ch�efly d�st�ngu�shes these affect�ons from pr�de and hum�l�ty. For
pr�de and hum�l�ty are pure emot�ons �n the soul, unattended w�th any
des�re, and not �mmed�ately exc�t�ng us to act�on. But love and hatred
are not compleated w�th�n themselves, nor rest �n that emot�on,
wh�ch they produce, but carry the m�nd to someth�ng farther. Love �s
always followed by a des�re of the happ�ness of the person beloved,
and an avers�on to h�s m�sery: As hatred produces a des�re of the
m�sery and an avers�on to the happ�ness of the person hated. So
remarkable a d�fference betw�xt these two sets of pass�ons of pr�de
and hum�l�ty, love and hatred, wh�ch �n so many other part�culars
correspond to each other, mer�ts our attent�on.

The conjunct�on of th�s des�re and avers�on w�th love and hatred
may be accounted for by two d�fferent hypotheses. The f�rst �s, that
love and hatred have not only a cause, wh�ch exc�tes them, v�z,
pleasure and pa�n; and an object, to wh�ch they are d�rected, v�z, a
person or th�nk�ng be�ng; but l�kew�se an end, wh�ch they endeavour
to atta�n, v�z, the happ�ness or m�sery of the person beloved or
hated; all wh�ch v�ews, m�x�ng together, make only one pass�on.
Accord�ng to th�s system, love �s noth�ng but the des�re of happ�ness
to another person, and hatred that of m�sery. The des�re and
avers�on const�tute the very nature of love and hatred. They are not
only �nseparable but the same.

But th�s �s ev�dently contrary to exper�ence. For though �t �s certa�n
we never love any person w�thout des�r�ng h�s happ�ness, nor hate
any w�thout w�sh�ng h�s m�sery, yet these des�res ar�se only upon the
�deas of the happ�ness or m�sery of our fr�end or enemy be�ng
presented by the �mag�nat�on, and are not absolutely essent�al to
love and hatred. They are the most obv�ous and natural sent�ments
of these affect�ons, but not the only ones. The pass�ons may express
themselves �n a hundred ways, and may subs�st a cons�derable t�me,
w�thout our reflect�ng on the happ�ness or m�sery of the�r objects;
wh�ch clearly proves, that these des�res are not the same w�th love
and hatred, nor make any essent�al part of them.



We may, therefore, �nfer, that benevolence and anger are pass�ons
d�fferent from love and hatred, and only conjo�ned w�th them, by the
or�g�nal const�tut�on of the m�nd. As nature has g�ven to the body
certa�n appet�tes and �ncl�nat�ons, wh�ch she encreases, d�m�n�shes,
or changes accord�ng to the s�tuat�on of the flu�ds or sol�ds; she has
proceeded �n the same manner w�th the m�nd. Accord�ng as we are
possessed w�th love or hatred, the correspondent des�re of the
happ�ness or m�sery of the person, who �s the object of these
pass�ons, ar�ses �n the m�nd, and var�es w�th each var�at�on of these
oppos�te pass�ons. Th�s order of th�ngs, abstractedly cons�dered, �s
not necessary. Love and hatred m�ght have been unattended w�th
any such des�res, or the�r part�cular connex�on m�ght have been
ent�rely reversed. If nature had so pleased, love m�ght have had the
same effect as hatred, and hatred as love. I see no contrad�ct�on �n
suppos�ng a des�re of produc�ng m�sery annexed to love, and of
happ�ness to hatred. If the sensat�on of the pass�on and des�re be
oppos�te, nature coued have altered the sensat�on w�thout alter�ng
the tendency of the des�re, and by that means made them
compat�ble w�th each other.



SECT. VII OF COMPASSION
But though the des�re of the happ�ness or m�sery of others,

accord�ng to the love or hatred we bear them, be an arb�trary and
or�g�nal �nst�nct �mplanted �n our nature, we f�nd �t may be
counterfe�ted on many occas�ons, and may ar�se from secondary
pr�nc�ples. P�ty �s a concern for, and mal�ce a joy �n the m�sery of
others, w�thout any fr�endsh�p or enm�ty to occas�on th�s concern or
joy. We p�ty even strangers, and such as are perfectly �nd�fferent to
us: And �f our �ll-w�ll to another proceed from any harm or �njury, �t �s
not, properly speak�ng, mal�ce, but revenge. But �f we exam�ne these
affect�ons of p�ty and mal�ce we shall f�nd them to be secondary
ones, ar�s�ng from or�g�nal affect�ons, wh�ch are var�ed by some
part�cular turn of thought and �mag�nat�on.

It w�ll be easy to expla�n the pass�on of p�ty, from the precedent
reason�ng concern�ng sympathy. We have a l�vely �dea of every th�ng
related to us. All human creatures are related to us by resemblance.
The�r persons, therefore, the�r �nterests, the�r pass�ons, the�r pa�ns
and pleasures must str�ke upon us �n a l�vely manner, and produce
an emot�on s�m�lar to the or�g�nal one; s�nce a l�vely �dea �s eas�ly
converted �nto an �mpress�on. If th�s be true �n general, �t must be
more so of affl�ct�on and sorrow. These have always a stronger and
more last�ng �nfluence than any pleasure or enjoyment.

A spectator of a tragedy passes through a long tra�n of gr�ef, terror,
�nd�gnat�on, and other affect�ons, wh�ch the poet represents �n the
persons he �ntroduces. As many traged�es end happ�ly, and no
excellent one can be composed w�thout some reverses of fortune,
the spectator must sympath�ze w�th all these changes, and rece�ve
the f�ct�t�ous joy as well as every other pass�on. Unless, therefore, �t
be asserted, that every d�st�nct pass�on �s commun�cated by a
d�st�nct or�g�nal qual�ty, and �s not der�ved from the general pr�nc�ple
of sympathy above-expla�ned, �t must be allowed, that all of them
ar�se from that pr�nc�ple. To except any one �n part�cular must appear



h�ghly unreasonable. As they are all f�rst present �n the m�nd of one
person, and afterwards appear �n the m�nd of another; and as the
manner of the�r appearance, f�rst as an �dea, then as an �mpress�on,
�s �n every case the same, the trans�t�on must ar�se from the same
pr�nc�ple. I am at least sure, that th�s method of reason�ng would be
cons�dered as certa�n, e�ther �n natural ph�losophy or common l�fe.

Add to th�s, that p�ty depends, �n a great measure, on the
cont�gu�ty, and even s�ght of the object; wh�ch �s a proof, that �t �s
der�ved from the �mag�nat�on. Not to ment�on that women and
ch�ldren are most subject to p�ty, as be�ng most gu�ded by that
faculty. The same �nf�rm�ty, wh�ch makes them fa�nt at the s�ght of a
naked sword, though �n the hands of the�r best fr�end, makes them
p�ty extremely those, whom they f�nd �n any gr�ef or affl�ct�on. Those
ph�losophers, who der�ve th�s pass�on from I know not what subt�le
reflect�ons on the �nstab�l�ty of fortune, and our be�ng l�able to the
same m�ser�es we behold, w�ll f�nd th�s observat�on contrary to them
among a great many others, wh�ch �t were easy to produce.

There rema�ns only to take not�ce of a pretty remarkable
phaenomenon of th�s pass�on; wh�ch �s, that the commun�cated
pass�on of sympathy somet�mes acqu�res strength from the
weakness of �ts or�g�nal, and even ar�ses by a trans�t�on from
affect�ons, wh�ch have no ex�stence. Thus when a person obta�ns
any honourable off�ce, or �nher�ts a great fortune, we are always the
more rejo�ced for h�s prosper�ty, the less sense he seems to have of
�t, and the greater equan�m�ty and �nd�fference he shews �n �ts
enjoyment. In l�ke manner a man, who �s not dejected by
m�sfortunes, �s the more lamented on account of h�s pat�ence; and �f
that v�rtue extends so far as utterly to remove all sense of
uneas�ness, �t st�ll farther encreases our compass�on. When a
person of mer�t falls �nto what �s vulgarly esteemed a great
m�sfortune, we form a not�on of h�s cond�t�on; and carry�ng our fancy
from the cause to the usual effect, f�rst conce�ve a l�vely �dea of h�s
sorrow, and then feel an �mpress�on of �t, ent�rely over-look�ng that
greatness of m�nd, wh�ch elevates h�m above such emot�ons, or only
cons�der�ng �t so far as to encrease our adm�rat�on, love and
tenderness for h�m. We f�nd from exper�ence, that such a degree of
pass�on �s usually connected w�th such a m�sfortune; and though



there be an except�on �n the present case, yet the �mag�nat�on �s
affected by the general rule, and makes us conce�ve a l�vely �dea of
the pass�on, or rather feel the pass�on �tself, �n the same manner, as
�f the person were really actuated by �t. From the same pr�nc�ples we
blush for the conduct of those, who behave themselves fool�shly
before us; and that though they shew no sense of shame, nor seem
�n the least consc�ous of the�r folly. All th�s proceeds from sympathy;
but �t �s of a part�al k�nd, and v�ews �ts objects only on one s�de,
w�thout cons�der�ng the other, wh�ch has a contrary effect, and would
ent�rely destroy that emot�on, wh�ch ar�ses from the f�rst appearance.

We have also �nstances, where�n an �nd�fference and �nsens�b�l�ty
under m�sfortune encreases our concern for the m�sfortunate, even
though the �nd�fference proceed not from any v�rtue and
magnan�m�ty. It �s an aggravat�on of a murder, that �t was comm�tted
upon persons asleep and �n perfect secur�ty; as h�stor�ans read�ly
observe of any �nfant pr�nce, who �s capt�ve �n the hands of h�s
enem�es, that he �s the more worthy of compass�on the less sens�ble
he �s of h�s m�serable cond�t�on. As we ourselves are here
acqua�nted w�th the wretched s�tuat�on of the person, �t g�ves us a
l�vely �dea and sensat�on of sorrow, wh�ch �s the pass�on that
generally attends �t; and th�s �dea becomes st�ll more l�vely, and the
sensat�on more v�olent by a contrast w�th that secur�ty and
�nd�fference, wh�ch we observe �n the person h�mself. A contrast of
any k�nd never fa�ls to affect the �mag�nat�on, espec�ally when
presented by the subject; and �t �s on the �mag�nat�on that p�ty
ent�rely depends.



     [FN  11.  To prevent all ambiguity, I must observe, 
     that where I oppose the imagination to the memory, I mean in 
     general the faculty that presents our fainter ideas. In all 
     other places, and particularly when it is opposed to the 
     understanding, I understand the same faculty, excluding only 
     our demonstrative and probable reasonings.] 



SECT. VIII OF MALICE AND ENVY
We must now proceed to account for the pass�on of mal�ce, wh�ch

�m�tates the effects of hatred, as p�ty does those of love; and g�ves
us a joy �n the suffer�ngs and m�ser�es of others, w�thout any offence
or �njury on the�r part.

So l�ttle are men governed by reason �n the�r sent�ments and
op�n�ons, that they always judge more of objects by compar�son than
from the�r �ntr�ns�c worth and value. When the m�nd cons�ders, or �s
accustomed to, any degree of perfect�on, whatever falls short of �t,
though really esteemable, has notw�thstand�ng the same effect upon
the pass�ons; as what �s defect�ve and �ll. Th�s �s an or�g�nal qual�ty of
the soul, and s�m�lar to what we have every day exper�ence of �n our
bod�es. Let a man heat one hand and cool the other; the same water
w�ll, at the same t�me, seem both hot and cold, accord�ng to the
d�spos�t�on of the d�fferent organs. A small degree of any qual�ty,
succeed�ng a greater, produces the same sensat�on, as �f less than �t
really �s, and even somet�mes as the oppos�te qual�ty. Any gentle
pa�n, that follows a v�olent one, seems as noth�ng, or rather becomes
a pleasure; as on the other hand a v�olent pa�n, succeed�ng a gentle
one, �s doubly gr�evous and uneasy.

Th�s no one can doubt of w�th regard to our pass�ons and
sensat�ons. But there may ar�se some d�ff�culty w�th regard to our
�deas and objects. When an object augments or d�m�n�shes to the
eye or �mag�nat�on from a compar�son w�th others, the �mage and
�dea of the object are st�ll the same, and are equally extended �n the
ret�na, and �n the bra�n or organ of percept�on. The eyes refract the
rays of l�ght, and the opt�c nerves convey the �mages to the bra�n �n
the very same manner, whether a great or small object has
preceded; nor does even the �mag�nat�on alter the d�mens�ons of �ts
object on account of a compar�son w�th others. The quest�on then �s,
how from the same �mpress�on and the same �dea we can form such
d�fferent judgments concern�ng the same object, and at one t�me



adm�re �ts bulk, and at another desp�se �ts l�ttleness. Th�s var�at�on �n
our judgments must certa�nly proceed from a var�at�on �n some
percept�on; but as the var�at�on l�es not �n the �mmed�ate �mpress�on
or �dea of the object, �t must l�e �n some other �mpress�on, that
accompan�es �t.

In order to expla�n th�s matter, I shall just touch upon two
pr�nc�ples, one of wh�ch shall be more fully expla�ned �n the progress
of th�s treat�se; the other has been already accounted for. I bel�eve �t
may safely be establ�shed for a general max�m, that no object �s
presented to the senses, nor �mage formed �n the fancy, but what �s
accompanyed w�th some emot�on or movement of sp�r�ts
proport�oned to �t; and however custom may make us �nsens�ble of
th�s sensat�on and cause us to confound �t w�th the object or �dea, �t
w�ll be easy, by careful and exact exper�ments, to separate and
d�st�ngu�sh them. For to �nstance only �n the cases of extens�on and
number; �t �s ev�dent, that any very bulky object, such as the ocean,
an extended pla�n, a vast cha�n of mounta�ns, a w�de forest: or any
very numerous collect�on of objects, such as an army, a fleet, a
crowd, exc�te �n the m�nd a sens�ble emot�on; and that the
adm�rat�on, wh�ch ar�ses on the appearance of such objects, �s one
of the most l�vely pleasures, wh�ch human nature �s capable of
enjoy�ng. Now as th�s adm�rat�on encreases or d�m�n�shes by the
encrease or d�m�nut�on of the objects, we may conclude, accord�ng
to our forego�ng [Book I. Part III. Sect. 15.] pr�nc�ples, that �t �s a
compound effect, proceed�ng from the conjunct�on of the several
effects, wh�ch ar�se from each part of the cause. Every part, then, of
extens�on, and every un�te of number has a separate emot�on
attend�ng �t; and though that emot�on be not always agreeable, yet
by �ts conjunct�on w�th others, and by �ts ag�tat�ng the sp�r�ts to a just
p�tch, �t contr�butes to the product�on of adm�rat�on, wh�ch �s always
agreeable. If th�s be allowed w�th respect to extens�on and number,
we can make no d�ff�culty w�th respect to v�rtue and v�ce, w�t and
folly, r�ches and poverty, happ�ness and m�sery, and other objects of
that k�nd, wh�ch are always attended w�th an ev�dent emot�on.

The second pr�nc�ple I shall take not�ce of �s that of our adherence
to general rules; wh�ch has such a m�ghty �nfluence on the act�ons
and understand�ng, and �s able to �mpose on the very senses. When



an object �s found by-exper�ence to be always accompanyed w�th
another; whenever the f�rst object appears, though changed �n very
mater�al c�rcumstances; we naturally fly to the concept�on of the
second, and form an �dea of �t �n as l�vely and strong a manner, as �f
we had �nfered �ts ex�stence by the justest and most authent�c
conclus�on of our understand�ng. Noth�ng can undece�ve us, not
even our senses, wh�ch, �nstead of correct�ng th�s false judgment,
are often perverted by �t, and seem to author�ze �ts errors.

The conclus�on I draw from these two pr�nc�ples, jo�ned to the
�nfluence of compar�son above-ment�oned, �s very short and
dec�s�ve. Every object �s attended w�th some emot�on proport�oned to
�t; a great object w�th a great emot�on, a small object w�th a small
emot�on. A great object, therefore, succeed�ng a small one makes a
great emot�on succeed a small one. Now a great emot�on
succeed�ng a small one becomes st�ll greater, and r�ses beyond �ts
ord�nary proport�on. But as there �s a certa�n degree of an emot�on,
wh�ch commonly attends every magn�tude of an object; when the
emot�on encreases, we naturally �mag�ne that the object has l�kew�se
encreased. The effect conveys our v�ew to �ts usual cause, a certa�n
degree of emot�on to a certa�n magn�tude of the object; nor do we
cons�der, that compar�son may change the emot�on w�thout chang�ng
anyth�ng �n the object. Those who are acqua�nted w�th the
metaphys�cal part of opt�cs and know how we transfer the judgments
and conclus�ons of the understand�ng to the senses, w�ll eas�ly
conce�ve th�s whole operat�on.

But leav�ng th�s new d�scovery of an �mpress�on, that secretly
attends every �dea; we must at least allow of that pr�nc�ple, from
whence the d�scovery arose, that objects appear greater or less by a
compar�son w�th others. We have so many �nstances of th�s, that �t �s
�mposs�ble we can d�spute �ts verac�ty; and �t �s from th�s pr�nc�ple I
der�ve the pass�ons of mal�ce and envy.

It �s ev�dent we must rece�ve a greater or less sat�sfact�on or
uneas�ness from reflect�ng on our own cond�t�on and c�rcumstances,
�n proport�on as they appear more or less fortunate or unhappy, �n
proport�on to the degrees of r�ches, and power, and mer�t, and
reputat�on, wh�ch we th�nk ourselves possest of. Now as we seldom



judge of objects from the�r �ntr�ns�c value, but form our not�ons of
them from a compar�son w�th other objects; �t follows, that accord�ng
as we observe a greater or less share of happ�ness or m�sery �n
others, we must make an est�mate of our own, and feel a
consequent pa�n or pleasure. The m�sery of another g�ves us a more
l�vely �dea of our happ�ness, and h�s happ�ness of our m�sery. The
former, therefore, produces del�ght; and the latter uneas�ness.

Here then �s a k�nd of p�ty reverst, or contrary sensat�ons ar�s�ng �n
the beholder, from those wh�ch are felt by the person, whom he
cons�ders. In general we may observe, that �n all k�nds of
compar�son an object makes us always rece�ve from another, to
wh�ch �t �s compared, a sensat�on contrary to what ar�ses from �tself
�n �ts d�rect and �mmed�ate survey. A small object makes a great one
appear st�ll greater. A great object makes a l�ttle one appear less.
Deform�ty of �tself produces uneas�ness; but makes us rece�ve new
pleasure by �ts contrast w�th a beaut�ful object, whose beauty �s
augmented by �t; as on the other hand, beauty, wh�ch of �tself
produces pleasure, makes us rece�ve a new pa�n by the contrast
w�th any th�ng ugly, whose deform�ty �t augments. The case,
therefore, must be the same w�th happ�ness and m�sery. The d�rect
survey of another's pleasure naturally g�ves us plcasure, and
therefore produces pa�n when cornpared w�th our own. H�s pa�n,
cons�dered �n �tself, �s pa�nful to us, but augments the �dea of our
own happ�ness, and g�ves us pleasure.

Nor w�ll �t appear strange, that we may feel a reverst sensat�on
from the happ�ness and m�sery of others; s�nce we f�nd the same
compar�son may g�ve us a k�nd of mal�ce aga�nst ourselves, and
make us rejo�ce for our pa�ns, and gr�eve for our pleasures. Thus the
prospect of past pa�n �s agreeable, when we are sat�sfyed w�th our
present cond�t�on; as on the other hand our past pleasures g�ve us
uneas�ness, when we enjoy noth�ng at present equal to them. The
compar�son be�ng the same, as when we reflect on the sent�ments of
others, must be attended w�th the same effects.

Nay a person may extend th�s mal�ce aga�nst h�mself, even to h�s
present fortune, and carry �t so far as des�gnedly to seek affl�ct�on,
and encrease h�s pa�ns and sorrows. Th�s may happen upon two



occas�ons. F�rst, Upon the d�stress and m�sfortune of a fr�end, or
person dear to h�m. Secondly, Upon the feel�ng any remorses for a
cr�me, of wh�ch he has been gu�lty. It �s from the pr�nc�ple of
compar�son that both these �rregular appet�tes for ev�l ar�se. A
person, who �ndulges h�mself �n any pleasure, wh�le h�s fr�end l�es
under affl�ct�on, feels the reflected uneas�ness from h�s fr�end more
sens�bly by a compar�son w�th the or�g�nal pleasure, wh�ch he h�mself
enjoys. Th�s contrast, �ndeed, ought also to �nl�ven the present
pleasure. But as gr�ef �s here supposed to be the predom�nant
pass�on, every add�t�on falls to that s�de, and �s swallowed up �n �t,
w�thout operat�ng �n the least upon the contrary affect�on. It �s the
same case w�th those penances, wh�ch men �nfl�ct on themselves for
the�r past s�ns and fa�l�ngs. When a cr�m�nal reflects on the
pun�shment he deserves, the �dea of �t �s magn�fyed by a compar�son
w�th h�s present ease and sat�sfact�on; wh�ch forces h�m, �n a
manner, to seek uneas�ness, �n order to avo�d so d�sagreeable a
contrast.

Th�s reason�ng w�ll account for the or�g�n of envy as well as of
mal�ce. The only d�fference betw�xt these pass�ons l�es �n th�s, that
envy �s exc�ted by some present enjoyment of another, wh�ch by
compar�son d�m�n�shes our �dea of our own: Whereas mal�ce �s the
unprovoked des�re of produc�ng ev�l to another, �n order to reap a
pleasure from the compar�son. The enjoyment, wh�ch �s the object of
envy, �s commonly super�or to our own. A super�or�ty naturally seems
to overshade us, and presents a d�sagreeable compar�son. But even
�n the case of an �nfer�or�ty, we st�ll des�re a greater d�stance, �n order
to augment, st�ll more the �dea of ourself. When th�s d�stance
d�m�n�shes, the compar�son �s less to our advantage; and
consequently g�ves us less pleasure, and �s even d�sagreeable.
Hence ar�ses that spec�es of envy, wh�ch men feel, when they
perce�ve the�r �nfer�ors approach�ng or overtak�ng them �n the
pursu�ts of glory or happ�ness. In th�s envy we may see the effects of
compar�son tw�ce repeated. A man, who compares h�mself to h�s
�nfer�or, rece�ves a pleasure from the compar�son: And when the
�nfer�or�ty decreases by the elevat�on of the �nfer�or, what should only
have been a decrease of pleasure, becomes a real pa�n, by a new
compar�son w�th �ts preced�ng cond�t�on.



It �s worthy of observat�on concern�ng that envy, wh�ch ar�ses from
a super�or�ty �n others, that �t �s not the great d�sproport�on betw�xt
ourself and another, wh�ch produces �t; but on the contrary, our
prox�m�ty. A common sold�er bears no such envy to h�s general as to
h�s sergeant or corporal; nor does an em�nent wr�ter meet w�th so
great jealousy �n common hackney scr�blers, as �n authors, that more
nearly approach h�m. It may, �ndeed, be thought, that the greater the
d�sproport�on �s, the greater must be the uneas�ness from the
compar�son. But we may cons�der on the other hand, that the great
d�sproport�on cuts off the relat�on, and e�ther keeps us from
compar�ng ourselves w�th what �s remote from us, or d�m�n�shes the
effects of the compar�son. Resemblance and prox�m�ty always
produce a relat�on of �deas; and where you destroy these t�es,
however other acc�dents may br�ng two �deas together; as they have
no bond or connect�ng qual�ty to jo�n them �n the �mag�nat�on; �t �s
�mposs�ble they can rema�n long un�ted, or have any cons�derable
�nfluence on each other.

I have observed �n cons�der�ng the nature of amb�t�on, that the
great feel a double pleasure �n author�ty from the compar�son of the�r
own cond�t�on w�th that of the�r slaves; and that th�s compar�son has
a double �nfluence, because �t �s natural, and presented by the
subject. When the fancy, �n the compar�son of objects, passes not
eas�ly from the one object to the other, the act�on of the m�nd �s, �n a
great measure, broke, and the fancy, �n cons�der�ng the second
object, beg�ns, as �t were, upon a new foot�ng. The �mpress�on, wh�ch
attends every object, seems not greater �n that case by succeed�ng a
less of the same k�nd; but these two �mpress�ons are d�st�nct, and
produce the�r d�st�nct effects, w�thout any commun�cat�on together.
The want of relat�on �n the �deas breaks the relat�on of the
�mpress�ons, and by such a separat�on prevents the�r mutual
operat�on and �nfluence.

To conf�rm th�s we may observe, that the prox�m�ty �n the degree of
mer�t �s not alone suff�c�ent to g�ve r�se to envy, but must be ass�sted
by other relat�ons. A poet �s not apt to envy a ph�losopher, or a poet
of a d�fferent k�nd, of a d�fferent nat�on, or of a d�fferent age. All these
d�fferences prevent or weaken the compar�son, and consequently
the pass�on.



Th�s too �s the reason, why all objects appear great or l�ttle, merely
by a compar�son w�th those of the same spec�es. A mounta�n ne�ther
magn�f�es nor d�m�n�shes a horse �n our eyes; but when a Flem�sh
and a Welsh horse are seen together, the one appears greater and
the other less, than when v�ewed apart.

From the same pr�nc�ple we may account for that remark of
h�stor�ans, that any party �n a c�v�l war always choose to call �n a
fore�gn enemy at any hazard rather than subm�t to the�r fellow-
c�t�zens. Gu�cc�ard�n appl�es th�s remark to the wars �n Italy, where
the relat�ons betw�xt the d�fferent states are, properly speak�ng,
noth�ng but of name, language, and cont�gu�ty. Yet even these
relat�ons, when jo�ned w�th super�or�ty, by mak�ng the compar�son
more natural, make �t l�kew�se more gr�evous, and cause men to
search for some other super�or�ty, wh�ch may be attended w�th no
relat�on, and by that means may have a less sens�ble �nfluence on
the �mag�nat�on. The m�nd qu�ckly perce�ves �ts several advantages
and d�sadvantages; and f�nd�ng �ts s�tuat�on to be most uneasy,
where super�or�ty �s conjo�ned w�th other relat�ons, seeks �ts repose
as much as poss�ble, by the�r separat�on, and by break�ng that
assoc�at�on of �deas, wh�ch renders the compar�son so much more
natural and eff�cac�ous. When �t cannot break the assoc�at�on, �t feels
a stronger des�re to remove the super�or�ty; and th�s �s the reason
why travellers are commonly so lav�sh of the�r pra�ses to the Ch�nese
and Pers�ans, at the same t�me, that they deprec�ate those
ne�ghbour�ng nat�ons, wh�ch may stand upon a foot of r�valsh�p w�th
the�r nat�ve country.

These examples from h�story and common exper�ence are r�ch
and cur�ous; but we may f�nd parallel ones �n the arts, wh�ch are no
less remarkable. should an author compose a treat�se, of wh�ch one
part was ser�ous and profound, another l�ght and humorous, every
one would condemn so strange a m�xture, and would accuse h�m of
the neglect of all rules of art and cr�t�c�sm. These rules of art are
founded on the qual�t�es of human nature; and the qual�ty of human
nature, wh�ch requ�res a cons�stency �n every performance �s that
wh�ch renders the m�nd �ncapable of pass�ng �n a moment from one
pass�on and d�spos�t�on to a qu�te d�fferent one. Yet th�s makes us
not blame Mr Pr�or for jo�n�ng h�s Alma and h�s Solomon �n the same



volume; though that adm�rable poet has succeeded perfectly well �n
the ga�ety of the one, as well as �n the melancholy of the other. Even
suppos�ng the reader should peruse these two compos�t�ons w�thout
any �nterval, he would feel l�ttle or no d�ff�culty �n the change of
pass�ons: Why, but because he cons�ders these performances as
ent�rely d�fferent, and by th�s break �n the �deas, breaks the progress
of the affect�ons, and h�nders the one from �nfluenc�ng or
contrad�ct�ng the other?

An hero�c and burlesque des�gn, un�ted �n one p�cture, would be
monstrous; though we place two p�ctures of so oppos�te a character
�n the same chamber, and even close by each other, w�thout any
scruple or d�ff�culty.

In a word, no �deas can affect each other, e�ther by compar�son, or
by the pass�ons they separately produce, unless they be un�ted
together by some relat�on, wh�ch may cause an easy trans�t�on of the
�deas, and consequently of the emot�ons or �mpress�ons, attend�ng
the �deas; and may preserve the one �mpress�on �n the passage of
the �mag�nat�on to the object of the other. Th�s pr�nc�ple �s very
remarkable, because �t �s analogous to what we have observed both
concern�ng the understand�ng and the pass�ons. Suppose two
objects to be presented to me, wh�ch are not connected by any k�nd
of relat�on. Suppose that each of these objects separately produces
a pass�on; and that these two pass�ons are �n themselves contrary:
We f�nd from exper�ence, that the want of relat�on �n the objects or
�deas h�nders the natural contrar�ety of the pass�ons, and that the
break �n the trans�t�on of the thought removes the affect�ons from
each other, and prevents the�r oppos�t�on. It �s the same case w�th
compar�son; and from both these phaenomena we may safely
conclude, that the relat�on of �deas must forward the trans�t�on of
�mpress�ons; s�nce �ts absence alone �s able to prevent �t, and to
separate what naturally should have operated upon each other.
When the absence of an object or qual�ty removes any usual or
natural effect, we may certalnly conclude that �ts presence
contr�butes to the product�on of the effect.





SECT. IX OF THE MIXTURE OF
BENEVOLENCE AND ANGER WITH

COMPASSION AND MALICE
Thus we have endeavoured to account for p�ty and mal�ce. Both

these affect�ons ar�se from the �mag�nat�on, accord�ng to the l�ght, �n
wh�ch �t places �ts object. When our fancy cons�ders d�rectly the
sent�ments of others, and enters deep �nto them, �t makes us
sens�ble of all the pass�ons �t surveys, but �n a part�cular manner of
gr�ef or sorrow. On the contrary, when we compare the sent�ments of
others to our own, we feel a sensat�on d�rectly oppos�te to the
or�g�nal one, v�z. a joy from the gr�ef of others, and a gr�ef from the�r
joy. But these are only the f�rst foundat�ons of the affect�ons of p�ty
and mal�ce. Other pass�ons are afterwards confounded w�th them.
There �s always a m�xture of love or tenderness w�th p�ty, and of
hatred or anger w�th mal�ce. But �t must be confessed, that th�s
m�xture seems at f�rst s�ght to be contrad�ctory to my system. For as
p�ty �s an uneas�ness, and mal�ce a joy, ar�s�ng from the m�sery of
others, p�ty should naturally, as �n all other cases, produce hatred;
and mal�ce, love. Th�s contrad�ct�on I endeavour to reconc�le, after
the follow�ng manner.

In order to cause a trans�t�on of pass�ons, there �s requ�red a
double relat�on of �mpress�ons and �deas, nor �s one relat�on
suff�c�ent to produce th�s effect. But that we may understand the full
force of th�s double relat�on, we must cons�der, that �t �s not the
present sensat�on alone or momentary pa�n or pleasure, wh�ch
determ�nes the character of any pass�on, but the whole bent or
tendency of �t from the beg�nn�ng to the end. One �mpress�on may be
related to another, not only when the�r sensat�ons are resembl�ng, as
we have all along supposed �n the preced�ng cases; but also when
the�r �mpulses or d�rect�ons are s�m�lar and correspondent. Th�s
cannot take place w�th regard to pr�de and hum�l�ty; because these



are only pure sensat�ons, w�thout any d�rect�on or tendency to act�on.
We are, therefore, to look for �nstances of th�s pecul�ar relat�on of
�mpress�ons only �n such affect�ons, as are attended w�th a certa�n
appet�te or des�re; such as those of love and hatred.

Benevolence or the appet�te, wh�ch attends love, �s a des�re of the
happ�ness of the person beloved, and an avers�on to h�s m�sery; as
anger or the appet�te, wh�ch attends hatred, �s a des�re of the m�sery
of the person hated, and an avers�on to h�s happ�ness. A des�re,
therefore, of the happ�ness of another, and avers�on to h�s m�sery,
are s�m�lar to benevolence; and a des�re of h�s m�sery and avers�on
to h�s happ�ness are correspondent to anger. Now p�ty �s a des�re of
happ�ness to another, and avers�on to h�s m�sery; as mal�ce �s the
contrary appet�te. P�ty, then, �s related to benevolence; and mal�ce to
anger: And as benevolence has been already found to be connected
w�th love, by a natural and or�g�nal qual�ty, and anger w�th hatred; �t �s
by th�s cha�n the pass�ons of p�ty and mal�ce are connected w�th love
and hatred.

Th�s hypothes�s �s founded on suff�c�ent exper�ence. A man, who
from any mot�ves has enterta�ned a resolut�on of perform�ng an
act�on, naturally runs �nto every other v�ew or mot�ve, wh�ch may
fort�fy that resolut�on, and g�ve �t author�ty and �nfluence on the m�nd.
To conf�rm us �n any des�gn, we search for mot�ves drawn from
�nterest, from honour, from duty. What wonder, then, that p�ty and
benevolence, mal�ce, and anger, be�ng the same des�res ar�s�ng from
d�fferent pr�nc�ples, should so totally m�x together as to be
und�st�ngu�shable? As to the connex�on betw�xt benevolence and
love, anger and hatred, be�ng or�g�nal and pr�mary, �t adm�ts of no
d�ff�culty.

We may add to th�s another exper�ment, v�z, that benevolence and
anger, and consequently love and hatred, ar�se when our happ�ness
or m�sery have any dependance on the happ�ness or m�sery of
another person, w�thout any farther relat�on. I doubt not but th�s
exper�ment w�ll appear so s�ngular as to excuse us for stopp�ng a
moment to cons�der �t.

Suppose, that two persons of the same trade should seek
employment �n a town, that �s not able to ma�nta�n both, �t �s pla�n the



success of one �s perfectly �ncompat�ble w�th that of the other, and
that whatever �s for the �nterest of e�ther �s contrary to that of h�s
r�val, and so v�ce versa. Suppose aga�n, that two merchants, though
l�v�ng �n d�fferent parts of the world, should enter �nto co-partnersh�p
together, the advantage or loss of one becomes �mmed�ately the
advantage or loss of h�s partner, and the same fortune necessar�ly
attends both. Now �t �s ev�dent, that �n the f�rst case, hatred always
follows upon the contrar�ety of �nterests; as �n the second, love ar�ses
from the�r un�on. Let us cons�der to what pr�nc�ple we can ascr�be
these pass�ons.

It �s pla�n they ar�se not from the double relat�ons of �mpress�ons
and �deas, �f we regard only the present sensat�on. For take�ng the
f�rst case of r�valsh�p; though the pleasure and advantage of an
antagon�st necessar�ly causes my pa�n and loss, yet to counter-
ballance th�s, h�s pa�n and loss causes my pleasure and advantage;
and suppos�ng h�m to be unsuccessful, I may by th�s means rece�ve
from h�m a super�or degree of sat�sfact�on. In the same manner the
success of a partner rejo�ces me, but then h�s m�sfortunes affl�ct me
�n an equal proport�on; and �t �s easy to �mag�ne, that the latter
sent�ment may �n many cases preponderate. But whether the fortune
of a r�val or partner be good or bad, I always hate the former and
love the latter.

Th�s love of a partner cannot proceed from the relat�on or
connex�on betw�xt us; �n the same manner as I love a brother or
countryman. A r�val has almost as close a relat�on to me as a
partner. For as the pleasure of the latter causes my pleasure, and h�s
pa�n my pa�n; so the pleasure of the former causes my pa�n, and h�s
pa�n my pleasure. The connex�on, then, of cause and effect �s the
same �n both cases; and �f �n the one case, the cause and effect
have a farther relat�on of resemblance, they have that of contrar�ety
�n the other; wh�ch, be�ng also a spec�es of resemblance, leaves the
matter pretty equal.

The only expl�cat�on, then, we can g�ve of th�s phaenomenon �s
der�ved from that pr�nc�ple of a parallel d�rect�on above-ment�oned.
Our concern for our own �nterest g�ves us a pleasure �n the pleasure,
and a pa�n �n the pa�n of a partner, after the same manner as by



sympathy we feel a sensat�on correspondent to those, wh�ch appear
�n any person, who �s present w�th us. On the other hand, the same
concern for our �nterest makes us feel a pa�n �n the pleasure, and a
pleasure �n the pa�n of a r�val; and �n short the same contrar�ety of
sent�ments as ar�ses from compar�son and mal�ce. S�nce, therefore,
a parallel d�rect�on of the affect�ons, proceed�ng from �nterest, can
g�ve r�se to benevolence or anger, no wonder the same parallel
d�rect�on, der�ved from sympathy and from compar�son, should have
the same effect.

In general we may observe, that �t �s �mposs�ble to do good to
others, from whatever mot�ve, w�thout feel�ng some touches of
k�ndness and good-w�ll towards them; as the �njur�es we do, not only
cause hatred �n the person, who suffers them, but even �n ourselves.
These phaenomena, �ndeed, may �n part be accounted for from other
pr�nc�ples.

But here there occurs a cons�derable object�on, wh�ch �t w�ll be
necessary to exam�ne before we proceed any farther. I have
endeavoured to prove, that power and r�ches, or poverty and
meanness; wh�ch g�ve r�se to love or hatred, w�thout produc�ng any
or�g�nal pleasure or uneas�ness; operate upon us by means of a
secondary sensat�on der�ved from a sympathy w�th that pa�n or
sat�sfact�on, wh�ch they produce �n the person, who possesses them.
From a sympathy w�th h�s pleasure there ar�ses love; from that w�th
h�s uneas�ness, hatred. But �t �s a max�m, wh�ch I have just now
establ�shed, and wh�ch �s absolutely necessary to the expl�cat�on of
the phaenomena of p�ty and mal�ce, that �t �s not the present
sensat�on or momentary pa�n or pleasure, wh�ch determ�nes the
character of any pass�on, but the general bent or tendency of �t from
the beg�nn�ng to the end. For th�s reason, p�ty or a sympathy w�th
pa�n produces love, and that because �t �nterests us �n the fortunes of
others, good or bad, and g�ves us a secondary sensat�on
correspondent to the pr�mary; �n wh�ch �t has the same �nfluence w�th
love and benevolence. S�nce then th�s rule holds good �n one case,
why does �t not preva�l throughout, and why does sympathy �n
uneas�ness ever produce any pass�on bes�de good-w�ll and
k�ndness? Is �t becom�ng a ph�losopher to alter h�s method of



reason�ng, and run from one pr�nc�ple to �ts contrary, accord�ng to the
part�cular phaenomenon, wh�ch he would expla�n?

I have ment�oned two d�fferent causes, from wh�ch a trans�t�on of
pass�on may ar�se, v�z, a double relat�on of �deas and �mpress�ons,
and what �s s�m�lar to �t, a conform�ty �n the tendency and d�rect�on of
any two des�res, wh�ch ar�se from d�fferent pr�nc�ples. Now I assert,
that when a sympathy w�th uneas�ness �s weak, �t produces hatred or
contempt by the former cause; when strong, �t produces love or
tenderness by the latter. Th�s �s the solut�on of the forego�ng
d�ff�culty, wh�ch seems so urgent; and th�s �s a pr�nc�ple founded on
such ev�dent arguments, that we ought to have establ�shed �t, even
though �t were not necessary to the expl�cat�on of any phaenomenon.

It �s certa�n, that sympathy �s not always l�m�ted to the present
moment, but that we often feel by commun�cat�on the pa�ns and
pleasures of others, wh�ch are not �n be�ng, and wh�ch we only
ant�c�pate by the force of �mag�nat�on. For suppos�ng I saw a person
perfectly unknown to me, who, wh�le asleep �n the f�elds, was �n
danger of be�ng trod under foot by horses, I should �mmed�ately run
to h�s ass�stance; and �n th�s I should be actuated by the same
pr�nc�ple of sympathy, wh�ch makes me concerned for the present
sorrows of a stranger. The bare ment�on of th�s �s suff�c�ent.
Sympathy be�ng noth�ng but a l�vely �dea converted �nto an
�mpress�on, �t �s ev�dent, that, �n cons�der�ng the future poss�ble or
probable cond�t�on of any person, we may enter �nto �t w�th so v�v�d a
concept�on as to make �t our own concern; and by that means be
sens�ble of pa�ns and pleasures, wh�ch ne�ther belong to ourselves,
nor at the present �nstant have any real ex�stence.

But however we may look forward to the future �n sympath�z�ng
w�th any person, the extend�ng of our sympathy depends �n a great
measure upon our sense of h�s present cond�t�on. It �s a great effort
of �mag�nat�on, to form such l�vely �deas even of the present
sent�ments of others as to feel these very sent�ments; but �t �s
�mposs�ble we coued extend th�s sympathy to the future, w�thout
be�ng a�ded by some c�rcumstance �n the present, wh�ch str�kes upon
us �n a l�vely manner. When the present m�sery of another has any
strong �nfluence upon me, the v�vac�ty of the concept�on �s not



conf�ned merely to �ts �mmed�ate object, but d�ffuses �ts �nfluence
over all the related �deas, and g�ves me a l�vely not�on of all the
c�rcumstances of that person, whether past, present, or future;
poss�ble, probable or certa�n. By means of th�s l�vely not�on I am
�nterested �n them; take part w�th them; and feel a sympathet�c
mot�on �n my breast, conformable to whatever I �mag�ne �n h�s. If I
d�m�n�sh the v�vac�ty of the f�rst concept�on, I d�m�n�sh that of the
related �deas; as p�pes can convey no more water than what ar�ses
at the founta�n. By th�s d�m�nut�on I destroy the future prospect,
wh�ch �s necessary to �nterest me perfectly �n the fortune of another. I
may feel the present �mpress�on, but carry my sympathy no farther,
and never transfuse the force of the f�rst concept�on �nto my �deas of
the related objects. If �t be another's m�sery, wh�ch �s presented �n
th�s feeble manner, I rece�ve �t by commun�cat�on, and am affected
w�th all the pass�ons related to �t: But as I am not so much �nterested
as to concern myself �n h�s good fortune, as well as h�s bad, I never
feel the extens�ve sympathy, nor the pass�ons related to �t.

Now �n order to know what pass�ons are related to these d�fferent
k�nds of sympathy, we must cons�der, that benevolence �s an or�g�nal
pleasure ar�s�ng from the pleasure of the person beloved, and a pa�n
proceed�ng from h�s pa�n: From wh�ch correspondence of
�mpress�ons there ar�ses a subsequent des�re of h�s pleasure, and
avers�on to h�s pa�n. In order, then, to make a pass�on run parallel
w�th benevolence, �t �s requ�s�te we should feel these double
�mpress�ons, correspondent to those of the person, whom we
cons�der; nor �s any one of them alone suff�c�ent for that purpose.
When we sympath�ze only w�th one �mpress�on, and that a pa�nful
one, th�s sympathy �s related to anger and to hatred, upon account of
the uneas�ness �t conveys to us. But as the extens�ve or l�m�ted
sympathy depends upon the force of the f�rst sympathy; �t follows,
that the pass�on of love or hatred depends upon the same pr�nc�ple.
A strong �mpress�on, when commun�cated, g�ves a double tendency
of the pass�ons; wh�ch �s related to benevolence and love by a
s�m�lar�ty of d�rect�on; however pa�nful the f�rst �mpress�on m�ght have
been. A weak �mpress�on, that �s pa�nful, �s related to anger and
hatred by the resemblance of sensat�ons. Benevolence, therefore,
ar�ses from a great degree of m�sery, or any degree strongly



sympath�zed w�th: Hatred or contempt from a small degree, or one
weakly sympath�zed w�th; wh�ch �s the pr�nc�ple I �ntended to prove
and expla�n.

Nor have we only our reason to trust to for th�s pr�nc�ple, but also
exper�ence. A certa�n degree of poverty produces contempt; but a
degree beyond causes compass�on and good-w�ll. We may under-
value a peasant or servant; but when the m�sery of a beggar appears
very great, or �s pa�nted �n very l�vely colours, we sympath�ze w�th
h�m �n h�s affl�ct�ons; and feel �n our heart ev�dent touches of p�ty and
benevolence. The same object causes contrary pass�ons accord�ng
to �ts d�fferent degrees. The pass�ons, therefore, must depend upon
pr�nc�ples, that operate �n such certa�n degrees, accord�ng to my
hypothes�s. The encrease of the sympathy has ev�dently the same
effect as the encrease of the m�sery.

A barren or desolate country always seems ugly and d�sagreeable,
and commonly �nsp�res us w�th contempt for the �nhab�tants. Th�s
deform�ty, however, proceeds �n a great measure from a sympathy
w�th the �nhab�tants, as has been already observed; but �t �s only a
weak one, and reaches no farther than the �mmed�ate sensat�on,
wh�ch �s d�sagreeable. The v�ew of a c�ty �n ashes conveys
benevolent sent�ments; because we there enter so deep �nto the
�nterests of the m�serable �nhab�tants, as to w�sh for the�r prosper�ty,
as well as feel the�r advers�ty.

But though the force of the �mpress�on generally produces p�ty and
benevolence, �t �s certa�n, that by be�ng carryed too far �t ceases to
have that effect. Th�s, perhaps, may be worth our not�ce. When the
uneas�ness �s e�ther small �n �tself, or remote from us, �t engages not
the �mag�nat�on, nor �s able to convey an equal concern for the future
and cont�ngent good, as for the present and real ev�l Upon �ts
acqu�r�ng greater force, we become so �nterested �n the concerns of
the person, as to be sens�ble both of h�s good and had fortune; and
from that compleat sympathy there ar�ses p�ty and benevolence. But
�t w�ll eas�ly be �mag�ned, that where the present ev�l str�kes w�th
more than ord�nary force, �t may ent�rely engage our attent�on, and
prevent that double sympathy, above-ment�oned. Thus we f�nd, that
though every one, but espec�ally women, are apt to contract a



k�ndness for cr�m�nals, who go to the scaffold, and read�ly �mag�ne
them to be uncommonly handsome and wellshaped; yet one, who �s
present at the cruel execut�on of the rack, feels no such tender
emot�ons; but �s �n a manner overcome w�th horror, and has no
le�sure to temper th�s uneasy sensat�on by any oppos�te sympathy.

But the �nstance, wh�ch makes the most clearly for my hypothes�s,
�s that where�n by a change of the objects we separate the double
sympathy even from a m�dl�ng degree of the pass�on; �n wh�ch case
we f�nd, that p�ty, �nstead of produc�ng love and tenderness as usual,
always g�ves r�se to the contrary affect�on. When we observe a
person �n m�sfortunes, we are affected w�th p�ty and love; but the
author of that m�sfortune becomes the object of our strongest hatred,
and �s the more detested �n proport�on to the degree of our
compass�on. Now for what reason should the same pass�on of p�ty
produce love to the person, who suffers the m�sfortune, and hatred
to the person, who causes �t; unless �t be because �n the latter case
the author bears a relat�on only to the m�sfortune; whereas �n
cons�der�ng the sufferer we carry our v�ew on every s�de, and w�sh
for h�s prosper�ty, as well as are sens�ble of h�s affl�ct�on?

I. shall just observe, before I leave the present subject, that th�s
phaenomenon of the double sympathy, and �ts tendency to cause
love, may contr�bute to the product�on of the k�ndness, wh�ch we
naturally bear our relat�ons and acqua�ntance. Custom and relat�on
make us enter deeply �nto the sent�ments of others; and whatever
fortune we suppose to attend them, �s rendered present to us by the
�mag�nat�on, and operates as �f or�g�nally our own. We rejo�ce �n the�r
pleasures, and gr�eve for the�r sorrows, merely from the force of
sympathy. Noth�ng that concerns them �s �nd�fferent to us; and as th�s
correspondence of sent�ments �s the natural attendant of love, �t
read�ly produces that affect�on.



SECT. X OF RESPECT AND
CONTEMPT

There now rema�ns only to expla�n the pass�on of respect and
contempt, along w�th the amorous affect�on, �n order to understand
all the pass�ons wh�ch have any m�xture of love or hatred. Let us
beg�n w�th respect and contempt.

In cons�der�ng the qual�t�es and c�rcumstances of others, we may
e�ther regard them as they really are �n themselves; or may make a
compar�son betw�xt them and our own qual�t�es and c�rcumstances;
or may jo�n these two methods of cons�derat�on. The good qual�t�es
of others, from the f�rst po�nt of v�ew, produce love; from the second,
hum�l�ty; and from the th�rd, respect; wh�ch �s a m�xture of these two
pass�ons. The�r bad qual�t�es, after the same manner, cause e�ther
hatred, or pr�de, or contempt, accord�ng to the l�ght �n wh�ch we
survey them.

That there �s a m�xture of pr�de �n contempt, and of hum�l�ty �n
respect, �s, I th�nk, too ev�dent, from the�r very feel�ng or appearance,
to requ�re any part�cular proof. That th�s m�xture ar�ses from a tac�t
compar�son of the person contemned or respected w�th ourselves �s
no less ev�dent. The same man may cause e�ther respect, love, or
contempt by h�s cond�t�on and talents, accord�ng as the person, who
cons�ders h�m, from h�s �nfer�or becomes h�s equal or super�or. In
chang�ng the po�nt of v�ew, though the object may rema�n the same,
�ts proport�on to ourselves ent�rely alters; wh�ch �s the cause of an
alterat�on �n the pass�ons. These pass�ons, therefore, ar�se from our
observ�ng the proport�on; that �s, from a compar�son.

I have already observed, that the m�nd has a much stronger
propens�ty to pr�de than to hum�l�ty, and have endeavoured, from the
pr�nc�ples of human nature, to ass�gn a cause for th�s phaenomenon.
Whether my reason�ng be rece�ved or not, the phaenomenon �s
und�sputed, and appears �n many �nstances. Among the rest, �t �s the



reason why there �s a much greater m�xture of pr�de �n contempt,
than of hum�l�ty �n respect, and why we are more elevated w�th the
v�ew of one below us, than mort�fyed w�th the presence of one above
us. Contempt or scorn has so strong a t�ncture of pr�de, that there
scarce �s any other pass�on d�scernable: Whereas �n esteem or
respect, love makes a more cons�derable �ngred�ent than hum�l�ty.
The pass�on of van�ty �s so prompt, that �t rouzes at the least call;
wh�le hum�l�ty requ�res a stronger �mpulse to make �t exert �tself.

But here �t may reasonably be asked, why th�s m�xture takes place
only �n some cases, and appears not on every occas�on. All those
objects, wh�ch cause love, when placed on another person, are the
causes of pr�de, when transfered to ourselves; and consequently
ought to be causes of hum�l�ty, as well as love, wh�le they belong to
others, and are only compared to those, wh�ch we ourselves
possess. In l�ke manner every qual�ty, wh�ch, by be�ng d�rectly
cons�dered, produces hatred, ought always to g�ve r�se to pr�de by
compar�son, and by a m�xture of these pass�ons of hatred and pr�de
ought to exc�te contempt or scorn. The d�ff�culty then �s, why any
objects ever cause pure love or hatred, and produce not always the
m�xt pass�ons of respect and contempt.

I have supposed all along, that the pass�ons of love and pr�de, and
those of hum�l�ty and hatred are s�m�lar �n the�r sensat�ons, and that
the two former are always agreeable, and the two latter pa�nful. But
though th�s be un�versally true, �t �s observable, that the two
agreeable, as well as the two pa�nful pass�ons, have some
d�fference, and even contrar�et�es, wh�ch d�st�ngu�sh them. Noth�ng
�nv�gorates and exalts the m�nd equally w�th pr�de and van�ty; though
at the same t�me love or tenderness �s rather found to weaken and
�nfeeble �t. The same d�fference �s observable betw�xt the uneasy
pass�ons. Anger and hatred bestow a new force on all our thoughts
and act�ons; wh�le hum�l�ty and shame deject and d�scourage us. Of
these qual�t�es of the pass�ons, �t w�ll be necessary to form a d�st�nct
�dea. Let us remember, that pr�de and hatred �nv�gorate the soul; and
love and hum�l�ty �nfeeble �t.

From th�s �t follows, that though the conform�ty betw�xt love and
hatred �n the agreeableness of the�r sensat�on makes them always



be exc�ted by the same objects, yet th�s other contrar�ety �s the
reason, why they are exc�ted �n very d�fferent degrees. Gen�us and
learn�ng are pleasant and magn�f�cent objects, and by both these
c�rcumstances are adapted to pr�de and van�ty; but have a relat�on to
love by the�r pleasure only. Ignorance and s�mpl�c�ty are
d�sagreeable and mean, wh�ch �n the same manner g�ves them a
double connex�on w�th hum�l�ty, and a s�ngle one w�th hatred. We
may, therefore, cons�der �t as certa�n, that though the same object
always produces love and pr�de, hum�l�ty and hatred, accord�ng to �ts
d�fferent s�tuat�ons, yet �t seldom produces e�ther the two former or
the two latter pass�ons, �n the same proport�on.

It �s here we must seek for a solut�on of the d�ff�culty above-
ment�oned, why any object ever exc�tes pure love or hatred, and
does not always produce respect or contempt, by a m�xture of
hum�l�ty or pr�de. No qual�ty �n another g�ves r�se to hum�l�ty by
compar�son, unless �t would have produced pr�de by be�ng placed �n
ourselves; and v�ce versa no object exc�tes pr�de by compar�son,
unless �t would have produced hum�l�ty by the d�rect survey. Th�s �s
ev�dent, objects always produce by compar�son a sensat�on d�rectly
contrary to the�r or�g�nal one. Suppose, therefore, an object to be
presented, wh�ch �s pecul�arly f�tted to produce love, but �mperfectly
to exc�te pr�de; th�s object, belong�ng to another, g�ves r�se d�rectly to
a great degree of love, but to a small one of hum�l�ty by compar�son;
and consequently that latter pass�on �s scarce felt �n the compound,
nor �s able to convert the love �nto respect. Th�s �s the case w�th
good nature, good humour, fac�l�ty, generos�ty, beauty, and many
other qual�t�es. These have a pecul�ar apt�tude to produce love �n
others; but not so great a tendency to exc�te pr�de �n ourselves: For
wh�ch reason the v�ew of them, as belong�ng to another person,
produces pure love, w�th but a small m�xture of hum�l�ty and respect.
It �s easy to extend the same reason�ng to the oppos�te pass�ons.

Before we leave th�s subject, �t may not be am�ss to account for a
pretty cur�ous phaenomenon, v�z, why we commonly keep at a
d�stance such as we contemn, and allow not our �nfer�ors to
approach too near even �n place and s�tuat�on. It has already been
observed, that almost every k�nd of �dea �s attended w�th some
emot�on, even the �deas of number and extens�on, much more those



of such objects as are esteemed of consequence �n l�fe, and f�x our
attent�on. It �s not w�th ent�re �nd�fference we can survey e�ther a r�ch
man or a poor one, but must feel some fa�nt touches at least, of
respect �n the former case, and of contempt �n the latter. These two
pass�ons are contrary to each other; but �n order to make th�s
contrar�ety be felt, the objects must be someway related; otherw�se
the affect�ons are totally separate and d�st�nct, and never encounter.
The relat�on takes place wherever the persons become cont�guous;
wh�ch �s a general reason why we are uneasy at see�ng such
d�sproport�oned objects, as a r�ch man and a poor one, a nobleman
and a porter, �n that s�tuat�on.

Th�s uneas�ness, wh�ch �s common to every spectator, must be
more sens�ble to the super�or; and that because the near approach
of the �nfer�or �s regarded as a p�ece of �ll-breed�ng, and shews that
he �s not sens�ble of the d�sproport�on, and �s no way affected by �t. A
sense of super�or�ty �n another breeds �n all men an �ncl�nat�on to
keep themselves at a d�stance from h�m, and determ�nes them to
redouble the marks of respect and reverence, when they are obl�ged
to approach h�m; and where they do not observe that conduct, �t �s a
proof they are not sens�ble of h�s super�or�ty. From hence too �t
proceeds, that any great d�fference �n the degrees of any qual�ty �s
called a d�stance by a common metaphor, wh�ch, however tr�v�al �t
may appear, �s founded on natural pr�nc�ples of the �mag�nat�on. A
great d�fference �ncl�nes us to produce a d�stance. The �deas of
d�stance and d�fference are, therefore, connected together.
Connected �deas are read�ly taken for each other; and th�s �s �n
general the source of the metaphor, as we shall have occas�on to
observe afterwards.



SECT. XI OF THE AMOROUS
PASSION, OR LOVE BETWIXT THE

SEXES
Of all the compound pass�ons, wh�ch proceed from a m�xture of

love and hatred w�th other affect�ons, no one better deserves our
attent�on, than that love, wh�ch ar�ses betw�xt the sexes, as well on
account of �ts force and v�olence, as those cur�ous pr�nc�ples of
ph�losophy, for wh�ch �t affords us an uncontestable argument. It �s
pla�n, that th�s affect�on, �n �ts most natural state, �s der�ved from the
conjunct�on of three d�fferent �mpress�ons or pass�ons, v�z. The
pleas�ng sensat�on ar�s�ng from beauty; the bod�ly appet�te for
generat�on; and a generous k�ndness or good-w�ll. The or�g�n of
k�ndness from beauty may be expla�ned from the forego�ng
reason�ng. The quest�on �s how the bod�ly appet�te �s exc�ted by �t.

The appet�te of generat�on, when conf�ned to a certa�n degree, �s
ev�dently of the pleasant k�nd, and has a strong connex�on w�th, all
the agreeable emot�ons. Joy, m�rth, van�ty, and k�ndness are all
�ncent�ves to th�s des�re; as well as mus�c, danc�ng, w�ne, and good
cheer. On the other hand, sorrow, melancholy, poverty, hum�l�ty are
destruct�ve of �t. From th�s qual�ty �t �s eas�ly conce�ved why �t should
be connected w�th the sense of beauty.

But there �s another pr�nc�ple that contr�butes to the same effect. I
have observed that the parallel d�rect�on of the des�res �s a real
relat�on, and no less than a resemblance �n the�r sensat�on, produces
a connex�on among them. That we may fully comprehend the extent
of th�s relat�on, we must cons�der, that any pr�nc�pal des�re may be
attended w�th subord�nate ones, wh�ch are connected w�th �t, and to
wh�ch �f other des�res are parallel, they are by that means related to
the pr�nc�pal one. Thus hunger may oft be cons�dered as the pr�mary
�ncl�nat�on of the soul, and the des�re of approach�ng the meat as the
secondary one; s�nce �t �s absolutely necessary to the sat�sfy�ng that



appet�te. If an object, therefore, by any separate qual�t�es, �ncl�nes us
to approach the meat, �t naturally encreases our appet�te; as on the
contrary, whatever �ncl�nes us to set our v�ctuals at a d�stance, �s
contrad�ctory to hunger, and d�m�n�shes our �ncl�nat�on to them. Now
�t �s pla�n that beauty has the f�rst effect, and deform�ty the second:
Wh�ch �s the reason why the former g�ves us a keener appet�te for
our v�ctuals, and the latter �s suff�c�ent to d�sgust us at the most
savoury d�sh that cookery has �nvented. All th�s �s eas�ly appl�cable to
the appet�te for generat�on.

From these two relat�ons, v�z, resemblance and a parallel des�re,
there ar�ses such a connex�on betw�xt the sense of beauty, the bod�ly
appet�te, and benevolence, that they become �n a manner
�nseparable: And we f�nd from exper�ence that �t �s �nd�fferent wh�ch
of them advances f�rst; s�nce any of them �s almost sure to be
attended w�th the related affect�ons. One, who �s �nflamed w�th lust,
feels at least a momentary k�ndness towards the object of �t, and at
the same t�me fanc�es her more beaut�ful than ord�nary; as there are
many, who beg�n w�th k�ndness and esteem for the w�t and mer�t of
the person, and advance from that to the other pass�ons. But the
most common spec�es of love �s that wh�ch f�rst ar�ses from beauty,
and afterwards d�ffuses �tself �nto k�ndness and �nto the bod�ly
appet�te. K�ndness or esteem, and the appet�te to generat�on, are too
remote to un�te eas�ly together. The one �s, perhaps, the most ref�ned
pass�on of the soul; the other the most gross and vulgar. The love of
beauty �s placed �n a just med�um betw�xt them, and partakes of both
the�r natures: From whence �t proceeds, that �t �s so s�ngularly f�tted
to produce both.

Th�s account of love �s not pecul�ar to my system, but �s
unavo�dable on any hypothes�s. The three affect�ons, wh�ch
compose th�s pass�on, are ev�dently d�st�nct, and has each of them
�ts d�st�nct object. It �s certa�n, therefore, that �t �s only by the�r relat�on
they produce each other. But the relat�on of pass�ons �s not alone
suff�c�ent. It �s l�kew�se necessary, there should be a relat�on of �deas.
The beauty of one person never �nsp�res us w�th love for another.
Th�s then �s a sens�ble proof of the double relat�on of �mpress�ons
and �deas. From one �nstance so ev�dent as th�s we may form a
judgment of the rest.



Th�s may also serve �n another v�ew to �llustrate what I have
�ns�sted on concern�ng the or�g�n of pr�de and hum�l�ty, love and
hatred. I have observed, that though self be the object of the f�rst set
of pass�ons, and some other person of the second, yet these objects
cannot alone be the causes of the pass�ons; as hav�ng each of them
a relat�on to two contrary affect�ons, wh�ch must from the very f�rst
moment destroy each other. Here then �s the s�tuat�on of the m�nd,
as I have already descr�bed �t. It has certa�n organs naturally f�tted to
produce a pass�on; that pass�on, when produced, naturally turns the
v�ew to a certa�n object. But th�s not be�ng suff�c�ent to produce the
pass�on, there �s requ�red some other emot�on, wh�ch by a double
relat�on of �mpress�ons and �deas may set these pr�nc�ples �n act�on,
and bestow on them the�r f�rst �mpulse. Th�s s�tuat�on �s st�ll more
remarkable w�th regard to the appet�te of generat�on. Sex �s not only
the object, but also the cause of the appet�te. We not only turn our
v�ew to �t, when actuated by that appet�te; but the reflect�ng on �t
suff�ces to exc�te the appet�te. But as th�s cause loses �ts force by too
great frequency, �t �s necessary �t should be qu�ckened by some new
�mpulse; and that �mpulse we f�nd to ar�se from the beauty of the
person; that �s, from a double relat�on of �mpress�ons and �deas.
S�nce th�s double relat�on �s necessary where an affect�on has both a
d�st�nct cause, and object, how much more so, where �t has only a
d�st�nct object, w�thout any determ�nate cause?





SECT. XII OF THE LOVE AND HATRED
OF ANIMALS

But to pass from the pass�ons of love and hatred, and from the�r
m�xtures and compos�t�ons, as they appear m man, to the same
affect�ons, as they d�splay themselves �n brutes; we may observe,
not only that love and hatred are common to the whole sens�t�ve
creat�on, but l�kew�se that the�r causes, as above-expla�ned, are of
so s�mple a nature, that they may eas�ly be supposed to operate on
mere an�mals. There �s no force of reflect�on or penetrat�on requ�red.
Every th�ng �s conducted by spr�ngs and pr�nc�ples, wh�ch are not
pecul�ar to man, or any one spec�es of an�mals. The conclus�on from
th�s �s obv�ous �n favour of the forego�ng system.

Love �n an�mals, has not for �ts only object an�mals of the same
spec�es, but extends �tself farther, and comprehends almost every
sens�ble and th�nk�ng be�ng. A dog naturally loves a man above h�s
own spec�es, and very commonly meets w�th a return of affect�on.

As an�mals are but l�ttle suscept�ble e�ther of the pleasures or
pa�ns of the �mag�nat�on, they can judge of objects only by the
sens�ble good or ev�l, wh�ch they produce, and from that must
regulate the�r affect�ons towards them. Accord�ngly we f�nd, that by
benef�ts or �njur�es we produce the�r love or hatred; and that by
feed�ng and cher�sh�ng any an�mal, we qu�ckly acqu�re h�s affect�ons;
as by beat�ng and abus�ng h�m we never fa�l to draw on us h�s enm�ty
and �ll-w�ll.

Love �n beasts �s not caused so much by relat�on, as �n our
spec�es; and that because the�r thoughts are not so act�ve as to trace
relat�ons, except �n very obv�ous �nstances. Yet �t �s easy to remark,
that on some occas�ons �t has a cons�derable �nfluence upon them.
Thus acqua�ntance, wh�ch has the same effect as relat�on, always
produces love �n an�mals e�ther to men or to each other. For the
same reason any l�keness among them �s the source of affect�on. An



ox conf�ned to a park w�th horses, w�ll naturally jo�n the�r company, �f
I may so speak, but always leaves �t to enjoy that of h�s own spec�es,
where he has the cho�ce of both.

The affect�on of parents to the�r young proceeds from a pecul�ar
�nst�nct �n an�mals, as well as �n our spec�es.

It �s ev�dent, that sympathy, or the commun�cat�on of pass�ons,
takes place among an�mals, no less than among men. Fear, anger,
courage, and other affect�ons are frequently commun�cated from one
an�mal to another, w�thout the�r knowledge of that cause, wh�ch
produced the or�g�nal pass�on. Gr�ef l�kew�se �s rece�ved by
sympathy; and produces almost all the same consequences, and
exc�tes the same emot�ons as �n our spec�es. The howl�ngs and
lamentat�ons of a dog produce a sens�ble concern �n h�s fellows. And
�t �s remarkable, that though almost all an�mals use �n play the same
member, and nearly the same act�on as �n f�ght�ng; a l�on, a tyger, a
cat the�r paws; an ox h�s horns; a dog h�s teeth; a horse h�s heels:
Yet they most carefully avo�d harm�ng the�r compan�on, even though
they have noth�ng to fear from h�s resentment; wh�ch �s an ev�dent
proof of the sense brutes have of each other's pa�n and pleasure.

Every one has observed how much more dogs are an�mated when
they hunt �n a pack, than when they pursue the�r game apart; and �t
�s ev�dent th�s can proceed from noth�ng but from sympathy. It �s also
well known to hunters, that th�s effect follows �n a greater degree,
and even �n too great a degree, where two packs, that are strangers
to each other, are jo�ned together. We m�ght, perhaps, be at a loss to
expla�n th�s phaenomenon, �f we had not exper�ence of a s�m�lar �n
ourselves.

Envy and mal�ce are pass�ons very remarkable �n an�mals. They
are perhaps more common than p�ty; as requ�r�ng less effort of
thought and �mag�nat�on.



PART III OF THE WILL AND DIRECT
PASSIONS



SECT. I OF LIBERTY AND NECESSITY
We come now to expla�n the d�rect pass�ons, or the �mpress�ons,

wh�ch ar�se �mmed�ately from good or ev�l, from pa�n or pleasure. Of
th�s k�nd are, des�re and avers�on, gr�ef and joy, hope and fear.

Of all the �mmed�ate effects of pa�n and pleasure, there �s none
more remarkable than the WILL; and though properly speak�ng, �t be
not comprehended among the pass�ons, yet as the full
understand�ng of �ts nature and propert�es, �s necessary to the
explanat�on of them, we shall here make �t the subject of our enqu�ry.
I des�re �t may be observed, that by the w�ll, I mean noth�ng but the
�nternal �mpress�on we feel and are consc�ous of, when we know�ngly
g�ve r�se to any new mot�on of our body, or new percept�on of our
m�nd. Th�s �mpress�on, l�ke the preced�ng ones of pr�de and hum�l�ty,
love and hatred, �t �s �mposs�ble to def�ne, and needless to descr�be
any farther; for wh�ch reason we shall cut off all those def�n�t�ons and
d�st�nct�ons, w�th wh�ch ph�losophers are wont to perplex rather than
dear up th�s quest�on; and enter�ng at f�rst upon the subject, shall
exam�ne that long d�sputed quest�on concern�ng l�berty and
necess�ty; wh�ch occurs so naturally �n treat�ng of the w�ll.

It �s un�versally acknowledged, that the operat�ons of external
bod�es are necessary, and that �n the commun�cat�on of the�r mot�on,
�n the�r attract�on, and mutual cohes�on, there are nor the least traces
of �nd�fference or l�berty. Every object �s determ�ned by an absolute
fate toa certa�n degree and d�rect�on of �rs mot�on, and can no more
depart from that prec�se l�ne, �n wh�ch �t moves, than �t can convert
�tself �nto an angel, or sp�r�t, or any super�or substance. The act�ons,
therefore, of matter are to be regarded as �nstances of necessary
act�ons; and whatever �s �n th�s respect on the same foot�ng w�th
matter, must be acknowledged to be necessary. That we may know
whether th�s be the case w�th the act�ons of the m�nd, we shall beg�n
w�th exam�n�ng matter, and cons�der�ng on what the �dea of a



necess�ty �n �ts operat�ons are founded, and why we conclude one
body or act�on to be the �nfall�ble cause of another.

It has been observed already, that �n no s�ngle �nstance the
ult�mate connex�on of any objects �s d�scoverable, e�ther by our
senses or reason, and that we can never penetrate so far �nto the
essence and construct�on of bod�es, as to perce�ve the pr�nc�ple, on
wh�ch the�r mutual �nfluence depends. It �s the�r constant un�on
alone, w�th wh�ch we are acqua�nted; and �t �s from the constant
un�on the necess�ty ar�ses. If objects had nor an un�form and regular
conjunct�on w�th each other, we should never arr�ve at any �dea of
cause and effect; and even after all, the necess�ty, wh�ch enters �nto
that �dea, �s noth�ng but a determ�nat�on of the m�nd to pass from one
object to �ts usual attendant, and �nfer the ex�stence of one from that
of the other. Here then are two part�culars, wh�ch we are to cons�der
as essent�al to necess�ty, v�z, the constant un�on and the �nference of
the m�nd; and wherever we d�scover these we must acknowledge a
necess�ty. As the act�ons of matter have no necess�ty, but what �s
der�ved from these c�rcumstances, and �t �s not by any �ns�ght �nto
the essence of bod�es we d�scover the�r connex�on, the absence of
th�s �ns�ght, wh�le the un�on and �nference rema�n, w�ll never, �n any
case, remove the necess�ty. It �s the observat�on of the un�on, wh�ch
produces the �nference; for wh�ch reason �t m�ght be thought
suff�c�ent, �f we prove a constant un�on �n the act�ons of the m�nd, �n
order to establ�sh the �nference, along w�th the necess�ty of these
act�ons. But that I may bestow a greater force on my reason�ng, I
shall exam�ne these part�culars apart, and shall f�rst prove from
exper�ence that our act�ons have a constant un�on w�th our mot�ves,
tempers, and c�rcumstances, before I cons�der the �nferences we
draw from �t.

To th�s end a very sl�ght and general v�ew of the common course
of human affa�rs w�ll be suff�c�ent. There �s no l�ght, �n wh�ch we can
take them, that does nor conf�rm th�s pr�nc�ple. Whether we cons�der
mank�nd accord�ng to the d�fference of sexes, ages, governments,
cond�t�ons, or methods of educat�on; the same un�form�ty and regular
operat�on of natural pr�nc�ples are d�scern�ble. Uke causes st�ll
produce l�ke effects; �n the same manner as �n the mutual act�on of
the elements and powers of nature.



There are d�fferent trees, wh�ch regularly produce fru�t, whose
rel�sh �s d�fferent from each other; and th�s regular�ty w�ll be adm�tted
as an �nstance of necess�ty and causes �n external bod�es. But are
the products of Gu�enne and of Champagne more regularly d�fferent
than the sent�ments, act�ons, and pass�ons of the two sexes, of
wh�ch the one are d�st�ngu�shed by the�r force and matur�ty, the other
by the�r del�cacy and softness?

Are the changes of our body from �nfancy to old age more regular
and certa�n than those of our m�nd and conduct? And would a man
be more r�d�culous, who would expect that an �nfant of four years old
w�ll ra�se a we�ght of three hundred pound, than one, who from a
person of the same age would look for a ph�losoph�cal reason�ng, or
a prudent and well-concerted act�on?

We must certa�nly allow, that the cohes�on of the parts of matter
ar�ses from natural and necessary pr�nc�ples, whatever d�ff�culty we
may f�nd �n expla�n�ng them: And for a reason we must allow, that
human soc�ety �s founded on l�ke pr�nc�ples; and our reason �n the
latter case, �s better than even that �n the former; because we not
only observe, that men always seek soc�ety, but can also expla�n the
pr�nc�ples, on wh�ch th�s un�versal propens�ty �s founded. For �s �t
more certa�n, that two flat p�eces of marble w�ll un�te together, than
that two young savages of d�fferent sexes w�ll copulate? Do the
ch�ldren ar�se from th�s copulat�on more un�formly, than does the
parents care for the�r safety and preservat�on? And after they have
arr�ved at years of d�scret�on by the care of the�r parents, are the
�nconven�enc�es attend�ng the�r separat�on more certa�n than the�r
fores�ght of these �nconven�enc�es and the�r care of avo�d�ng them by
a close un�on and confederacy?

The sk�n, pores, muscles, and nerves of a day-labourer are
d�fferent from those of a man of qual�ty: So are h�s sent�ments,
act�ons and manners. The d�fferent stat�ons of l�fe �nfluence the
whole fabr�c, external and �nternal; and d�fferent stat�ons ar�se
necessar�ly, because un�formly, from the necessary and un�form
pr�nc�ples of human nature. Men cannot l�ve w�thout soc�ety, and
cannot be assoc�ated w�thout government. Government makes a
d�st�nct�on of property, and establ�shes the d�fferent ranks of men.



Th�s produces �ndustry, traff�c, manufactures, law-su�ts, war, leagues,
all�ances, voyages, travels, c�t�es, fleets, ports, and all those other
act�ons and objects, wh�ch cause such a d�vers�ty, and at the same
t�me ma�nta�n such an un�form�ty �n human l�fe.

Should a traveller, return�ng from a far country, tell us, that he had
seen a cl�mate �n the f�ft�eth degree of northern lat�tude, where all the
fru�ts r�pen and come to perfect�on �n the w�nter, and decay �n the
summer, after the same manner as �n England they are produced
and decay �n the contrary seasons, he would f�nd few so credulous
as to bel�eve h�m. I am apt to th�nk a travellar would meet w�th as
l�ttle cred�t, who should �nform us of people exactly of the same
character w�th those �n Plato's republ�c on the one hand, or those �n
Hobbes's Lev�athan on the other. There �s a general course of nature
�n human act�ons, as well as �n the operat�ons of the sun and the
cl�mate. There are also characters pecul�ar to d�fferent nat�ons and
part�cular persons, as well as common to mank�nd. The knowledge
of these characters �s founded on the observat�on of an un�form�ty �n
the act�ons, that flow from them; and th�s un�form�ty forms the very
essence of necess�ty.

I can �mag�ne only one way of elud�ng th�s argument, wh�ch �s by
deny�ng that un�form�ty of human act�ons, on wh�ch �t �s founded. As
long as act�ons have a constant un�on and connex�on w�th the
s�tuat�on and temper of the agent, however we may �n words refuse
to acknowledge the necess�ty, we really allow the th�ng. Now some
may, perhaps, f�nd a pretext to deny th�s regular un�on and
connex�on. For what �s more capr�c�ous than human act�ons? What
more �nconstant than the des�res of man? And what creature departs
more w�dely, not only from r�ght reason, but from h�s own character
and d�spos�t�on? An hour, a moment �s suff�c�ent to make h�m change
from one extreme to another, and overturn what cost the greatest
pa�n and labour to establ�sh. Necess�ty �s regular and certa�n. Human
conduct �s �rregular and uncerta�n. The one, therefore, proceeds not
from the other.

To th�s I reply, that �n judg�ng of the act�ons of men we must
proceed upon the same max�ms, as when we reason concern�ng
external objects. When any phaenomena are constantly and



�nvar�ably conjo�ned together, they acqu�re such a connex�on �n the
�mag�nat�on, that �t passes from one to the other, w�thout any doubt
or hes�tat�on. But below th�s there are many �nfer�or degrees of
ev�dence and probab�l�ty, nor does one s�ngle contrar�ety of
exper�ment ent�rely destroy all our reason�ng. The m�nd ballances
the contrary exper�ments, and deduct�ng the �nfer�or from the
super�or, proceeds w�th that degree of assurance or ev�dence, wh�ch
rema�ns. Even when these contrary exper�ments are ent�rely equal,
we remove not the not�on of causes and necess�ty; but suppos�ng
that the usual contrar�ety proceeds from the operat�on of contrary
and concealed causes, we conclude, that the chance or �nd�fference
l�es only �n our judgment on account of our �mperfect knowledge, not
�n the th�ngs themselves, wh�ch are �n every case equally necessary,
though to appearance not equally constant or certa�n. No un�on can
be more constant and certa�n, than that of some act�ons w�th some
mot�ves and characters; and �f �n other cases the un�on �s uncerta�n,
�t �s no more than what happens �n the operat�ons of body, nor can
we conclude any th�ng from the one �rregular�ty, wh�ch w�ll not follow
equally from the other.

It �s commonly allowed that mad-men have no l�berty. But were we
to judge by the�r act�ons, these have less regular�ty and constancy
than the act�ons of w�se-men, and consequently are farther removed
from necess�ty. Our way of th�nk�ng �n th�s part�cular �s, therefore,
absolutely �ncons�stent; but �s a natural consequence of these
confused �deas and undef�ned terms, wh�ch we so commonly make
use of �n our reason�ngs, espec�ally on the present subject.

We must now shew, that as the un�on betw�xt mot�ves and act�ons
has the same constancy, as that �n any natural operat�ons, so �ts
�nfluence on the understand�ng �s also the same, �n determ�n�ng us to
�nfer the ex�stence of one from that of another. If th�s shall appear,
there �s no known c�rcumstance, that enters �nto the connex�on and
product�on of the act�ons of matter, that �s not to be found �n all the
operat�ons of the m�nd; and consequently we cannot, w�thout a
man�fest absurd�ty, attr�bute necess�ty to the one, and refuse �nto the
other.



There �s no ph�losopher, whose judgment �s so r�veted to th�s
fantast�cal system of l�berty, as not to acknowledge the force of moral
ev�dence, and both �n speculat�on and pract�ce proceed upon �t, as
upon a reasonable foundat�on. Now moral ev�dence �s noth�ng but a
conclus�on concern�ng the act�ons of men, der�ved from the
cons�derat�on of the�r mot�ves, temper and s�tuat�on. Thus when we
see certa�n characters or f�gures descr�bed upon paper, we �nfer that
the person, who produced them, would aff�rm such facts, the death
of Caesar, the success of Augustus, the cruelty of Nero; and
remember�ng many other concurrent test�mon�es we conclude, that
those facts were once really ex�stant, and that so many men, w�thout
any �nterest, would never consp�re to dece�ve us; espec�ally s�nce
they must, �n the attempt, expose themselves to the der�s�on of all
the�r contemporar�es, when these facts were asserted to be recent
and un�versally known. The same k�nd of reason�ng runs through
pol�t�cs, war, commerce, economy, and �ndeed m�xes �tself so ent�rely
�n human l�fe, that �t �s �mposs�ble to act or subs�st a moment w�thout
hav�ng recourse to �t. A pr�nce, who �mposes a tax upon h�s subjects,
expects the�r compl�ance. A general, who conducts an army, makes
account of a certa�n degree of courage. A merchant looks for f�del�ty
and sk�ll �n h�s factor or super-cargo. A man, who g�ves orders for h�s
d�nner, doubts not of the obed�ence of h�s servants. In short, as
noth�ng more nearly �nterests us than our own act�ons and those of
others, the greatest part of our reason�ngs �s employed �n judgments
concern�ng them. Now I assert, that whoever reasons after th�s
manner, does �pso facto bel�eve the act�ons of the w�ll to ar�se from
necess�ty, and that he knows not what he means, when he den�es �t.

All those objects, of wh�ch we call the one cause and the other
effect, cons�dered �n themselves, are as d�st�nct and separate from
each other, as any two th�ngs �n nature, nor can we ever, by the most
accurate survey of them, �nfer the ex�stence of the one from that of
the other. It �s only from exper�ence and the observat�on of the�r
constant un�on, that we are able to form th�s �nference; and even
after all, the �nference �s noth�ng but the effects of custom on the
�mag�nat�on. We must not here be content w�th say�ng, that the �dea
of cause and effect ar�ses from objects constantly un�ted; but must
aff�rm, that �t �s the very same w�th the �dea of those objects, and that



the necessary connex�on �s not d�scovered by a conclus�on of the
understand�ng, but �s merely a percept�on of the m�nd. Wherever,
therefore, we observe the same un�on, and wherever the un�on
operates �n the same manner upon the bel�ef and op�n�on, we have
the �dea of causes and necess�ty, though perhaps we may avo�d
those express�ons. Mot�on �n one body �n all past �nstances, that
have fallen under our observat�on, �s followed upon �mpulse by
mot�on �n another. It �s �mposs�ble for the m�nd to penetrate farther.
From th�s constant un�on �t forms the �dea of cause and effect, and
by �ts �nfluence feels the necess�ty. As there �s the same constancy,
and the same �nfluence �n what we call moral ev�dence, I ask no
more. What rema�ns can only be a d�spute of words.

And �ndeed, when we cons�der how aptly natural and moral
ev�dence cement together, and form only one cha�n of argument
betw�xt them, we shall make no scruple to allow, that they are of the
same nature, and der�ved from the same pr�nc�ples. A pr�soner, who
has ne�ther money nor �nterest, d�scovers the �mposs�b�l�ty of h�s
escape, as well from the obst�nacy of the goaler, as from the walls
and bars w�th wh�ch he �s surrounded; and �n all attempts for h�s
freedom chuses rather to work upon the stone and �ron of the one,
than upon the �nflex�ble nature of the other. The same pr�soner, when
conducted to the scaffold, foresees h�s death as certa�nly from the
constancy and f�del�ty of h�s guards as from the operat�on of the ax
or wheel. H�s m�nd runs along a certa�n tra�n of �deas: The refusal of
the sold�ers to consent to h�s escape, the act�on of the execut�oner;
the separat�on of the head and body; bleed�ng, convuls�ve mot�ons,
and death. Here �s a connected cha�n of natural causes and
voluntary act�ons; but the m�nd feels no d�fference betw�xt them �n
pass�ng from one l�nk to another; nor �s less certa�n of the future
event than �f �t were connected w�th the present �mpress�ons of the
memory and senses by a tra�n of causes cemented together by what
we are pleased to call a phys�cal necess�ty. The same exper�enced
un�on has the same effect on the m�nd, whether the un�ted objects
be mot�ves, vol�t�ons and act�ons; or f�gure and mot�on. We may
change the names of th�ngs; but the�r nature and the�r operat�on on
the understand�ng never change.



I dare be pos�t�ve no one w�ll ever endeavour to refute these
reason�ngs otherw�se than by alter�ng my def�n�t�ons, and ass�gn�ng a
d�fferent mean�ng to the terms of cause, and effect, and necess�ty,
and l�berty, and chance. Accord�ng to my def�n�t�ons, necess�ty
makes an essent�al part of causat�on; and consequently l�berty, by
remov�ng necess�ty, removes also causes, and �s the very same
th�ng w�th chance. As chance �s commonly thought to �mply a
contrad�ct�on, and �s at least d�rectly contrary to exper�ence, there
are always the same arguments aga�nst l�berty or free-w�ll. If any one
alters the def�n�t�ons, I cannot pretend to argue w�th h�m, unt�l I know
the mean�ng he ass�gns to these terms.



SECT. II THE SAME SUBJECT
CONTINUed

I bel�eve we may ass�gn the three follow�ng reasons for the
prevalance of the doctr�ne of l�berty, however absurd �t may be �n one
sense, and un�ntell�g�ble �n any other. F�rst, After we have performed
any act�on; though we confess we were �nfluenced by part�cular
v�ews and mot�ves; �t �s d�ff�cult for us to persuade ourselves we were
governed by necess�ty, and that �t was utterly �mposs�ble for us to
have acted otherw�se; the �dea of necess�ty seem�ng to �mply
someth�ng of force, and v�olence, and constra�nt, of wh�ch we are not
sens�ble. Few are capable of d�st�ngu�sh�ng betw�xt the l�berty of
spontan�ety, as �t �s called �n the schools, and the l�berty of
�nd�fference; betw�xt that wh�ch �s opposed to v�olence, and that
wh�ch means a negat�on of necess�ty and causes. The f�rst �s even
the most common sense of the word; and as �t �s only that spec�es of
l�berty, wh�ch �t concerns us to preserve, our thoughts have been
pr�nc�pally turned towards �t, and have almost un�versally confounded
�t w�th the other.

Secondly, There �s a false sensat�on or exper�ence even of the
l�berty of �nd�fference; wh�ch �s regarded as an argument for �ts real
ex�stence. The necess�ty of any act�on, whether of matter or of the
m�nd, �s not properly a qual�ty �n the agent, but �n any th�nk�ng or
�ntell�gent be�ng, who may cons�der the act�on, and cons�sts �n the
determ�nat�on of h�s thought to �nfer �ts ex�stence from some
preced�ng objects: As l�berty or chance, on the other hand, �s noth�ng
but the want of that determ�nat�on, and a certa�n looseness, wh�ch
we feel �n pass�ng or not pass�ng from the �dea of one to that of the
other. Now we may observe, that though �n reflect�ng on human
act�ons we seldom feel such a looseness or �nd�fference, yet �t very
commonly happens, that �n perform�ng the act�ons themselves we
are sens�ble of someth�ng l�ke �t: And as all related or resembl�ng
objects are read�ly taken for each other, th�s has been employed as a



demonstrat�ve or even an �ntu�t�ve proof of human l�berty. We feel
that our act�ons are subject to our w�ll on most occas�ons, and
�mag�ne we feel that the w�ll �tself �s subject to noth�ng; because
when by a den�al of �t we are provoked to try, we feel that �t moves
eas�ly every way, and produces an �mage of �tself even on that s�de,
on wh�ch �t d�d not settle. Th�s �mage or fa�nt mot�on, we persuade
ourselves, coued have been compleated �nto the th�ng �tself;
because, should that be denyed, we f�nd, upon a second tr�al, that �t
can. But these efforts are all �n va�n; and whatever capr�c�ous and
�rregular act�ons we may perform; as the des�re of show�ng our
l�berty �s the sole mot�ve of our act�ons; we can never free ourselves
from the bonds of necess�ty. We may �mag�ne we feel a l�berty w�th�n
ourselves; but a spectator can commonly �nfer our act�ons from our
mot�ves and character; and even where he cannot, he concludes �n
general, that he m�ght, were he perfectly acqua�nted w�th every
c�rcumstance of our s�tuat�on and temper, and the most secret
spr�ngs of our complex�on and d�spos�t�on. Now th�s �s the very
essence of necess�ty, accord�ng to the forego�ng doctr�ne.

A th�rd reason why the doctr�ne of l�berty has generally been better
rece�ved �n the world, than �ts antagon�st, proceeds from rel�g�on,
wh�ch has been very unnecessar�ly �nterested �n th�s quest�on. There
�s no method of reason�ng more common, and yet none more
blameable, than �n ph�losoph�cal debates to endeavour to refute any
hypothes�s by a pretext of �ts dangerous consequences to rel�g�on
and moral�ty. When any op�n�on leads us �nto absurd�t�es, �t �s
certa�nly false; but �t �s not certa�n an op�n�on �s false, because �t �s of
dangerous consequence. Such top�cs, therefore, ought ent�rely to be
foreborn, as serv�ng noth�ng to the d�scovery of truth, but only to
make the person of an antagon�st od�ous. Th�s I observe �n general,
w�thout pretend�ng to draw any advantage from �t. I subm�t myself
frankly to an exam�nat�on of th�s k�nd, and dare venture to aff�rm, that
the doctr�ne of necess�ty, accord�ng to my expl�cat�on of �t, �s not only
�nnocent, but even advantageous to rel�g�on and moral�ty.

I def�ne necess�ty two ways, conformable to the two def�n�t�ons of
cause, of wh�ch �t makes an essent�al part. I place �t e�ther �n the
constant un�on and conjunct�on of l�ke objects, or �n the �nference of
the m�nd from the one to the other. Now necess�ty, �n both these



senses, has un�versally, though tac�tely, �n the schools, �n the pulp�t,
and �n common l�fe, been allowed to belong to the w�ll of man, and
no one has ever pretended to deny, that we can draw �nferences
concern�ng human act�ons, and that those �nferences are founded on
the exper�enced un�on of l�ke act�ons w�th l�ke mot�ves and
c�rcumstances. The only part�cular �n wh�ch any one can d�ffer from
me, �s e�ther, that perhaps he w�ll refuse to call th�s necess�ty. But as
long as the mean�ng �s understood, I hope the word can do no harm.
Or that he w�ll ma�nta�n there �s someth�ng else �n the operat�ons of
matter. Now whether �t be so or not �s of no consequence to rel�g�on,
whatever �t may be to natural ph�losophy. I may be m�staken �n
assert�ng, that we have no �dea of any other connex�on �n the act�ons
of body, and shall be glad to be farther �nstructed on that head: But
sure I am, I ascr�be noth�ng to the act�ons of the m�nd, but what must
read�ly be allowed of. Let no one, therefore, put an �nv�d�ous
construct�on on my words, by say�ng s�mply, that I assert the
necess�ty of human act�ons, and place them on the same foot�ng
w�th the operat�ons of senseless matter. I do not ascr�be to the w�ll
that un�ntell�g�ble necess�ty, wh�ch �s supposed to l�e �n matter. But I
ascr�be to matter, that �ntell�g�ble qual�ty, call �t necess�ty or not,
wh�ch the most r�gorous orthodoxy does or must allow to belong to
the w�ll. I change, therefore, noth�ng �n the rece�ved systems, w�th
regard to the w�ll, but only w�th regard to mater�al objects.

Nay I shall go farther, and assert, that th�s k�nd of necess�ty �s so
essent�al to rel�g�on and moral�ty, that w�thout �t there must ensue an
absolute subvers�on of both, and that every other suppos�t�on �s
ent�rely destruct�ve to all laws both d�v�ne and human. It �s �ndeed
certa�n, that as all human laws are founded on rewards and
pun�shments, �t �s supposed as a fundamental pr�nc�ple, that these
mot�ves have an �nfluence on the m�nd, and both produce the good
and prevent the ev�l act�ons. We may g�ve to th�s �nfluence what
name we please; but as �t �s usually conjo�ned w�th the act�on,
common sense requ�res �t should be esteemed a cause, and be
booked upon as an �nstance of that necess�ty, wh�ch I would
establ�sh.

Th�s reason�ng �s equally sol�d, when appl�ed to d�v�ne laws, so far
as the de�ty �s cons�dered as a leg�slator, and �s supposed to �nfl�ct



pun�shment and bestow rewards w�th a des�gn to produce
obed�ence. But I also ma�nta�n, that even where he acts not �n h�s
mag�ster�al capac�ty, but �s regarded as the avenger of cr�mes merely
on account of the�r od�ousness and deform�ty, not only �t �s
�mposs�ble, w�thout the necessary connex�on of cause and effect �n
human act�ons, that pun�shments coued be �nfl�cted compat�ble w�th
just�ce and moral equ�ty; but also that �t coued ever enter �nto the
thoughts of any reasonable be�ng to �nfl�ct them. The constant and
un�versal object of hatred or anger �s a person or creature endowed
w�th thought and consc�ousness; and when any cr�m�nal or �njur�ous
act�ons exc�te that pass�on, �t �s only by the�r relat�on to the person or
connex�on w�th h�m. But accord�ng to the doctr�ne of l�berty or
chance, th�s connex�on �s reduced to noth�ng, nor are men more
accountable for those act�ons, wh�ch are des�gned and premed�tated,
than for such as are the most casual and acc�dental. Act�ons are by
the�r very nature temporary and per�sh�ng; and where they proceed
not from some cause �n the characters and d�spos�t�on of the person,
who performed them, they �nf�x not themselves upon h�m, and can
ne�ther redound to h�s honour, �f good, nor �nfamy, �f ev�l. The act�on
�tself may be blameable; �t may be contrary to all the rules of moral�ty
and rel�g�on: But the person �s not respons�ble for �t; and as �t
proceeded from noth�ng �n h�m, that �s durable or constant, and
leaves noth�ng of that nature beh�nd �t, �t �s �mposs�ble he can, upon
�ts account, become the object of pun�shment or vengeance.
Accord�ng to the hypothes�s of l�berty, therefore, a man �s as pure
and unta�nted, after hav�ng comm�tted the most horr�d cr�mes, as at
the f�rst moment of h�s b�rth, nor �s h�s character any way concerned
�n h�s act�ons; s�nce they are not der�ved from �t, and the w�ckedness
of the one can never be used as a proof of the deprav�ty of the other.
It �s only upon the pr�nc�ples of necess�ty, that a person acqu�res any
mer�t or demer�t from h�s act�ons, however the common op�n�on may
�ncl�ne to the contrary.

But so �ncons�stent are men w�th themselves, that though they
often assert, that necess�ty utterly destroys all mer�t and demer�t
e�ther towards mank�nd or super�or powers, yet they cont�nue st�ll to
reason upon these very pr�nc�ples of necess�ty �n all the�r judgments
concern�ng th�s matter. Men are not blamed for such ev�l act�ons as



they perform �gnorantly and casually, whatever may be the�r
consequences. Why? but because the causes of these act�ons are
only momentary, and term�nate �n them alone. Men are less blamed
for such ev�l act�ons, as they perform hast�ly and unpremed�tately,
than for such as proceed from thought and del�berat�on. For what
reason? but because a hasty temper, though a constant cause �n the
m�nd, operates only by �ntervals, and �nfects not the whole character.
Aga�n, repentance w�pes off every cr�me, espec�ally �f attended w�th
an ev�dent reformat�on of l�fe and manners. How �s th�s to be
accounted for? But by assert�ng that act�ons render a person
cr�m�nal, merely as they are proofs of cr�m�nal pass�ons or pr�nc�ples
�n the m�nd; and when by any alterat�on of these pr�nc�ples they
cease to be just proofs, they l�kew�se cease to be cr�m�nal. But
accord�ng to the doctr�ne of l�berty or chance they never were just
proofs, and consequently never were cr�m�nal.

Here then I turn to my adversary, and des�re h�m to free h�s own
system from these od�ous consequences before he charge them
upon others. Or �f he rather chuses, that th�s quest�on should be
dec�ded by fa�r arguments before ph�losophers, than by
declamat�ons before the people, let h�m return to what I have
advanced to prove that l�berty and chance are synon�mous; and
concern�ng the nature of moral ev�dence and the regular�ty of human
act�ons. Upon a rev�ew of these reason�ngs, I cannot doubt of an
ent�re v�ctory; and therefore hav�ng proved, that all act�ons of the w�ll
have part�cular causes, I proceed to expla�n what these causes are,
and how they operate.



SECT. III OF THE INFLUENCING
MOTIVES OF THE WILL

Noth�ng �s more usual �n ph�losophy, and even �n common l�fe,
than to talk of the combat of pass�on and reason, to g�ve the
preference to reason, and assert that men are only so far v�rtuous as
they conform themselves to �ts d�ctates. Every rat�onal creature, �t �s
sa�d, �s obl�ged to regulate h�s act�ons by reason; and �f any other
mot�ve or pr�nc�ple challenge the d�rect�on of h�s conduct, he ought to
oppose �t, t�ll �t be ent�rely subdued, or at least brought to a
conform�ty w�th that super�or pr�nc�ple. On th�s method of th�nk�ng the
greatest part of moral ph�losophy, ant�ent and modern, seems to be
founded; nor �s there an ampler f�eld, as well for metaphys�cal
arguments, as popular declamat�ons, than th�s supposed pre-
em�nence of reason above pass�on. The etern�ty, �nvar�ableness, and
d�v�ne or�g�n of the former have been d�splayed to the best
advantage: The bl�ndness, unconstancy, and dece�tfulness of the
latter have been as strongly �ns�sted on. In order to shew the fallacy
of all th�s ph�losophy, I shall endeavour to prove f�rst, that reason
alone can never be a mot�ve to any act�on of the w�ll; and secondly,
that �t can never oppose pass�on �n the d�rect�on of the w�ll.

The understand�ng exerts �tself after two d�fferent ways, as �t
judges from demonstrat�on or probab�l�ty; as �t regards the abstract
relat�ons of our �deas, or those relat�ons of objects, of wh�ch
exper�ence only g�ves us �nformat�on. I bel�eve �t scarce w�ll be
asserted, that the f�rst spec�es of reason�ng alone �s ever the cause
of any act�on. As �ts proper prov�nce �s the world of �deas, and as the
w�ll always places us �n that of real�t�es, demonstrat�on and vol�t�on
seem, upon that account, to be totally removed, from each other.
Mathemat�cs, �ndeed, are useful �n all mechan�cal operat�ons, and
ar�thmet�c �n almost every art and profess�on: But �t �s not of
themselves they have any �nfluence: Mechan�cs are the art of
regulat�ng the mot�ons of bod�es to some des�gned end or purpose;



and the reason why we employ ar�thmet�c �n f�x�ng the proport�ons of
numbers, �s only that we may d�scover the proport�ons of the�r
�nfluence and operat�on. A merchant �s des�rous of know�ng the sum
total of h�s accounts w�th any person: Why? but that he may learn
what sum w�ll have the same effects �n pay�ng h�s debt, and go�ng to
market, as all the part�cular art�cles taken together. Abstract or
demonstrat�ve reason�ng, therefore, never �nfluences any of our
act�ons, but only as �t d�rects our judgment concern�ng causes and
effects; wh�ch leads us to the second operat�on of the understand�ng.

It �s obv�ous, that when we have the prospect of pa�n or pleasure
from any object, we feel a consequent emot�on of avers�on or
propens�ty, and are carryed to avo�d or embrace what w�ll g�ve us
th�s uneas�nes or sat�sfact�on. It �s also obv�ous, that th�s emot�on
rests not here, but mak�ng us cast our v�ew on every s�de,
comprehends whatever objects are connected w�th �ts or�g�nal one
by the relat�on of cause and effect. Here then reason�ng takes place
to d�scover th�s relat�on; and accord�ng as our reason�ng var�es, our
act�ons rece�ve a subsequent var�at�on. But �t �s ev�dent �n th�s case
that the �mpulse ar�ses not from reason, but �s only d�rected by �t. It �s
from the prospect of pa�n or pleasure that the avers�on or propens�ty
ar�ses towards any object: And these emot�ons extend themselves to
the causes and effects of that object, as they are po�nted out to us by
reason and exper�ence. It can never �n the least concern us to know,
that such objects are causes, and such others effects, �f both the
causes and effects be �nd�fferent to us. Where the objects
themselves do not affect us, the�r connex�on can never g�ve them
any �nfluence; and �t �s pla�n, that as reason �s noth�ng but the
d�scovery of th�s connex�on, �t cannot be by �ts means that the
objects are able to affect us.

S�nce reason alone can never produce any act�on, or g�ve r�se to
vol�t�on, I �nfer, that the same faculty �s as �ncapable of prevent�ng
vol�t�on, or of d�sput�ng the preference w�th any pass�on or emot�on.
Th�s consequence �s necessary. It �s �mposs�ble reason coued have
the latter effect of prevent�ng vol�t�on, but by g�v�ng an �mpulse �n a
contrary d�rect�on to our pass�on; and that �mpulse, had �t operated
alone, would have been able to produce vol�t�on. Noth�ng can
oppose or retard the �mpulse of pass�on, but a contrary �mpulse; and



�f th�s contrary �mpulse ever ar�ses from reason, that latter faculty
must have an or�g�nal �nfluence on the w�ll, and must be able to
cause, as well as h�nder any act of vol�t�on. But �f reason has no
or�g�nal �nfluence, �t �s �mposs�ble �t can w�thstand any pr�nc�ple,
wh�ch has such an eff�cacy, or ever keep the m�nd �n suspence a
moment. Thus �t appears, that the pr�nc�ple, wh�ch opposes our
pass�on, cannot be the same w�th reason, and �s only called so �n an
�mproper sense. We speak not str�ctly and ph�losoph�cally when we
talk of the combat of pass�on and of reason. Reason �s, and ought
only to be the slave of the pass�ons, and can never pretend to any
other off�ce than to serve and obey them. As th�s op�n�on may appear
somewhat extraord�nary, �t may not be �mproper to conf�rm �t by
some other cons�derat�ons.

A pass�on �s an or�g�nal ex�stence, or, �f you w�ll, mod�f�cat�on of
ex�stence, and conta�ns not any representat�ve qual�ty, wh�ch renders
�t a copy of any other ex�stence or mod�f�cat�on. When I am angry, I
am actually possest w�th the pass�on, and �n that emot�on have no
more a reference to any other object, than when I am th�rsty, or s�ck,
or more than f�ve foot h�gh. It �s �mposs�ble, therefore, that th�s
pass�on can be opposed by, or be contrad�ctory to truth and reason;
s�nce th�s contrad�ct�on cons�sts �n the d�sagreement of �deas,
cons�dered as cop�es, w�th those objects, wh�ch they represent.

What may at f�rst occur on th�s head, �s, that as noth�ng can be
contrary to truth or reason, except what has a reference to �t, and as
the judgments of our understand�ng only have th�s reference, �t must
follow, that pass�ons can be contrary to reason only so far as they
are accompanyed w�th some judgment or op�n�on. Accord�ng to th�s
pr�nc�ple, wh�ch �s so obv�ous and natural, �t �s only �n two senses,
that any affect�on can be called unreasonable. F�rst, When a
pass�on, such as hope or fear, gr�ef or joy, despa�r or secur�ty, �s
founded on the suppos�t�on or the ex�stence of objects, wh�ch really
do not ex�st. Secondly, When �n exert�ng any pass�on �n act�on, we
chuse means �nsuff�c�ent for the des�gned end, and dece�ve
ourselves �n our judgment of causes and effects. Where a pass�on �s
ne�ther founded on false suppos�t�ons, nor chuses means �nsuff�c�ent
for the end, the understand�ng can ne�ther just�fy nor condemn �t. It �s
not contrary to reason to prefer the destruct�on of the whole world to



the scratch�ng of my f�nger. It �s not contrary to reason for me to
chuse my total ru�n, to prevent the least uneas�ness of an Ind�an or
person wholly unknown to me. It �s as l�ttle contrary to reason to
prefer even my own acknowledgeed lesser good to my greater, and
have a more ardent affect�on for the former than the latter. A tr�v�al
good may, from certa�n c�rcumstances, produce a des�re super�or to
what ar�ses from the greatest and most valuable enjoyment; nor �s
there any th�ng more extraord�nary �n th�s, than �n mechan�cs to see
one pound we�ght ra�se up a hundred by the advantage of �ts
s�tuat�on. In short, a pass�on must be accompanyed w�th some false
judgment �n order to �ts be�ng unreasonable; and even then �t �s not
the pass�on, properly speak�ng, wh�ch �s unreasonable, but the
judgment.

The consequences are ev�dent. S�nce a pass�on can never, �n any
sense, be called unreasonable, but when founded on a false
suppos�t�on or when �t chuses means �nsuff�c�ent for the des�gned
end, �t �s �mposs�ble, that reason and pass�on can ever oppose each
other, or d�spute for the government of the w�ll and act�ons. The
moment we perce�ve the falshood of any suppos�t�on, or the
�nsuff�c�ency of any means our pass�ons y�eld to our reason w�thout
any oppos�t�on. I may des�re any fru�t as of an excellent rel�sh; but
whenever you conv�nce me of my m�stake, my long�ng ceases. I may
w�ll the performance of certa�n act�ons as means of obta�n�ng any
des�red good; but as my w�ll�ng of these act�ons �s only secondary,
and founded on the suppos�t�on, that they are causes of the
proposed effect; as soon as I d�scover the falshood of that
suppos�t�on, they must become �nd�fferent to me.

It �s natural for one, that does not exam�ne objects w�th a str�ct
ph�losoph�c eye, to �mag�ne, that those act�ons of the m�nd are
ent�rely the same, wh�ch produce not a d�fferent sensat�on, and are
not �mmed�ately d�st�ngu�shable to the feel�ng and percept�on.
Reason, for �nstance, exerts �tself w�thout produc�ng any sens�ble
emot�on; and except �n the more subl�me d�squ�s�t�ons of ph�losophy,
or �n the fr�volous subt�lt�es of the school, scarce ever conveys any
pleasure or uneas�ness. Hence �t proceeds, that every act�on of the
m�nd, wh�ch operates w�th the same calmness and tranqu�ll�ty, �s
confounded w�th reason by all those, who judge of th�ngs from the



f�rst v�ew and appearance. Now �t �s certa�n, there are certa�n calm
des�res and tendenc�es, wh�ch, though they be real pass�ons,
produce l�ttle emot�on �n the m�nd, and are more known by the�r
effects than by the �mmed�ate feel�ng or sensat�on. These des�res
are of two k�nds; e�ther certa�n �nst�ncts or�g�nally �mplanted �n our
natures, such as benevolence and resentment, the love of l�fe, and
k�ndness to ch�ldren; or the general appet�te to good, and avers�on to
ev�l, cons�dered merely as such. When any of these pass�ons are
calm, and cause no d�sorder �n the soul, they are very read�ly taken
for the determ�nat�ons of reason, and are supposed to proceed from
the same faculty, w�th that, wh�ch judges of truth and falshood. The�r
nature and pr�nc�ples have been supposed the same, because the�r
sensat�ons are not ev�dently d�fferent.

Bes�de these calm pass�ons, wh�ch often determ�ne the w�ll, there
are certa�n v�olent emot�ons of the same k�nd, wh�ch have l�kew�se a
great �nfluence on that faculty. When I rece�ve any �njury from
another, I often feel a v�olent pass�on of resentment, wh�ch makes
me des�re h�s ev�l and pun�shment, �ndependent of all cons�derat�ons
of pleasure and advantage to myself. When I am �mmed�ately
threatened w�th any gr�evous �ll, my fears, apprehens�ons, and
avers�ons r�se to a great he�ght, and produce a sens�ble emot�on.

The common error of metaphys�c�ans has la�n �n ascr�b�ng the
d�rect�on of the w�ll ent�rely to one of these pr�nc�ples, and suppos�ng
the other to have no �nfluence. Men often act know�ngly aga�nst the�r
�nterest: For wh�ch reason the v�ew of the greatest poss�ble good
does not always �nfluence them. Men often counter-act a v�olent
pass�on �n prosecut�on of the�r �nterests and des�gns: It �s not
therefore the present uneas�ness alone, wh�ch determ�nes them. In
general we may observe, that both these pr�nc�ples operate on the
w�ll; and where they are contrary, that e�ther of them preva�ls,
accord�ng to the general character or present d�spos�t�on of the
person. What we call strength of m�nd, �mpl�es the prevalence of the
calm pass�ons above the v�olent; though we may eas�ly observe,
there �s no man so constantly possessed of th�s v�rtue, as never on
any occas�on to y�eld to the soll�c�tat�ons of pass�on and des�re. From
these var�at�ons of temper proceeds the great d�ff�culty of dec�d�ng



concern�ng the act�ons and resolut�ons of men, where there �s any
contrar�ety of mot�ves and pass�ons.



SECT. IV OF THE CAUSES OF THE
VIOLENT PASSIONS

There �s not-�n ph�losophy a subject of more n�ce speculat�on than
th�s of the d�fferent causes and effects of the calm and v�olent
pass�ons. It �s ev�dent pass�ons �nfluence not the w�ll �n proport�on to
the�r v�olence, or the d�sorder they occas�on �n the temper; but on the
contrary, that when a pass�on has once become a settled pr�nc�ple of
act�on, and �s the predom�nant �ncl�nat�on of the soul, �t commonly
produces no longer any sens�ble ag�tat�on. As repeated custom and
�ts own force have made every th�ng y�eld to �t, �t d�rects the act�ons
and conduct w�thout that oppos�t�on and emot�on, wh�ch so naturally
attend every momentary gust of pass�on. We must, therefore,
d�st�ngu�sh betw�xt a calm and a weak pass�on; betw�xt a v�olent and
a strong one. But notw�thstand�ng th�s, �t �s certa�n, that when we
would govern a man, and push h�m to any act�on, �t w�ll commonly be
better pol�cy to work upon the v�olent than the calm pass�ons, and
rather take h�m by h�s �ncl�nat�on, than what �s vulgarly called h�s
reason. We ought to place the object �n such part�cular s�tuat�ons as
are proper to encrease the v�olence of the pass�on. For we may
observe, that all depends upon the s�tuat�on of the object, and that a
var�at�on �n th�s part�cular w�ll be able to change the calm and the
v�olent pass�ons �nto each other. Both these k�nds of pass�ons
pursue good, and avo�d ev�l; and both of them are encreased or
d�m�n�shed by the encrease or d�m�nut�on of the good or ev�l. But
here�n l�es the d�fference betw�xt them: The same good, when near,
w�ll cause a v�olent pass�on, wh�ch, when remote, produces only a
calm one. As th�s subject belongs very properly to the present
quest�on concern�ng the w�ll, we shall here exam�ne �t to the bottom,
and shall cons�der some of those c�rcumstances and s�tuat�ons of
objects, wh�ch render a pass�on e�ther calm or v�olent.

It �s a remarkable property of human nature, that any emot�on,
wh�ch attends a pass�on, �s eas�ly converted �nto �t, though �n the�r



natures they be or�g�nally d�fferent from, and even contrary to each
other. It �s true; �n order to make a perfect un�on among pass�ons,
there �s always requ�red a double relat�on of �mpress�ons and �deas;
nor �s one relat�on suff�c�ent for that purpose. But though th�s be
conf�rmed by undoubted exper�ence, we must understand �t w�th �ts
proper l�m�tat�ons, and must regard the double relat�on, as requ�s�te
only to make one pass�on produce another. When two pass�ons are
already produced by the�r separate causes, and are both present �n
the m�nd, they read�ly m�ngle and un�te, though they have but one
relat�on, and somet�mes w�thout any. The predom�nant pass�on
swallows up the �nfer�or, and converts �t �nto �tself. The sp�r�ts, when
once exc�ted, eas�ly rece�ve a change �n the�r d�rect�on; and �t �s
natural to �mag�ne th�s change w�ll come from the preva�l�ng
affect�on. The connex�on �s �n many respects closer betw�xt any two
pass�ons, than betw�xt any pass�on and �nd�fference.

When a person �s once heart�ly �n love, the l�ttle faults and capr�ces
of h�s m�stress, the jealous�es and quarrels, to wh�ch that commerce
�s so subject; however unpleasant and related to anger and hatred;
are yet found to g�ve add�t�onal force to the preva�l�ng pass�on. It �s a
common art�f�ce of pol�t�c�ans, when they would affect any person
very much by a matter of fact, of wh�ch they �ntend to �nform h�m, f�rst
to exc�te h�s cur�os�ty; delay as long as poss�ble the sat�sfy�ng �t; and
by that means ra�se h�s anx�ety and �mpat�ence to the utmost, before
they g�ve h�m a full �ns�ght �nto the bus�ness. They know that h�s
cur�os�ty w�ll prec�p�tate h�m �nto the pass�on they des�gn to ra�se,
and ass�st the object �n �ts �nfluence on the m�nd. A sold�er advanc�ng
to the battle, �s naturally �nsp�red w�th courage and conf�dence, when
he th�nks on h�s fr�ends and fellow-sold�ers; and �s struck w�th fear
and terror, when he reflects on the enemy. Whatever new emot�on,
therefore, proceeds from the former naturally encreases the
courage; as the same emot�on, proceed�ng from the latter, augments
the fear; by the relat�on of �deas, and the convers�on of the �nfer�or
emot�on �nto the predom�nant. Hence �t �s that �n mart�al d�sc�pl�ne,
the un�form�ty and lustre of our hab�t, the regular�ty of our f�gures and
mot�ons, w�th all the pomp and majesty of war, encourage ourselves
and all�es; wh�le the same objects �n the enemy str�ke terror �nto us,
though agreeable and beaut�ful �n themselves.



S�nce pass�ons, however �ndependent, are naturally transfused
�nto each other, �f they are both present at the same t�me; �t follows,
that when good or ev�l �s placed �n such a s�tuat�on, as to cause any
part�cular emot�on, bes�de �ts d�rect pass�on of des�re or avers�on,
that latter pass�on must acqu�re new force and v�olence.

Th�s happens, among other cases, whenever any object exc�tes
contrary pass�ons. For �t �s observable that an oppos�t�on of pass�ons
commonly causes a new emot�on �n the sp�r�ts, and produces more
d�sorder, than the concurrence of any two affect�ons of equal force.
Th�s new emot�on �s eas�ly converted �nto the predom�nant pass�on,
and encreases �ts v�olence, beyond the p�tch �t would have arr�ved at
had �t met w�th no oppos�t�on. Hence we naturally des�re what �s
forb�d, and take a pleasure �n perform�ng act�ons, merely because
they are unlawful. The not�on of duty, when oppos�te to the pass�ons,
�s seldom able to overcome them; and when �t fa�ls of that effect, �s
apt rather to encrease them, by produc�ng an oppos�t�on �n our
mot�ves and pr�nc�ples. The same effect follows whether the
oppos�t�on ar�ses from �nternal mot�ves or external obstacles. The
pass�on commonly acqu�res new force and v�olence �n both cases.

The efforts, wh�ch the m�nd makes to surmount the obstacle,
exc�te the sp�r�ts and �nl�ven the pass�on.

Uncerta�nty has the same �nfluence as oppos�t�on. The ag�tat�on of
the thought; the qu�ck turns �t makes from one v�ew to another; the
var�ety of pass�ons, wh�ch succeed each other, accord�ng to the
d�fferent v�ews; All these produce an ag�tat�on �n the m�nd, and
transfuse themselves �nto the predom�nant pass�on.

There �s not �n my op�n�on any other natural cause, why secur�ty
d�m�n�shes the pass�ons, than because �t removes that uncerta�nty,
wh�ch encreases them. The m�nd, when left to �tself, �mmed�ately
langu�shes; and �n order to preserve �ts ardour, must be every
moment supported by a new flow of pass�on. For the same reason,
despa�r, though contrary to secur�ty, has a l�ke �nfluence.

It �s certa�n noth�ng more powerfully an�mates any affect�on, than
to conceal some part of �ts object by throw�ng �t �nto a k�nd of shade,
wh�ch at the same t�me that �t chews enough to pre-possess us �n
favour of the object, leaves st�ll some work for the �mag�nat�on.



Bes�des that obscur�ty �s always attended w�th a k�nd of uncerta�nty;
the effort, wh�ch the fancy makes to compleat the �dea, rouzes the
sp�r�ts, and g�ves an add�t�onal force to the pass�on.

As despa�r and secur�ty, though contrary to each other, produce
the same effects; so absence �s observed to have contrary effects,
and �n d�fferent c�rcumstances e�ther encreases or d�m�n�shes our
affect�ons. The Duc de La Rochefoucault has very well observed,
that absence destroys weak pass�ons, but encreases strong; as the
w�nd ext�ngu�shes a candle, but blows up a f�re. Long absence
naturally weakens our �dea, and d�m�n�shes the pass�on: But where
the �dea �s so strong and l�vely as to support �tself, the uneas�ness,
ar�s�ng from absence, encreases the pass�on and g�ves �t new force
and v�olence.





SECT. V OF THE EFFECTS OF
CUSTOM

But noth�ng has a greater effect both to encrease and d�m�n�sh our
pass�ons, to convert pleasure �nto pa�n, and pa�n �nto pleasure, than
custom and repet�t�on. Custom has two or�g�nal effects upon the
m�nd, �n bestow�ng a fac�l�ty �n the performance of any act�on or the
concept�on of any object; and afterwards a tendency or �ncl�nat�on
towards �t; and from these we may account for all �ts other effects,
however extraord�nary.

When the soul appl�es �tself to the performance of any act�on, or
the concept�on of any object, to wh�ch �t �s not accustomed, there �s a
certa�n unpl�ableness �n the facult�es, and a d�ff�culty of the sp�r�t's
mov�ng �n the�r new d�rect�on. As th�s d�ff�culty exc�tes the sp�r�ts, �t �s
the source of wonder, surpr�ze, and of all the emot�ons, wh�ch ar�se
from novelty; and �s �n �tself very agreeable, l�ke every th�ng, wh�ch
�nl�vens the m�nd to a moderate degree. But though surpr�ze be
agreeable �n �tself, yet as �t puts the sp�r�ts �n ag�tat�on, �t not only
augments our agreeable affect�ons, but also our pa�nful, accord�ng to
the forego�ng pr�nc�ple, that every emot�on, wh�ch precedes or
attends a pass�on, �s eas�ly converted �nto �t. Hence every th�ng, that
�s new, �s most affect�ng, and g�ves us e�ther more pleasure or pa�n,
than what, str�ctly speak�ng, naturally belongs to �t. When �t often
returns upon us, the novelty wears off; the pass�ons subs�de; the
hurry of the sp�r�ts �s over; and we survey the objects w�th greater
tranqu�ll�ty.

By degrees the repet�t�on produces a fac�l�ty of the human m�nd,
and an �nfall�ble source of pleasure, where the fac�l�ty goes not
beyond a certa�n degree. And here �t �s remarkable that the pleasure,
wh�ch ar�ses from a moderate fac�l�ty, has not the same tendency
w�th that wh�ch ar�ses from novelty, to augment the pa�nful, as well
as the agreeable affect�ons. The pleasure of fac�l�ty does not so



much cons�st �n any ferment of the sp�r�ts, as �n the�r orderly mot�on;
wh�ch w�ll somet�mes be so powerful as even to convert pa�n �nto
pleasure, and g�ve us a rel�sh �n t�me what at f�rst was most harsh
and d�sagreeable.

But aga�n, as fac�l�ty converts pa�n �nto pleasure, so �t often
converts pleasure �nto pa�n, when �t �s too great, and renders the
act�ons of the m�nd so fa�nt and langu�d, that they are no longer able
to �nterest and support �t. And �ndeed, scarce any other objects
become d�sagreeable through custom; but such as are naturally
attended w�th some emot�on or affect�on, wh�ch �s destroyed by the
too frequent repet�t�on. One can cons�der the clouds, and heavens,
and trees, and stones, however frequently repeated, w�thout ever
feel�ng any avers�on. But when the fa�r sex, or mus�c, or good cheer,
or any th�ng, that naturally ought to be agreeable, becomes
�nd�fferent, �t eas�ly produces the oppos�te affect�on.

But custom not only g�ves a fac�l�ty to perform any act�on, but
l�kew�se an �ncl�nat�on and tendency towards �t, where �t �s not
ent�rely d�sagreeable, and can never be the object of �ncl�nat�on. And
th�s �s the reason why custom encreases all act�ve hab�ts, but
d�m�n�shes pass�ve, accord�ng to the observat�on of a late em�nent
ph�losopher. The fac�l�ty takes off from the force of the pass�ve hab�ts
by render�ng the mot�on of the sp�r�ts fa�nt and langu�d. But as �n the
act�ve, the sp�r�ts are suff�c�ently supported of themselves, the
tendency of the m�nd g�ves them new force, and bends them more
strongly to the act�on.



SECT. VI OF THE INFLUENCE OF THE
IMAGINATION ON THE PASSIONS

It �s remarkable, that the �mag�nat�on and affect�ons have close
un�on together, and that noth�ng, wh�ch affects the former, can be
ent�rely �nd�fferent to the latter. Wherever our �deas of good or ev�l
acqu�re a new v�vac�ty, the pass�ons become more v�olent; and keep
pace w�th the �mag�nat�on �n all �ts var�at�ons. Whether th�s proceeds
from the pr�nc�ple above-ment�oned, that any attendant emot�on �s
eas�ly converted �nto the predom�nant, I shall not determ�ne. It �s
suff�c�ent for my present purpose, that we have many �nstances to
conf�rm th�s �nfluence of the �mag�nat�on upon the pass�ons.

Any pleasure, w�th wh�ch we are acqua�nted, affects us more than
any other, wh�ch we own to be super�or, but of whose nature we are
wholly �gnorant. Of the one we can form a part�cular and determ�nate
�dea: The other we conce�ve under the general not�on of pleasure;
and �t �s certa�n, that the more general and un�versal any of our �deas
are, the less �nfluence they have upon the �mag�nat�on. A general
�dea, though �t be noth�ng but a part�cular one cons�dered �n a certa�n
v�ew, �s commonly more obscure; and that because no part�cular
�dea, by wh�ch we represent a general one, �s ever f�xed or
determ�nate, but may eas�ly be changed for other part�cular ones,
wh�ch w�ll serve equally �n the representat�on.

There �s a noted passage �n the h�story of Greece, wh�ch may
serve for our present purpose. Them�stocles told the Athen�ans, that
he had formed a des�gn, wh�ch would be h�ghly useful to the publ�c,
but wh�ch �t was �mposs�ble for h�m to commun�cate to them w�thout
ru�n�ng the execut�on, s�nce �ts success depended ent�rely on the
secrecy w�th wh�ch �t should be conducted. The Athen�ans, �nstead of
grant�ng h�m full power to act as he thought f�tt�ng, ordered h�m to
commun�cate h�s des�gn to Ar�st�des, �n whose prudence they had an
ent�re conf�dence, and whose op�n�on they were resolved bl�ndly to



subm�t to. The des�gn of Them�stocles was secretly to set f�re to the
fleet of all the Grec�an commonwealths, wh�ch was assembled �n a
ne�ghbour�ng port, and wh�ch be�ng once destroyed would g�ve the
Athen�ans the emp�re of the sea w�thout any r�val Ar�st�des returned
to the assembly, and told them, that noth�ng coued be more
advantageous than the des�gn of Them�stocles but at the same t�me
that noth�ng coued be more unjust: Upon wh�ch the people
unan�mously rejected the project.

A late celebrated h�stor�an [Mons. Roll�n {Charles Roll�n,
HISTOIRE ANCIENNE.(Par�s 1730-38)}.] adm�res th�s passage of
ant�ent h�story, as one of the most s�ngular that �s any where to be
met.

"Here," says he, "they are not ph�losophers, to whom �t �s easy �n
the�r schools to establ�sh the f�nest max�ms and most subl�me rules
of moral�ty, who dec�de that �nterest ought never to preva�l above
just�ce. It �s a whole people �nterested �n the proposal wh�ch �s made
to them, who cons�der �t as of �mportance to the publ�c good, and
who notw�thstand�ng reject �t unan�mously, and w�thout hes�tat�on,
merely because �t �s contrary to just�ce."

For my part I see noth�ng so extraord�nary �n th�s proceed�ng of the
Athen�ans. The same reasons, wh�ch render �t so easy for
ph�losophers to establ�sh these subl�me max�ms, tend, �n part, to
d�m�n�sh the mer�t of such a conduct �n that people. Ph�losophers
never ballance betw�xt prof�t and honesty, because the�r dec�s�ons
are general, and ne�ther the�r pass�ons nor �mag�nat�ons are
�nterested �n the objects. And though �n the present case the
advantage was �mmed�ate to the Athen�ans, yet as �t was known only
under the general not�on of advantage, w�thout be�ng conce�ved by
any part�cular �dea, �t must have had a less cons�derable �nfluence
on the�r �mag�nat�ons, and have been a less v�olent temptat�on, than
�f they had been acqua�nted w�th all �ts c�rcumstances: Otherw�se �t �s
d�ff�cult to conce�ve, that a whole people, unjust and v�olent as men
commonly are, should so unan�mously have adhered to just�ce, and
rejected any cons�derable advantage.

Any sat�sfact�on, wh�ch we lately enjoyed, and of wh�ch the
memory �s fresh and recent, operates on the w�ll w�th more v�olence,



than another of wh�ch the traces are decayed, and almost
obl�terated. From whence does th�s proceed, but that the memory �n
the f�rst case ass�sts the fancy and g�ves an add�t�onal force and
v�gour to �ts concept�ons? The �mage of the past pleasure be�ng
strong and v�olent, bestows these qual�t�es on the �dea of the future
pleasure, wh�ch �s connected w�th �t by the relat�on of resemblance.

A pleasure, wh�ch �s su�table to the way of l�fe, �n wh�ch we are
engaged, exc�tes more our des�res and appet�tes than another,
wh�ch �s fore�gn to �t. Th�s phaenomenon may be expla�ned from the
same pr�nc�ple.

Noth�ng �s more capable of �nfus�ng any pass�on �nto the m�nd,
than eloquence, by wh�ch objects are represented �n the�r strongest
and most l�vely colours. We may of ourselves acknowledge, that
such an object �s valuable, and such another od�ous; but unt�l an
orator exc�tes the �mag�nat�on, and g�ves force to these �deas, they
may have but a feeble �nfluence e�ther on the w�ll or the affect�ons.

But eloquence �s not always necessary. The bare op�n�on of
another, espec�ally when �nforced w�th pass�on, w�ll cause an �dea of
good or ev�l to have an �nfluence upon us, wh�ch would otherw�se
have been ent�rely neglected. Th�s proceeds from the pr�nc�ple of
sympathy or commun�cat�on; and sympathy, as I have already
observed, �s noth�ng but the convers�on of an �dea �nto an �mpress�on
by the force of �mag�nat�on.

It �s remarkable, that l�vely pass�ons commonly attend a l�vely
�mag�nat�on. In th�s respect, as well as others, the force of the
pass�on depends as much on the temper of the person, as the
nature or s�tuat�on of the object.

I have already observed, that bel�ef �s noth�ng but a l�vely �dea
related to a present �mpress�on. Th�s v�vac�ty �s a requ�s�te
c�rcumstance to the exc�t�ng all our pass�ons, the calm as well as the
v�olent; nor has a mere f�ct�on of the �mag�nat�on any cons�derable
�nfluence upon e�ther of them. It �s too weak to take hold of the m�nd,
or be attended w�th emot�on.





SECT. VII OF CONTIGUITY AND
DISTANCE IN SPACE AND TIME

There �s an easy reason, why every th�ng cont�guous to us, e�ther
�n space or t�me, should be conce�ved w�th a pecul�ar force and
v�vac�ty, and excel every other object, �n �ts �nfluence on the
�mag�nat�on. Ourself �s �nt�mately present to us, and whatever �s
related to self must partake of that qual�ty. But where an object �s so
far removed as to have lost the advantage of th�s relat�on, why, as �t
�s farther removed, �ts �dea becomes st�ll fa�nter and more obscure,
would, perhaps, requ�re a more part�cular exam�nat�on.

It �s obv�ous, that the �mag�nat�on can never totally forget the
po�nts of space and t�me, �n wh�ch we are ex�stent; but rece�ves such
frequent advert�sements of them from the pass�ons and senses, that
however �t may turn �ts attent�on to fore�gn and remote objects, �t �s
necess�tated every moment to reflect on the present. IOt �s also
remarkable, that �n the concept�on of those objects, wh�ch we regard
as real and ex�stent, we take them �n the�r proper order and s�tuat�on,
and never leap from one object to another, wh�ch �s d�stant from �t,
w�thout runn�ng over, at least �n a cursory manner, all those objects,
wh�ch are �nterposed betw�xt them. When we reflect, therefore, on
any object d�stant from ourselves, we are obl�ged not only to reach �t
at f�rst by pass�ng through all the �ntermed�ate space betw�xt
ourselves and the object, but also to renew our progress every
moment; be�ng every moment recalled to the cons�derat�on of
ourselves and our present s�tuat�on. It �s eas�ly conce�ved, that th�s
�nterrupt�on must weaken the �dea by break�ng the act�on of the
m�nd, and h�nder�ng the concept�on from be�ng so �ntense and
cont�nued, as when we reflect on a nearer object. The fewer steps
we make to arr�ve at the object, and the smoother the road �s, th�s
d�m�nut�on of v�vac�ty �s less sens�bly felt, but st�ll may be observed
more or less �n proport�on to the degrees of d�stance and d�ff�culty.



Here then we are to cons�der two k�nds of objects, the cont�guous
and remote; of wh�ch the former, by means of the�r relat�on to
ourselves, approach an �mpress�on �n force and v�vac�ty; the latter by
reason of the �nterrupt�on �n our manner of conce�v�ng them, appear
�n a weaker and more �mperfect l�ght. Th�s �s the�r effect on the
�mag�nat�on. If my reason�ng be just, they must have a
proport�onable effect on the w�ll and pass�ons. Cont�guous objects
must have an �nfluence much super�or to the d�stant and remote.
Accord�ngly we f�nd �n common l�fe, that men are pr�nc�pally
concerned about those objects, wh�ch are not much removed e�ther
�n space or t�me, enjoy�ng the present, and leav�ng what �s afar off to
the care of chance and fortune. Talk to a man of h�s cond�t�on th�rty
years hence, and he w�ll not regard you. Speak of what �s to happen
tomorrow, and he w�ll lend you attent�on. The break�ng of a m�rror
g�ves us more concern when at home, than the burn�ng of a house,
when abroad, and some hundred leagues d�stant.

But farther; though d�stance both �n space and t�me has a
cons�derable effect on the �mag�nat�on, and by that means on the w�ll
and pass�ons, yet the consequence of a removal �n space are much
�nfer�or to those of a removal �n t�me. Twenty years are certa�nly but
a small d�stance of t�me �n compar�son of what h�story and even the
memory of some may �nform them of, and yet I doubt �f a thousand
leagues, or even the greatest d�stance of place th�s globe can adm�t
of, w�ll so remarkably weaken our �deas, and d�m�n�sh our pass�ons.
A West-Ind�an merchant w�ll tell you, that he �s not w�thout concern
about what passes �n Jama�ca; though few extend the�r v�ews so far
�nto futur�ty, as to dread very remote acc�dents.

The cause of th�s phaenomenon must ev�dently l�e �n the d�fferent
propert�es of space and t�me. W�thout hav�ng recourse to
metaphys�cs, any one may eas�ly observe, that space or extens�on
cons�sts of a number of co-ex�stent parts d�sposed �n a certa�n order,
and capable of be�ng at once present to the s�ght or feel�ng. On the
contrary, t�me or success�on, though �t cons�sts l�kew�se of parts,
never presents to us more than one at once; nor �s �t poss�ble for any
two of them ever to be co-ex�stent. These qual�t�es of the objects
have a su�table effect on the �mag�nat�on. The parts of extens�on
be�ng suscept�ble of an un�on to the senses, acqu�re an un�on �n the



fancy; and as the appearance of one part excludes not another, the
trans�t�on or passage of the thought through the cont�guous parts �s
by that means rendered more smooth and easy. On the other hand,
the �ncompat�b�l�ty of the parts of t�me �n the�r real ex�stence
separates them �n the �mag�nat�on, and makes �t more d�ff�cult for
that faculty to trace any long success�on or ser�es of events. Every
part must appear s�ngle and alone, nor can regularly have entrance
�nto the fancy w�thout ban�sh�ng what �s supposed to have been
�mmed�ately precedent. By th�s means any d�stance �n t�me causes a
greater �nterrupt�on �n the thought than an equal d�stance �n space,
and consequently weakens more cons�derably the �dea, and
consequently the pass�ons; wh�ch depend �n a great measure, on the
�mag�nat�on, accord�ng to my system.

There �s another phaenomenon of a l�ke nature w�th the forego�ng,
v�z, the super�or effects of the same d�stance �n futur�ty above that �n
the past. Th�s d�fference w�th respect to the w�ll �s eas�ly accounted
for. As none of our act�ons can alter the past, �t �s not strange �t
should never determ�ne the w�ll. But w�th respect to the pass�ons the
quest�on �s yet ent�re, and well worth the exam�n�ng.

Bes�des the propens�ty to a gradual progress�on through the po�nts
of space and t�me, we have another pecul�ar�ty �n our method of
th�nk�ng, wh�ch concurs �n produc�ng th�s phaenomenon. We always
follow the success�on of t�me �n plac�ng our �deas, and from the
cons�derat�on of any object pass more eas�ly to that, wh�ch follows
�mmed�ately after �t, than to that wh�ch went before �t. We may learn
th�s, among other �nstances, from the order, wh�ch �s always
observed �n h�stor�cal narrat�ons. Noth�ng but an absolute necess�ty
can obl�ge an h�stor�an to break the order of t�me, and �n h�s narrat�on
g�ve the precedence to an event, wh�ch was �n real�ty poster�or to
another.

Th�s w�ll eas�ly be appl�ed to the quest�on �n hand, �f we reflect on
what I have before observed, that the present s�tuat�on of the person
�s always that of the �mag�nat�on, and that �t �s from thence we
proceed to the concept�on of any d�stant object. When the object �s
past, the progress�on of the thought �n pass�ng to �t from the present
�s contrary to nature, as proceed�ng from one po�nt of t�me to that



wh�ch �s preced�ng, and from that to another preced�ng, �n oppos�t�on
to the natural course of the success�on. On the other hand, when we
turn our thought to a future object, our fancy flows along the stream
of t�me, and arr�ves at the object by an order, wh�ch seems most
natural, pass�ng always from one po�nt of t�me to that wh�ch �s
�mmed�ately poster�or to �t. Th�s easy progress�on of �deas favours
the �mag�nat�on, and makes �t conce�ve �ts object �n a stronger and
fuller l�ght, than when we are cont�nually opposed �n our passage,
and are obl�ged to overcome the d�ff�cult�es ar�s�ng from the natural
propens�ty of the fancy. A small degree of d�stance �n the past has,
therefore, a greater effect, �n �nterupt�ng and weaken�ng the
concept�on, than a much greater �n the future. From th�s effect of �t
on the �mag�nat�on �s der�ved �ts �nfluence on the w�ll and pass�ons.

There �s another cause, wh�ch both contr�butes to the same effect,
and proceeds from the same qual�ty of the fancy, by wh�ch we are
determ�ned to trace the success�on of t�me by a s�m�lar success�on of
�deas. When from the present �nstant we cons�der two po�nts of t�me
equally d�stant �n the future and �n the past, �t �s ev�dent, that,
abstractedly cons�dered, the�r relat�on to the present �s almost equal.
For as the future w�ll somet�me be present, so the past was once
present. If we coued, therefore, remove th�s qual�ty of the
�mag�nat�on, an equal d�stance �n the past and �n the future, would
have a s�m�lar �nfluence. Nor �s th�s only true, when the fancy
rema�ns f�xed, and from the present �nstant surveys the future and
the past; but also when �t changes �ts s�tuat�on, and places us �n
d�fferent per�ods of t�me. For as on the one hand, �n suppos�ng
ourselves ex�stent �n a po�nt of t�me �nterposed betw�xt the present
�nstant and the future object, we f�nd the future object approach to
us, and the past ret�re, and become more d�stant: so on the other
hand, �n suppos�ng ourselves ex�stent �n a po�nt of t�me �nterposed
betw�xt the present and the past, the past approaches to us, and the
future becomes more d�stant. But from the property of the fancy
above-ment�oned we rather chuse to f�x our thought on the po�nt of
t�me �nterposed betw�xt the present and the future, than on that
betw�xt the present and the past. We advance, rather than retard our
ex�stence; and follow�ng what seems the natural success�on of t�me,
proceed from past to present, and from present to future. By wh�ch



means we conce�ve the future as flow�ng every moment nearer us,
and the past as ret�r�ng. An equal d�stance, therefore, �n the past and
�n the future, has not the same effect on the �mag�nat�on; and that
because we cons�der the one as cont�nually encreas�ng, and the
other as cont�nually d�m�n�sh�ng. The fancy ant�c�pates the course of
th�ngs, and surveys the object �n that cond�t�on, to wh�ch �t tends, as
well as �n that, wh�ch �s regarded as the present.



SECT. VIII THE SAME SUBJECT
CONTINUed

Thus we have accounted for three phaenomena, wh�ch seem
pretty remarkable. Why d�stance weakens the concept�on and
pass�on: Why d�stance �n t�me has a greater effect than that �n
space: And why d�stance �n past t�me has st�ll a greater effect than
that �n future. We must now cons�der three phaenomena, wh�ch
seem to be, �n a manner, the reverse of these: Why a very great
d�stance encreases our esteem and adm�rat�on for an object; Why
such a d�stance �n t�me encreases �t more than that �n space: And a
d�stance �n past t�me more than that �n future. The cur�ousness of the
subject w�ll, I hope, excuse my dwell�ng on �t for some t�me.

To beg�n w�th the f�rst phaenomenon, why a great d�stance
encreases our esteem and adm�rat�on for an object; �t �s ev�dent that
the mere v�ew and contemplat�on of any greatness, whether
success�ve or extended, enlarges the soul, and g�ve �t a sens�ble
del�ght and pleasure. A w�de pla�n, the ocean, etern�ty, a success�on
of several ages; all these are enterta�n�ng objects, and excel every
th�ng, however beaut�ful, wh�ch accompan�es not �ts beauty w�th a
su�table greatness. Now when any very d�stant object �s presented to
the �mag�nat�on, we naturally reflect on the �nterposed d�stance, and
by that means, conce�v�ng someth�ng great and magn�f�cent, rece�ve
the usual sat�sfact�on. But as the fancy passes eas�ly from one �dea
to another related to �t, and transports to the second all the pass�ons
exc�ted by the f�rst, the adm�rat�on, wh�ch �s d�rected to the d�stance,
naturally d�ffuses �tself over the d�stant object. Accord�ngly we f�nd,
that �t �s not necessary the object should be actually d�stant from us,
�n order to cause our adm�rat�on; but that �t �s suff�c�ent, �f, by the
natural assoc�at�on of �deas, �t conveys our v�ew to any cons�derable
d�stance. A great traveller, though �n the same chamber, w�ll pass for
a very extraord�nary person; as a Greek medal, even �n our cab�net,
�s always esteemed a valuable cur�os�ty. Here the object, by a



natural trans�t�on, conveys our v�ews to the d�stance; and the
adm�rat�on, wh�ch ar�ses from that d�stance, by another natural
trans�t�on, returns back to the object.

But though every great d�stance produces an adm�rat�on for the
d�stant object, a d�stance �n t�me has a more cons�derable effect than
that �n space. Ant�ent busts and �nscr�pt�ons are more valued than
Japan tables: And not to ment�on the Greeks and Romans, �t �s
certa�n we regard w�th more venerat�on the old Chaldeans and
Egypt�ans, than the modern Ch�nese and Pers�ans, and bestow more
fru�tless pa�ns to dear up the h�story and chronology of the former,
than �t would cost us to make a voyage, and be certa�nly �nformed of
the character, learn�ng and government of the latter. I shall be
obl�ged to make a d�gress�on �n order to expla�n th�s phaenomenon.

It �s a qual�ty very observable �n human nature, that any
oppos�t�on, wh�ch does not ent�rely d�scourage and �nt�m�date us, has
rather a contrary effect, and �nsp�res us w�th a more than ord�nary
grandeur and magnan�m�ty. In collect�ng our force to overcome the
oppos�t�on, we �nv�gorate the soul, and g�ve �t an elevat�on w�th wh�ch
otherw�se �t would never have been acqua�nted. Compl�ance, by
render�ng our strength useless, makes us �nsens�ble of �t: but
oppos�t�on awakens and employs �t.

Th�s �s also true �n the un�verse. Oppos�t�on not only enlarges the
soul; but the soul, when full of courage and magnan�m�ty, �n a
manner seeks oppos�t�on.

SPUMANTEMQUE DARI PECORA INTER INERTIA VOTIS
OPTAT APRUM, AUT FULVUM DESCENDERE MONTE LEONEM.

[And, among the tamer beasts, [he] longs to be granted, �n answer
to h�s prayers, a slaver�ng boar, or to have a tawny l�on come down
from the mounta�n.]

Whatever supports and f�lls the pass�ons �s agreeable to us; as on
the contrary, what weakens and �nfeebles them �s uneasy. As
oppos�t�on has the f�rst effect, and fac�l�ty the second, no wonder the
m�nd, �n certa�n d�spos�t�ons, des�res the former, and �s averse to the
latter.

These pr�nc�ples have an effect on the �mag�nat�on as well as on
the pass�ons. To be conv�nced of th�s we need only cons�der the



�nfluence of he�ghts and depths on that faculty. Any great elevat�on of
place commun�cates a k�nd of pr�de or subl�m�ty of �mag�nat�on, and
g�ves a fancyed super�or�ty over those that l�e below; and, v�ce versa,
a subl�me and strong �mag�nat�on conveys the �dea of ascent and
elevat�on. Hence �t proceeds, that we assoc�ate, �n a manner, the
�dea of whatever �s good w�th that of he�ght, and ev�l w�th lowness.
Heaven �s supposed to be above, and hell below. A noble gen�us �s
called an elevate and subl�me one. ATQUE UDAM SPERNIT
HUMUM FUGIENTE PENNA. [Spurns the dank so�l �n w�nged fl�ght.]
On the contrary, a vulgar and tr�v�al concept�on �s st�led �nd�fferently
low or mean. Prosper�ty �s denom�nated ascent, and advers�ty
descent. K�ngs and pr�nces are supposed to be placed at the top of
human affa�rs; as peasants and day-labourers are sa�d to be �n the
lowest stat�ons. These methods of th�nk�ng, and of express�ng
ourselves, are not of so l�ttle consequence as they may appear at
f�rst s�ght.

It �s ev�dent to common sense, as well as ph�losophy, that there �s
no natural nor essent�al d�fference betw�xt h�gh and low, and that th�s
d�st�nct�on ar�ses only from the grav�tat�on of matter, wh�ch produces
a mot�on from the one to the other. The very same d�rect�on, wh�ch �n
th�s part of the globe �s called ascent, �s denom�nated descent �n our
ant�podes; wh�ch can proceed from noth�ng but the contrary
tendency of bod�es. Now �t �s certa�n, that the tendency of bod�es,
cont�nually operat�ng upon our senses, must produce, from custom,
a l�ke tendency �n the fancy, and that when we cons�der any object
s�tuated �n an ascent, the �dea of �ts we�ght g�ves us a propens�ty to
transport �t from the place, �n wh�ch �t �s s�tuated, to the place
�mmed�ately below �t, and so on, unt�l we come to the ground, wh�ch
equally stops the body and our �mag�nat�on. For a l�ke reason we feel
a d�ff�culty �n mount�ng, and pass not w�thout a k�nd of reluctance
from the �nfer�or to that wh�ch �s s�tuated above �t; as �f our �deas
acqu�red a k�nd of grav�ty from the�r objects. As a proof of th�s, do we
not f�nd, that the fac�l�ty, wh�ch �s so much studyed �n mus�c and
poetry, �s called the fa�l or cadency of the harmony or per�od; the
�dea of fac�l�ty commun�cat�ng to us that of descent, �n the same
manner as descent produces a fac�l�ty?



S�nce the �mag�nat�on, therefore, �n runn�ng from low to h�gh, f�nds
an oppos�t�on �n �ts �nternal qual�t�es and pr�nc�ples, and s�nce the
soul, when elevated w�th joy and courage, �n a manner seeks
oppos�t�on, and throws �tself w�th alacr�ty �nto any scene of thought or
act�on, where �ts courage meets w�th matter to nour�sh and employ �t;
�t follows, that everyth�ng, wh�ch �nv�gorates and �nl�vens the soul,
whether by touch�ng the pass�ons or �mag�nat�on naturally conveys to
the fancy th�s �ncl�nat�on for ascent, and determ�nes �t to run aga�nst
the natural stream of �ts thoughts and concept�ons. Th�s asp�r�ng
progress of the �mag�nat�on su�ts the present d�spos�t�on of the m�nd;
and the d�ff�culty, �nstead of ext�ngu�sh�ng �ts v�gour and alacr�ty, has
the contrary affect, of susta�n�ng and encreas�ng �t. V�rtue, gen�us,
power, and r�ches are for th�s reason assoc�ated w�th he�ght and
subl�m�ty; as poverty, slavery, and folly are conjo�ned w�th descent
and lowness. Were the case the same w�th us as M�lton represents �t
to be w�th the angels, to whom descent �s adverse, and who cannot
s�nk w�thout labour and compuls�on, th�s order of th�ngs would be
ent�rely �nverted; as appears hence, that the very nature of ascent
and descent �s der�ved from the d�ff�culty and propens�ty, and
consequently every one of the�r effects proceeds from that or�g�n.

All th�s �s eas�ly appl�ed to the present quest�on, why a
cons�derable d�stance �n t�me produces a greater venerat�on for the
d�stant objects than a l�ke removal �n space. The �mag�nat�on moves
w�th more d�ff�culty �n pass�ng from one port�on of t�me to another,
than �n a trans�t�on through the parts of space; and that because
space or extens�on appears un�ted to our senses, wh�le t�me or
success�on �s always broken and d�v�ded. Th�s d�ff�culty, when jo�ned
w�th a small d�stance, �nterrupts and weakens the fancy: But has a
contrary effect �n a great removal. The m�nd, elevated by the
vastness of �ts object, �s st�ll farther elevated by the d�ff�culty of the
concept�on; and be�ng obl�ged every moment to renew �ts efforts �n
the trans�t�on from one part of t�me to another, feels a more v�gorous
and subl�me d�spos�t�on, than �n a trans�t�on through the parts of
space, where the �deas flow along w�th eas�ness and fac�l�ty. In th�s
d�spos�t�on, the �mag�nat�on, pass�ng, as �s usual, from the
cons�derat�on of the d�stance to the v�ew of the d�stant objects, g�ves
us a proport�onable venerat�on for �t; and th�s �s the reason why all



the rel�cts of ant�qu�ty are so prec�ous �n our eyes, and appear more
valuable than what �s brought even from the remotest parts of the
world.

The th�rd phaenomenon I have remarked w�ll be a full conf�rmat�on
of th�s. It �s not every removal �n t�me, wh�ch has the effect of
produc�ng venerat�on and esteem. We are not apt to �mag�ne our
poster�ty w�ll excel us, or equal our ancestors. Th�s phaenomenon �s
the more remarkable, because any d�stance �n futur�ty weakens not
our �deas so much as an equal removal �n the past. Though a
removal �n the past, when very great, encreases our pass�ons
beyond a l�ke removal �n the future, yet a small removal has a
greater �nfluence �n d�m�n�sh�ng them.

In our common way of th�nk�ng we are placed �n a k�nd of m�ddle
stat�on betw�xt the past and future; and as our �mag�nat�on f�nds a
k�nd of d�ff�culty �n runn�ng along the former, and a fac�l�ty �n follow�ng
the course of the latter, the d�ff�culty conveys the not�on of ascent,
and the fac�l�ty of the contrary. Hence we �mag�ne our ancestors to
be, �n a manner, mounted above us, and our poster�ty to l�e below
us. Our fancy arr�ves not at the one w�thout effort, but eas�ly reaches
the other: Wh�ch effort weakens the concept�on, where the d�stance
�s small; but enlarges and elevates the �mag�nat�on, when attended
w�th a su�table object. As on the other hand, the fac�l�ty ass�sts the
fancy �n a small removal, but takes off from �ts force when �t
contemplates any cons�derable d�stance.

It may not be �mproper, before we leave th�s subject of the w�ll, to
resume, �n a few words, all that has been sa�d concern�ng �t, �n order
to set the whole more d�st�nctly before the eyes of the reader. What
we commonly understand by pass�on �s a v�olent and sens�ble
emot�on of m�nd, when any good or ev�l �s presented, or any object,
wh�ch, by the or�g�nal format�on of our facult�es, �s f�tted to exc�te an
appet�te. By reason we mean affect�ons of the very same k�nd w�th
the former; but such as operate more calmly, and cause no d�sorder
�n the temper: Wh�ch tranqu�ll�ty leads us �nto a m�stake concern�ng
them, and causes us to regard them as conclus�ons only of our
�ntellectual facult�es. Both the causes and effects of these v�olent and
calm pass�ons are pretty var�able, and depend, �n a great measure,



on the pecul�ar temper and d�spos�t�on of every �nd�v�dual. Generally
speak�ng, the v�olent pass�ons have a more powerful �nfluence on
the w�ll; though �t �s often found, that the calm ones, when
corroborated by reflect�on, and seconded by resolut�on, are able to
controul them �n the�r most fur�ous movements. What makes th�s
whole affa�r more uncerta�n, �s, that a calm pass�on may eas�ly be
changed �nto a v�olent one, e�ther by a change of temper, or of the
c�rcumstances and s�tuat�on of the object, as by the borrow�ng of
force from any attendant pass�on, by custom, or by exc�t�ng the
�mag�nat�on. Upon the whole, th�s struggle of pass�on and of reason,
as �t �s called, d�vers�f�es human l�fe, and makes men so d�fferent not
only from each other, but also from themselves �n d�fferent t�mes.
Ph�losophy can only account for a few of the greater and more
sens�ble events of th�s war; but must leave all the smaller and more
del�cate revolut�ons, as dependent on pr�nc�ples too f�ne and m�nute
for her comprehens�on.



SECT. IX OF THE DIRECT PASSIONS
It �s easy to observe, that the pass�ons, both d�rect and �nd�rect,

are founded on pa�n and pleasure, and that �n order to produce an
affect�on of any k�nd, �t �s only requ�s�te to present some good or ev�l.
Upon the removal of pa�n and pleasure there �mmed�ately follows a
removal of love and hatred, pr�de and hum�l�ty, des�re and avers�on,
and of most of our reflect�ve or secondary �mpress�ons.

The �mpress�ons, wh�ch ar�se from good and ev�l most naturally,
and w�th the least preparat�on are the d�rect pass�ons of des�re and
avers�on, gr�ef and joy, hope and fear, along w�th vol�t�on. The m�nd
by an or�g�nal �nst�nct tends to un�te �tself w�th the good, and to avo�d
the ev�l, though they be conce�ved merely �n �dea, and be cons�dered
as to ex�st �n any future per�od of t�me.

But suppos�ng that there �s an �mmed�ate �mpress�on of pa�n or
pleasure, and that ar�s�ng from an object related to ourselves or
others, th�s does not prevent the propens�ty or avers�on, w�th the
consequent emot�ons, but by concurr�ng w�th certa�n dormant
pr�nc�ples of the human m�nd, exc�tes the new �mpress�ons of pr�de
or hum�l�ty, love or hatred. That propens�ty, wh�ch un�tes us to the
object, or separates us from �t, st�ll cont�nues to operate, but �n
conjunct�on w�th the �nd�rect pass�ons, wh�ch ar�se from a double
relat�on of �mpress�ons and �deas.

These �nd�rect pass�ons, be�ng always agreeable or uneasy, g�ve
�n the�r turn add�t�onal force to the d�rect pass�ons, and encrease our
des�re and avers�on to the object. Thus a su�t of f�ne cloaths
produces pleasure from the�r beauty; and th�s pleasure produces the
d�rect pass�ons, or the �mpress�ons of vol�t�on and des�re. Aga�n,
when these cloaths are cons�dered as belong�ng to ourself, the
double relat�on conveys to us the sent�ment of pr�de, wh�ch �s an
�nd�rect pass�on; and the pleasure, wh�ch attends that pass�on,
returns back to the d�rect affect�ons, and g�ves new force to our
des�re or vol�t�on, joy or hope.



When good �s certa�n or probable, �t produces joy. When ev�l �s �n
the same s�tuat�on there ar�ses GRIEF or SORROW.

When e�ther good or ev�l �s uncerta�n, �t g�ves r�se to FEAR or
HOPE, accord�ng to the degrees of uncerta�nty on the one s�de or
the other.

DESIRE ar�ses from good cons�dered s�mply, and AVERSION �s
der�ved from ev�l. The WILL exerts �tself, when e�ther the good or the
absence of the ev�l may be atta�ned by any act�on of the m�nd or
body.

Bes�de good and ev�l, or �n other words, pa�n and pleasure, the
d�rect pass�ons frequently ar�se from a natural �mpulse or �nst�nct,
wh�ch �s perfectly unaccountable. Of th�s k�nd �s the des�re of
pun�shment to our enem�es, and of happ�ness to our fr�ends; hunger,
lust, and a few other bod�ly appet�tes. These pass�ons, properly
speak�ng, produce good and ev�l, and proceed not from them, l�ke
the other affect�ons.

None of the d�rect affect�ons seem to mer�t our part�cular attent�on,
except hope and fear, wh�ch we shall here endeavour to account for.
It �s ev�dent that the very same event, wh�ch by �ts certa�nty would
produce gr�ef or joy, g�ves always r�se to fear or hope, when only
probable and uncerta�n. In order, therefore, to understand the reason
why th�s c�rcumstance makes such a cons�derable d�fference, we
must reflect on what I have already advanced �n the preced�ng book
concern�ng the nature of probab�l�ty.

Probab�l�ty ar�ses from an oppos�t�on of contrary chances or
causes, by wh�ch the m�nd �s not allowed to f�x on e�ther s�de, but �s
�ncessantly tost from one to another, and at one moment �s
determ�ned to cons�der an object as ex�stent, and at another moment
as the contrary. The �mag�nat�on or understand�ng, call �t wh�ch you
please, fluctuates betw�xt the oppos�te v�ews; and though perhaps �t
may be oftener turned to the one s�de than the other, �t �s �mposs�ble
for �t, by reason of the oppos�t�on of causes or chances, to rest on
e�ther. The pro and con of the quest�on alternately preva�l; and the
m�nd, survey�ng the object �n �ts oppos�te pr�nc�ples, f�nds such a
contrar�ety as utterly destroys all certa�nty and establ�shed op�n�on.



Suppose, then, that the object, concern�ng whose real�ty we are
doubtful, �s an object e�ther of des�re or avers�on, �t �s ev�dent, that,
accord�ng as the m�nd turns �tself e�ther to the one s�de or the other,
�t must feel a momentary �mpress�on of joy or sorrow. An object,
whose ex�stence we des�re, g�ves sat�sfact�on, when we reflect on
those causes, wh�ch produce �t; and for the same reason exc�tes
gr�ef or uneas�ness from the oppos�te cons�derat�on: So that as the
understand�ng, �n all probable quest�ons, �s d�v�ded betw�xt the
contrary po�nts of v�ew, the affect�ons must �n the same manner be
d�v�ded betw�xt oppos�te emot�ons.

Now �f we cons�der the human m�nd, we shall f�nd, that w�th regard
to the pass�ons, �t �s not the nature of a w�nd-�nstrument of mus�c,
wh�ch �n runn�ng over all the notes �mmed�ately loses the sound after
the breath ceases; but rather resembles a str�ng-�nstrument, where
after each stroke the v�brat�ons st�ll reta�n some sound, wh�ch
gradually and �nsens�bly decays. The �mag�nat�on �s extreme qu�ck
and ag�le; but the pass�ons are slow and rest�ve: For wh�ch reason,
when any object �s presented, that affords a var�ety of v�ews to the
one, and emot�ons to the other; though the fancy may change �ts
v�ews w�th great celer�ty; each stroke w�ll not produce a clear and
d�st�nct note of pass�on, but the one pass�on w�ll always be m�xt and
confounded w�th the other. Accord�ng as the probab�l�ty �ncl�nes to
good or ev�l, the pass�on of joy or sorrow predom�nates �n the
compos�t�on: Because the nature of probab�l�ty �s to cast a super�or
number of v�ews or chances on one s�de; or, wh�ch �s the same th�ng,
a super�or number of returns of one pass�on; or s�nce the d�spersed
pass�ons are collected �nto one, a super�or degree of that pass�on.
That �s, �n other words, the gr�ef and joy be�ng �nterm�ngled w�th each
other, by means of the contrary v�ews of the �mag�nat�on, produce by
the�r un�on the pass�ons of hope and fear.

Upon th�s head there may be started a very cur�ous quest�on
concern�ng that contrar�ety of pass�ons, wh�ch �s our present subject.
It �s observable, that where the objects of contrary pass�ons are
presented at once, bes�de the encrease of the predom�nant pass�on
(wh�ch has been already expla�ned, and commonly ar�ses at the�r
f�rst shock or rencounter) �t somet�mes happens, that both the
pass�ons ex�st success�vely, and by short �ntervals; somet�mes, that



they destroy each other, and ne�ther of them takes place; and
somet�mes that both of them rema�n un�ted �n the m�nd. It may,
therefore, be asked, by what theory we can expla�n these var�at�ons,
and to what general pr�nc�ple we can reduce them.

When the contrary pass�ons ar�se from objects ent�rely d�fferent,
they take place alternately, the want of relat�on �n the �deas
separat�ng the �mpress�ons from each other, and prevent�ng the�r
oppos�t�on. Thus when a man �s affl�cted for the loss of a law-su�t,
and joyful for the b�rth of a son, the m�nd runn�ng from the agreeable
to the calam�tous object, w�th whatever celer�ty �t may perform th�s
mot�on, can scarcely temper the one affect�on w�th the other, and
rema�n betw�xt them �n a state of �nd�fference.

It more eas�ly atta�ns that calm s�tuat�on, when the same event �s
of a m�xt nature, and conta�ns someth�ng adverse and someth�ng
prosperous �n �ts d�fferent c�rcumstances. For �n that case, both the
pass�ons, m�ngl�ng w�th each other by means of the relat�on, become
mutually destruct�ve, and leave the m�nd �n perfect tranqu�l�ty.

But suppose, �n the th�rd place, that the object �s not a compound
of good or ev�l, but �s cons�dered as probable or �mprobable �n any
degree; �n that case I assert, that the contrary pass�ons w�ll both of
them be present at once �n the soul, and �nstead of destroy�ng and
temper�ng each other, w�ll subs�st together, and produce a th�rd
�mpress�on or affect�on by the�r un�on. Contrary pass�ons are not
capable of destroy�ng each other, except when the�r contrary
movements exactly rencounter, and are oppos�te �n the�r d�rect�on, as
well as �n the sensat�on they produce. Th�s exact rencounter
depends upon the relat�ons of those �deas, from wh�ch they are
der�ved, and �s more or less perfect, accord�ng to the degrees of the
relat�on. In the case of probab�l�ty the contrary chances are so far
related, that they determ�ne concern�ng the ex�stence or non-
ex�stence of the same object. But th�s relat�on �s far from be�ng
perfect; s�nce some of the chances l�e on the s�de of ex�stence, and
others on that of non-ex�stence; wh�ch are objects altogether
�ncompat�ble. It �s �mposs�ble by one steady v�ew to survey the
oppos�te chances, and the events dependent on them; but �t �s
necessary, that the �mag�nat�on should run alternately from the one



to the other. Each v�ew of the �mag�nat�on produces �ts pecul�ar
pass�on, wh�ch decays away by degrees, and �s followed by a
sens�ble v�brat�on after the stroke. The �ncompat�b�l�ty of the v�ews
keeps the pass�ons from shock�ng �n a d�rect l�ne, �f that express�on
may be allowed; and yet the�r relat�on �s suff�c�ent to m�ngle the�r
fa�nter emot�ons. It �s after th�s manner that hope and fear ar�se from
the d�fferent m�xture of these oppos�te pass�ons of gr�ef and joy, and
from the�r �mperfect un�on and conjunct�on.

Upon the whole, contrary pass�ons succeed each other alternately,
when they ar�se from d�fferent objects: They mutually destroy each
other, when they proceed from d�fferent parts of the same: And they
subs�st both of them and m�ngle together, when they are der�ved
from the contrary and �ncompat�ble chances or poss�b�l�t�es, on wh�ch
any one object depends. The �nfluence of the relat�ons of �deas �s
pla�nly seen �n th�s whole affa�r. If the objects of the contrary
pass�ons be totally d�fferent, the pass�ons are l�ke two oppos�te
l�quors �n d�fferent bottles, wh�ch have no �nfluence on each other. If
the objects be �nt�mately connected, the pass�ons are l�ke an alcal�
and an ac�d, wh�ch, be�ng m�ngled, destroy each other. If the relat�on
be more �mperfect, and cons�sts �n the contrad�ctory v�ews of the
same object, the pass�ons are l�ke o�l and v�negar, wh�ch, however
m�ngled, never perfectly un�te and �ncorporate.

As the hypothes�s concern�ng hope and fear carr�es �ts own
ev�dence along w�th �t, we shall be the more conc�se �n our proofs. A
few strong arguments are better than many weak ones.

The pass�ons of fear and hope may ar�se when the chances are
equal on both s�des, and no super�or�ty can be d�scovered �n the one
above the other. Nay, �n th�s s�tuat�on the pass�ons are rather the
strongest, as the m�nd has then the least foundat�on to rest upon,
and �s tossed w�th the greatest uncerta�nty. Throw �n a super�or
degree of probab�l�ty to the s�de of gr�ef, you �mmed�ately see that
pass�on d�ffuse �tself over the compos�t�on, and t�ncture �t �nto fear.
Encrease the probab�l�ty, and by that means the gr�ef, the fear
preva�ls st�ll more and more, t�ll at last �t runs �nsens�bly, as the joy
cont�nually d�m�n�shes, �nto pure gr�ef. After you have brought �t to
th�s s�tuat�on, d�m�n�sh the gr�ef, after the same manner that you



encreased �t; by d�m�n�sh�ng the probab�l�ty on that s�de, and you'll
see the pass�on clear every moment, unt�l �t changes �nsens�bly �nto
hope; wh�ch aga�n runs, after the same manner, by slow degrees,
�nto joy, as you encrease that part of the compos�t�on by the
encrease of the probab�l�ty. Are not these as pla�n proofs, that the
pass�ons of fear and hope are m�xtures of gr�ef and joy, as �n opt�cs �t
�s a proof, that a coloured ray of the sun pass�ng through a pr�sm, �s
a compos�t�on of two others, when, as you d�m�n�sh or encrease the
quant�ty of e�ther, you f�nd �t preva�l proport�onably more or less �n the
compos�t�on? I am sure ne�ther natural nor moral ph�losophy adm�ts
of stronger proofs.

Probab�l�ty �s of two k�nds, e�ther when the object �s really �n �tself
uncerta�n, and to be determ�ned by chance; or when, though the
object be already certa�n, yet �t �s uncerta�n to our judgment, wh�ch
f�nds a number of proofs on each s�de of the quest�on. Both these
k�nds of probab�l�t�es cause fear and hope; wh�ch can only proceed
from that property, �n wh�ch they agree, v�z, the uncerta�nty and
fluctuat�on they bestow on the �mag�nat�on by that contrar�ety of
v�ews, wh�ch �s common to both.

It �s a probable good or ev�l, that commonly produces hope or fear;
because probab�l�ty, be�ng a waver�ng and unconstant method of
survey�ng an object, causes naturally a l�ke m�xture and uncerta�nty
of pass�on. But we may observe, that wherever from other causes
th�s m�xture can be produced, the pass�ons of fear and hope w�ll
ar�se, even though there be no probab�l�ty; wh�ch must be allowed to
be a conv�nc�ng proof of the present hypothes�s. We f�nd that an ev�l,
barely conce�ved as poss�ble, does somet�mes produce fear;
espec�ally �f the ev�l be very great. A man cannot th�nk of excess�ve
pa�ns and tortures w�thout trembl�ng, �f he be �n the least danger of
suffer�ng them. The smallness of the probab�l�ty �s compensated by
the greatness of the ev�l; and the sensat�on �s equally l�vely, as �f the
ev�l were more probable. One v�ew or gl�mpse of the former, has the
same effect as several of the latter.

But they are not only poss�ble ev�ls, that cause fear, but even
some allowed to be �mposs�ble; as when we tremble on the br�nk of a
prec�p�ce, though we know ourselves to be �n perfect secur�ty, and



have �t �n our cho�ce whether we w�l� advance a step farther. Th�s
proceeds from the �mmed�ate presence of the ev�l, wh�ch �nfluences
the �mag�nat�on �n the same manner as the certa�nty of �t would do;
but be�ng encountered by the reflect�on on our secur�ty, �s
�mmed�ately retracted, and causes the same k�nd of pass�on, as
when from a contrar�ety of chances contrary pass�ons are produced.

Ev�ls, that are certa�n, have somet�mes the same effect �n
produc�ng fear, as the poss�ble or �mposs�ble. Thus a man �n a strong
pr�son well-guarded, w�thout the least means of escape, trembles at
the thought of the rack, to wh�ch he �s sentenced. Th�s happens only
when the certa�n ev�l �s terr�ble and confound�ng; �n wh�ch case the
m�nd cont�nually rejects �t w�th horror, wh�le �t cont�nually presses �n
upon the thought. The ev�l �s there flxed and establ�shed, but the
m�nd cannot endure to f�x upon �t; from wh�ch fluctuat�on and
uncerta�nty there ar�ses a pass�on of much the same appearance
w�th fear.

But �t �s not only where good or ev�l �s uncerta�n, as to �ts
ex�stence, but also as to �ts k�nd, that fear or hope ar�ses. Let one be
told by a person, whose verac�ty he cannot doubt of, that one of h�s
sons �s suddenly k�lled, �t �s ev�dent the pass�on th�s event would
occas�on, would not settle �nto pure gr�ef, t�ll he got certa�n
�nformat�on, wh�ch of h�s sons he had lost. Here there �s an ev�l
certa�n, but the k�nd of �t uncerta�n. Consequently the fear we feel on
th�s occas�on �s w�thout the least m�xture of joy, and ar�ses merely
from the fluctuat�on of the fancy betw�xt �ts objects. And though each
s�de of the quest�on produces here the same pass�on, yet that
pass�on cannot settle, but rece�ves from the �mag�nat�on a tremulous
and unsteady mot�on, resembl�ng �n �ts cause, as well as �n �ts
sensat�on, the m�xture and content�on of gr�ef and joy.

From these pr�nc�ples we may account for a phaenomenon �n the
pass�ons, wh�ch at f�rst s�ght seems very extraord�nary, v�z, that
surpr�ze �s apt to change �nto fear, and every th�ng that �s unexpected
affr�ghts us. The most obv�ous conclus�on from th�s �s, that human
nature �s �n general pus�llan�mous; s�nce upon the sudden
appearance of any object. we �mmed�ately conclude �t to be an ev�l,
and w�thout wa�t�ng t�ll we can exam�ne �ts nature, whether �t be good



or bad, are at f�rst affected w�th fear. Th�s I say �s the most obv�ous
conclus�on; but upon farther exam�nat�on we shall f�nd that the
phaenomenon �s otherw�se to be accounted for. The suddenness
and strangeness of an appearance naturally exc�te a commot�on �n
the m�nd, l�ke every th�ng for wh�ch we are not prepared, and to
wh�ch we are not accustomed. Th�s commot�on, aga�n, naturally
produces a cur�os�ty or �nqu�s�t�veness, wh�ch be�ng very v�olent,
from the strong and sudden �mpulse of the object, becomes uneasy,
and resembles �n �ts fluctuat�on and uncerta�nty, the sensat�on of fear
or the m�xed pass�ons of gr�ef and joy. Th�s �mage of fear naturally
converts �nto the th�ng �tself, and g�ves us a real apprehens�on of
ev�l, as the m�nd always forms �ts judgments more from �ts present
d�spos�t�on than from the nature of �ts objects.

Thus all k�nds of uncerta�nty have a strong connex�on w�th fear,
even though they do not cause any oppos�t�on of pass�ons by the
oppos�te v�ews and cons�derat�ons they present to us. A person, who
has left h�s fr�end �n any malady, w�ll feel more anx�ety upon h�s
account, than �f he were present, though perhaps he �s not only
�ncapable of g�v�ng h�m ass�stance, but l�kew�se of judg�ng of the
event of h�s s�ckness. In th�s case, though the pr�nc�pal object of the
pass�on, v�z, the l�fe or death of h�s fr�end, be to h�m equally
uncerta�n when present as when absent; yet there are a thousand
l�ttle c�rcumstances of h�s fr�end's s�tuat�on and cond�t�on, the
knowledge of wh�ch f�xes the �dea, and prevents that fluctuat�on and
uncerta�nty so near allyed to fear. Uncerta�nty �s, �ndeed, �n one
respect as near allyed to hope as to fear, s�nce �t makes an essent�al
part �n the compos�t�on of the former pass�on; but the reason, why �t
�ncl�nes not to that s�de, �s, that uncerta�nty alone �s uneasy, and has
a reladon of �mpress�ons to the uneasy pass�ons.

It �s thus our uncerta�nty concern�ng any m�nute c�rcumstance
relat�ng to a person encreases our apprehens�ons of h�s death or
m�sfortune. Horace has remarked th�s phaenomenon.

UT ASSIDENS IMPLUMI BUS PULLUS AVIS SERPENTIUM
ALLAPSUS TIRNET, MAGIS RELICTIS; NON, UT ADSIT, AUXILI
LATURA PLUS PRESENTIBUS.



[As a b�rd, watch�ng over her fledgel�ngs, �s more afra�d of the�r
be�ng attacked by snakes �f she were to leave them even though,
were she to stay, she would not be any more capable of help�ng
them, when they were w�th her.]

But th�s pr�nc�ple of the connex�on of fear w�th uncerta�nty I carry
farther, and observe that any doubt produces that pass�on, even
though �t presents noth�ng to us on any s�de but what �s good and
des�reable. A v�rg�n, on her br�daln�ght goes to bed full of fears and
apprehens�ons, though she expects noth�ng but pleasure of the
h�ghest k�nd, and what she has long w�shed for. The newness and
greatness of the event, the confus�on of w�shes and joys so
embarrass the m�nd, that �t knows not on what pass�on to f�x �tself;
from whence ar�ses a flutter�ng or unsettledness of the sp�r�ts wh�ch
be�ng, �n some degree, uneasy, very naturally degenerates �nto fear.

Thus we st�ll f�nd, that whatever causes any fluctuat�on or m�xture
of pass�ons, w�th any degree of uneas�ness, always produces fear, or
at least a pass�on so l�ke �t, that they are scarcely to be
d�st�ngu�shed.

I have here conf�ned myself to the exam�nat�on of hope and fear �n
the�r most s�mple and natural s�tuat�on, w�thout cons�der�ng all the
var�at�ons they may rece�ve from the m�xture of d�fferent v�ews and
reflect�ons. Terror, consternat�on, aston�shment, anx�ety, and other
pass�ons of that k�nd, are noth�ng but d�fferent spec�es and degrees
of fear. It �s easy to �mag�ne how a d�fferent s�tuat�on of the object, or
a d�fferent turn of thought, may change even the sensat�on of a
pass�on; and th�s may �n general account for all the part�cular sub-
d�v�s�ons of the other affect�ons, as well as of fear. Love may shew
�tself �n the shape of tenderness, fr�endsh�p, �nt�macy, esteem, good-
w�ll, and �n many other appearances; wh�ch at the bottom are the
same affect�ons; and ar�se from the same causes, though w�th a
small var�at�on, wh�ch �t �s not necessary to g�ve any part�cular
account of. It �s for th�s reason I have all along conf�ned myself to the
pr�nc�pal pass�on.

The same care of avo�d�ng prol�x�ty �s the reason why I wave the
exam�nat�on of the w�ll and d�rect pass�ons, as they appear �n
an�mals; s�nce noth�ng �s more ev�dent, than that they are of the



same nature, and exc�ted by the same causes as �n human
creatures. I leave th�s to the reader's own observat�on; des�r�ng h�m
at the same t�me to cons�der the add�t�onal force th�s bestows on the
present system.





SECT. X OF CURIOSITY, OR THE
LOVE OF TRUTH

But meth�nks we have been not a l�ttle �nattent�ve to run over so
many d�fferent parts of the human m�nd, and exam�ne so many
pass�ons, w�thout tak�ng once �nto the cons�derat�on that love of
truth, wh�ch was the f�rst source of all our enqu�r�es. Tw�ll therefore
be proper, before we leave th�s subject, to bestow a few reflect�ons
on that pass�on, and shew �ts or�g�n �n human nature. It �s an
affect�on of so pecul�ar a k�nd, that �t would have been �mposs�ble to
have treated of �t under any of those heads, wh�ch we have
exam�ned, w�thout danger of obscur�ty and confus�on.

Truth �s of two k�nds, cons�st�ng e�ther �n the d�scovery of the
proport�ons of �deas, cons�dered as such, or �n the conform�ty of our
�deas of objects to the�r real ex�stence. It �s certa�n, that the former
spec�es of truth, �s not des�red merely as truth, and that �t �s not the
justness of our conclus�ons, wh�ch alone g�ves the pleasure. For
these conclus�ons are equally just, when we d�scover the equal�ty of
two bod�es by a pa�r of compasses, as when we learn �t by a
mathemat�cal demonstrat�on; and though �n the one case the proofs
be demonstrat�ve, and �n the other only sens�ble, yet generally
speak�ng, the m�nd acqu�esces w�th equal assurance �n the one as �n
the other. And �n an ar�thmet�cal operat�on, where both the truth and
the assurance are of the same nature, as �n the most profound
algebra�cal problem, the pleasure �s very �ncons�derable, �f rather �t
does not degenerate �nto pa�n: Wh�ch �s an ev�dent proof, that the
sat�sfact�on, wh�ch we somet�mes rece�ve from the d�scovery of truth,
proceeds not from �t, merely as such, but only as endowed w�th
certa�n qual�t�es.

The f�rst and most cons�derable c�rcumstance requ�s�te to render
truth agreeable, �s the gen�us and capac�ty, wh�ch �s employed �n �ts
�nvent�on and d�scovery. What �s easy and obv�ous �s never valued;



and even what �s �n �tself d�ff�cult, �f we come to the knowledge of �t
w�thout d�ff�culty, and w�thout any stretch of thought or judgment, �s
but l�ttle regarded. We love to trace the demonstrat�ons of
mathemat�c�ans; but should rece�ve small enterta�nment from a
person, who should barely �nform us of the proport�ons of l�nes and
angles, though we reposed the utmost conf�dence both �n h�s
judgment and verac�ty. In th�s case �t �s suff�c�ent to have ears to
learn the truth. We never are obl�ged to f�x our attent�on or exert our
gen�us; wh�ch of all other exerc�ses of the m�nd �s the most pleasant
and agreeable.

But though the exerc�se of gen�us be the pr�nc�pal source of that
sat�sfact�on we rece�ve from the sc�ences, yet I doubt, �f �t be alone
suff�c�ent to g�ve us any cons�derable enjoyment. The truth we
d�scover must also be of some �mportance. It �s easy to mult�ply
algebra�cal problems to �nf�n�ty, nor �s there any end �n the d�scovery
of the proport�ons of con�c sect�ons; though few mathemat�c�ans take
any pleasure �n these researches, but turn the�r thoughts to what �s
more useful and �mportant. Now the quest�on �s, after what manner
th�s ut�l�ty and �mportance operate upon us? The d�ff�culty on th�s
head ar�ses from hence, that many ph�losophers have consumed
the�r t�me, have destroyed the�r health, and neglected the�r fortune, �n
the search of such truths, as they esteemed �mportant and useful to
the world, though �t appeared from the�r whole conduct and
behav�our, that they were not endowed w�th any share of publ�c
sp�r�t, nor had any concern for the �nterests of mank�nd. Were they
conv�nced, that the�r d�scover�es were of no consequence, they
would ent�rely lose all rel�sh for the�r stud�es, and that though the
consequences be ent�rely �nd�fferent to them; wh�ch seems to be a
contrad�ct�on.

To remove th�s contrad�ct�on, we must cons�der, that there are
certa�n des�res and �ncl�nat�ons, wh�ch go no farther than the
�mag�nat�on, and are rather the fa�nt shadows and �mages of
pass�ons, than any real affect�ons. Thus, suppose a man, who takes
a survey of the fort�f�cat�ons of any c�ty; cons�ders the�r strength and
advantages, natural or acqu�red; observes the d�spos�t�on and
contr�vance of the bast�ons, ramparts, m�nes, and other m�l�tary
works; �t �s pla�n, that �n proport�on as all these are f�tted to atta�n



the�r ends he w�ll rece�ve a su�table pleasure and sat�sfact�on. Th�s
pleasure, as �t ar�ses from the ut�l�ty, not the form of the objects, can
be no other than a sympathy w�th the �nhab�tants, for whose secur�ty
all th�s art �s employed; though �t �s poss�ble, that th�s person, as a
stranger or an enemy, may �n h�s heart have no k�ndness for them, or
may even enterta�n a hatred aga�nst them.

It may �ndeed be objected, that such a remote sympathy �s a very
sl�ght foundat�on for a pass�on, and that so much �ndustry and
appl�cat�on, as we frequently observe �n ph�losophers, can never be
der�ved from so �ncons�derable an or�g�nal. But here I return to what I
have already remarked, that the pleasure of study confl�cts ch�efly �n
the act�on of the m�nd, and the exerc�se of the gen�us and
understand�ng �n the d�scovery or comprehens�on of any truth. If the
�mportance of the truth be requ�s�te to compleat the pleasure, �t �s not
on account of any cons�derable add�t�on, wh�ch of �tself �t br�ngs to
our enjoyment, but only because �t �s, �n some measure, requ�s�te to
f�x our attent�on. When we are careless and �nattent�ve, the same
act�on of the understand�ng has no effect upon us, nor �s able to
convey any of that sat�sfact�on, wh�ch ar�ses from �t, when we are �n
another d�spos�t�on.

But bes�de the act�on of the m�nd, wh�ch �s the pr�nc�pal foundat�on
of the pleasure, there �s l�kew�se requ�red a degree of success �n the
atta�nment of the end, or the d�scovery of that truth we exam�ne.
Upon th�s head I shall make a general remark, wh�ch may be useful
on many occas�ons, v�z, that where the m�nd pursues any end w�th
pass�on; though that pass�on be not der�ved or�g�nally from the end,
but merely from the act�on and pursu�t; yet by the natural course of
the affect�ons, we acqu�re a concern for the end �tself, and are
uneasy under any d�sappo�ntment we meet w�th �n the pursu�t of �t.
Th�s proceeds from the relat�on and parallel d�rect�on of the pass�ons
above-ment�oned.

To �llustrate all th�s by a s�m�lar �nstance, I shall observe, that there
cannot be two pass�ons more nearly resembl�ng each other, than
those of hunt�ng and ph�losophy, whatever d�sproport�on may at f�rst
s�ght appear betw�xt them. It �s ev�dent, that the pleasure of hunt�ng
confl�cts �n the act�on of the m�nd and body; the mot�on, the attent�on,



the d�ff�culty, and the uncerta�nty. It �s ev�dent l�kew�se, that these
act�ons must be attended w�th an �dea of ut�l�ty, �n order to the�r
hav�ng any effect upon us. A man of the greatest fortune, and the
farthest removed from avar�ce, though he takes a pleasure �n hunt�ng
after patr�dges and pheasants, feels no sat�sfact�on �n shoot�ng
crows and magp�es; and that because he cons�ders the f�rst as f�t for
the table, and the other as ent�rely useless. Here �t �s certa�n, that the
ut�l�ty or �mportance of �tself causes no real pass�on, but �s only
requ�s�te to support the �mag�nat�on; and the same person, who over-
looks a ten t�mes greater prof�t �n any other subject, �s pleased to
br�ng home half a dozen woodcocks or plovers, after hav�ng
employed several hours �n hunt�ng after them. To make the parallel
betw�xt hunt�ng and ph�losophy more compleat, we may observe,
that though �n both cases the end of our act�on may �n �tself be
desp�sed, yet �n the heat of the act�on we acqu�re such an attent�on
to th�s end, that we are very uneasy under any d�sappo�ntments, and
are sorry when we e�ther m�ss our game, or fall �nto any error �n our
reason�ng.

If we want another parallel to these affect�ons, we may cons�der
the pass�on of gam�ng, wh�ch affords a pleasure from the same
pr�nc�ples as hunt�ng and ph�losophy. It has been remarked, that the
pleasure of gam�ng ar�ses not from �nterest alone; s�nce many leave
a sure ga�n for th�s enterta�nment: Ne�ther �s �t der�ved from the game
alone; s�nce the same persons have no sat�sfact�on, when they play
for noth�ng: But proceeds from both these causes un�ted, though
separately they have no effect. It �s here, as �n certa�n chym�cal
preparat�ons, where the m�xture of two clear and transparent l�qu�ds
produces a th�rd, wh�ch �s opaque and coloured..

The �nterest, wh�ch we have �n any game, engages our attent�on,
w�thout wh�ch we can have no enjoyment, e�ther �n that or �n any
other act�on. Our attent�on be�ng once engaged, the d�ff�culty, var�ety,
and sudden reverses of fortune, st�ll farther �nterest us; and �t �s from
that concern our sat�sfact�on ar�ses. Human l�fe �s so t�resome a
scene, and men generally are of such �ndolent d�spos�t�ons, that
whatever amuses them, though by a pass�on m�xt w�th pa�n, does �n
the ma�n g�ve them a sens�ble pleasure. And th�s pleasure �s here
encreased by the nature of the objects, wh�ch be�ng sens�ble, and of



a narrow compass, are entered �nto w�th fac�l�ty, and are agreeable
to the �mag�nat�on.

The same theory, that accounts for the love of truth �n
mathemat�cs and algebra may be extended to morals, pol�t�cs,
natural ph�losophy, and other stud�es, where we cons�der not the
other abstract relat�ons of �deas, but the�r real connex�ons and
ex�stence. But bes�de the love of knowledge, wh�ch d�splays �tself �n
the sc�ences, there �s a certa�n cur�os�ty �mplanted �n human nature,
wh�ch �s a pass�on der�ved from a qu�te d�fferent pr�nc�ple. Some
people have an �nsat�able des�re of know�ng the act�ons and
c�rcumstances of the�r ne�ghbours, though the�r �nterest be no way
concerned �n them, and they must ent�rely depend on others for the�r
�nformat�on; �n wh�ch case there �s no room for study or appl�cat�on.
Let us search for the reason of th�s phaenomenon.

It has been proved at large, that the �nfluence of bel�ef �s at once to
�nl�ven and �nf�x any �dea �n the �mag�nat�on, and prevent all k�nd of
hes�tat�on and uncerta�nty about �t. Both these c�rcumstances are
advantageous. By the v�vac�ty of the �dea we �nterest the fancy, and
produce, though �n a lesser degree, the same pleasure, wh�ch ar�ses
from a moderate pass�on. As the v�vac�ty of the �dea g�ves pleasure,
so �ts certa�nty prevents uneas�ness, by f�x�ng one part�cular �dea �n
the m�nd, and keep�ng �t from waver�ng �n the cho�ce of �ts objects. It
�s a qual�ty of human nature, wh�ch �s consp�cuous on many
occas�ons, and �s common both to the m�nd and body, that too
sudden and v�olent a change �s unpleasant to us, and that however
any objects may �n themselves be �nd�fferent, yet the�r alterat�on
g�ves uneas�ness. As �t �s the nature of doubt to cause a var�at�on �n
the thought, and transport us suddenly from one �dea to another, �t
must of consequence be the occas�on of pa�n. Th�s pa�n ch�efly takes
place, where �nterest, relat�on, or the greatness and novelty of any
event �nterests us �n �t. It �s not every matter of fact, of wh�ch we have
a cur�os�ty to be �nformed; ne�ther are they such only as we have an
�nterest to know. It �s suff�c�ent �f the �dea str�kes on us w�th such
force, and concerns us so nearly, as to g�ve us an uneas�ness �n �ts
�nstab�l�ty and �nconstancy. A stranger, when he arr�ves f�rst at any
town, may be ent�rely �nd�fferent about know�ng the h�story and
adventures of the �nhab�tants; but as he becomes farther acqua�nted



w�th them, and has l�ved any cons�derable t�me among them, he
acqu�res the same cur�os�ty as the nat�ves. When we are read�ng the
h�story of a nat�on, we may have an ardent des�re of clear�ng up any
doubt or d�ff�culty, that occurs �n �t; but become careless �n such
researches, when the �deas of these events are, �n a great measure,
obl�terated.



BOOK III OF MORALS



PART I OF VIRTUE AND VICE IN
GENERAL



SECT. I MORAL DISTINCTIONS NOT
DERIVed FROM REASON

There �s an �nconven�ence wh�ch attends all abstruse reason�ng
that �t may s�lence, w�thout conv�nc�ng an antagon�st, and requ�res
the same �ntense study to make us sens�ble of �ts force, that was at
f�rst requ�s�te for �ts �nvent�on. When we leave our closet, and engage
�n the common affa�rs of l�fe, �ts conclus�ons seem to van�sh, l�ke the
phantoms of the n�ght on the appearance of the morn�ng; and �t �s
d�ff�cult for us to reta�n even that conv�ct�on, wh�ch we had atta�ned
w�th d�ff�culty. Th�s �s st�ll more consp�cuous �n a long cha�n of
reason�ng, where we must preserve to the end the ev�dence of the
f�rst propos�t�ons, and where we often lose s�ght of all the most
rece�ved max�ms, e�ther of ph�losophy or common l�fe. I am not,
however, w�thout hopes, that the present system of ph�losophy w�ll
acqu�re new force as �t advances; and that our reason�ngs
concern�ng morals w�ll corroborate whatever has been sa�d
concern�ng the UNDERSTANDING and the PASSIONS. Moral�ty �s a
subject that �nterests us above all others: We fancy the peace of
soc�ety to be at stake �n every dec�s�on concern�ng �t; and �t �s
ev�dent, that th�s concern must make our speculat�ons appear more
real and sol�d, than where the subject �s, �n a great measure,
�nd�fferent to us. What affects us, we conclude can never be a
ch�mera; and as our pass�on �s engaged on the one s�de or the other,
we naturally th�nk that the quest�on l�es w�th�n human
comprehens�on; wh�ch, �n other cases of th�s nature, we are apt to
enterta�n some doubt of. W�thout th�s advantage I never should have
ventured upon a th�rd volume of such abstruse ph�losophy, �n an age,
where�n the greatest part of men seem agreed to convert read�ng
�nto an amusement, and to reject every th�ng that requ�res any
cons�derable degree of attent�on to be comprehended.

It has been observed, that noth�ng �s ever present to the m�nd but
�ts percept�ons; and that all the act�ons of see�ng, hear�ng, judg�ng,



lov�ng, hat�ng, and th�nk�ng, fall under th�s denom�nat�on. The m�nd
can never exert �tself �n any act�on, wh�ch we may not comprehend
under the term of percept�on; and consequently that term �s no less
appl�cable to those judgments, by wh�ch we d�st�ngu�sh moral good
and ev�l, than to every other operat�on of the m�nd. To approve of
one character, to condemn another, are only so many d�fferent
percept�ons.

Now as percept�ons resolve themselves �nto two k�nds, v�z.
�mpress�ons and �deas, th�s d�st�nct�on g�ves r�se to a quest�on, w�th
wh�ch we shall open up our present enqu�ry concern�ng morals.
WHETHER IT IS BY MEANS OF OUR IDEAS OR IMPRESSIONS
WE DISTINGUISH BETWIXT VICE AND VIRTUE, AND
PRONOUNCE AN ACTION BLAMEABLE OR PRAISEWORTHY?
Th�s w�ll �mmed�ately cut off all loose d�scourses and declamat�ons,
and reduce us to someth�ng prec�se and exact on the present
subject.

Those who aff�rm that v�rtue �s noth�ng but a conform�ty to reason;
that there are eternal f�tnesses and unf�tnesses of th�ngs, wh�ch are
the same to every rat�onal be�ng that cons�ders them; that the
�mmutable measures of r�ght and wrong �mpose an obl�gat�on, not
only on human creatures, but also on the De�ty h�mself: All these
systems concur �n the op�n�on, that moral�ty, l�ke truth, �s d�scerned
merely by �deas, and by the�r juxta-pos�t�on and compar�son. In
order, therefore, to judge of these systems, we need only cons�der,
whether �t be poss�ble, from reason alone, to d�st�ngu�sh betw�xt
moral good and ev�l, or whether there must concur some other
pr�nc�ples to enable us to make that d�st�nct�on.

If moral�ty had naturally no �nfluence on human pass�ons and
act�ons, �t were �n va�n to take such pa�ns to �nculcate �t; and noth�ng
would be more fru�tless than that mult�tude of rules and precepts,
w�th wh�ch all moral�sts abound. Ph�losophy �s commonly d�v�ded �nto
speculat�ve and pract�cal; and as moral�ty �s always comprehended
under the latter d�v�s�on, �t �s supposed to �nfluence our pass�ons and
act�ons, and to go beyond the calm and �ndolent judgments of the
understand�ng. And th�s �s conf�rmed by common exper�ence, wh�ch
�nforms us, that men are often governed by the�r dut�es, and are



detered from some act�ons by the op�n�on of �njust�ce, and �mpelled
to others by that of obl�gat�on.

S�nce morals, therefore, have an �nfluence on the act�ons and
affect�ons, �t follows, that they cannot be der�ved from reason; and
that because reason alone, as we have already proved, can never
have any such �nfluence. Morals exc�te pass�ons, and produce or
prevent act�ons. Reason of �tself �s utterly �mpotent �n th�s part�cular.
The rules of moral�ty therefore, are not conclus�ons of our reason.

No one, I bel�eve, w�ll deny the justness of th�s �nference; nor �s
there any other means of evad�ng �t, than by deny�ng that pr�nc�ple,
on wh�ch �t �s founded. As long as �t �s allowed, that reason has no
�nfluence on our pass�ons and act�on, �t �s �n va�n to pretend, that
moral�ty �s d�scovered only by a deduct�on of reason. An act�ve
pr�nc�ple can never be founded on an �nact�ve; and �f reason be
�nact�ve �n �tself, �t must rema�n so �n all �ts shapes and appearances,
whether �t exerts �tself �n natural or moral subjects, whether �t
cons�ders the powers of external bod�es, or the act�ons of rat�onal
be�ngs.

It would be ted�ous to repeat all the arguments, by wh�ch I have
proved [Book II. Part III. Sect 3.], that reason �s perfectly �nert, and
can never e�ther prevent or produce any act�on or affect�on, �t w�ll be
easy to recollect what has been sa�d upon that subject. I shall only
recall on th�s occas�on one of these arguments, wh�ch I shall
endeavour to render st�ll more conclus�ve, and more appl�cable to
the present subject.

Reason �s the d�scovery of truth or falshood. Truth or falshood
cons�sts �n an agreement or d�sagreement e�ther to the real relat�ons
of �deas, or to real ex�stence and matter of fact. Whatever, therefore,
�s not suscept�ble of th�s agreement or d�sagreement, �s �ncapable of
be�ng true or false, and can never be an object of our reason. Now �t
�s ev�dent our pass�ons, vol�t�ons, and act�ons, are not suscept�ble of
any such agreement or d�sagreement; be�ng or�g�nal facts and
real�t�es, compleat �n themselves, and �mply�ng no reference to other
pass�ons, vol�t�ons, and act�ons. It �s �mposs�ble, therefore, they can
be pronounced e�ther true or false, and be e�ther contrary or
conformable to reason.



Th�s argument �s of double advantage to our present purpose. For
�t proves DIRECTLY, that act�ons do not der�ve the�r mer�t from a
conform�ty to reason, nor the�r blame from a contrar�ety to �t; and �t
proves the same truth more INDIRECTLY, by shew�ng us, that as
reason can never �mmed�ately prevent or produce any act�on by
contrad�ct�ng or approv�ng of �t, �t cannot be the source of moral good
and ev�l, wh�ch are found to have that �nfluence. Act�ons may be
laudable or blameable; but they cannot be reasonable: Laudable or
blameable, therefore, are not the same w�th reasonable or
unreasonable. The mer�t and demer�t of act�ons frequently contrad�ct,
and somet�mes controul our natural propens�t�es. But reason has no
such �nfluence. Moral d�st�nct�ons, therefore, are not the offspr�ng of
reason. Reason �s wholly �nact�ve, and can never be the source of so
act�ve a pr�nc�ple as consc�ence, or a sense of morals.

But perhaps �t may be sa�d, that though no w�ll or act�on can be
�mmed�ately contrad�ctory to reason, yet we may f�nd such a
contrad�ct�on �n some of the attendants of the act�on, that �s, �n �ts
causes or effects. The act�on may cause a judgment, or may be
obl�quely caused by one, when the judgment concurs w�th a pass�on;
and by an abus�ve way of speak�ng, wh�ch ph�losophy w�ll scarce
allow of, the same contrar�ety may, upon that account, be ascr�bed to
the act�on. How far th�s truth or fa�shood may be the source of
morals, �t w�ll now be proper to cons�der.

It has been observed, that reason, �n a str�ct and ph�losoph�cal
sense, can have �nfluence on our conduct only after two ways: E�ther
when �t exc�tes a pass�on by �nform�ng us of the ex�stence of
someth�ng wh�ch �s a proper object of �t; or when �t d�scovers the
connex�on of causes and effects, so as to afford us means of
exert�ng any pass�on. These are the only k�nds of judgment, wh�ch
can accompany our act�ons, or can be sa�d to produce them �n any
manner; and �t must be allowed, that these judgments may often be
false and erroneous. A person may be affected w�th pass�on, by
suppos�ng a pa�n or pleasure to l�e �n an object, wh�ch has no
tendency to produce e�ther of these sensat�ons, or wh�ch produces
the contrary to what �s �mag�ned. A person may also take false
measures for the atta�n�ng h�s end, and may retard, by h�s fool�sh
conduct, �nstead of forward�ng the execut�on of any project. These



false judgments may be thought to affect the pass�ons and act�ons,
wh�ch are connected w�th them, and may be sa�d to render them
unreasonable, �n a f�gurat�ve and �mproper way of speak�ng. But
though th�s be acknowledged, �t �s easy to observe, that these errors
are so far from be�ng the source of all �mmoral�ty, that they are
commonly very �nnocent, and draw no manner of gu�lt upon the
person who �s so unfortunate as to fa�l �nto them. They extend not
beyond a m�stake of fact, wh�ch moral�sts have not generally
supposed cr�m�nal, as be�ng perfectly �nvoluntary. I am more to be
lamented than blamed, �f I am m�staken w�th regard to the �nfluence
of objects �n produc�ng pa�n or pleasure, or �f I know not the proper
means of sat�sfy�ng my des�res. No one can ever regard such errors
as a defect �n my moral character. A fru�t, for �nstance, that �s really
d�sagreeable, appears to me at a d�stance, and through m�stake I
fancy �t to be pleasant and del�c�ous. Here �s one error. I choose
certa�n means of reach�ng th�s fru�t, wh�ch are not proper for my end.
Here �s a second error; nor �s there any th�rd one, wh�ch can ever
poss�bly enter �nto our reason�ngs concern�ng act�ons. I ask,
therefore, �f a man, �n th�s s�tuat�on, and gu�lty of these two errors, �s
to be regarded as v�c�ous and cr�m�nal, however unavo�dable they
m�ght have been? Or �f �t be poss�ble to �mag�ne, that such errors are
the sources of all �mmoral�ty?

And here �t may be proper to observe, that �f moral d�st�nct�ons be
der�ved from the truth or falshood of those judgments, they must take
place wherever we form the judgments; nor w�ll there be any
d�fference, whether the quest�on be concern�ng an apple or a
k�ngdom, or whether the error be avo�dable or unavo�dable. For as
the very essence of moral�ty �s supposed to cons�st �n an agreement
or d�sagreement to reason, the other c�rcumstances are ent�rely
arb�trary, and can never e�ther bestow on any act�on the character of
v�rtuous or v�c�ous, or depr�ve �t of that character. To wh�ch we may
add, that th�s agreement or d�sagreement, not adm�tt�ng of degrees,
all v�rtues and v�ces would of course be equal.

Should �t be pretended, that though a m�stake of fact be not
cr�m�nal, yet a m�stake of r�ght often �s; and that th�s may be the
source of �mmoral�ty: I would answer, that �t �s �mposs�ble such a
m�stake can ever be the or�g�nal source of �mmoral�ty, s�nce �t



supposes a real r�ght and wrong; that �s, a real d�st�nct�on �n morals,
�ndependent of these judgments. A m�stake, therefore, of r�ght may
become a spec�es of �mmoral�ty; but �t �s only a secondary one, and
�s founded on some other, antecedent to �t.

As to those judgments wh�ch are the effects of our act�ons, and
wh�ch, when false, g�ve occas�on to pronounce the act�ons contrary
to truth and reason; we may observe, that our act�ons never cause
any judgment, e�ther true or false, �n ourselves, and that �t �s only on
others they have such an �nfluence. It �s certa�n, that an act�on, on
many occas�ons, may g�ve r�se to false conclus�ons �n others; and
that a person, who through a w�ndow sees any lewd behav�our of
m�ne w�th my ne�ghbour's w�fe, may be so s�mple as to �mag�ne she
�s certa�nly my own. In th�s respect my act�on resembles somewhat a
lye or falshood; only w�th th�s d�fference, wh�ch �s mater�al, that I
perform not the act�on w�th any �ntent�on of g�v�ng r�se to a false
judgment �n another, but merely to sat�sfy my lust and pass�on. It
causes, however, a m�stake and false judgment by acc�dent; and the
falshood of �ts effects may be ascr�bed, by some odd f�gurat�ve way
of speak�ng, to the act�on �tself. But st�ll I can see no pretext of
reason for assert�ng, that the tendency to cause such an error �s the
f�rst spr�ng or or�g�nal source of all �mmoral�ty.
     [FN  12.  One might think it were entirely superfluous 
     to prove this, if a late author [William Wollaston, THE 
     RELIGION OF NATURE DELINEATED (London 1722)], who has had 
     the good fortune to obtain some reputation, had not 
     seriously affirmed, that such a falshood is the foundation 
     of all guilt and moral deformity. That we may discover the 
     fallacy of his hypothesis, we need only consider, that a 
     false conclusion is drawn from an action, only by means of 
     an obscurity of natural principles, which makes a cause be 
     secretly interrupted In its operation, by contrary causes, 
     and renders the connexion betwixt two objects uncertain and 
     variable. Now, as a like uncertainty and variety of causes 
     take place, even in natural objects, and produce a like 
     error in our judgment, if that tendency to produce error 
     were the very essence of vice and immorality, it should 
     follow, that even inanimate objects might be vicious and 
     immoral. 

     One might think It were entirely superfluous to prove this, 
     if a late author [William Wollaston, THE RELIGION OF NATURE 
     DELINEATED (London 1722)], who has had the good fortune to 
     obtain some reputation, had not seriously affirmed, that 
     such a falshood is the foundation of all guilt and moral 
     deformity. That we may discover the fallacy of his 



     hypothesis, we need only consider, that a false conclusion 
     is drawn from an action, only by means of an obscurity of 
     natural principles, which makes a cause be secretly 
     interrupted In its operation, by contrary causes, and 
     renders the connexion betwixt two objects uncertain and 
     variable. Now, as a like uncertainty and variety of causes 
     take place, even in natural objects, and produce a like 
     error in our judgment, if that tendency to produce error 
     were the very essence of vice and immorality, it should 
     follow, that even inanimate objects might be vicious and 
     immoral. 

     It is in vain to urge, that inanimate objects act without 
     liberty and choice. For as liberty and choice are not 
     necessary to make an action produce in us an erroneous 
     conclusion, they can be, in no respect, essential to 
     morality; and I do not readily perceive, upon this system, 
     how they can ever come to be regarded by it. If the tendency 
     to cause error be the origin of immorality, that tendency 
     and immorality would in every case be inseparable. 

     Add to this, that if I had used the precaution of shutting 
     the windows, while I indulged myself in those liberties with 
     my neighbour's wife, I should have been guilty of no 
     immorality; and that because my action, being perfectly 
     concealed, would have had no tendency to produce any false 
     conclusion. 

     For the same reason, a thief, who steals In by a ladder at a 
     window, and takes all imaginable care to cause no 
     disturbance, is in no respect criminal. For either he will 
     not be perceived, or if he be, it is impossible he can 
     produce any error, nor will any one, from these 
     circumstances, take him to be other than what he really is. 

     It is well known, that those who are squint-sighted, do very 
     readily cause mistakes in others, and that we Imagine they 
     salute or are talking to one person, while they address 
     themselves to anther. Are they therefore, upon that account, 
     immoral? 

     Besides, we may easily observe, that in all those arguments 
     there is an evident reasoning in a circle. A person who 
     takes possession of another's goods, and uses them as his 
     own, in a manner declares them to be his own; and this 
     falshood is the source of the immorality of injustice. But 
     is property, or right, or obligation, intelligible, without 
     an antecedent morality? 

     A man that is ungrateful to his benefactor, in a manner 
     affirms, that he never received any favours from him. But in 
     what manner? Is it because it is his duty to be grateful? 
     But this supposes, that there is some antecedent rule of 
     duty and morals. Is it because human nature is generally 
     grateful, and makes us conclude, that a man who does any 
     harm never received any favour from the person he harmed? 
     But human nature is not so generally grateful, as to justify 



     such a conclusion. Or if it were, is an exception to a 
     general rule in every case criminal, for no other reason 
     than because it is an exception? 

     But what may suffice entirely to destroy this whimsical 
     system is, that it leaves us under the same difficulty to 
     give a reason why truth is virtuous and falshood vicious, as 
     to account for the merit or turpitude of any other action. I 
     shall allow, if you please, that all immorality is derived 
     from this supposed falshood in action, provided you can give 
     me any plausible reason, why such a falshood is immoral. If 
     you consider rightly of the matter, you will find yourself 
     in the same difficulty as at the beginning. 

     This last argument is very conclusive; because, if there be 
     not an evident merit or turpitude annexed to this species of 
     truth or falahood, It can never have any influence upon our 
     actions. For, who ever thought of forbearing any action, 
     because others might possibly draw false conclusions from 
     it? Or, who ever performed any, that he might give rise to 
     true conclusions?] 

Thus upon the whole, �t �s �mposs�ble, that the d�st�nct�on betw�xt
moral good and ev�l, can be made to reason; s�nce that d�st�nct�on
has an �nfluence upon our act�ons, of wh�ch reason alone �s
�ncapable. Reason and judgment may, �ndeed, be the med�ate cause
of an act�on, by prompt�ng, or by d�rect�ng a pass�on: But �t �s not
pretended, that a judgment of th�s k�nd, e�ther �n �ts truth or falshood,
�s attended w�th v�rtue or v�ce. And as to the judgments, wh�ch are
caused by our judgments, they can st�ll less bestow those moral
qual�t�es on the act�ons, wh�ch are the�r causes.

But to be more part�cular, and to shew, that those eternal
�mmutable f�tnesses and unf�tnesses of th�ngs cannot be defended
by sound ph�losophy, we may we�gh the follow�ng cons�derat�ons.

If the thought and understand�ng were alone capable of f�x�ng the
boundar�es of r�ght and wrong, the character of v�rtuous and v�c�ous
e�ther must l�e �n some relat�ons of objects, or must be a matter of
fact, wh�ch �s d�scovered by our reason�ng. Th�s consequence �s
ev�dent. As the operat�ons of human understand�ng d�v�de
themselves �nto two k�nds, the compar�ng of �deas, and the �nferr�ng
of matter of fact; were v�rtue d�scovered by the understand�ng; �t
must be an object of one of these operat�ons, nor �s there any th�rd
operat�on of the understand�ng. wh�ch can d�scover �t. There has
been an op�n�on very �ndustr�ously propagated by certa�n
ph�losophers, that moral�ty �s suscept�ble of demonstrat�on; and



though no one has ever been able to advance a s�ngle step �n those
demonstrat�ons; yet �t �s taken for granted, that th�s sc�ence may be
brought to an equal certa�nty w�th geometry or algebra. Upon th�s
suppos�t�on v�ce and v�rtue must cons�st �n some relat�ons; s�nce �t �s
allowed on all hands, that no matter of fact �s capable of be�ng
demonstrated. Let us, therefore, beg�n w�th exam�n�ng th�s
hypothes�s, and endeavour, �f poss�ble, to f�x those moral qual�t�es,
wh�ch have been so long the objects of our fru�tless researches.
Po�nt out d�st�nctly the relat�ons, wh�ch const�tute moral�ty or
obl�gat�on, that we may know where�n they cons�st, and after what
manner we must judge of them.

If you assert, that v�ce and v�rtue cons�st �n relat�ons suscept�ble of
certa�nty and demonstrat�on, you must conf�ne yourself to those four
relat�ons, wh�ch alone adm�t of that degree of ev�dence; and �n that
case you run �nto absurd�t�es, from wh�ch you w�ll never be able to
extr�cate yourself. For as you make the very essence of moral�ty to
l�e �n the relat�ons, and as there �s no one of these relat�ons but what
�s appl�cable, not only to an �rrat�onal, but also to an �nan�mate
object; �t follows, that even such objects must be suscept�ble of mer�t
or demer�t. RESEMBLANCE, CONTRARIETY, DEGREES IN
QUALITY, and PROPORTIONS IN QUANTITY AND NUMBER; all
these relat�ons belong as properly to matter, as to our act�ons,
pass�ons, and vol�t�ons. It �s unquest�onable, therefore, that moral�ty
l�es not �n any of these relat�ons, nor the sense of �t �n the�r d�scovery.
     [FN  13.  As a proof, how confused our way of thinking 
     on this subject commonly is, we may observe, that those who 
     assert, that morality is demonstrable, do not say, that 
     morality lies in the relations, and that the relations are 
     distinguishable by reason. They only say, that reason can 
     discover such an action, In such relations, to be virtuous, 
     and such another vicious. It seems they thought it 
     sufficient, if they could bring the word, Relation, into the 
     proposition, without troubling themselves whether it was to 
     the purpose or not. But here, I think, is plain argument. 
     Demonstrative reason discovers only relations. But that 
     reason, according to this hypothesis, discovers also vice 
     and virtue. These moral qualities, therefore, must be 
     relations. When we blame any action, in any situation, the 
     whole complicated object, of action and situation, must form 
     certain relations, wherein the essence of vice consists. 
     This hypothesis is not otherwise intelligible. For what does 
     reason discover, when it pronounces any action vicious? Does 
     it discover a relation or a matter of fact? These questions 
     are decisive, and must not be eluded.] 



Should �t be asserted, that the sense of moral�ty cons�sts �n the
d�scovery of some relat�on, d�st�nct from these, and that our
enumerat�on was not compleat, when we comprehended all
demonstrable relat�ons under four general heads: To th�s I know not
what to reply, t�ll some one be so good as to po�nt out to me th�s new
relat�on. It �s �mposs�ble to refute a system, wh�ch has never yet been
expla�ned. In such a manner of f�ght�ng �n the dark, a man loses h�s
blows �n the a�r, and often places them where the enemy �s not
present.

I must, therefore, on th�s occas�on, rest contented w�th requ�r�ng
the two follow�ng cond�t�ons of any one that would undertake to clear
up th�s system. F�rst, As moral good and ev�l belong only to the
act�ons of the m�nd, and are der�ved from our s�tuat�on w�th regard to
external objects, the relat�ons, from wh�ch these moral d�st�nct�ons
ar�se, must l�e only betw�xt �nternal act�ons, and external objects, and
must not be appl�cable e�ther to �nternal act�ons, compared among
themselves, or to external objects, when placed �n oppos�t�on to
other external objects. For as moral�ty �s supposed to attend certa�n
relat�ons, �f these relat�ons coued belong to �nternal act�ons
cons�dered s�ngly, �t would follow, that we m�ght be gu�lty of cr�mes �n
ourselves, and �ndependent of our s�tuat�on, w�th respect to the
un�verse: And �n l�ke manner, �f these moral relat�ons coued be
appl�ed to external objects, �t would follow, that even �nan�mate
be�ngs would be suscept�ble of moral beauty and deform�ty. Now �t
seems d�ff�cult to �mag�ne, that any relat�on can be d�scovered
betw�xt our pass�ons, vol�t�ons and act�ons, compared to external
objects, wh�ch relat�on m�ght not belong e�ther to these pass�ons and
vol�t�ons, or to these external objects, compared among themselves.
But �t w�ll be st�ll more d�ff�cult to fulf�l the second cond�t�on, requ�s�te
to just�fy th�s system. Accord�ng to the pr�nc�ples of those who
ma�nta�n an abstract rat�onal d�fference betw�xt moral good and ev�l,
and a natural f�tness and unf�tness of th�ngs, �t �s not only supposed,
that these relat�ons, be�ng eternal and �mmutable, are the same,
when cons�dered by every rat�onal creature, but the�r effects are also
supposed to be necessar�ly the same; and �t �s concluded they have
no less, or rather a greater, �nfluence �n d�rect�ng the w�ll of the de�ty,
than �n govern�ng the rat�onal and v�rtuous of our own spec�es.



These two part�culars are ev�dently d�st�nct. It �s one th�ng to know
v�rtue, and another to conform the w�ll to �t. In order, therefore, to
prove, that the measures of r�ght and wrong are eternal laws,
obl�gatory on every rat�onal m�nd, �t �s not suff�c�ent to shew the
relat�ons upon wh�ch they are founded: We must also po�nt out the
connex�on betw�xt the relat�on and the w�ll; and must prove that th�s
connex�on �s so necessary, that �n every well-d�sposed m�nd, �t must
take place and have �ts �nfluence; though the d�fference betw�xt
these m�nds be �n other respects �mmense and �nf�n�te. Now bes�des
what I have already proved, that even �n human nature no relat�on
can ever alone produce any act�on: bes�des th�s, I say, �t has been
shewn, �n treat�ng of the understand�ng, that there �s no connex�on of
cause and effect, such as th�s �s supposed to be, wh�ch �s
d�scoverable otherw�se than by exper�ence, and of wh�ch we can
pretend to have any secur�ty by the s�mple cons�derat�on of the
objects. All be�ngs �n the un�verse, cons�dered �n themselves, appear
ent�rely loose and �ndependent of each other. It �s only by exper�ence
we learn the�r �nfluence and connex�on; and th�s �nfluence we ought
never to extend beyond exper�ence.

Thus �t w�ll be �mposs�ble to fulf�l the f�rst cond�t�on requ�red to the
system of eternal measures of r�ght and wrong; because �t �s
�mposs�ble to shew those relat�ons, upon wh�ch such a d�st�nct�on
may be founded: And �t �s as �mposs�ble to fulf�l the second cond�t�on;
because we cannot prove A PRIORI, that these relat�ons, �f they
really ex�sted and were perce�ved, would be un�versally forc�ble and
obl�gatory.

But to make these general reflect�ons more dear and conv�nc�ng,
we may �llustrate them by some part�cular �nstances, where�n th�s
character of moral good or ev�l �s the most un�versally
acknowledged. Of all cr�mes that human creatures are capable of
comm�tt�ng, the most horr�d and unnatural �s �ngrat�tude, espec�ally
when �t �s comm�tted aga�nst parents, and appears �n the more
flagrant �nstances of wounds and death. Th�s �s acknowledged by all
mank�nd, ph�losophers as well as the people; the quest�on only
ar�ses among ph�losophers, whether the gu�lt or moral deform�ty of
th�s act�on be d�scovered by demonstrat�ve reason�ng, or be felt by
an �nternal sense, and by means of some sent�ment, wh�ch the



reflect�ng on such an act�on naturally occas�ons. Th�s quest�on w�ll
soon be dec�ded aga�nst the former op�n�on, �f we can shew the
same relat�ons �n other objects, w�thout the not�on of any gu�lt or
�n�qu�ty attend�ng them. Reason or sc�ence �s noth�ng but the
compar�ng of �deas, and the d�scovery of the�r relat�ons; and �f the
same relat�ons have d�fferent characters, �t must ev�dently follow, that
those characters are not d�scovered merely by reason. To put the
affa�r, therefore, to th�s tr�al, let us chuse any �nan�mate object, such
as an oak or elm; and let us suppose, that by the dropp�ng of �ts
seed, �t produces a sapl�ng below �t, wh�ch spr�ng�ng up by degrees,
at last overtops and destroys the parent tree: I ask, �f �n th�s �nstance
there be want�ng any relat�on, wh�ch �s d�scoverable �n parr�c�de or
�ngrat�tude? Is not the one tree the cause of the other's ex�stence;
and the latter the cause of the destruct�on of the former, �n the same
manner as when a ch�ld murders h�s parent? It �s not suff�c�ent to
reply, that a cho�ce or w�ll �s want�ng. For �n the case of parr�c�de, a
w�ll does not g�ve r�se to any DIFFERENT relat�ons, but �s only the
cause from wh�ch the act�on �s der�ved; and consequently produces
the same relat�ons, that �n the oak or elm ar�se from some other
pr�nc�ples. It �s a w�ll or cho�ce, that determ�nes a man to k�ll h�s
parent; and they are the laws of matter and mot�on, that determ�ne a
sapl�ng to destroy the oak, from wh�ch �t sprung. Here then the same
relat�ons have d�fferent causes; but st�ll the relat�ons are the same:
And as the�r d�scovery �s not �n both cases attended w�th a not�on of
�mmoral�ty, �t follows, that that not�on does not ar�se from such a
d�scovery.

But to chuse an �nstance, st�ll more resembl�ng; I would fa�n ask
any one, why �ncest �n the human spec�es �s cr�m�nal, and why the
very same act�on, and the same relat�ons �n an�mals have not the
smallest moral turp�tude and deform�ty? If �t be answered, that th�s
act�on �s �nnocent �n an�mals, because they have not reason
suff�c�ent to d�scover �ts turp�tude; but that man, be�ng endowed w�th
that faculty wh�ch ought to restra�n h�m to h�s duty, the same act�on
�nstantly becomes cr�m�nal to h�m; should th�s be sa�d, I would reply,
that th�s �s ev�dently argu�ng �n a c�rcle. For before reason can
perce�ve th�s turp�tude, the turp�tude must ex�st; and consequently �s
�ndependent of the dec�s�ons of our reason, and �s the�r object more



properly than the�r effect. Accord�ng to th�s system, then, every
an�mal, that has sense, and appet�te, and w�ll; that �s, every an�mal
must be suscept�ble of all the same v�rtues and v�ces, for wh�ch we
ascr�be pra�se and blame to human creatures. All the d�fference �s,
that our super�or reason may serve to d�scover the v�ce or v�rtue, and
by that means may augment the blame or pra�se: But st�ll th�s
d�scovery supposes a separate be�ng �n these moral d�st�nct�ons, and
a be�ng, wh�ch depends only on the w�ll and appet�te, and wh�ch,
both �n thought and real�ty, may be d�st�ngu�shed from the reason.
An�mals are suscept�ble of the same relat�ons, w�th respect to each
other, as the human spec�es, and therefore would also be
suscept�ble of the same moral�ty, �f the essence of moral�ty cons�sted
�n these relat�ons. The�r want of a suff�c�ent degree of reason may
h�nder them from perce�v�ng the dut�es and obl�gat�ons of moral�ty,
but can never h�nder these dut�es from ex�st�ng; s�nce they must
antecedently ex�st, �n order to the�r be�ng perce�ved. Reason must
f�nd them, and can never produce them. Th�s argument deserves to
be we�ghed, as be�ng, �n my op�n�on, ent�rely dec�s�ve.

Nor does th�s reason�ng only prove, that moral�ty cons�sts not �n
any relat�ons, that are the objects of sc�ence; but �f exam�ned, w�ll
prove w�th equal certa�nty, that �t cons�sts not �n any matter of fact,
wh�ch can be d�scovered by the understand�ng. Th�s �s the second
part of our argument; and �f �t can be made ev�dent, we may
conclude, that moral�ty �s not an object of reason. But can there be
any d�ff�culty �n prov�ng, that v�ce and v�rtue are not matters of fact,
whose ex�stence we can �nfer by reason? Take any act�on allowed to
be v�c�ous: W�lful murder, for �nstance. Exam�ne �t �n all l�ghts, and
see �f you can f�nd that matter of fact, or real ex�stence, wh�ch you
call v�ce. In wh�ch-ever way you take �t, you f�nd only certa�n
pass�ons, mot�ves, vol�t�ons and thoughts. There �s no other matter of
fact �n the case. The v�ce ent�rely escapes you, as long as you
cons�der the object. You never can f�nd �t, t�ll you turn your reflect�on
�nto your own breast, and f�nd a sent�ment of d�sapprobat�on, wh�ch
ar�ses �n you, towards th�s act�on. Here �s a matter of fact; but �t �s the
object of feel�ng, not of reason. It l�es �n yourself, not �n the object. So
that when you pronounce any act�on or character to be v�c�ous, you
mean noth�ng, but that from the const�tut�on of your nature you have



a feel�ng or sent�ment of blame from the contemplat�on of �t. V�ce and
v�rtue, therefore, may be compared to sounds, colours, heat and
cold, wh�ch, accord�ng to modern ph�losophy, are not qual�t�es �n
objects, but percept�ons �n the m�nd: And th�s d�scovery �n morals,
l�ke that other �n phys�cs, �s to be regarded as a cons�derable
advancement of the speculat�ve sc�ences; though, l�ke that too, �t has
l�ttle or no �nfluence on pract�ce. Noth�ng can be more real, or
concern us more, than our own sent�ments of pleasure and
uneas�ness; and �f these be favourable to v�rtue, and unfavourable to
v�ce, no more can be requ�s�te to the regulat�on of our conduct and
behav�our.

I cannot forbear add�ng to these reason�ngs an observat�on, wh�ch
may, perhaps, be found of some �mportance. In every system of
moral�ty, wh�ch I have h�therto met w�th, I have always remarked, that
the author proceeds for some t�me �n the ord�nary way of reason�ng,
and establ�shes the be�ng of a God, or makes observat�ons
concern�ng human affa�rs; when of a sudden I am surpr�zed to f�nd,
that �nstead of the usual copulat�ons of propos�t�ons, �s, and �s not, I
meet w�th no propos�t�on that �s not connected w�th an ought, or an
ought not. Th�s change �s �mpercept�ble; but �s, however, of the last
consequence. For as th�s ought, or ought not, expresses some new
relat�on or aff�rmat�on, �t �s necessary that �t should be observed and
expla�ned; and at the same t�me that a reason should be g�ven, for
what seems altogether �nconce�vable, how th�s new relat�on can be a
deduct�on from others, wh�ch are ent�rely d�fferent from �t. But as
authors do not commonly use th�s precaut�on, I shall presume to
recommend �t to the readers; and am persuaded, that th�s small
attent�on would subvert all the vulgar systems of moral�ty, and let us
see, that the d�st�nct�on of v�ce and v�rtue �s not founded merely on
the relat�ons of objects, nor �s perce�ved by reason.



SECT. II MORAL DISTINCTIONS
DERIVed FROM A MORAL SENSE

Thus the course of the argument leads us to conclude, that s�nce
v�ce and v�rtue are not d�scoverable merely by reason, or the
compar�son of �deas, �t must be by means of some �mpress�on or
sent�ment they occas�on, that we are able to mark the d�fference
betw�xt them. Our dec�s�ons concern�ng moral rect�tude and
deprav�ty are ev�dently percept�ons; and as all percept�ons are e�ther
�mpress�ons or �deas, the exclus�on of the one �s a conv�nc�ng
argument for the other. Moral�ty, therefore, �s more properly felt than
judged of; though th�s feel�ng or sent�ment �s commonly so soft and
gentle, that we are apt to confound �t w�th an �dea, accord�ng to our
common custom of tak�ng all th�ngs for the same, wh�ch have any
near resemblance to each other.

The next quest�on �s, Of what nature are these �mpress�ons, and
after what manner do they operate upon us? Here we cannot rema�n
long �n suspense, but must pronounce the �mpress�on ar�s�ng from
v�rtue, to be agreeable, and that proced�ng from v�ce to be uneasy.
Every moments exper�ence must conv�nce us of th�s. There �s no
spectacle so fa�r and beaut�ful as a noble and generous act�on; nor
any wh�ch g�ves us more abhorrence than one that �s cruel and
treacherous. No enjoyment equals the sat�sfact�on we rece�ve from
the company of those we love and esteem; as the greatest of all
pun�shments �s to be obl�ged to pass our l�ves w�th those we hate or
contemn. A very play or romance may afford us �nstances of th�s
pleasure, wh�ch v�rtue conveys to us; and pa�n, wh�ch ar�ses from
v�ce.

Now s�nce the d�st�ngu�sh�ng �mpress�ons, by wh�ch moral good or
ev�l �s known, are noth�ng but part�cular pa�ns or pleasures; �t follows,
that �n all enqu�r�es concern�ng these moral d�st�nct�ons, �t w�ll be
suff�c�ent to shew the pr�nc�ples, wh�ch make us feel a sat�sfact�on or



uneas�ness from the survey of any character, �n order to sat�sfy us
why the character �s laudable or blameable. An act�on, or sent�ment,
or character �s v�rtuous or v�c�ous; why? because �ts v�ew causes a
pleasure or uneas�ness of a part�cular k�nd. In g�v�ng a reason,
therefore, for the pleasure or uneas�ness, we suff�c�ently expla�n the
v�ce or v�rtue. To have the sense of v�rtue, �s noth�ng but to feel a
sat�sfact�on of a part�cular k�nd from the contemplat�on of a character.
The very feel�ng const�tutes our pra�se or adm�rat�on. We go no
farther; nor do we enqu�re �nto the cause of the sat�sfact�on. We do
not �nfer a character to be v�rtuous, because �t pleases: But �n feel�ng
that �t pleases after such a part�cular manner, we �n effect feel that �t
�s v�rtuous. The case �s the same as �n our judgments concern�ng all
k�nds of beauty, and tastes, and sensat�ons. Our approbat�on �s
�mplyed �n the �mmed�ate pleasure they convey to us.

I have objected to the system, wh�ch establ�shes eternal rat�onal
measures of r�ght and wrong, that �t �s �mposs�ble to shew, �n the
act�ons of reasonable creatures, any relat�ons, wh�ch are not found �n
external objects; and therefore, �f moral�ty always attended these
relat�ons, �t were poss�ble for �nan�mate matter to become v�rtuous or
v�c�ous. Now �t may, �n l�ke manner, be objected to the present
system, that �f v�rtue and v�ce be determ�ned by pleasure and pa�n,
these qual�t�es must, �n every case, ar�se from the sensat�ons; and
consequently any object, whether an�mate or �nan�mate, rat�onal or
�rrat�onal, m�ght become morally good or ev�l, prov�ded �t can exc�te a
sat�sfact�on or uneas�ness. But though th�s object�on seems to be the
very same, �t has by no means the same force, �n the one case as �n
the other. For, f�rst, t�s ev�dent, that under the term pleasure, we
comprehend sensat�ons, wh�ch are very d�fferent from each other,
and wh�ch have only such a d�stant resemblance, as �s requ�s�te to
make them be expressed by the same abstract term. A good
compos�t�on of mus�c and a bottle of good w�ne equally produce
pleasure; and what �s more, the�r goodness �s determ�ned merely by
the pleasure. But shall we say upon that account, that the w�ne �s
harmon�ous, or the mus�c of a good flavour? In l�ke manner an
�nan�mate object, and the character or sent�ments of any person
may, both of them, g�ve sat�sfact�on; but as the sat�sfact�on �s
d�fferent, th�s keeps our sent�ments concern�ng them from be�ng



confounded, and makes us ascr�be v�rtue to the one, and not to the
other. Nor �s every sent�ment of pleasure or pa�n, wh�ch ar�ses from
characters and act�ons, of that pecul�ar k�nd, wh�ch makes us pra�se
or condemn. The good qual�t�es of an enemy are hurtful to us; but
may st�ll command our esteem and respect. It �s only when a
character �s cons�dered �n general, w�thout reference to our part�cular
�nterest, that �t causes such a feel�ng or sent�ment, as denom�nates �t
morally good or ev�l. It �s true, those sent�ments, from �nterest and
morals, are apt to be confounded, and naturally run �nto one another.
It seldom happens, that we do not th�nk an enemy v�c�ous, and can
d�st�ngu�sh betw�xt h�s oppos�t�on to our �nterest and real v�lla�ny or
baseness. But th�s h�nders not, but that the sent�ments are, �n
themselves, d�st�nct; and a man of temper and judgment may
preserve h�mself from these �llus�ons. In l�ke manner, though �t �s
certa�n a mus�cal vo�ce �s noth�ng but one that naturally g�ves a
part�cular k�nd of pleasure; yet �t �s d�ff�cult for a man to be sens�ble,
that the vo�ce of an enemy �s agreeable, or to allow �t to be mus�cal.
But a person of a f�ne ear, who has the command of h�mself, can
separate these feel�ngs, and g�ve pra�se to what deserves �t.

SECONDLY, We may call to remembrance the preced�ng system
of the pass�ons, �n order to remark a st�ll more cons�derable
d�fference among our pa�ns and pleasures. Pr�de and hum�l�ty, love
and hatred are exc�ted, when there �s any th�ng presented to us, that
both bears a relat�on to the object of the pass�on, and produces a
separate sensat�on related to the sensat�on of the pass�on. Now
v�rtue and v�ce are attended w�th these c�rcumstances. They must
necessar�ly be placed e�ther �n ourselves or others, and exc�te e�ther
pleasure or uneas�ness; and therefore must g�ve r�se to one of these
four pass�ons; wh�ch clearly d�st�ngu�shes them from the pleasure
and pa�n ar�s�ng from �nan�mate objects, that often bear no relat�on to
us: And th�s �s, perhaps, the most cons�derable effect that v�rtue and
v�ce have upon the human m�nd.

It may now be asked �n general, concern�ng th�s pa�n or pleasure,
that d�st�ngu�shes moral good and ev�l, FROM WHAT PRINCIPLES
IS IT DERIVED, AND WHENCE DOES IT ARISE IN THE HUMAN
MIND? To th�s I reply, f�rst, that �t �s absurd to �mag�ne, that �n every
part�cular �nstance, these sent�ments are produced by an or�g�nal



qual�ty and pr�mary const�tut�on. For as the number of our dut�es �s,
�n a manner, �nf�n�te, �t �s �mposs�ble that our or�g�nal �nst�ncts should
extend to each of them, and from our very f�rst �nfancy �mpress on
the human m�nd all that mult�tude of precepts, wh�ch are conta�ned �n
the compleatest system of eth�cs. Such a method of proceed�ng �s
not conformable to the usual max�ms, by wh�ch nature �s conducted,
where a few pr�nc�ples produce all that var�ety we observe �n the
un�verse, and every th�ng �s carryed on �n the eas�est and most
s�mple manner. It �s necessary, therefore, to abr�dge these pr�mary
�mpulses, and f�nd some more general pr�nc�ples, upon wh�ch all our
not�ons of morals are founded.

But �n the second place, should �t be asked, Whether we ought to
search for these pr�nc�ples �n nature, or whether we must look for
them �n some other or�g�n? I would reply, that our answer to th�s
quest�on depends upon the def�n�t�on of the word, Nature, than wh�ch
there �s none more amb�guous and equ�vocal. If nature be opposed
to m�racles, not only the d�st�nct�on betw�xt v�ce and v�rtue �s natural,
but also every event, wh�ch has ever happened �n the world,
EXCEPTING THOSE MIRACLES, ON WHICH OUR RELIGION IS
FOUNDED. In say�ng, then, that the sent�ments of v�ce and v�rtue
are natural �n th�s sense, we make no very extraord�nary d�scovery.

But nature may also be opposed to rare and unusual; and �n th�s
sense of the word, wh�ch �s the common one, there may often ar�se
d�sputes concern�ng what �s natural or unnatural; and one may �n
general aff�rm, that we are not possessed of any very prec�se
standard, by wh�ch these d�sputes can be dec�ded. Frequent and
rare depend upon the number of examples we have observed; and
as th�s number may gradually encrease or d�m�n�sh, �t w�ll be
�mposs�ble to f�x any exact boundar�es betw�xt them. We may only
aff�rm on th�s head, that �f ever there was any th�ng, wh�ch coued be
called natural �n th�s sense, the sent�ments of moral�ty certa�nly may;
s�nce there never was any nat�on of the world, nor any s�ngle person
�n any nat�on, who was utterly depr�ved of them, and who never, �n
any �nstance, shewed the least approbat�on or d�sl�ke of manners.
These sent�ments are so rooted �n our const�tut�on and temper, that
w�thout ent�rely confound�ng the human m�nd by d�sease or
madness, �t �s �mposs�ble to ext�rpate and destroy them.



But nature may also be opposed to art�f�ce, as well as to what �s
rare and unusual; and �n th�s sense �t may be d�sputed, whether the
not�ons of v�rtue be natural or not. We read�ly forget, that the
des�gns, and projects, and v�ews of men are pr�nc�ples as necessary
�n the�r operat�on as heat and cold, mo�st and dry: But tak�ng them to
be free and ent�rely our own, �t �s usual for us to set them �n
oppos�t�on to the other pr�nc�ples of nature should �t, therefore, be
demanded, whether the sense of v�rtue be natural or art�f�c�al, I am of
op�n�on, that �t �s �mposs�ble for me at present to g�ve any prec�se
answer to th�s quest�on. Perhaps �t w�ll appear afterwards, that our
sense of some v�rtues �s art�f�c�al, and that of others natural. The
d�scuss�on of th�s quest�on w�ll be more proper, when we enter upon
an exact deta�l of each part�cular v�ce and v�rtue.



     [FN  14.  In the following discourse natural is also 
     opposed sometimes to civil, sometimes to moral. The 
     opposition will always discover the sense, in which it is 
     taken.] 

Mean wh�le �t may not be am�ss to observe from these def�n�t�ons
of natural and unnatural, that noth�ng can be more unph�losoph�cal
than those systems, wh�ch assert, that v�rtue �s the same w�th what �s
natural, and v�ce w�th what �s unnatural. For �n the f�rst sense of the
word, Nature, as opposed to m�racles, both v�ce and v�rtue are
equally natural; and �n the second sense, as opposed to what �s
unusual, perhaps v�rtue w�ll be found to be the most unnatural. At
least �t must be owned, that hero�c v�rtue, be�ng as unusual, �s as
l�ttle natural as the most brutal barbar�ty. As to the th�rd sense of the
word, �t �s certa�n, that both v�ce and v�rtue are equally art�f�c�al, and
out of nature. For however �t may be d�sputed, whether the not�on of
a mer�t or demer�t �n certa�n act�ons be natural or art�f�c�al, �t �s
ev�dent, that the act�ons themselves are art�f�c�al, and are performed
w�th a certa�n des�gn and �ntent�on; otherw�se they coued never be
ranked under any of these denom�nat�ons. It �s �mposs�ble, therefore,
that the character of natural and unnatural can ever, �n any sense,
mark the boundar�es of v�ce and v�rtue.

Thus we are st�ll brought back to our f�rst pos�t�on, that v�rtue �s
d�st�ngu�shed by the pleasure, and v�ce by the pa�n, that any act�on,
sent�ment or character g�ves us by the mere v�ew and contemplat�on.
Th�s dec�s�on �s very commod�ous; because �t reduces us to th�s
s�mple quest�on, Why any act�on or sent�ment upon the general v�ew
or survey, g�ves a certa�n sat�sfact�on or uneas�ness, �n order to shew
the or�g�n of �ts moral rect�tude or deprav�ty, w�thout look�ng for any
�ncomprehens�ble relat�ons and qual�t�es, wh�ch never d�d ex�st �n
nature, nor even �n our �mag�nat�on, by any clear and d�st�nct
concept�on. I flatter myself I have executed a great part of my
present des�gn by a state of the quest�on, wh�ch appears to me so
free from amb�gu�ty and obscur�ty.



PART II OF JUSTICE AND INJUSTICE



SECT. I JUSTICE, WHETHER A
NATURAL OR ARTIFICIAL VIRTUE?
I have already h�nted, that our sense of every k�nd of v�rtue �s not

natural; but that there are some v�rtues, that produce pleasure and
approbat�on by means of an art�f�ce or contr�vance, wh�ch ar�ses from
the c�rcumstances and necess�ty of mank�nd. Of th�s k�nd I assert
just�ce to be; and shall endeavour to defend th�s op�n�on by a short,
and, I hope, conv�nc�ng argument, before I exam�ne the nature of the
art�f�ce, from wh�ch the sense of that v�rtue �s der�ved.

It �s ev�dent, that when we pra�se any act�ons, we regard only the
mot�ves that produced them, and cons�der the act�ons as s�gns or
�nd�cat�ons of certa�n pr�nc�ples �n the m�nd and temper. The external
performance has no mer�t. We must look w�th�n to f�nd the moral
qual�ty. Th�s we cannot do d�rectly; and therefore f�x our attent�on on
act�ons, as on external s�gns. But these act�ons are st�ll cons�dered
as s�gns; and the ult�mate object of our pra�se and approbat�on �s the
mot�ve, that produced them.

After the same manner, when we requ�re any act�on, or blame a
person for not perform�ng �t, we always suppose, that one �n that
s�tuat�on should be �nfluenced by the proper mot�ve of that act�on,
and we esteem �t v�c�ous �n h�m to be regardless of �t. If we f�nd, upon
enqu�ry, that the v�rtuous mot�ve was st�ll powerful over h�s breast,
though checked �n �ts operat�on by some c�rcumstances unknown to
us, we retract our blame, and have the same esteem for h�m, as �f he
had actually performed the act�on, wh�ch we requ�re of h�m.

It appears, therefore, that all v�rtuous act�ons der�ve the�r mer�t
only from v�rtuous mot�ves, and are cons�dered merely as s�gns of
those mot�ves. From th�s pr�nc�ple I conclude, that the f�rst v�rtuous
mot�ve, wh�ch bestows a mer�t on any act�on, can never be a regard
to the v�rtue of that act�on, but must be some other natural mot�ve or
pr�nc�ple. To suppose, that the mere regard to the v�rtue of the act�on



may be the f�rst mot�ve, wh�ch produced the act�on, and rendered �t
v�rtuous, �s to reason �n a c�rcle. Before we can have such a regard,
the act�on must be really v�rtuous; and th�s v�rtue must be der�ved
from some v�rtuous mot�ve: And consequently the v�rtuous mot�ve
must be d�fferent from the regard to the v�rtue of the act�on. A
v�rtuous mot�ve �s requ�s�te to render an act�on v�rtuous. An act�on
must be v�rtuous, before we can have a regard to �ts v�rtue. Some
v�rtuous mot�ve, therefore, must be antecedent to that regard.

Nor �s th�s merely a metaphys�cal subt�lty; but enters �nto all our
reason�ngs �n common l�fe, though perhaps we may not be able to
place �t �n such d�st�nct ph�losoph�cal terms. We blame a father for
neglect�ng h�s ch�ld. Why? because �t shews a want of natural
affect�on, wh�ch �s the duty of every parent. Were not natural
affect�on a duty, the care of ch�ldren coued not be a duty; and �t were
�mposs�ble we coued have the duty �n our eye �n the attent�on we
g�ve to our offspr�ng. In th�s case, therefore, all men suppose a
mot�ve to the act�on d�st�nct from a sense of duty.

Here �s a man, that does many benevolent act�ons; rel�eves the
d�stressed, comforts the affl�cted, and extends h�s bounty even to the
greatest strangers. No character can be more am�able and v�rtuous.
We regard these act�ons as proofs of the greatest human�ty. Th�s
human�ty bestows a mer�t on the act�ons. A regard to th�s mer�t �s,
therefore, a secondary cons�derat�on, and der�ved from the
antecedent pr�nc�ple of human�ty, wh�ch �s mer�tor�ous and laudable.

In short, �t may be establ�shed as an undoubted max�m, THAT NO
ACTION CAN BE VIRTUOUS, OR MORALLY GOOD, UNLESS
THERE BE IN HUMAN NATURE SOME MOTIVE TO PRODUCE IT,
DISTINCT FROM THE SENSE OF ITS MORALITY.

But may not the sense of moral�ty or duty produce an act�on,
w�thout any other mot�ve? I answer, It may: But th�s �s no object�on to
the present doctr�ne. When any v�rtuous mot�ve or pr�nc�ple �s
common �n human nature, a person, who feels h�s heart devo�d of
that mot�ve, may hate h�mself upon that account, and may perform
the act�on w�thout the mot�ve, from a certa�n sense of duty, �n order
to acqu�re by pract�ce, that v�rtuous pr�nc�ple, or at least, to d�sgu�se
to h�mself, as much as poss�ble, h�s want of �t. A man that really feels



no grat�tude �n h�s temper, �s st�ll pleased to perform grateful act�ons,
and th�nks he has, by that means, fulf�lled h�s duty. Act�ons are at
f�rst only cons�dered as s�gns of mot�ves: But �t �s usual, �n th�s case,
as �n all others, to f�x our attent�on on the s�gns, and neglect, �n some
measure, the th�ng s�gn�fyed. But though, on some occas�ons, a
person may perform an act�on merely out of regard to �ts moral
obl�gat�on, yet st�ll th�s supposes �n human nature some d�st�nct
pr�nc�ples, wh�ch are capable of produc�ng the act�on, and whose
moral beauty renders the act�on mer�tor�ous.

Now to apply all th�s to the present case; I suppose a person to
have lent me a sum of money, on cond�t�on that �t be restored �n a
few days; and also suppose, that after the exp�rat�on of the term
agreed on, he demands the sum: I ask, What reason or mot�ve have
I to restore the money? It w�ll, perhaps, be sa�d, that my regard to
just�ce, and abhorrence of v�lla�ny and knavery, are suff�c�ent reasons
for me, �f I have the least gra�n of honesty, or sense of duty and
obl�gat�on. And th�s answer, no doubt, �s just and sat�sfactory to man
�n h�s c�v�l�zed state, and when tra�ned up accord�ng to a certa�n
d�sc�pl�ne and educat�on. But �n h�s rude and more natural cond�t�on,
�f you are pleased to call such a cond�t�on natural, th�s answer would
be rejected as perfectly un�ntell�g�ble and soph�st�cal. For one �n that
s�tuat�on would �mmed�ately ask you, WHEREIN CONSISTS THIS
HONESTY AND JUSTICE, WHICH YOU FIND IN RESTORING A
LOAN, AND ABSTAINING FROM THE PROPERTY OF OTHERS? It
does not surely l�e �n the external act�on. It must, therefore be placed
�n the mot�ve, from wh�ch the external act�on �s der�ved. Th�s mot�ve
can never be a regard to the honesty of the act�on. For �t �s a pla�n
fallacy to say, that a v�rtuous mot�ve �s requ�s�te to render an act�on
honest, and at the same t�me that a regard to the honesty �s the
mot�ve of the act�on. We can never have a regard to the v�rtue of an
act�on, unless the act�on be antecedently v�rtuous. No act�on can be
v�rtuous, but so far as �t proceeds from a v�rtuous mot�ve. A v�rtuous
mot�ve, therefore, must precede the regard to the v�rtue, and �t �s
�mposs�ble, that the v�rtuous mot�ve and the regard to the v�rtue can
be the same.

It �s requ�s�te, then, to f�nd some mot�ve to acts of just�ce and
honesty, d�st�nct from our regard to the honesty; and �n th�s l�es the



great d�ff�culty. For should we say, that a concern for our pr�vate
�nterest or reputat�on �s the leg�t�mate mot�ve to all honest act�ons; �t
would follow, that wherever that concern ceases, honesty can no
longer have place. But �t �s certa�n, that self-love, when �t acts at �ts
l�berty, �nstead of engag�ng us to honest act�ons, �s the source of all
�njust�ce and v�olence; nor can a man ever correct those v�ces,
w�thout correct�ng and restra�n�ng the natural movements of that
appet�te.

But should �t be aff�rmed, that the reason or mot�ve of such act�ons
�s the regard to publ�ck �nterest, to wh�ch noth�ng �s more contrary
than examples of �njust�ce and d�shonesty; should th�s be sa�d, I
would propose the three follow�ng cons�derat�ons, as worthy of our
attent�on. F�rst, publ�c �nterest �s not naturally attached to the
observat�on of the rules of just�ce; but �s only connected w�th �t, after
an art�f�c�al convent�on for the establ�shment of these rules, as shall
be shewn more at large hereafter. Secondly, �f we suppose, that the
loan was secret, and that �t �s necessary for the �nterest of the
person, that the money be restored �n the same manner (as when
the lender would conceal h�s r�ches) �n that case the example
ceases, and the publ�c �s no longer �nterested �n the act�ons of the
borrower; though I suppose there �s no moral�st, who w�ll aff�rm, that
the duty and obl�gat�on ceases. Th�rdly, exper�ence suff�c�ently
proves, that men, �n the ord�nary conduct of l�fe, look not so far as
the publ�c �nterest, when they pay the�r cred�tors, perform the�r
prom�ses, and absta�n from theft, and robbery, and �njust�ce of every
k�nd. That �s a mot�ve too remote and too subl�me to affect the
general�ty of mank�nd, and operate w�th any force �n act�ons so
contrary to pr�vate �nterest as are frequently those of just�ce and
common honesty.

In general, �t may be aff�rmed, that there �s no such pass�on �n
human m�nds, as the love of mank�nd, merely as such, �ndependent
of personal qual�t�es, of serv�ces, or of relat�on to ourse�t It �s true,
there �s no human, and �ndeed no sens�ble, creature, whose
happ�ness or m�sery does not, �n some measure, affect us when
brought near to us, and represented �n l�vely colours: But th�s
proceeds merely from sympathy, and �s no proof of such an un�versal
affect�on to mank�nd, s�nce th�s concern extends �tself beyond our



own spec�es. An affect�on betw�xt the sexes �s a pass�on ev�dently
�mplanted �n human nature; and th�s pass�on not only appears �n �ts
pecul�ar symptoms, but also �n �nflam�ng every other pr�nc�ple of
affect�on, and ra�s�ng a stronger love from beauty, w�t, k�ndness, than
what would otherw�se flow from them. Were there an un�versal love
among all human creatures, �t would appear after the same manner.
Any degree of a good qual�ty would cause a stronger affect�on than
the same degree of a bad qual�ty would cause hatred; contrary to
what we f�nd by exper�ence. Men's tempers are d�fferent, and some
have a propens�ty to the tender, and others to the rougher,
affect�ons: But �n the ma�n, we may aff�rm, that man �n general, or
human nature, �s noth�ng but the object both of love and hatred, and
requ�res some other cause, wh�ch by a double relat�on of
�mpress�ons and �deas, may exc�te these pass�ons. In va�n would we
endeavour to elude th�s hypothes�s. There are no phaenomena that
po�nt out any such k�nd affect�on to men, �ndependent of the�r mer�t,
and every other c�rcumstance. We love company �n general; but �t �s
as we love any other amusement. An Engl�shman �n Italy �s a fr�end:
A Euro paean �n Ch�na; and perhaps a man would be beloved as
such, were we to meet h�m �n the moon. But th�s proceeds only from
the relat�on to ourselves; wh�ch �n these cases gathers force by
be�ng conf�ned to a few persons.

If publ�c benevolence, therefore, or a regard to the �nterests of
mank�nd, cannot be the or�g�nal mot�ve to just�ce, much less can
pr�vate benevolence, or a regard to the �nterests of the party
concerned, be th�s mot�ve. For what �f he be my enemy, and has
g�ven me just cause to hate h�m? What �f he be a v�c�ous man, and
deserves the hatred of all mank�nd? What �f he be a m�ser, and can
make no use of what I would depr�ve h�m of? What �f he be a
profl�gate debauchee, and would rather rece�ve harm than benef�t
from large possess�ons? What �f I be �n necess�ty, and have urgent
mot�ves to acqu�re someth�ng to my fam�ly? In all these cases, the
or�g�nal mot�ve to just�ce would fa�l; and consequently the just�ce
�tself, and along w�th �t all property, t�ght, and obl�gat�on.

A r�ch man l�es under a moral obl�gat�on to commun�cate to those
�n necess�ty a share of h�s superflu�t�es. Were pr�vate benevolence
the or�g�nal mot�ve to just�ce, a man would not be obl�ged to leave



others �n the possess�on of more than he �s obl�ged to g�ve them. At
least the d�fference would be very �ncons�derable. Men generally f�x
the�r affect�ons more on what they are possessed of, than on what
they never enjoyed: For th�s reason, �t would be greater cruelty to
d�spossess a man of any th�ng, than not to g�ve �t h�m. But who w�ll
assert, that th�s �s the only foundat�on of just�ce?

Bes�des, we must cons�der, that the ch�ef reason, why men attach
themselves so much to the�r possess�ons �s, that they cons�der them
as the�r property, and as secured to them �nv�olably by the laws of
soc�ety. But th�s �s a secondary cons�derat�on, and dependent on the
preced�ng not�ons of just�ce and property.

A man's property �s supposed to be fenced aga�nst every mortal,
�n every poss�ble case. But pr�vate benevolence �s, and ought to be,
weaker �n some persons, than �n others: And �n many, or �ndeed �n
most persons, must absolutely fa�l. Pr�vate benevolence, therefore, �s
not the or�g�nal mot�ve of just�ce.

From all th�s �t follows, that we have no real or un�versal mot�ve for
observ�ng the laws of equ�ty, but the very equ�ty and mer�t of that
observance; and as no act�on can be equ�table or mer�tor�ous, where
�t cannot ar�se from some separate mot�ve, there �s here an ev�dent
soph�stry and reason�ng �n a c�rcle. Unless, therefore, we w�ll allow,
that nature has establ�shed a soph�stry, and rendered �t necessary
and unavo�dable, we must allow, that the sense of just�ce and
�njust�ce �s not der�ved from nature, but ar�ses art�f�c�ally, though
necessar�ly from educat�on, and human convent�ons.

I shall add, as a corollary to th�s reason�ng, that s�nce no act�on
can be laudable or blameable, w�thout some mot�ves or �mpell�ng
pass�ons, d�st�nct from the sense of morals, these d�st�nct pass�ons
must have a great �nfluence on that sense. It �s accord�ng to the�r
general force �n human nature, that we blame or pra�se. In judg�ng of
the beauty of an�mal bod�es, we always carry �n our eye the
oeconomy of a certa�n spec�es; and where the l�mbs and features
observe that proport�on, wh�ch �s common to the spec�es, we
pronounce them handsome and beaut�ful. In l�ke manner we always
cons�der the natural and usual force of the pass�ons, when we
determ�ne concern�ng v�ce and v�rtue; and �f the pass�ons depart very



much from the common measures on e�ther s�de, they are always
d�sapproved as v�c�ous. A man naturally loves h�s ch�ldren better
than h�s nephews, h�s nephews better than h�s cous�ns, h�s cous�ns
better than strangers, where every th�ng else �s equal. Hence ar�se
our common measures of duty, �n preferr�ng the one to the other. Our
sense of duty always follows the common and natural course of our
pass�ons.

To avo�d g�v�ng offence, I must here observe, that when I deny
just�ce to be a natural v�rtue, I make use of the word, natural, only as
opposed to art�f�c�al. In another sense of the word; as no pr�nc�ple of
the human m�nd �s more natural than a sense of v�rtue; so no v�rtue
�s more natural than just�ce. Mank�nd �s an �nvent�ve spec�es; and
where an �nvent�on �s obv�ous and absolutely necessary, �t may as
properly be sa�d to be natural as any th�ng that proceeds
�mmed�ately from or�g�nal pr�nc�ples, w�thout the �ntervent�on of
thought or reflect�on. Though the rules of just�ce be art�f�c�al, they are
not arb�trary. Nor �s the express�on �mproper to call them Laws of
Nature; �f by natural we understand what �s common to any spec�es,
or even �f we conf�ne �t to mean what �s �nseparable from the
spec�es.



SECT. II OF THE ORIGIN OF JUSTICE
AND PROPERTY

We now proceed to exam�ne two quest�ons, v�z, CONCERNING
THE MANNER, IN WHICH THE RULES OF JUSTICE ARE
ESTABLISHed BY THE ARTIFICE OF MEN; and CONCERNING
THE REASONS, WHICH DETERMINE US TO ATTRIBUTE TO THE
OBSERVANCE OR NEGLECT OF THESE RULES A MORAL
BEAUTY AND DEFORMITY. These quest�ons w�ll appear afterwards
to be d�st�nct. We shall beg�n w�th the former.

Of all the an�mals, w�th wh�ch th�s globe �s peopled, there �s none
towards whom nature seems, at f�rst s�ght, to have exerc�sed more
cruelty than towards man, �n the numberless wants and necess�t�es,
w�th wh�ch she has loaded h�m, and �n the slender means, wh�ch she
affords to the rel�ev�ng these necess�t�es. In other creatures these
two part�culars generally compensate each other. If we cons�der the
l�on as a vorac�ous and carn�vorous an�mal, we shall eas�ly d�scover
h�m to be very necess�tous; but �f we turn our eye to h�s make and
temper, h�s ag�l�ty, h�s courage, h�s arms, and h�s force, we shall f�nd,
that h�s advantages hold proport�on w�th h�s wants. The sheep and
ox are depr�ved of all these advantages; but the�r appet�tes are
moderate, and the�r food �s of easy purchase. In man alone, th�s
unnatural conjunct�on of �nf�rm�ty, and of necess�ty, may be observed
�n �ts greatest perfect�on. Not only the food, wh�ch �s requ�red for h�s
sustenance, fl�es h�s search and approach, or at least requ�res h�s
labour to be produced, but he must be possessed of cloaths and
lodg�ng, to defend h�m aga�nst the �njur�es of the weather; though to
cons�der h�m only �n h�mself, he �s prov�ded ne�ther w�th arms, nor
force, nor other natural ab�l�t�es, wh�ch are �n any degree answerable
to so many necess�t�es.

It �s by soc�ety alone he �s able to supply h�s defects, and ra�se
h�mself up to an equal�ty w�th h�s fellow-creatures, and even acqu�re



a super�or�ty above them. By soc�ety all h�s �nf�rm�t�es are
compensated; and though �n that s�tuat�on h�s wants mult�ply every
moment upon h�m, yet h�s ab�l�t�es are st�ll more augmented, and
leave h�m �n every respect more sat�sf�ed and happy, than �t �s
poss�ble for h�m, �n h�s savage and sol�tary cond�t�on, ever to
become. When every �nd�v�dual person labours a-part, and only for
h�mself, h�s force �s too small to execute any cons�derable work; h�s
labour be�ng employed �n supply�ng all h�s d�fferent necess�t�es, he
never atta�ns a perfect�on �n any part�cular art; and as h�s force and
success are not at all t�mes equal, the least fa�lure �n e�ther of these
part�culars must be attended w�th �nev�table ru�n and m�sery. Soc�ety
prov�des a remedy for these three �nconven�ences. By the
conjunct�on of forces, our power �s augmented: By the part�t�on of
employments, our ab�l�ty encreases: And by mutual succour we are
less exposed to fortune and acc�dents. It �s by th�s add�t�onal force,
ab�l�ty, and secur�ty, that soc�ety becomes advantageous.

But �n order to form soc�ety, �t �s requ�s�te not only that �t be
advantageous, but also that men be sens�ble of these advantages;
and �t �s �mposs�ble, �n the�r w�ld uncult�vated state, that by study and
reflect�on alone, they should ever be able to atta�n th�s knowledge.
Most fortunately, therefore, there �s conjo�ned to those necess�t�es,
whose remed�es are remote and obscure, another necess�ty, wh�ch
hav�ng a present and more obv�ous remedy, may justly be regarded
as the f�rst and or�g�nal pr�nc�ple of human soc�ety. Th�s necess�ty �s
no other than that natural appet�te betw�xt the sexes, wh�ch un�tes
them together, and preserves the�r un�on, t�ll a new tye takes place �n
the�r concern for the�r common offspr�ng. Th�s new concern becomes
also a pr�nc�ple of un�on betw�xt the parents and offspr�ng, and forms
a more numerous soc�ety; where the parents govern by the
advantage of the�r super�or strength and w�sdom, and at the same
t�me are restra�ned �n the exerc�se of the�r author�ty by that natural
affect�on, wh�ch they bear the�r ch�ldren. In a l�ttle t�me, custom and
hab�t operat�ng on the tender m�nds of the ch�ldren, makes them
sens�ble of the advantages, wh�ch they may reap from soc�ety, as
well as fash�ons them by degrees for �t, by rubb�ng off those rough
corners and untoward affect�ons, wh�ch prevent the�r coal�t�on.



For �t must be confest, that however the c�rcumstances of human
nature may render an un�on necessary, and however those pass�ons
of lust and natural affect�on may seem to render �t unavo�dable; yet
there are other part�culars �n our natural temper, and �n our outward
c�rcumstances, wh�ch are very �ncommod�ous, and are even contrary
to the requ�s�te conjunct�on. Among the former, we may justly esteem
our self�shness to be the most cons�derable. I am sens�ble, that
generally speak�ng, the representat�ons of th�s qual�ty have been
carr�ed much too far; and that the descr�pt�ons, wh�ch certa�n
ph�losophers del�ght so much to form of mank�nd �n th�s part�cular,
are as w�de of nature as any accounts of monsters, wh�ch we meet
w�th �n fables and romances. So far from th�nk�ng, that men have no
affect�on for any th�ng beyond themselves, I am of op�n�on, that
though �t be rare to meet w�th one, who loves any s�ngle person
better than h�mself; yet �t �s as rare to meet w�th one, �n whom all the
k�nd affect�ons, taken together, do not overbalance all the self�sh.
Consult common exper�ence: Do you not see, that though the whole
expence of the fam�ly be generally under the d�rect�on of the master
of �t, yet there are few that do not bestow the largest part of the�r
fortunes on the pleasures of the�r w�ves, and the educat�on of the�r
ch�ldren, reserv�ng the smallest port�on for the�r own proper use and
enterta�nment Th�s �s what we may observe concern�ng such as
have those endear�ng t�es; and may presume, that the case would
be the same w�th others, were they placed �n a l�ke s�tuat�on.

But though th�s generos�ty must be acknowledged to the honour of
human nature, we may at the same t�me remark, that so noble an
affect�on, �nstead of f�tt�ng men for large soc�et�es, �s almost as
contrary to them, as the most narrow self�shness. For wh�le each
person loves h�mself better than any other s�ngle person, and �n h�s
love to others bears the greatest affect�on to h�s relat�ons and
acqua�ntance, th�s must necessar�ly produce an oppos�ton of
pass�ons, and a consequent oppos�t�on of act�ons; wh�ch cannot but
be dangerous to the new-establ�shed un�on.

It �s however worth wh�le to remark, that th�s contrar�ety of
pass�ons would be attended w�th but small danger, d�d �t not concur
w�th a pecul�ar�ty �n our outward c�rcumstances, wh�ch affords �t an
opportun�ty of exert�ng �tself. There are d�fferent spec�es of goods,



wh�ch we are possessed of; the �nternal sat�sfact�on of our m�nds, the
external advantages of our body, and the enjoyment of such
possess�ons as we have acqu�red by our �ndustry and good fortune.
We are perfectly secure �n the enjoyment of the f�rst. The second
may be rav�shed from us, but can be of no advantage to h�m who
depr�ves us of them. The last only are both exposed to the v�olence
of others, and may be transferred w�thout suffer�ng any loss or
alterat�on; wh�le at the same t�me, there �s not a suff�c�ent quant�ty of
them to supply every one's des�res and necess�t�es. As the
�mprovement, therefore, of these goods �s the ch�ef advantage of
soc�ety, so the �nstab�l�ty of the�r possess�on, along w�th the�r scarc�ty,
�s the ch�ef �mped�ment.

In va�n should we expect to f�nd, �n uncult�vated nature, a remedy
to th�s �nconven�ence; or hope for any �nart�f�c�al pr�nc�ple of the
human m�nd, wh�ch m�ght controul those part�al affect�ons, and make
us overcome the temptat�ons ar�s�ng from our c�rcumstances. The
�dea of just�ce can never serve to th�s purpose, or be taken for a
natural pr�nc�ple, capable of �nsp�r�ng men w�th an equ�table conduct
towards each other. That v�rtue, as �t �s now understood, would never
have been dreamed of among rude and savage men. For the not�on
of �njury or �njust�ce �mpl�es an �mmoral�ty or v�ce comm�tted aga�nst
some other person: And as every �mmoral�ty �s der�ved from some
defect or unsoundness of the pass�ons, and as th�s defect must be
judged of, �n a great measure, from the ord�nary course of nature �n
the const�tut�on of the m�nd; �t w�ll be easy to know, whether we be
gu�lty of any �mmoral�ty, w�th regard to others, by cons�der�ng the
natural, and usual force of those several affect�ons, wh�ch are
d�rected towards them. Now �t appears, that �n the or�g�nal frame of
our m�nd, our strongest attent�on �s conf�ned to ourselves; our next �s
extended to our relat�ons and acqua�ntance; and �t �s only the
weakest wh�ch reaches to strangers and �nd�fferent persons. Th�s
part�al�ty, then, and unequal affect�on, must not only have an
�nfluence on our behav�our and conduct �n soc�ety, but even on our
�deas of v�ce and v�rtue; so as to make us regard any remarkable
transgress�on of such a degree of part�al�ty, e�ther by too great an
enlargement, or contract�on of the affect�ons, as v�c�ous and �mmoral.
Th�s we may observe �n our common judgments concern�ng act�ons,



where we blame a person, who e�ther centers all h�s affect�ons �n h�s
fam�ly, or �s so regardless of them, as, �n any oppos�t�on of �nterest,
to g�ve the preference to a stranger, or mere chance acqua�ntance.
From all wh�ch �t follows, that our natural uncult�vated �deas of
moral�ty, �nstead of prov�d�ng a remedy for the part�al�ty of our
affect�ons, do rather conform themselves to that part�al�ty, and g�ve �t
an add�t�onal force and �nfluence.

The remedy, then, �s not der�ved from nature, but from art�f�ce; or
more e properly speak�ng, nature prov�des a remedy �n the judgment
and understand�ng, for what �s �rregular and �ncommod�ous �n the
affect�ons. For when men, from the�r early educat�on �n soc�ety, have
become sens�ble of the �nf�n�te advantages that result from �t, and
have bes�des acqu�red a new affect�on to company and
conversat�on; and when they have observed, that the pr�nc�pal
d�sturbance �n soc�ety ar�ses from those goods, wh�ch we call
external, and from the�r looseness and easy trans�t�on from one
person to another; they must seek for a remedy by putt�ng these
goods, as far as poss�ble, on the same foot�ng w�th the f�xed and
constant advantages of the m�nd and body. Th�s can be done after
no other manner, than by a convent�on entered �nto by all the
members of the soc�ety to bestow stab�l�ty on the possess�on of
those external goods, and leave every one �n the peaceable
enjoyment of what he may acqu�re by h�s fortune and �ndustry. By
th�s means, every one knows what he may safely possess; and the
pass�ons ale restra�ned �n the�r part�al and contrad�ctory mot�ons. Nor
�s such a restra�nt contrary to these pass�ons; for �f so, �t coued never
be entered �nto, nor ma�nta�ned; but �t �s only contrary to the�r
heedless and �mpetuous movement. Instead of depart�ng from our
own �nterest, or from that of our nearest fr�ends, by absta�n�ng from
the possess�ons of others, we cannot better consult both these
�nterests, than by such a convent�on; because �t �s by that means we
ma�nta�n soc�ety, wh�ch �s so necessary to the�r well-be�ng and
subs�stence, as well as to our own.

Th�s convent�on �s not of the nature of a prom�se: For even
prom�ses themselves, as we shall see afterwards, ar�se from human
convent�ons. It �s only a general sense of common �nterest; wh�ch
sense all the members of the soc�ety express to one another, and



wh�ch �nduces them to regulate the�r conduct by certa�n rules. I
observe, that �t w�ll be for my �nterest to leave another �n the
possess�on of h�s goods, prov�ded he w�ll act �n the same manner
w�th regard to me. He �s sens�ble of a l�ke �nterest �n the regulat�on of
h�s conduct. When th�s common sense of �nterest �s mutually
expressed, and �s known to both, �t produces a su�table resolut�on
and behav�our. And th�s may properly enough be called a convent�on
or agreement betw�xt us, though w�thout the �nterpos�t�on of a
prom�se; s�nce the act�ons of each of us have a reference to those of
the other, and are performed upon the suppos�t�on, that someth�ng �s
to be performed on the other part. Two men, who pull the oars of a
boat, do �t by an agreement or convent�on, though they have never
g�ven prom�ses to each other. Nor �s the rule concern�ng the stab�l�ty
of possess�on the less der�ved from human convent�ons, that �t
ar�ses gradually, and acqu�res force by a slow progress�on, and by
our repeated exper�ence of the �nconven�ences of transgress�ng �t.
On the contrary, th�s exper�ence assures us st�ll more, that the sense
of �nterest has become common to all our fellows, and g�ves us a
conf�dence of the future regular�ty of the�r conduct: And �t �s only on
the expectat�on of th�s, that our moderat�on and abst�nence are
founded. In l�ke manner are languages gradually establ�shed by
human convent�ons w�thout any prom�se. In l�ke manner do gold and
s�lver become the common measures of exchange, and are
esteemed suff�c�ent payment for what �s of a hundred t�mes the�r
value.

After th�s convent�on, concern�ng abst�nence from the possess�ons
of others, �s entered �nto, and every one has acqu�red a stab�l�ty �n
h�s possess�ons, there �mmed�ately ar�se the �deas of just�ce and
�njust�ce; as also those of property, r�ght, and obl�gat�on. The latter
are altogether un�ntell�g�ble w�thout f�rst understand�ng the former.
Our property �s noth�ng but those goods, whose constant possess�on
�s establ�shed by the laws of soc�ety; that �s, by the laws of just�ce.
Those, therefore, who make use of the words property, or r�ght, or
obl�gat�on, before they have expla�ned the or�g�n of just�ce, or even
make use of them �n that expl�cat�on, are gu�lty of a very gross
fallacy, and can never reason upon any sol�d foundat�on. A man's
property �s some object related to h�m. Th�s relat�on �s not natural,



but moral, and founded on just�ce. It �s very preposterous, therefore,
to �mag�ne, that we can have any �dea of property, w�thout fully
comprehend�ng the nature of just�ce, and shew�ng �ts or�g�n �n the
art�f�ce and contr�vance of man. The or�g�n of just�ce expla�ns that of
property. The same art�f�ce g�ves r�se to both. As our f�rst and most
natural sent�ment of morals �s founded on the nature of our pass�ons,
and g�ves the preference to ourselves and fr�ends, above strangers;
�t �s �mposs�ble there can be naturally any such th�ng as a f�xed r�ght
or property, wh�le the oppos�te pass�ons of men �mpel them �n
contrary d�rect�ons, and are not restra�ned by any convent�on or
agreement.

No one can doubt, that the convent�on for the d�st�nct�on of
property, and for the stab�l�ty of possess�on, �s of all c�rcumstances
the most necessary to the establ�shment of human soc�ety, and that
after the agreement for the f�x�ng and observ�ng of th�s rule, there
rema�ns l�ttle or noth�ng to be done towards settl�ng a perfect
harmony and concord. All the other pass�ons, bes�des th�s of
�nterest, are e�ther eas�ly restra�ned, or are not of such pern�c�ous
consequence, when �ndulged. Van�ty �s rather to be esteemed a
soc�al pass�on, and a bond of un�on among men. P�ty and love are to
be cons�dered �n the same l�ght. And as to envy and revenge, though
pern�c�ous, they operate only by �ntervals, and are d�rected aga�nst
part�cular persons, whom we cons�der as our super�ors or enem�es.
Th�s av�d�ty alone, of acqu�r�ng goods and possess�ons for ourselves
and our nearest fr�ends, �s �nsat�able, perpetual, un�versal, and
d�rectly destruct�ve of soc�ety. There scarce �s any one, who �s not
actuated by �t; and there �s no one, who has not reason to fear from
�t, when �t acts w�thout any restra�nt, and g�ves way to �ts f�rst and
most natural movements. So that upon the whole, we are to esteem
the d�ff�cult�es �n the establ�shment of soc�ety, to be greater or less,
accord�ng to those we encounter �n regulat�ng and restra�n�ng th�s
pass�on.

It �s certa�n, that no affect�on of the human m�nd has both a
suff�c�ent force, and a proper d�rect�on to counterbalance the love of
ga�n, and render men f�t members of soc�ety, by mak�ng them
absta�n from the possess�ons of others. Benevolence to strangers �s
too weak for th�s purpose; and as to the other pass�ons, they rather



�nflame th�s av�d�ty, when we observe, that the larger our
possess�ons are, the more ab�l�ty we have of grat�fy�ng all our
appet�tes. There �s no pass�on, therefore, capable of controll�ng the
�nterested affect�on, but the very affect�on �tself, by an alterat�on of �ts
d�rect�on. Now th�s alterat�on must necessar�ly take place upon the
least reflect�on; s�nce �t �s ev�dent, that the pass�on �s much better
sat�sfyed by �ts restra�nt, than by �ts l�berty, and that �n preserv�ng
soc�ety, we make much greater advances �n the acqu�r�ng
possess�ons, than �n the sol�tary and forlorn cond�t�on, wh�ch must
follow upon v�olence and an un�versal l�cence. The quest�on,
therefore, concern�ng the w�ckedness or goodness of human nature,
enters not �n the least �nto that other quest�on concern�ng the or�g�n
of soc�ety; nor �s there any th�ng to be cons�dered but the degrees of
men's sagac�ty or folly. For whether the pass�on of self-�nterest be
esteemed v�c�ous or v�rtuous, �t �s all a case; s�nce �tself alone
restra�ns �t: So that �f �t be v�rtuous, men become soc�al by the�r
v�rtue; �f v�c�ous, the�r v�ce has the same effect.

Now as �t �s by establ�sh�ng the rule for the stab�l�ty of possess�on,
that th�s pass�on restra�ns �tself; �f that rule be very abstruse, and of
d�ff�cult �nvent�on; soc�ety must be esteemed, �n a manner,
acc�dental, and the effect of many ages. But �f �t be found, that
noth�ng can be more s�mple and obv�ous than that rule; that every
parent, �n order to preserve peace among h�s ch�ldren, must
establ�sh �t; and that these f�rst rud�ments of just�ce must every day
be �mproved, as the soc�ety enlarges: If all th�s appear ev�dent, as �t
certa�nly must, we may conclude, that �t �s utterly �mposs�ble for men
to rema�n any cons�derable t�me �n that savage cond�t�on, wh�ch
precedes soc�ety; but that h�s very f�rst state and s�tuat�on may justly
be esteemed soc�al. Th�s, however, h�nders not, but that
ph�losophers may, �f they please, extend the�r reason�ng to the
supposed state of nature; prov�ded they allow �t to be a mere
ph�losoph�cal f�ct�on, wh�ch never had, and never coued have any
real�ty. Human nature be�ng composed of two pr�nc�pal parts, wh�ch
are requ�s�te �n all �ts act�ons, the affect�ons and understand�ng; �t �s
certa�n, that the bl�nd mot�ons of the former, w�thout the d�rect�on of
the latter, �ncapac�tate men for soc�ety: And �t may be allowed us to
cons�der separately the effects, that result from the separate



operat�ons of these two component parts of the m�nd. The same
l�berty may be perm�tted to moral, wh�ch �s allowed to natural
ph�losophers; and �t �s very usual w�th the latter to cons�der any
mot�on as compounded and cons�st�ng of two parts separate from
each other, though at the same t�me they acknowledge �t to be �n
�tself uncompounded and �nseparable.

Th�s state of nature, therefore, �s to be regarded as a mere f�ct�on,
not unl�ke that of the golden age, wh�ch poets have �nvented; only
w�th th�s d�fference, that the former �s descr�bed as full of war,
v�olence and �njust�ce; whereas the latter �s po�nted out to us, as the
most charm�ng and most peaceable cond�t�on, that can poss�bly be
�mag�ned. The seasons, �n that f�rst age of nature, were so
temperate, �f we may bel�eve the poets, that there was no necess�ty
for men to prov�de themselves w�th cloaths and houses as a secur�ty
aga�nst the v�olence of heat and cold. The r�vers flowed w�th w�ne
and m�lk: The oaks y�elded honey; and nature spontaneously
produced her greatest del�cac�es. Nor were these the ch�ef
advantages of that happy age. The storms and tempests were not
alone removed from nature; but those more fur�ous tempests were
unknown to human breasts, wh�ch now cause such uproar, and
engender such confus�on. Avar�ce, amb�t�on, cruelty, self�shness,
were never heard of: Cord�al affect�on, compass�on, sympathy, were
the only movements, w�th wh�ch the human m�nd was yet
acqua�nted. Even the d�st�nct�on of m�ne and th�ne was ban�shed
from that happy race of mortals, and carryed w�th them the very
not�ons of property and obl�gat�on, just�ce and �njust�ce.

Th�s, no doubt, �s to be regarded as an �dle f�ct�on; but yet
deserves our attent�on, because noth�ng can more ev�dently shew
the or�g�n of those v�rtues, wh�ch are the subjects of our present
enqu�ry. I have already observed, that just�ce takes �ts r�se from
human convent�ons; and that these are �ntended as a remedy to
some �nconven�ences, wh�ch proceed from the concurrence of
certa�n qual�t�es of the human m�nd w�th the s�tuat�on of external
objects. The qual�t�es of the m�nd are self�shness and l�m�ted
generos�ty: And the s�tuat�on of external objects �s the�r easy change,
jo�ned to the�r scarc�ty �n compar�son of the wants and des�res of
men. But however ph�losophers may have been bew�ldered �n those



speculat�ons, poets have been gu�ded more �nfall�bly, by a certa�n
taste or common �nst�nct, wh�ch �n most k�nds of reason�ng goes
farther than any of that art and ph�losophy, w�th wh�ch we have been
yet acqua�nted. They eas�ly perce�ved, �f every man had a tender
regard for another, or �f nature suppl�ed abundantly all our wants and
des�res, that the jealousy of �nterest, wh�ch just�ce supposes, could
no longer have place; nor would there be any occas�on for those
d�st�nct�ons and l�m�ts of property and possess�on, wh�ch at present
are �n use among mank�nd. Encrease to a suff�c�ent degree the
benevolence of men, or the bounty of nature, and you render just�ce
useless, by supply�ng �ts place w�th much nobler v�rtues, and more
valuable bless�ngs. The self�shness of men �s an�mated by the few
possess�ons we have, �n proport�on to our wants; and �t �s to restra�n
th�s self�shness, that men have been obl�ged to separate themselves
from the commun�ty, and to d�st�ngu�sh betw�xt the�r own goods and
those of others.

Nor need we have recourse to the f�ct�ons of poets to learn th�s;
but bes�de the reason of the th�ng, may d�scover the same truth by
common exper�ence and observat�on. It �s easy to remark, that a
cord�al affect�on renders all th�ngs common among fr�ends; and that
marr�ed people �n part�cular mutually lose the�r property, and are
unacqua�nted w�th the m�ne and th�ne, wh�ch are so necessary, and
yet cause such d�sturbance �n human soc�ety. The same effect ar�ses
from any alterat�on �n the c�rcumstances of mank�nd; as when there
�s such a plenty of any th�ng as sat�sf�es all the des�res of men: In
wh�ch case the d�st�nct�on of property �s ent�rely lost, and every th�ng
rema�ns �n common. Th�s we may observe w�th regard to a�r and
water, though the most valuable of all external objects; and may
eas�ly conclude, that �f men were suppl�ed w�th every th�ng �n the
same abundance, or �f every one had the same affect�on and tender
regard for every one as for h�mself; just�ce and �njust�ce would be
equally unknown among mank�nd.

Here then �s a propos�t�on, wh�ch, I th�nk, may be regarded as
certa�n, that �t �s only from the self�shness and conf�ned generos�ty of
men, along w�th the scanty prov�s�on nature has made for h�s wants,
that just�ce der�ves �ts or�g�n. If we look backward we shall f�nd, that



th�s propos�t�on bestows an add�t�onal force on some of those
observat�ons, wh�ch we have already made on th�s subject.

F�rst, we may conclude from �t, that a regard to publ�c �nterest, or a
strong extens�ve benevolence, �s not our f�rst and or�g�nal mot�ve for
the observat�on of the rules of just�ce; s�nce �t �s allowed, that �f men
were endowed w�th such a benevolence, these rules would never
have been dreamt of.

Secondly, we may conclude from the same pr�nc�ple, that the
sense of just�ce �s not founded on reason, or on the d�scovery of
certa�n connex�ons and relat�ons of �deas, wh�ch are eternal,
�mmutable, and un�versally obl�gatory. For s�nce �t �s confest, that
such an alterat�on as that above-ment�oned, �n the temper and
c�rcumstances of mank�nd, would ent�rely alter our dut�es and
obl�gat�ons, �t �s necessary upon the common system, that the sense
of v�rtue �s der�ved from reason, to shew the change wh�ch th�s must
produce �n the relat�ons and �deas. But �t �s ev�dent, that the only
cause, why the extens�ve generos�ty of man, and the perfect
abundance of every th�ng, would destroy the very �dea of just�ce, �s
because they render �t useless; and that, on the other hand, h�s
conf�ned benevolence, and h�s necess�tous cond�t�on, g�ve r�se to
that v�rtue, only by mak�ng �t requ�s�te to the publ�ck �nterest, and to
that of every �nd�v�dual. Twas therefore a concern for our own, and
the publ�ck �nterest, wh�ch made us establ�sh the laws of just�ce; and
noth�ng can be more certa�n, than that �t �s not any relat�on of �deas,
wh�ch g�ves us th�s concern, but our �mpress�ons and sent�ments,
w�thout wh�ch every th�ng �n nature �s perfectly �nd�fferent to us, and
can never �n the least affect us. The sense of just�ce, therefore, �s not
founded on our �deas, but on our �mpress�ons.

Th�rdly, we may farther conf�rm the forego�ng propos�t�on, THAT
THOSE IMPRESSIONS, WHICH GIVE RISE TO THIS SENSE OF
JUSTICE, ARE NOT NATURAL TO THE MIND OF MAN, BUT
ARISE FROM ARTIFICE AND HUMAN CONVENTIONS. For s�nce
any cons�derable alterat�on of temper and c�rcumstances destroys
equally just�ce and �njust�ce; and s�nce such an alterat�on has an
effect only by chang�ng our own and the publ�ck �nterest; �t follows,
that the f�rst establ�shment of the rules of just�ce depends on these



d�fferent �nterests. But �f men pursued the publ�ck �nterest naturally,
and w�th a hearty affect�on, they would never have dreamed of
restra�n�ng each other by these rules; and �f they pursued the�r own
�nterest, w�thout any precaut�on, they would run head-long �nto every
k�nd of �njust�ce and v�olence. These rules, therefore, are art�f�c�al,
and seek the�r end �n an obl�que and �nd�rect manner; nor �s the
�nterest, wh�ch g�ves r�se to them, of a k�nd that coued be pursued by
the natural and �nart�f�c�al pass�ons of men.

To make th�s more ev�dent, cons�der, that though the rules of
just�ce are establ�shed merely by �nterest, the�r connex�on w�th
�nterest �s somewhat s�ngular, and �s d�fferent from what may be
observed on other occas�ons. A s�ngle act of just�ce �s frequently
contrary to publ�c �nterest; and were �t to stand alone, w�thout be�ng
followed by other acts, may, �n �tself, be very prejud�c�al to soc�ety.
When a man of mer�t, of a benef�cent d�spos�t�on, restores a great
fortune to a m�ser, or a sed�t�ous b�got, he has acted justly and
laudably, but the publ�c �s a real sufferer. Nor �s every s�ngle act of
just�ce, cons�dered apart, more conduc�ve to pr�vate �nterest, than to
publ�c; and �t �s eas�ly conce�ved how a man may �mpover�sh h�mself
by a s�gnal �nstance of �ntegr�ty, and have reason to w�sh, that w�th
regard to that s�ngle act, the laws of just�ce were for a moment
suspended �n the un�verse. But however s�ngle acts of just�ce may
be contrary, e�ther to publ�c or pr�vate �nterest, �t �s certa�n, that the
whole plan or scheme �s h�ghly conduc�ve, or �ndeed absolutely
requ�s�te, both to the support of soc�ety, and the well-be�ng of every
�nd�v�dual. It �s �mposs�ble to separate the good from the �ll. Property
must be stable, and must be f�xed by general rules. Though �n one
�nstance the publ�c be a sufferer, th�s momentary �ll �s amply
compensated by the steady prosecut�on of the rule, and by the
peace and order, wh�ch �t establ�shes �n soc�ety. And even every
�nd�v�dual person must f�nd h�mself a ga�ner, on ballanc�ng the
account; s�nce, w�thout just�ce soc�ety must �mmed�ately d�ssolve,
and every one must fall �nto that savage and sol�tary cond�t�on, wh�ch
�s �nf�n�tely worse than the worst s�tuat�on that can poss�bly be
supposed �n soc�ety. When therefore men have had exper�ence
enough to observe, that whatever may be the consequence of any
s�ngle act of just�ce, performed by a s�ngle person, yet the whole



system of act�ons, concurred �n by the whole soc�ety, �s �nf�n�tely
advantageous to the whole, and to every part; �t �s not long before
just�ce and property take place. Every member of soc�ety �s sen s�ble
of th�s �nterest: Every one expresses th�s sense to h�s fellows, along
w�th the resolut�on he has taken of squar�ng h�s act�ons by �t, on
cond�t�on that others w�ll do the same. No more �s requ�s�te to �nduce
any one of them to perform an act of just�ce, who has the f�rst
opportun�ty. Th�s becomes an example to others. And thus just�ce
establ�shes �tself by a k�nd of convent�on or agreement; that �s, by a
sense of �nterest, supposed to be common to all, and where every
s�ngle act �s performed �n expectat�on that others are to perform the
l�ke. W�thout such a convent�on, no one would ever have dreamed,
that there was such a v�rtue as just�ce, or have been �nduced to
conform h�s act�ons to �t. Tak�ng any s�ngle act, my just�ce may be
pern�c�ous �n every respect; and �t �s only upon the suppos�t�on that
others are to �m�tate my example, that I can be �nduced to embrace
that v�rtue; s�nce noth�ng but th�s comb�nat�on can render just�ce
advantageous, or afford me any mot�ves to conform my self to �ts
rules.

We come now to the second quest�on we proposed, v�z. Why we
annex the �dea of v�rtue to just�ce, and of v�ce to �njust�ce. Th�s
quest�on w�ll not deta�n us long after the pr�nc�ples, wh�ch we have
already establ�shed, All we can say of �t at present w�ll be d�spatched
�n a few words: And for farther sat�sfact�on, the reader must wa�t t�ll
we come to the th�rd part of th�s book. The natural obl�gat�on to
just�ce, v�z, �nterest, has been fully expla�ned; but as to the moral
obl�gat�on, or the sent�ment of r�ght and wrong, �t w�ll f�rst be requ�s�te
to exam�ne the natural v�rtues, before we can g�ve a full and
sat�sfactory account of �t. After men have found by exper�ence, that
the�r self�shness and conf�ned generos�ty, act�ng at the�r l�berty,
totally �ncapac�tate them for soc�ety; and at the same t�me have
observed, that soc�ety �s necessary to the sat�sfact�on of those very
pass�ons, they are naturally �nduced to lay themselves under the
restra�nt of such rules, as may render the�r commerce more safe and
commod�ous. To the �mpos�t�on then, and observance of these rules,
both �n general, and �n every part�cular �nstance, they are at f�rst
�nduced only by a regard to �nterest; and th�s mot�ve, on the f�rst



format�on of soc�ety, �s suff�c�ently strong and forc�ble. But when
soc�ety has become numerous, and has encreased to a tr�be or
nat�on, th�s �nterest �s more remote; nor do men so read�ly perce�ve,
that d�sorder and confus�on follow upon every breach of these rules,
as �n a more narrow and contracted soc�ety. But though �n our own
act�ons we may frequently lose s�ght of that �nterest, wh�ch we have
�n ma�nta�n�ng order, and may follow a lesser and more present
�nterest, we never fa�l to observe the prejud�ce we rece�ve, e�ther
med�ately or �mmed�ately, from the �njust�ce of others; as not be�ng �n
that case e�ther bl�nded by pass�on, or byassed by any contrary
temptat�on. Nay when the �njust�ce �s so d�stant from us, as no way
to affect our �nterest, �t st�ll d�spleases us; because we cons�der �t as
prejud�c�al to human soc�ety, and pern�c�ous to every one that
approaches the person gu�lty of �t. We partake of the�r uneas�ness by
sympathy; and as every th�ng, wh�ch g�ves uneas�ness �n human
act�ons, upon the general survey, �s called V�ce, and whatever
produces sat�sfact�on, �n the same manner, �s denom�nated V�rtue;
th�s �s the reason why the sense of moral good and ev�l follows upon
just�ce and �njust�ce. And though th�s sense, �n the present case, be
der�ved only from contemplat�ng the act�ons of others, yet we fa�l not
to extend �t even to our own act�ons. The general rule reaches
beyond those �nstances, from wh�ch �t arose; wh�le at the same t�me
we naturally sympath�ze w�th others �n the sent�ments they enterta�n
of us. Thus self-�nterest �s the or�g�nal mot�ve to the establ�shment of
just�ce: but a sympathy w�th publ�c �nterest �s the source of the moral
approbat�on, wh�ch attends that v�rtue.

Though th�s progress of the sent�ments be natural, and even
necessary, �t �s certa�n, that �t �s here forwarded by the art�f�ce of
pol�t�c�ans, who, �n order to govern men more eas�ly, and preserve
peace �n human soc�ety, have endeavoured to produce an esteem
for just�ce, and an abhorrence of �njust�ce. Th�s, no doubt, must have
�ts effect; but noth�ng can be more ev�dent, than that the matter has
been carryed too far by certa�n wr�ters on morals, who seem to have
employed the�r utmost efforts to ext�rpate all sense of v�rtue from
among mank�nd. Any art�f�ce of pol�t�c�ans may ass�st nature �n the
produc�ng of those sent�ments, wh�ch she suggests to us, and may
even on some occas�ons, produce alone an approbat�on or esteem



for any part�cular act�on; but �t �s �mposs�ble �t should be the sole
cause of the d�st�nct�on we make betw�xt v�ce and v�rtue. For �f nature
d�d not a�d us �n th�s part�cular, �t would be �n va�n for pol�t�c�ans to
talk of honourable or d�shonourable, pra�seworthy or blameable.
These words would be perfectly un�ntell�g�ble, and would no more
have any �dea annexed to them, than �f they were of a tongue
perfectly unknown to us. The utmost pol�t�c�ans can perform, �s, to
extend the natural sent�ments beyond the�r or�g�nal bounds; but st�ll
nature must furn�sh the mater�als, and g�ve us some not�on of moral
d�st�nct�ons.

As publ�ck pra�se and blame encrease our esteem for just�ce; so
pr�vate educat�on and �nstruct�on contr�bute to the same effect. For
as parents eas�ly observe, that a man �s the more useful, both to
h�mself and others, the greater degree of prob�ty and honour he �s
endowed w�th; and that those pr�nc�ples have greater force, when
custom and educat�on ass�st �nterest and reflect�on: For these
reasons they are �nduced to �nculcate on the�r ch�ldren, from the�r
earl�est �nfancy, the pr�nc�ples of prob�ty, and teach them to regard
the observance of those rules, by wh�ch soc�ety �s ma�nta�ned, as
worthy and honourable, and the�r v�olat�on as base and �nfamous. By
th�s means the sent�ments of honour may take root �n the�r tender
m�nds, and acqu�re such f�rmness and sol�d�ty, that they may fall l�ttle
short of those pr�nc�ples, wh�ch are the most essent�al to our natures,
and the most deeply rad�cated �n our �nternal const�tut�on.

What farther contr�butes to encrease the�r sol�d�ty, �s the �nterest of
our reputat�on, after the op�n�on, that a mer�t or demer�t attends
just�ce or �njust�ce, �s once f�rmly establ�shed among mank�nd. There
�s noth�ng, wh�ch touches us more nearly than our reputat�on, and
noth�ng on wh�ch our reputat�on more depends than our conduct,
w�th relat�on to the property of others. For th�s reason, every one,
who has any regard to h�s character, or who �ntends to l�ve on good
terms w�th mank�nd, must f�x an �nv�olable law to h�mself, never, by
any temptat�on, to be �nduced to v�olate those pr�nc�ples, wh�ch are
essent�al to a man of prob�ty and honour.

I shall make only one observat�on before I leave th�s subject, v�z,
that though I assert, that �n the state of nature, or that �mag�nary



state, wh�ch preceded soc�ety, there be ne�ther just�ce nor �njust�ce,
yet I assert not, that �t was allowable, �n such a state, to v�olate the
property of others. I only ma�nta�n, that there was no such th�ng as
property; and consequently coued be no such th�ng as just�ce or
�njust�ce. I shall have occas�on to make a s�m�lar reflect�on w�th
regard to prom�ses, when I come to treat of them; and I hope th�s
reflect�on, when duly we�ghed, w�ll suff�ce to remove all od�um from
the forego�ng op�n�ons, w�th regard to just�ce and �njust�ce.





SECT. III OF THE RULES WHICH
DETERMINE PROPERTY

Though the establ�shment of the rule, concern�ng the stab�l�ty of
possess�on, be not only useful, but even absolutely necessary to
human soc�ety, �t can never serve to any purpose, wh�le �t rema�ns �n
such general terms. Some method must be shewn, by wh�ch we may
d�st�ngu�sh what part�cular goods are to be ass�gned to each
part�cular person, wh�le the rest of mank�nd are excluded from the�r
possess�on and enjoyment. Our next bus�ness, then, must be to
d�scover the reasons wh�ch mod�fy th�s general rule, and f�t �t to the
common use and pract�ce of the world.

It �s obv�ous, that those reasons are not der�ved from any ut�l�ty or
advantage, wh�ch e�ther the part�cular person or the publ�c may reap
from h�s enjoyment of any part�cular goods, beyond what would
result from the possess�on of them by any other person. Twere
better, no doubt, that every one were possessed of what �s most
su�table to h�m, and proper for h�s use: But bes�des, that th�s relat�on
of f�tness may be common to several at once, �t �s l�able to so many
controvers�es, and men are so part�al and pass�onate �n judg�ng of
these controvers�es, that such a loose and uncerta�n rule would be
absolutely �ncompat�ble w�th the peace of human soc�ety. The
convent�on concern�ng the stab�l�ty of possess�on �s entered �nto, �n
order to cut off all occas�ons of d�scord and content�on; and th�s end
would never be atta�ned, were we allowed to apply th�s rule
d�fferently �n every part�cular case, accord�ng to every part�cular
ut�l�ty, wh�ch m�ght be d�scovered �n such an appl�cat�on. Just�ce, �n
her dec�s�ons, never regards the f�tness or unf�tness of objects to
part�cular persons, but conducts herself by more extens�ve v�ews.
Whether a man be generous, or a m�ser, he �s equally well rece�ved
by her, and obta�ns w�th the same fac�l�ty a dec�s�on �n h�s favours,
even for what �s ent�rely useless to h�m.



It follows therefore, that the general rule, that possess�on must be
stable, �s not appl�ed by part�cular judgments, but by other general
rules, wh�ch must extend to the whole soc�ety, and be �nflex�ble
e�ther by sp�te or favour. To �llustrate th�s, I propose the follow�ng
�nstance. I f�rst cons�der men �n the�r savage and sol�tary cond�t�on;
and suppose, that be�ng sens�ble of the m�sery of that state, and
foresee�ng the advantages that would result from soc�ety, they seek
each other's company, and make an offer of mutual protect�on and
ass�stance. I also suppose, that they are endowed w�th such
sagac�ty as �mmed�ately to perce�ve, that the ch�ef �mped�ment to th�s
project of soc�ety and partnersh�p l�es �n the av�d�ty and self�shness
of the�r natural temper; to remedy wh�ch, they enter �nto a convent�on
for the stab�l�ty of possess�on, and for mutual restra�nt and
forbearance. I am sens�ble, that th�s method of proceed�ng �s not
altogether natural; but bes�des that I here only suppose those
reflect�ons to be formed at once, wh�ch �n fact ar�se �nsens�bly and by
degrees; bes�des th�s, I say, �t �s very poss�ble, that several persons,
be�ng by d�fferent acc�dents separated from the soc�et�es, to wh�ch
they formerly belonged, may be obl�ged to form a new soc�ety
among themselves; �n wh�ch case they are ent�rely �n the s�tuat�on
above-ment�oned.

It �s ev�dent, then, that the�r f�rst d�ff�culty, �n th�s s�tuat�on, after the
general convent�on for the establ�shment of soc�ety, and for the
constancy of possess�on, �s, how to separate the�r possess�ons, and
ass�gn to each h�s part�cular port�on, wh�ch he must for the future
�nalterably enjoy. Th�s d�ff�culty w�ll not deta�n them long; but �t must
�mmed�ately occur to them, as the most natural exped�ent, that every
one cont�nue to enjoy what he �s at present master of, and that
property or constant possess�on be conjo�ned to the �mmed�ate
possess�on. Such �s the effect of custom, that �t not only reconc�les
us to any th�ng we have long enjoyed, but even g�ves us an affect�on
for �t, and makes us prefer �t to other objects, wh�ch may be more
valuable, but are less known to us. What has long la�n under our
eye, and has often been employed to our advantage, that we are
always the most unw�ll�ng to part w�th; but can eas�ly l�ve w�thout
possess�ons, wh�ch we never have enjoyed, and are not accustomed
to. It �s ev�dent, therefore, that men would eas�ly acqu�esce �n th�s



exped�ent, that every one cont�nue to enjoy what he �s at present
possessed of; and th�s �s the reason, why they would so naturally
agree �n preferr�ng �t.
     [FN  15.  No questions in philosophy are more 
     difficult, than when a number of causes present themselves 
     for the same phaenomenon, to determine which is the 
     principal and predominant. There seldom is any very precise 
     argument to fix our choice, and men must be contented to be 
     guided by a kind of taste or fancy, arising from analogy, 
     and a comparison of familiar instances. Thus, in the present 
     case, there are, no doubt, motives of public interest for 
     most of the rules, which determine property; but still I 
     suspect, that these rules are principally fixed by the 
     imagination, or the more frivolous properties of our thought 
     and conception. I shall continue to explain these causes, 
     leaving it to the reader's choice, whether he will prefer 
     those derived from publick utility, or those derived from 
     the imagination. We shall begin with the right of the 
     present possessor. 

     It is a quality, which I have already observed in human 
     nature, that when two objects appear in a close relation to 
     each other, the mind is apt to ascribe to them any 
     additional relation, in order to compleat the union; and 
     this inclination is so strong, as often to make us run into 
     errors (such as that of the conjunction of thought and 
     matter) if we find that they can serve to that purpose. Many 
     of our impressions are incapable of place or local position; 
     and yet those very impressions we suppose to have a local 
     conjunction with the impressions of sight and touch, merely 
     because they are conjoined by causation, and are already 
     united in the imagination. Since, therefore, we can feign a 
     new relation, and even an absurd one, in order to compleat 
     any union, it will easily be imagined, that if there be any 
     relations, which depend on the mind, it will readily conjoin 
     them to any preceding relation, and unite, by a new bond, 
     such objects as have already an union in the fancy. Thus for 
     instance, we never fail, in our arrangement of bodies, to 
     place those which are resembling in contiguity to each 
     other, or at least in correspondent points of view; because 
     we feel a satisfaction in joining the relation of contiguity 
     to that of resemblance, or the resemblance of situation to 
     that of qualities. And this is easily accounted for from the 
     known properties of human nature. When the mind is 
     determined to join certain objects, but undetermined in its 
     choice of the particular objects, It naturally turns its eye 
     to such as are related together. They are already united in 
     the mind: They present themselves at the same time to the 
     conception; and instead of requiring any new reason for 
     their conjunction, it would require a very powerful reason 
     to make us over-look this natural affinity. This we shall 
     have occasion to explain more fully afterwards, when we come 
     to treat of beauty. In the mean time, we may content 
     ourselves with observing, that the same love of order and 
     uniformity, which arranges the books in a library, and the 



     chairs in a parlour, contribute to the formation of society, 
     and to the well-being of mankind, by modifying the general 
     rule concerning the stability of possession. And as property 
     forms a relation betwixt a person and an object, it is 
     natural to found it on some preceding relation; and as 
     property Is nothing but a constant possession, secured by 
     the laws of society, it is natural to add it to the present 
     possession, which is a relation that resembles it. For this 
     also has its influence. If it be natural to conjoin all 
     sorts of relations, it is more so, to conjoin such relations 
     as are resembling, and are related together.] 

But we may observe, that though the rule of the ass�gnment of
property to the present possessor be natural, and by that means
useful, yet �ts ut�l�ty extends not beyond the f�rst format�on of soc�ety;
nor would any th�ng be more pern�c�ous, than the constant
observance of �t; by wh�ch rest�tut�on would be excluded, and every
�njust�ce would be author�zed and rewarded. We must, therefore,
seek for some other c�rcumstance, that may g�ve r�se to property
after soc�ety �s once establ�shed; and of th�s k�nd, I f�nd four most
cons�derable, v�z. Occupat�on, Prescr�pt�on, Access�on, and
Success�on. We shall br�efly exam�ne each of these, beg�nn�ng w�th
Occupat�on.

The possess�on of all external goods �s changeable and uncerta�n;
wh�ch �s one of the most cons�derable �mped�ments to the
establ�shment of soc�ety, and �s the reason why, by un�versal
agreement, express or tac�te, men restra�n themselves by what we
now call the rules of just�ce and equ�ty. The m�sery of the cond�t�on,
wh�ch precedes th�s restra�nt, �s the cause why we subm�t to that
remedy as qu�ckly as poss�ble; and th�s affords us an easy reason,
why we annex the �dea of property to the f�rst possess�on, or to
occupat�on. Men are unw�ll�ng to leave property �n suspense, even
for the shortest t�me, or open the least door to v�olence and d�sorder.
To wh�ch we may add, that the f�rst possess�on always engages the
attent�on most; and d�d we neglect �t, there would be no colour of
reason for ass�gn�ng property to any succeed�ng possess�on.
     [FN  16.  Some philosophers account for the right of 
     occupation, by saying, that every one has a property in his 
     own labour; and when he joins that labour to any thing, it 
     gives him the property of the whole: But, 1. There are 
     several kinds of occupation, where we cannot be said to join 
     our labour to the object we acquire: As when we possess a 
     meadow by grazing our cattle upon it. 2. This accounts for 
     the matter by means of accession; which is taking a needless 



     circuit. 3. We cannot be said to join our labour to any 
     thing but in a figurative sense. Properly speaking, we only 
     make an alteration on it by our labour. This forms a 
     relation betwixt us and the object; and thence arises the 
     property, according to the preceding principles.] 

There rema�ns noth�ng, but to determ�ne exactly, what �s meant by
possess�on; and th�s �s not so easy as may at f�rst s�ght be �mag�ned.
We are sa�d to be �n possess�on of any th�ng, not only when we
�mmed�ately touch �t, but also when we are so s�tuated w�th respect
to �t, as to have �t �n our power to use �t; and may move, alter, or
destroy �t, accord�ng to our present pleasure or advantage. Th�s
relat�on, then, �s a spec�es of cause and effect; and as property �s
noth�ng but a stable possess�on, der�ved from the rules of just�ce, or
the convent�ons of men, �t �s to be cons�dered as the same spec�es
of relat�on. But here we may observe, that as the power of us�ng any
object becomes more or less certa�n, accord�ng as the �nterrupt�ons
we may meet w�th are more or less probable; and as th�s probab�l�ty
may �ncrease by �nsens�ble degrees; �t �s �n many cases �mposs�ble
to determ�ne when possess�on beg�ns or ends; nor �s there any
certa�n standard, by wh�ch we can dec�de such controvers�es. A w�ld
boar, that falls �nto our snares, �s deemed to be �n our possess�on, �f
�t be �mposs�ble for h�m to escape. But what do we mean by
�mposs�ble? How do we separate th�s �mposs�b�l�ty from an
�mprobab�l�ty? And how d�st�ngu�sh that exactly from a probab�l�ty?
Mark the prec�se l�m�ts of the one and the other, and shew the
standard, by wh�ch we may dec�de all d�sputes that may ar�se, and,
as we f�nd by exper�ence, frequently do ar�se upon th�s subject.
     [FN  17. If we seek a solution of these difficulties in 
     reason and public interest, we never shall find 
     satisfaction; and If we look for it in the imagination, it 
     is evident, that the qualities, which operate upon that 
     faculty, run so insensibly and gradually into each other, 
     that it is impossible to give them any precise bounds or 
     termination. The difficulties on this head must encrease, 
     when we consider, that our judgment alters very sensibly, 
     according to the subject, and that the same power and 
     proximity will be deemed possession in one case, which is 
     not esteemed such in another. A person, who has hunted a 
     hare to the last degree of weariness, would look upon it as 
     an injustice for another to rush in before him, and seize 
     his prey. But the same person advancing to pluck an apple, 
     that hangs within his reach, has no reason to complain, if 
     another, more alert, passes him, and takes possession. What 
     is the reason of this difference, but that immobility, not 
     being natural to the hare, but the effect of industry, forms 



     in that case a strong relation with the hunter, which is 
     wanting in the other? 

     Here then it appears, that a certain and infallible power of 
     enjoyment, without touch or some other sensible relation, 
     often produces not property: And I farther observe, that a 
     sensible relation, without any present power, is sometimes 
     sufficient to give a title to any object. The sight of a 
     thing is seldom a considerable relation, and is only 
     regarded as such, when the object is hidden, or very 
     obscure; in which case we find, that the view alone conveys 
     a property; according to that maxim, THAT EVEN A WHOLE 
     CONTINENT BELONGS TO THE NATION, WHICH FIRST DISCOVERED IT. 
     It is however remarkable that both in the case of discovery 
     and that of possession, the first discoverer and possessor 
     must join to the relation an intention of rendering himself 
     proprietor, otherwise the relation will not have Its effect; 
     and that because the connexion in our fancy betwixt the 
     property and the relation is not so great, but that it 
     requires to be helped by such an intention. 

     From all these circumstances, it is easy to see how 
     perplexed many questions may become concerning the 
     acquisition of property by occupation; and the least effort 
     of thought may present us with instances, which are not 
     susceptible of any reasonable decision. If we prefer 
     examples, which are real, to such as are feigned, we may 
     consider the following one, which is to be met with In 
     almost every writer, that has treated of the laws of nature. 
     Two Grecian colonies, leaving their native country, in 
     search of new feats, were informed that a city near them was 
     deserted by its inhabitants. To know the truth of this 
     report, they dispatched at once two messengers, one from 
     each colony; who finding on their approach, that their 
     information was true, begun a race together with an 
     intention to take possession of the city, each of them for 
     his countrymen. One of these messengers, finding that he was 
     not an equal match for the other, launched his spear at the 
     gates of the city, and was so fortunate as to fix it there 
     before the arrival of his companion. This produced a dispute 
     betwixt the two colonies, which of them was the proprietor 
     of the empty city and this dispute still subsists among 
     philosophers. For my part I find the dispute impossible to 
     be decided, and that because the whole question hangs upon 
     the fancy, which in this case is not possessed of any 
     precise or determinate standard, upon which it can give 
     sentence. To make this evident, let us consider, that if 
     these two persons had been simply members of the colonies, 
     and not messengers or deputies, their actions would not have 
     been of any consequence; since in that case their relation 
     to the colonies would have been but feeble and imperfect. 
     Add to this, that nothing determined them to run to the 
     gates rather than the walls, or any other part of the city, 
     but that the gates, being the most obvious and remarkable 
     part, satisfy the fancy best in taking them for the whole; 
     as we find by the poets, who frequently draw their images 
     and metaphors from them. Besides we may consider, that the 



     touch or contact of the one messenger is not properly 
     possession, no more than the piercing the gates with a 
     spear; but only forms a relation; and there is a relation, 
     in the other case, equally obvious, tho' not, perhaps, of 
     equal force. Which of these relations, then, conveys a right 
     and property, or whether any of them be sufficient for that 
     effect, I leave to the decision of such as are wiser than 
     myself.] 

But such d�sputes may not only ar�se concern�ng the real
ex�stence of property and possess�on, but also concern�ng the�r
extent; and these d�sputes are often suscept�ble of no dec�s�on, or
can be dec�ded by no other faculty than the �mag�nat�on. A person
who lands on the shore of a small �sland, that �s desart and
uncult�vated, �s deemed �ts possessor from the very f�rst moment,
and acqu�res the property of the whole; because the object �s there
bounded and c�rcumscr�bed �n the fancy, and at the same t�me �s
proport�oned to the new possessor. The same person land�ng on a
desart �sland, as large as Great Br�ta�n, extends h�s property no
farther than h�s �mmed�ate possess�on; though a numerous colony
are esteemed the propr�etors of the whole from the �nstant of the�r
debarkment.

But �t often happens, that the t�tle of f�rst possess�on becomes
obscure through t�me; and that �t �s �mposs�ble to determ�ne many
controvers�es, wh�ch may ar�se concern�ng �t. In that case long
possess�on or prescr�pt�on naturally takes place, and g�ves a person
a suff�c�ent property �n any th�ng he enjoys. The nature of human
soc�ety adm�ts not of any great accuracy; nor can we always
remount to the f�rst or�g�n of th�ngs, �n order to determ�ne the�r
present cond�t�on. Any cons�derable space of t�me sets objects at
such a d�stance, that they seem, �n a manner, to lose the�r real�ty,
and have as l�ttle �nfluence on the m�nd, as �f they never had been �n
be�ng. A man's t�tle, that �s clear and certa�n at present, w�ll seem
obscure and doubtful f�fty years hence, even though the facts, on
wh�ch �t �s founded, should be proved w�th the greatest ev�dence and
certa�nty. The same facts have not the same �nfluence after so long
an �nterval of t�me. And th�s may be rece�ved as a conv�nc�ng
argument for our preced�ng doctr�ne w�th regard to property and
just�ce. Possess�on dur�ng a long tract of t�me conveys a t�tle to any
object. But as �t �s certa�n, that, however every th�ng be produced �n



t�me, there �s noth�ng real that �s produced by t�me; �t follows, that
property be�ng produced by t�me, �s not any th�ng real �n the objects,
but �s the off-spr�ng of the sent�ments, on wh�ch alone t�me �s found
to have any �nfluence.
     [FN  18.  Present possession is plainly a relation 
     betwixt a person and an object; but is not sufficient to 
     counter-ballance the relation of first possession, unless 
     the former be long and uninterrupted: In which case the 
     relation is encreased on the side of the present possession, 
     by the extent of time, and dlminished on that of first 
     possession, by the distance, This change in the relation 
     produces a consequent change in the property.] 

     We acquire the property of objects by accession, when they 
     are connected in an intimate manner with objects that are 
     already our property, and at the same time are inferior to 
     them. Thus the fruits of our garden, the offspring of our 
     cattle, and the work of our slaves, are all of them esteemed 
     our property, even before possession. Where objects are 
     connected together in the imagination, they are apt to be 
     put on the same footing, and are commonly supposed to be 
     endowed with the same qualities. We readily pass from one to 
     the other, and make no difference in our judgments 
     concerning them; especially if the latter be inferior to the 
     former. 
     [FN  19.  This source of property can never be 
     explained but from the imaginations; and one may affirm, 
     that the causes are here unmixed. We shall proceed to 
     explain them more particularly, and illustrate them by 
     examples from common life and experience. 

     It has been observed above, that the mind has a natural 
     propensity to join relations, especially resembling ones, 
     and finds a hind of fitness and uniformity in such an union. 
     From this propensity are derived these laws of nature, that 
     upon the first formation of society, property always follows 
     the present possession; and afterwards, that it arises from 
     first or from long possession. Now we may easily observe, 
     that relation is not confined merely to one degree; but that 
     from an object, that is related to us, we acquire a relation 
     to every other object, which is related to it, and so on, 
     till the thought loses the chain by too long a progress, 
     However the relation may weaken by each remove, it is not 
     immediately destroyed; but frequently connects two objects 
     by means of an intermediate one, which is related to both. 
     And this principle is of such force as to give rise to the 
     right of accession, and causes us to acquire the property 
     not only of such objects as we are immediately possessed of; 
     but also of such as are closely connected with them. 

     Suppose a German, a Frenchman, and a Spaniard to come into a 
     room, where there are placed upon the table three bottles of 
     wine, Rhenish, Burgundy and Port; and suppose they shoued 
     fall a quarrelling about the division of them; a person, who 
     was chosen for umpire would naturally, to shew his 



     impartiality, give every one the product of his own country: 
     And this from a principle, which, in some measure, is the 
     source of those laws of nature, that ascribe property to 
     occupation, prescription and accession. 

     In all these Cases, and particularly that of accession, 
     there is first a natural union betwixt the Idea of the 
     person and that of the object, and afterwards a new and 
     moral union produced by that right or property, which we 
     ascribe to the person. But here there occurs a difficulty, 
     which merits our attention, and may afford us an opportunity 
     of putting to tryal that singular method of reasoning, which 
     has been employed on the present subject. I have already 
     observed that the imagination passes with greater facility 
     from little to great, than from great to littie, and that 
     the transition of ideas is always easier and smoother in the 
     former case than in the latter. Now as the right of 
     accession arises from the easy transition of ideas, by which 
     related objects are connected together, it shoued naturally 
     be imagined, that the right of accession must encrease in 
     strength, in proportion as the transition of ideas is 
     performed with greater facility. It may, therefore, be 
     thought, that when we have acquired the property of any 
     small object, we shall readily consider any great object 
     related to it as an accession, and as belonging to the 
     proprietor of the small one; since the transition is in that 
     case very easy from the small object to the great one, and 
     shoued connect them together in the closest manner. But In 
     fact the case is always found to be otherwise, The empire of 
     Great Britain seems to draw along with it the dominion of 
     the Orkneys, the Hebrides, the isle of Man, and the Isle of 
     Wight; but the authority over those lesser islands does not 
     naturally imply any title to Great Britain. In short, a 
     small object naturally follows a great one as its accession; 
     but a great one Is never supposed to belong to the 
     proprietor of a small one related to it, merely on account 
     of that property and relation. Yet in this latter case the 
     transition of ideas is smoother from the proprietor to the 
     small object, which is his property, and from the small 
     object to the great one, than in the former case from the 
     proprietor to the great object, and from the great one to 
     the small. It may therefore be thought, that these 
     phaenomena are objections to the foregoing hypothesis, THAT 
     THE ASCRIBING OF PROPERTY TO ACCESSION IS NOTHING BUT AN 
     AFFECT OF THE RELATIONS OF IDEAS, AND OF THE SMOOTH 
     TRANSITION OF THE IMAGINATION. 

     It will be easy to solve this objection, if we consider the 
     agility and unsteadiness of the imagination, with the 
     different views, in which it is continually placing its 
     objects. When we attribute to a person a property in two 
     objects, we do not always pass from the person to one 
     object, and from that to the other related to it. The 
     objects being here to be considered as the property of the 
     person, we are apt to join them together, and place them in 
     the same light. Suppose, therefore, a great and a small 
     object to be related together; if a person be strongly 



     related to the great object, he will likewise be strongly 
     related to both the objects, considered together, because he 
     Is related to the most considerable part. On the contrary, 
     if he be only related to the small object, he will not be 
     strongly related to both, considered together, since his 
     relation lies only with the most trivial part, which is not 
     apt to strike us in any great degree, when we consider the 
     whole. And this Is the reason, why small objects become 
     accessions to great ones, and not great to small. 

     It is the general opinion of philosophers and civilians, 
     that the sea is incapable of becoming the property of any 
     nation; and that because it is impossible to take possession 
     of it, or form any such distinct relation with it, as may be 
     the foundation of property. Where this reason ceases, 
     property immediately takes place. Thus the most strenuous 
     advocates for the liberty of the seas universally allow, 
     that friths and hays naturally belong as an accession to the 
     proprietors of the surrounding continent. These have 
     properly no more bond or union with the land, than the 
     pacific ocean would have; but having an union in the fancy, 
     and being at the same time inferior, they are of course 
     regarded as an accession. 

     The property of rivers, by the laws of most nations, and by 
     the natural turn of our thought, Is attributed to the 
     proprietors of their banks, excepting such vast rivers as 
     the Rhine or the Danube, which seem too large to the 
     imagination to follow as an accession the property of the 
     neighbouring fields. Yet even these rivers are considered as 
     the property of that nation, thro' whose dominions they run; 
     the idea of a nation being of a suitable bulk to correspond 
     with them, and bear them such a relation in the fancy. 

     The accessions, which are made to lands bordering upon 
     rivers, follow the land, say the civilians, provided it be 
     made by what they call alluvion, that is, Insensibly and 
     Imperceptibly; which are circumstances that mightily assist 
     the imagination in the conjunction. Where there Is any 
     considerable portion torn at once from one bank, and joined 
     to another, it becomes not his property, whose land it falls 
     on, till it unite with the land, and till the trees or 
     plants have spread their roots into both. Before that, the 
     imagination does not sufficiently join them. 

     There are other cases, which somewhat resemble this of 
     accession, but which, at the bottom, are considerably 
     different, and merit our attention. Of this kind Is the 
     conjunction of the properties of different persons, after 
     such a manner as not to admit of separation. The question 
     is, to whom the united mass must belong. 

     Where this conjunction is of such a nature as to admit of 
     division, but not of separation, the decision is natural and 
     easy. The whole mass must be supposed to be common betwixt 
     the proprietors of the several parts, and afterwards must be 
     divided according to the proportions of these parts. But 



     here I cannot forbear taking notice of a remarkable subtilty 
     of the Roman law, in distinguishing betwixt confusion and 
     commixtion. Confusion is an union of two bodies, such as 
     different liquors, where the parts become entirely 
     undistinguishable. Commixtion is the blending of two bodies, 
     such as two bushels of corn, where the parts remain separate 
     in an obvious and visible manner. As in the latter case the 
     imagination discovers not so entire an union as in the 
     former, but is able to trace and preserve a distinct idea of 
     the property of each; this is the reason, why the civil law, 
     tho' it established an entire community in the case of 
     confusion, and after that a proportional division, yet in 
     the case of commixtion, supposes each of the proprietors to 
     maintain a distinct right; however necessity may at last 
     force them to submit to the same division. 

     QUOD SI FRUMENTUM TITII FRUMENTO TUO MISTUM FUERIT: SIQUIDEM 
     EX VOLUNTATE VESTRA, COMMUNE EST: QUIA SINGULA CORPORA, ID 
     EST, SINGULA GRANA, QUAE CUJUSQUE PRO PRIA FUERUNT, EX 
     CONSENSU VESTRO COMMUNICATA SUNT. QUOD SI CASU ID MISTUM 
     FUERIT, VEL TITIUS ID MISCUERIT SINE TUA VOLUNT ATE, NON 
     VIDETUR ID COMMUNE ESSE; QUIA SINGULA CORPORA IN SUA 
     SUBSTANTIA DURANT. SED NEC MAGIS ISTIS CASIBUS COMMUNE SIT 
     FRUMENTUM QUAM GREX INTELLIGITUR ESSE CORN MUNIS, SI PECORA 
     TITII TUIS PECORIBUS MISTA FUERINT. SED SI AB ALTERUTRO 
     VESTRUM TOTUM ID FRUMENTUM RETINEATUR, IN REM QUIDEM ACTIO 
     PRO MODO FRUMENTI CUJUSQUE CORN PETIT. ARBITRIO AUTEM 
     JUDICIS, UT IPSE AESTIMET QUALE CUJUSQUE FRUMENTUM FUERIT. 
     Inst. Lib. IL Tit. i. Sect 28. 

     (In the case that your grain was mixed with that of Titius, 
     if it was done voluntarily on the part of both of you, it is 
     common property, inasmuch as the individual items, i.e., the 
     single grains, which were the peculiar property of either of 
     you, were combined with your joint consent. If, however, the 
     mixture was accidental, or if Titius mixed it without your 
     consent, it does not appear that it is common property, 
     Inasmuch as the several components retain their original 
     identity. Rather, in circumstances of this sort the grain 
     does not become common property, any more than a herd of 
     cattle is regarded as common property, If Titius beasts 
     should have become mixed up with yours. 

     However, if all of the aforesaid corn is kept by either of 
     you, this gives rise to a suit to determine the ownership of 
     property, in respect of the amount of corn belonging to 
     each. It is in the discretion of the judge to determine 
     which is the corn belonging to either party.] 
     Where the properties of two persons are united after such a 
     manner as neither to admit of division nor separation, as 
     when one builds a house on another's ground, in that case, 
     the whole must belong to one of the proprietors: And here I 
     assert, that it naturally is conceived to belong to the 
     proprietor of the most considerable part. For however the 
     compound object may have a relation to two different 
     persons, and carry our view at once to both of them, yet as 
     the most considerable part principally engages our 



     attention, and by the strict union draws the inferior along 
     it; for this reason, the whole bears a relation to the 
     proprietor of that part, and is regarded as his property. 
     The only difficulty is, what we shall be pleased to call the 
     most considerable part, and most attractive to the 
     imagination. 

     This quality depends on several different circumstances, 
     which have little connexion with each other. One part of a 
     compound object may become more considerable than another, 
     either because it is more constant and durable; because it 
     is of greater value; because it is more obvious and 
     remarkable; because it is of greater extent; or because its 
     existence is more separate and independent. It will be easy 
     to conceive, that, as these circumstances may be conjoined 
     and opposed in all the different ways, and according to all 
     the different degrees, which can be imagined, there will 
     result many cases, where the reasons on both sides are so 
     equally balanced, that it is impossible for us to give any 
     satisfactory decision. Here then is the proper business of 
     municipal laws, to fix what the principles of human nature 
     have left undetermined. 

     The superficies yields to the soil, says the civil law: The 
     writing to the paper: The canvas to the picture. These 
     decisions do not well agree together, and are a proof of the 
     contrariety of those principles, from which they are 
     derived. 

     But of all the questions of this kind the most curious is 
     that, which for so many ages divided the disciples of 
     Proculus and Sabinus. Suppose a person shoued make a cup 
     from the metal of another, or a ship from his wood, and 
     suppose the proprietor of the metal or wood shoued demand 
     his goods, the question is, whether he acquires a title to 
     the cup or ship. Sabinus maintained the affirmative, and 
     asserted that the substance or matter is the foundation of 
     all the qualities; that it is incorruptible and immortal, 
     and therefore superior to the form, which is casual and 
     dependent. On the other hand, Proculus observed, that the 
     form is the most obvious and remarkable part, and that from 
     it bodies are denominated of this or that particular 
     species. To which he might have added, that the matter or 
     substance is in most bodies so fluctuating and uncertain, 
     that it is utterly impossible to trace it in all its 
     changes. For my part, I know not from what principles such a 
     controversy can be certainly determined. I shall therefore 
     content my self with observing, that the decision of 
     Trebonian seems to me pretty ingenious; that the cup belongs 
     to the proprietor of the metal, because it can be brought 
     back to its first form: But that the ship belongs to the 
     author of its form for a contrary reason. But however 
     ingenious this reason may seem, it plainly depends upon the 
     fancy, which by the possibility of such a reduction, finds a 
     closer connexion and relation betwixt a cup and the 
     proprietor of its metal, than betwixt a ship and the 



     proprietor of its wood, where the substance is more fixed 
     and unalterable.] 

The r�ght of success�on �s a very natural one, from the presumed
consent of the parent or near relat�on, and from the general �nterest
of mank�nd, wh�ch requ�res, that men's possess�ons should pass to
those, who are dearest to them, �n order to render them more
�ndustr�ous and frugal. Perhaps these causes are seconded by the
�nfluence of relat�on, or the assoc�at�on of �deas, by wh�ch we are
naturally d�rected to cons�der the son after the parent's decease, and
ascr�be to h�m a t�tle to h�s father's possess�ons. Those goods must
become the property of some body: But of whom �s the quest�on.
Here �t �s ev�dent the persons ch�ldren naturally present themselves
to the m�nd; and be�ng already. connected to those possess�ons by
means of the�r deceased parent, we are apt to connect them st�ll
farther by the relat�on of property. Of th�s there are many parallel
�nstances.
     [FN  20  In examining the different titles to authority 
     in government, we shall meet with many reasons to convince 
     us, that the right of succession depends, in a great measure 
     on the imagination. Mean while I shall rest contented with 
     observing one example, which belongs to the present subject. 
     Suppose that a person die without children, and that a 
     dispute arises among his relations concerning his 
     inheritance; it is evident, that if his riches be deriv'd 
     partly from his father, partly from his mother, the most 
     natural way of determining such a dispute, is, to divide his 
     possessions, and assign each part to the family, from whence 
     it is deriv'd. Now as the person is suppos'd to have been 
     once the full and entire proprietor of those goods; I ask, 
     what is it makes us find a certain equity and natural reason 
     in this partition, except it be the imagination? His 
     affection to these families does not depend upon his 
     possessions; for which reason his consent can never be 
     presum'd precisely for such a partition. And as to the 
     public interest, it seems not to be in the least concern'd 
     on the one side or the other.] 



SECT. IV OF THE TRANSFERENCE OF
PROPERTY BY CONSENT

However useful, or even necessary, the stab�l�ty of possess�on
may be to human soc�ety, �t �s attended w�th very cons�derable
�nconven�ences. The relat�on of f�tness or su�tableness ought never
to enter �nto cons�derat�on, �n d�str�but�ng the propert�es of mank�nd;
but we must govern ourselves by rules, wh�ch are more general �n
the�r appl�cat�on, and more free from doubt and uncerta�nty. Of th�s
k�nd �s present possess�on upon the f�rst establ�shment of soc�ety;
and afterwards occupat�on, prescr�pt�on, access�on, and success�on.
As these depend very much on chance, they must frequently prove
contrad�ctory both to men's wants and des�res; and persons and
possess�ons must often be very �ll adjusted. Th�s �s a grand
�nconven�ence, wh�ch calls for a remedy. To apply one d�rectly, and
allow every man to se�ze by v�olence what he judges to be f�t for h�m,
would destroy soc�ety; and therefore the rules of just�ce seek some
med�um betw�xt a r�g�d stab�l�ty, and th�s changeable and uncerta�n
adjustment. But there �s no med�um better than that obv�ous one,
that possess�on and property should always be stable, except when
the propr�etor consents to bestow them on some other person. Th�s
rule can have no �ll consequence, �n occas�on�ng wars and
d�ssent�ons; s�nce the propr�etor's consent, who alone �s concerned,
�s taken along �n the al�enat�on: And �t may serve to many good
purposes �n adjust�ng property to persons. D�fferent parts of the earth
produce d�fferent commod�t�es; and not only so, but d�fferent men
both are by nature f�tted for d�fferent employments, and atta�n to
greater perfect�on �n any one, when they conf�ne themselves to �t
alone. All th�s requ�res a mutual exchange and commerce; for wh�ch
reason the translat�on of property by consent �s founded on a law of
nature, as well as �ts stab�l�ty w�thout such a consent.

So far �s determ�ned by a pla�n ut�l�ty and �nterest. But perhaps �t �s
from more tr�v�al reasons, that del�very, or a sens�ble transference of



the object �s commonly requ�red by c�v�l laws, and also by the laws of
nature, accord�ng to most authors, as a requ�s�te c�rcumstance �n the
translat�on of property. The property of an object, when taken for
someth�ng real, w�thout any reference to moral�ty, or the sent�ments
of the m�nd, �s a qual�ty perfectly �nsens�ble, and even �nconce�vable;
nor can we form any d�st�nct not�on, e�ther of �ts stab�l�ty or
translat�on. Th�s �mperfect�on of our �deas �s less sens�bly felt w�th
regard to �ts stab�l�ty, as �t engages less our attent�on, and �s eas�ly
past over by the m�nd, w�thout any scrupulous exam�nat�on. But as
the translat�on of property from one person to another �s a more
remarkable event, the defect of our �deas becomes more sens�ble on
that occas�on, and obl�ges us to turn ourselves on every s�de �n
search of some remedy. Now as noth�ng more enl�vens any �dea
than a present �mpress�on, and a relat�on betw�xt that �mpress�on and
the �dea; �t �s natural for us to seek some false l�ght from th�s quarter.
In order to a�d the �mag�nat�on �n conce�v�ng the transference of
property, we take the sens�ble object, and actually transfer �ts
possess�on to the person, on whom we would bestow the property.
The supposed resemblance of the act�ons, and the presence of th�s
sens�ble del�very, dece�ve the m�nd, and make �t fancy, that �t
conce�ves the myster�ous trans�t�on of the property. And that th�s
expl�cat�on of the matter �s just, appears hence, that men have
�nvented a symbol�cal del�very, to sat�sfy the fancy, where the real
one �s �mpract�cable. Thus the g�v�ng the keys of a granary �s
understood to be the del�very of the corn conta�ned �n �t: The g�v�ng
of stone and earth represents the del�very of a mannor. Th�s �s a k�nd
of superst�t�ous pract�ce �n c�v�l laws, and �n the laws of nature,
resembl�ng the Roman cathol�c superst�t�ons �n rel�g�on. As the
Roman cathol�cs represent the �nconce�vable myster�es of the
Chr�st�an rel�g�on, and render them more present to the m�nd, by a
taper, or hab�t, or gr�mace, wh�ch �s supposed to resemble them; so
lawyers and moral�sts have run �nto l�ke �nvent�ons for the same
reason, and have endeavoured by those means to sat�sfy
themselves concern�ng the transference of property by consent.





SECT. V OF THE OBLIGATION OF
PROMISES

That the rule of moral�ty, wh�ch enjo�ns the performance of
prom�ses, �s not natural, w�ll suff�c�ently appear from these two
propos�t�ons, wh�ch I proceed to prove, v�z, that a prom�se would not
be �ntell�g�ble, before human convent�ons had establ�shed �t; and that
even �f �t were �ntell�g�ble, �t would not be attended w�th any moral
obl�gat�on.

I say, f�rst, that a prom�se �s not �ntell�g�ble naturally, nor
antecedent to human convent�ons; and that a man, unacqua�nted
w�th soc�ety, could never enter �nto any engagements w�th another,
even though they could perce�ve each other's thoughts by �ntu�t�on. If
prom�ses be natural and �ntell�g�ble, there must be some act of the
m�nd attend�ng these words, I prom�se; and on th�s act of the m�nd
must the obl�gat�on depend. Let us, therefore, run over all the
facult�es of the soul, and see wh�ch of them �s exerted �n our
prom�ses.

The act of the m�nd, exprest by a prom�se, �s not a resolut�on to
perform any th�ng: For that alone never �mposes any obl�gat�on. Nor
�s �t a des�re of such a performance: For we may b�nd ourselves
w�thout such a des�re, or even w�th an avers�on, declared and
avowed. Ne�ther �s �t the w�ll�ng of that act�on, wh�ch we prom�se to
perform: For a prom�se always regards some future t�me, and the w�ll
has an �nfluence only on present act�ons. It follows, therefore, that
s�nce the act of the m�nd, wh�ch enters �nto a prom�se, and produces
�ts obl�gat�on, �s ne�ther the resolv�ng, des�r�ng, nor w�ll�ng any
part�cular performance, �t must necessar�ly be the w�ll�ng of that
obl�gat�on, wh�ch ar�ses from the prom�se. Nor �s th�s only a
conclus�on of ph�losophy; but �s ent�rely conformable to our common
ways of th�nk�ng and of express�ng ourselves, when we say that we
are bound by our own consent, and that the obl�gat�on ar�ses from



our mere w�ll and pleasure. The only quest�on then �s, whether there
be not a man�fest absurd�ty �n suppos�ng th�s act of the m�nd, and
such an absurd�ty as no man coued fall �nto, whose �deas are not
confounded w�th prejud�ce and the fallac�ous use of language.

All moral�ty depends upon our sent�ments; and when any act�on, or
qual�ty of the m�nd, pleases us after a certa�n manner, we say �t �s
v�rtuous; and when the neglect, or nonperformance of �t, d�spleases
us after a l�ke manner, we say that we l�e under an obl�gat�on to
perform �t. A change of the obl�gat�on supposes a change of the
sent�ment; and a creat�on of a new obl�gat�on supposes some new
sent�ment to ar�se. But �t �s certa�n we can naturally no more change
our own sent�ments, than the mot�ons of the heavens; nor by a s�ngle
act of our w�ll, that �s, by a prom�se, render any act�on agreeable or
d�sagreeable, moral or �mmoral; wh�ch, w�thout that act, would have
produced contrary �mpress�ons, or have been endowed w�th d�fferent
qual�t�es. It would be absurd, therefore, to w�ll any new obl�gat�on,
that �s, any new sent�ment of pa�n or pleasure; nor �s �t poss�ble, that
men coued naturally fall �nto so gross an absurd�ty. A prom�se,
therefore, �s naturally someth�ng altogether un�ntell�g�ble, nor �s there
any act of the m�nd belong�ng to �t.



     [FN  21  Were morality discoverable by reason, and not 
     by sentiment, it would be still more evident, that promises 
     cou'd make no alteration upon it. Morality is suppos'd to 
     consist in relation. Every new imposition of morality, 
     therefore, must arise from some new relation of objects; and 
     consequently the will coud not produce immediately any 
     change in morals, but cou'd have that effect only by 
     producing a change upon the objects. But as the moral 
     obligation of a promise is the pure effect of the will, 
     without the least change in any part of the universe; it 
     follows, that promises have no natural obligation. 

     Shou'd it be said, that this act of the will being in effect 
     a new object, produces new relations and new duties; I wou'd 
     answer, that this is a pure sophism, which may be detected 
     by a very moderate share of accuracy and exactness. To will 
     a new obligation, is to will a new relation of objects; and 
     therefore, if this new relation of objects were form'd by 
     the volition itself, we should in effect will the volition; 
     which is plainly absurd and impossible. The will has here no 
     object to which it cou'd tend; but must return upon itself 
     in infinitum. The new obligation depends upon new relations. 
     The new relations depend upon a new volition. The new 
     volition has for object a new obligation, and consequently 
     new relations, and consequently a new volition; which 
     volition again has in view a new obligation, relation and 
     volition, without any termination. It is impossible, 
     therefore, we cou'd ever will a new obligation; and 
     consequently it is impossible the will cou'd ever accompany 
     a promise, or produce a new obligation of morality.] 

But, secondly, �f there was any act of the m�nd belong�ng to �t, �t
could not naturally produce any obl�gat�on. Th�s appears ev�dently
from the forego�ng reason�ng. A prom�se creates a new obl�gat�on. A
new obl�gat�on supposes new sent�ments to ar�se. The w�ll never
creates new sent�ments. There could not naturally, therefore, ar�se
any obl�gat�on from a prom�se, even suppos�ng the m�nd could fall
�nto the absurd�ty of w�ll�ng that obl�gat�on.

The same truth may be proved st�ll more ev�dently by that
reason�ng, wh�ch proved just�ce �n general to be an art�f�c�al v�rtue.
No act�on can be requ�red of us as our duty, unless there be
�mplanted �n human nature some actuat�ng pass�on or mot�ve,
capable of produc�ng the act�on. Th�s mot�ve cannot be the sense of
duty. A sense of duty supposes an antecedent obl�gat�on: And where
an act�on �s not requ�red by any natural pass�on, �t cannot be
requ�red by any natural obl�gat�on; s�nce �t may be om�tted w�thout
prov�ng any defect or �mperfect�on �n the m�nd and temper, and
consequently w�thout any v�ce. Now �t �s ev�dent we have no mot�ve



lead�ng us to the performance of prom�ses, d�st�nct from a sense of
duty. If we thought, that prom�ses had no moral obl�gat�on, we never
should feel any �ncl�nat�on to observe them. Th�s �s not the case w�th
the natural v�rtues. Though there was no obl�gat�on to rel�eve the
m�serable, our human�ty would lead us to �t; and when we om�t that
duty, the �mmoral�ty of the om�ss�on ar�ses from �ts be�ng a proof, that
we want the natural sent�ments of human�ty. A father knows �t to be
h�s duty to take care of h�s ch�ldren: But he has also a natural
�ncl�nat�on to �t. And �f no human creature had that �nd�nat�on, no one
coued l�e under any such obl�gat�on. But as there �s naturally no
�ncl�nat�on to observe prom�ses, d�st�nct from a sense of the�r
obl�gat�on; �t follows, that f�del�ty �s no natural v�rtue, and that
prom�ses have no force, antecedent to human convent�ons.

If any one d�ssent from th�s, he must g�ve a regular proof of these
two propos�t�ons, v�z. THAT THERE IS A PECULIAR ACT OF THE
MIND, ANNEXT TO PROMISES; AND THAT CONSEQUENT TO
THIS ACT OF THE MIND, THERE ARISES AN INCLINATION TO
PERFORM, DISTINCT FROM A SENSE OF DUTY. I presume, that
�t �s �mposs�ble to prove e�ther of these two po�nts; and therefore I
venture to conclude that prom�ses are human �nvent�ons, founded on
the necess�t�es and �nterests of soc�ety.

In order to d�scover these necess�t�es and �nterests, we must
cons�der the same qual�t�es of human nature, wh�ch we have already
found to g�ve r�se to the preced�ng laws of soc�ety. Men be�ng
naturally self�sh, or endowed only w�th a conf�ned generos�ty, they
are not eas�ly �nduced to perform any act�on for the �nterest of
strangers, except w�th a v�ew to some rec�procal advantage, wh�ch
they had no hope of obta�n�ng but by such a performance. Now as �t
frequently happens, that these mutual performances cannot be
f�n�shed at the same �nstant, �t �s necessary, that one party be
contented to rema�n �n uncerta�nty, and depend upon the grat�tude of
the other for a return of k�ndness. But so much corrupt�on �s there
among men, that, generally speak�ng, th�s becomes but a slender
secur�ty; and as the benefactor �s here supposed to bestow h�s
favours w�th a v�ew to self-�nterest, th�s both takes off from the
obl�gat�on, and sets an example to self�shness, wh�ch �s the true
mother of �ngrat�tude. Were we, therefore, to follow the natural



course of our pass�ons and �ncl�nat�ons, we should perform but few
act�ons for the advantage of others, from d�st�nterested v�ews;
because we are naturally very l�m�ted �n our k�ndness and affect�on:
And we should perform as few of that k�nd, out of a regard to
�nterest; because we cannot depend upon the�r grat�tude. Here then
�s the mutual commerce of good off�ces �n a manner lost among
mank�nd, and every one reduced to h�s own sk�ll and �ndustry for h�s
well-be�ng and subs�stence. The �nvent�on of the law of nature,
concern�ng the stab�l�ty of possess�on, has already rendered men
tolerable to each other; that of the transference of property and
possess�on by consent has begun to render them mutually
advantageous: But st�ll these laws of nature, however str�ctly
observed, are not suff�c�ent to render them so serv�ceable to each
other, as by nature they are f�tted to become. Though possess�on be
stable, men may often reap but small advantage from �t, wh�le they
are possessed of a greater quant�ty of any spec�es of goods than
they have occas�on for, and at the same t�me suffer by the want of
others. The transference of property, wh�ch �s the proper remedy for
th�s �nconven�ence, cannot remedy �t ent�rely; because �t can only
take place w�th regard to such objects as are present and �nd�v�dual,
but not to such as are absent or general. One cannot transfer the
property of a part�cular house, twenty leagues d�stant; because the
consent cannot be attended w�th del�very, wh�ch �s a requ�s�te
c�rcumstance. Ne�ther can one transfer the property of ten bushels of
corn, or f�ve hogsheads of w�ne, by the mere express�on and
consent; because these are only general terms, and have no d�rect
relat�on to any part�cular heap of corn, or barrels of w�ne. Bes�des,
the commerce of mank�nd �s not conf�ned to the barter of
commod�t�es, but may extend to serv�ces and act�ons, wh�ch we may
exchange to our mutual �nterest and advantage. Your corn �s r�pe to-
day; m�ne w�ll be so tomorrow. It �s prof�table for us both, that I
should labour w�th you to-day, and that you should a�d me to-morrow.
I have no k�ndness for you, and know you have as l�ttle for me. I w�ll
not, therefore, take any pa�ns upon your account; and should I labour
w�th you upon my own account, �n expectat�on of a return, I know I
should be d�sappo�nted, and that I should �n va�n depend upon your
grat�tude. Here then I leave you to labour alone: You treat me �n the



same manner. The seasons change; and both of us lose our
harvests for want of mutual conf�dence and secur�ty.

All th�s �s the effect of the natural and �nherent pr�nc�ples and
pass�ons of human nature; and as these pass�ons and pr�nc�ples are
�nalterable, �t may be thought, that our conduct, wh�ch depends on
them, must be so too, and that �t would be �n va�n, e�ther for moral�sts
or pol�t�c�ans, to tamper w�th us, or attempt to change the usual
course of our act�ons, w�th a v�ew to publ�c �nterest. And �ndeed, d�d
the success of the�r des�gns depend upon the�r success �n correct�ng
the self�shness and �ngrat�tude of men, they would never make any
progress, unless a�ded by omn�potence, wh�ch �s alone able to new-
mould the human m�nd, and change �ts character �n such
fundamental art�cles. All they can pretend to, �s, to g�ve a new
d�rect�on to those natural pass�ons, and teach us that we can better
sat�sfy our appet�tes �n an obl�que and art�f�c�al manner, than by the�r
headlong and �mpetuous mot�on. Hence I learn to do a serv�ce to
another, w�thout bear�ng h�m any real k�ndness; because I forsee,
that he w�ll return my serv�ce, �n expectat�on of another of the same
k�nd, and �n order to ma�nta�n the same correspondence of good
off�ces w�th me or w�th others. And accord�ngly, after I have served
h�m, and he �s �n possess�on of the advantage ar�s�ng from my
act�on, he �s �nduced to perform h�s part, as foresee�ng the
consequences of h�s refusal.

But though th�s self-�nterested commerce of man beg�ns to take
place, and to predom�nate �n soc�ety, �t does not ent�rely abol�sh the
more generous and noble �ntercourse of fr�endsh�p and good off�ces.
I may st�ll do serv�ces to such persons as I love, and am more
part�cularly acqua�nted w�th, w�thout any prospect of advantage; and
they may make me a return �n the same manner, w�thout any v�ew
but that of recompens�ng my past serv�ces. In order, therefore, to
d�st�ngu�sh those two d�fferent sorts of commerce, the �nterested and
the d�s�nterested, there �s a certa�n form of words �nvented for the
former, by wh�ch we b�nd ourselves to the performance of any act�on.
Th�s form of words const�tutes what we call a prom�se, wh�ch �s the
sanct�on of the �nterested commerce of mank�nd. When a man says
he prom�ses any th�ng, he �n effect expresses a resolut�on of
perform�ng �t; and along w�th that, by mak�ng use of th�s form of



words, subjects h�mself to the penalty of never be�ng trusted aga�n �n
case of fa�lure. A resolut�on �s the natural act of the m�nd, wh�ch
prom�ses express: But were there no more than a resolut�on �n the
case, prom�ses would only declare our former mot�ves, and would
not create any new mot�ve or obl�gat�on. They are the convent�ons of
men, wh�ch create a new mot�ve, when exper�ence has taught us,
that human affa�rs would be conducted much more for mutual
advantage, were there certa�n symbols or s�gns �nst�tuted, by wh�ch
we m�ght g�ve each, other secur�ty of our conduct �n any part�cular
�nc�dent, After these s�gns are �nst�tuted, whoever uses them �s
�mmed�ately bound by h�s �nterest to execute h�s engagements, and
must never expect to be trusted any more, �f he refuse to perform
what he prom�sed.

Nor �s that knowledge, wh�ch �s requ�s�te to make mank�nd
sens�ble of th�s �nterest �n the �nst�tut�on and observance of prom�ses,
to be esteemed super�or to the capac�ty of human nature, however
savage and uncult�vated. There needs but a very l�ttle pract�ce of the
world, to make us perce�ve all these consequences and advantages.
The shortest exper�ence of soc�ety d�scovers them to every mortal;
and when each �nd�v�dual perce�ves the same sense of �nterest �n all
h�s fellows, he �mmed�ately performs h�s part of any contract, as
be�ng assured, that they w�ll not be want�ng �n the�rs. All of them, by
concert, enter �nto a scheme of act�ons, calculated for common
benef�t, and agree to be true to the�r word; nor �s there any th�ng
requ�s�te to form th�s concert or convent�on, but that every one have
a sense of �nterest �n the fa�thful fulf�ll�ng of engagements, and
express that sense to other members of the soc�ety. Th�s
�mmed�ately causes that �nterest to operate upon them; and �nterest
�s the f�rst obl�gat�on to the performance of prom�ses.

Afterwards a sent�ment of morals concurs w�th �nterest, and
becomes a new obl�gat�on upon mank�nd. Th�s sent�ment of moral�ty,
�n the performance of prom�ses, ar�ses from the same pr�nc�ples as
that �n the abst�nence from the property of others. Publ�c �nterest,
educat�on, and the art�f�ces of pol�t�c�ans, have the same effect �n
both cases. The d�ff�cult�es, that occur to us, �n suppos�ng a moral
obl�gat�on to attend prom�ses, we e�ther surmount or elude. For
�nstance; the express�on of a resolut�on �s not commonly supposed



to be obl�gatory; and we cannot read�ly conce�ve how the mak�ng use
of a certa�n form of words should be able to cause any mater�al
d�fference. Here, therefore, we fe�gn a new act of the m�nd, wh�ch we
call the w�ll�ng an obl�gat�on; and on th�s we suppose the moral�ty to
depend. But we have proved already, that there �s no such act of the
m�nd, and consequently that prom�ses �mpose no natural obl�gat�on.

To conf�rm th�s, we may subjo�n some other reflect�ons concern�ng
that w�ll, wh�ch �s supposed to enter �nto a prom�se, and to cause �ts
obl�gat�on. It �s ev�dent, that the w�ll alone �s never supposed to
cause the obl�gat�on, but must be expressed by words or s�gns, �n
order to �mpose a tye upon any man. The express�on be�ng once
brought �n as subserv�ent to the w�ll, soon becomes the pr�nc�pal part
of the prom�se; nor w�ll a man be less bound by h�s word, though he
secretly g�ve a d�fferent d�rect�on to h�s �ntent�on, and w�th-hold
h�mself both from a resolut�on, and from w�ll�ng an obl�gat�on. But
though the express�on makes on most occas�ons the whole of the
prom�se, yet �t does not always so; and one, who should make use of
any express�on, of wh�ch he knows not the mean�ng, and wh�ch he
uses w�thout any �ntent�on of b�nd�ng h�mself, would not certa�nly be
bound by �t. Nay, though he knows �ts mean�ng, yet �f he uses �t �n
jest only, and w�th such s�gns as shew ev�dently he has no ser�ous
�ntent�on of b�nd�ng h�mself, he would not l�e under any obl�gat�on of
performance; but �t �s necessary, that the words be a perfect
express�on of the w�ll, w�thout any contrary s�gns. Nay, even th�s we
must not carry so far as to �mag�ne, that one, whom, by our
qu�ckness of understand�ng, we conjecture, from certa�n s�gns, to
have an �ntent�on of dece�v�ng us, �s not bound by h�s express�on or
verbal prom�se, �f we accept of �t; but must l�m�t th�s conclus�on to
those cases, where the s�gns are of a d�fferent k�nd from those of
dece�t. All these contrad�ct�ons are eas�ly accounted for, �f the
obl�gat�on of prom�ses be merely a human �nvent�on for the
conven�ence of soc�ety; but w�ll never be expla�ned, �f �t be
someth�ng real and natural, ar�s�ng from any act�on of the m�nd or
body.

I shall farther observe, that s�nce every new prom�se �mposes a
new obl�gat�on of moral�ty on the person who prom�ses, and s�nce
th�s new obl�gat�on ar�ses from h�s w�ll; �t �s one of the most



myster�ous and �ncomprehens�ble operat�ons that can poss�bly be
�mag�ned, and may even be compared to TRANSUBSTANTIATION,
or HOLY ORDERS [I mean so far, as holy orders are suppos'd to
produce the �ndel�ble character. In other respects they are only a
legal qual�f�cat�on.], where a certa�n form of words, along w�th a
certa�n �ntent�on, changes ent�rely the nature of an external object,
and even of a human nature. But though these myster�es be so far
al�ke, �t �s very remarkable, that they d�ffer w�dely �n other part�culars,
and that th�s d�fference may be regarded as a strong proof of the
d�fference of the�r or�g�ns. As the obl�gat�on of prom�ses �s an
�nvent�on for the �nterest of soc�ety, �t �s warped �nto as many d�fferent
forms as that �nterest requ�res, and even runs �nto d�rect
contrad�ct�ons, rather than lose s�ght of �ts object. But as those other
monstrous doct�nes are mere pr�estly �nvent�ons, and have no publ�c
�nterest �n v�ew, they are less d�sturbed �n the�r progress by new
obstacles; and �t must be owned, that, after the f�rst absurd�ty, they
follow more d�rectly the current of reason and good sense.
Theolog�ans clearly perce�ved, that the external form of words, be�ng
mere sound, requ�re an �ntent�on to make them have any eff�cacy;
and that th�s �ntent�on be�ng once cons�dered as a requ�s�te
c�rcumstance, �ts absence must equally prevent the effect, whether
avowed or concealed, whether s�ncere or dece�tful. Accord�ngly they
have commonly determ�ned, that the �ntent�on of the pr�est makes
the sacrament, and that when he secretly w�thdraws h�s �ntent�on, he
�s h�ghly cr�m�nal �n h�mself; but st�ll destroys the bapt�sm, or
commun�on, or holy orders. The terr�ble consequences of th�s
doctr�ne were not able to h�nder �ts tak�ng place; as the
�nconven�ence of a s�m�lar doctr�ne, w�th regard to prom�ses, have
prevented that doctr�ne from establ�sh�ng �tself. Men are always more
concerned about the present l�fe than the future; and are apt to th�nk
the smallest ev�l, wh�ch regards the former, more �mportant than the
greatest, wh�ch regards the latter.

We may draw the same conclus�on, concern�ng the or�g�n of
prom�ses, from the force, wh�ch �s supposed to �nval�date all
contracts, and to free us from the�r obl�gat�on. Such a pr�nc�ple �s a
proof, that prom�ses have no natural obl�gat�on, and are mere
art�f�c�al contr�vances for the conven�ence and advantage of soc�ety.



If we cons�der ar�ght of the matter, force �s not essent�ally d�fferent
from any other mot�ve of hope or fear, wh�ch may �nduce us to
engage our word, and lay ourselves under any obl�gat�on. A man,
dangerously wounded, who prom�ses a competent sum to a surgeon
to cure h�m, would certa�nly be bound to performance; though the
case be not so much d�fferent from that of one, who prom�ses a sum
to a robber, as to produce so great a d�fference �n our sent�ments of
moral�ty, �f these sent�ments were not bu�lt ent�rely on publ�c �nterest
and conven�ence.



SECT. VI SOME FARTHER
REFLECTIONS CONCERNING

JUSTICE AND INJUSTICE
We have now run over the three fundamental laws of nature, that

of the stab�l�ty of possess�on, of �ts transference by consent, and of
the performance of prom�ses. It �s on the str�ct t observance of those
three laws, that the peace and secur�ty of human soc�ety ent�rely
depend; nor �s there any poss�b�l�ty of establ�sh�ng a good
correspondence among men, where these are neglected. Soc�ety �s
absolutely necessary for the well-be�ng of men; and these are as
necessary to the support of soc�ety. Whatever restra�nt they may
�mpose on the pass�ons of men, they are the real offspr�ng of those
pass�ons, and are only a more artful and more ref�ned way of
sat�sfy�ng them. Noth�ng �s more v�g�lant and �nvent�ve than our
pass�ons; and noth�ng �s more obv�ous, than the convent�on for the
observance of these rules. Nature has, therefore, trusted th�s affa�r
ent�rely to the conduct of men, and has not placed �n the m�nd any
pecul�ar or�g�nal pr�nc�ples, to determ�ne us to a set of act�ons, �nto
wh�ch the other pr�nc�ples of our frame and const�tut�on were
suff�c�ent to lead us. And to conv�nce us the more fully of th�s truth,
we may here stop a moment, and from a rev�ew of the preced�ng
reason�ngs may draw some new arguments, to prove that those
laws, however necessary, are ent�rely art�f�c�al, and of human
�nvent�on; and consequently that just�ce �s an art�f�c�al, and not a
natural v�rtue.

(1) The f�rst argument I shall make use of �s der�ved from the
vulgar def�n�t�on of just�ce. Just�ce �s commonly def�ned to be a
constant and perpetual w�ll of g�v�ng every one h�s due. In th�s
def�n�t�on �t �s supposed, that there are such th�ngs as r�ght and
property, �ndependent of just�ce, and antecedent to �t; and that they
would have subs�sted, though men had never dreamt of pract�s�ng



such a v�rtue. I have already observed, �n a cursory manner, the
fallacy of th�s op�n�on, and shall here cont�nue to open up a l�ttle
more d�st�nctly my sent�ments on that subject.

I shall beg�n w�th observ�ng, that th�s qual�ty, wh�ch we shall call
property, �s l�ke many of the �mag�nary qual�t�es of the per�patet�c
ph�losophy, and van�shes upon a more accurate �nspect�on �nto the
subject, when cons�dered a-part from our moral sent�ments. It �s
ev�dent property does not cons�st �n any of the sens�ble qual�t�es of
the object. For these may cont�nue �nvar�ably the same, wh�le the
property changes. Property, therefore, must cons�st �n some relat�on
of the object. But �t �s not �n �ts relat�on w�th regard to other external
and �nan�mate objects. For these may also cont�nue �nvar�ably the
same, wh�le the property changes. Th�s qual�ty, therefore, cons�sts �n
the relat�ons of objects to �ntell�gent and rat�onal be�ngs. But �t �s not
the external and corporeal relat�on, wh�ch forms the essence of
property. For that relat�on may be the same betw�xt �nan�mate
objects, or w�th regard to brute creatures; though �n those cases �t
forms no property. It �s, therefore, �n some �nternal relat�on, that the
property cons�sts; that �s, �n some �nfluence, wh�ch the external
relat�ons of the object have on the m�nd and act�ons. Thus the
external relat�on, wh�ch we call occupat�on or f�rst possess�on, �s not
of �tself �mag�ned to be the property of the object, but only to cause
�ts property. Now �t �s ev�dent, th�s external relat�on causes noth�ng �n
external objects, and has only an �nfluence on the m�nd, by g�v�ng us
a sense of duty �n absta�n�ng from that object, and �n restor�ng �t to
the f�rst possessor. These act�ons are properly what we call just�ce;
and consequently �t �s on that v�rtue that the nature of property
depends, and not the v�rtue on the property.

If any one, therefore, would assert, that just�ce �s a natural v�rtue,
and �njust�ce a natural v�ce, he must assert, that abstract�ng from the
nat�ons of property, and r�ght and obl�gat�on, a certa�n conduct and
tra�n of act�ons, �n certa�n external relat�ons of objects, has naturally
a moral beauty or deform�ty, and causes an or�g�nal pleasure or
uneas�ness. Thus the restor�ng a man's goods to h�m �s cons�dered
as v�rtuous, not because nature has annexed a certa�n sent�ment of
pleasure to such a conduct, w�th regard to the property of others, but
because she has annexed that sent�ment to such a conduct, w�th



regard to those external objects, of wh�ch others have had the f�rst or
long possess�on, or wh�ch they have rece�ved by the consent of
those, who have had f�rst or long possess�on. If nature has g�ven us
no such sent�ment, there �s not, naturally, nor antecedent to human
convent�ons, any such th�ng as property. Now, though �t seems
suff�c�ently ev�dent, �n th�s dry and accurate cons�derat�on of the
present subject, that nature has annexed no pleasure or sent�ment of
approbat�on to such a conduct; yet that I may leave as l�ttle room for
doubt as poss�ble, I shall subjo�n a few more arguments to conf�rm
my op�n�on.

F�rst, If nature had g�ven us a pleasure of th�s k�nd, �t would have
been as ev�dent and d�scern�ble as on every other occas�on; nor
should we have found any d�ff�culty to perce�ve, that the
cons�derat�on of such act�ons, �n such a s�tuat�on, g�ves a certa�n
pleasure and sent�ment of approbat�on. We should not have been
obl�ged to have recourse to not�ons of property �n the def�n�t�on of
just�ce, and at the same t�me make use of the not�ons of just�ce �n
the def�n�t�on of property. Th�s dece�tful method of reason�ng �s a
pla�n proof, that there are conta�ned �n the subject some obscur�t�es
and d�ff�cult�es, wh�ch we are not able to surmount, and wh�ch we
des�re to evade by th�s art�f�ce.

Secondly, Those rules, by wh�ch propert�es, r�ghts, and obl�gat�ons
are determ�ned, have �n them no marks of a natural or�g�n but many
of art�f�ce and contr�vance. They are too numerous to have
proceeded from nature: They are changeable by human laws: And
have all of them a d�rect and ev�dent tendency to publ�c good, and
the support, of c�v�l soc�ety. Th�s last c�rcumstance �s remarkable
upon two accounts. F�rst, because, though the cause of the
establ�shment of these laws had been a regard for the publ�c good,
as much as the publ�c good �s the�r natural tendency, they would st�ll
have been art�f�c�al, as be�ng purposely contr�ved and d�rected to a
certa�n end. Secondly, because, �f men had been endowed w�th such
a strong regard for publ�c good, they would never have restra�ned
themselves by these rules; so that the laws of just�ce ar�se from
natural pr�nc�ples �n a manner st�ll more obl�que and art�f�c�al. It �s
self-love wh�ch �s the�r real or�g�n; and as the self-love of one person
�s naturally contrary to that of another, these several �nterested



pass�ons are obl�ged to adjust themselves after such a manner as to
concur �n some system of conduct and behav�our. Th�s system,
therefore, comprehend�ng the �nterest of each �nd�v�dual, �s of course
advantageous to the publ�c; though �t be not �ntended for that
purpose by d�e �nventors.

(2) In the second place we may observe, that all k�nds of v�ce and
v�rtue run �nsens�bly �nto each other, and may approach by such
�mpercept�ble degrees as w�ll make �t very d�ff�cult, �f not absolutely
�mposs�ble, to determ�ne when the one ends, and the other beg�ns;
and from th�s observat�on we may der�ve a new argument for the
forego�ng pr�nc�ple. For whatever may be the case, w�th regard to all
k�nds of v�ce and v�rtue, �t �s certa�n, that r�ghts, and obl�gat�ons, and
property, adm�t of no such �nsens�ble gradat�on, but that a man e�ther
has a full and perfect property, or none at all; and �s e�ther ent�rely
obl�ged to perform any act�on, or l�es under no manner of obl�gat�on.
However c�v�l laws may talk of a perfect dom�n�on, and of an
�mperfect, �t �s easy to observe, that th�s ar�ses from a f�ct�on, wh�ch
has no foundat�on �n reason, and can never enter �nto our not�ons of
natural just�ce and equ�ty. A man that h�res a horse, though but for a
day, has as full a r�ght to make use of �t for that t�me, as he whom we
call �ts propr�etor has to make use of �t any other day; and �t was
ev�dent, that however the use may be bounded �n t�me or degree, the
r�ght �tself �s not suscept�ble of any such gradat�on, but �s absolute
and ent�re, so far as �t extends. Accord�ngly we may observe, that
th�s r�ght both ar�ses and per�shes �n an �nstant; and that a man
ent�rely acqu�res the property of any object by occupat�on, or the
consent of the propr�etor; and loses �t by h�s own consent; w�thout
any of that �nsens�ble gradat�on, wh�ch �s remarkable �n other
qual�t�es and relat�ons, S�nce, therefore, th�s �s d�e case w�th regard
to property, and r�ghts, and obl�gat�ons, I ask, how �t stands w�th
regard to just�ce and �njust�ce? After whatever manner you answer
th�s quest�on, you run �nto �nextr�cable d�ff�cult�es. If you reply, that
just�ce and �njust�ce adm�t of degree, and run �nsens�bly �nto each
other, you expressly contrad�ct the forego�ng pos�t�on, that obl�gat�on
and property are not suscept�ble of such a gradat�on. These depend
ent�rely upon just�ce and �njust�ce, and follow them �n all the�r
var�at�ons. Where the just�ce �s ent�re, the property �s also ent�re:



Where the just�ce �s �mperfect, the property must also be �mperfect
And v�ce versa, �f the property adm�t of no such var�at�ons, they must
also be �ncompat�ble w�th just�ce. If you assent, therefore, to th�s last
propos�t�on, and assert, that just�ce and �njust�ce are not suscept�ble
of degrees, you �n effect assert, that they are not naturally e�ther
v�c�ous or v�rtuous; s�nce v�ce and v�rtue, moral good and ev�l, and
�ndeed all natural qual�t�es, run �nsens�bly �nto each other, and are,
on many occas�ons, und�st�ngu�shable.

And here �t may be worth wh�le to observe, that though abstract
reason�ng, and the general max�ms of ph�losophy and law establ�sh
th�s pos�t�on, that property, and r�ght, and obl�gat�on adm�t not of
degrees, yet �n our common and negl�gent way of th�nk�ng, we f�nd
great d�ff�culty to enterta�n that op�n�on, and do even secretly
embrace the contrary pr�nc�ple. An object must e�ther be �n the
possess�on of one person or another. An act�on must e�ther be
performed or not The necess�ty there �s of choos�ng one s�de �n
these d�lemmas, and the �mposs�b�l�ty there often �s of f�nd�ng any
just med�um, obl�ge us, when we reflect on the matter, to
acknowledge, that all property and obl�gat�ons are ent�re. But on the
other hand, when we cons�der the or�g�n of property and obl�gat�on,
and f�nd that they depend on publ�c ut�l�ty, and somet�mes on the
propens�t�es of the �mag�nat�on, wh�ch are seldom ent�re on any s�de;
we are naturally �ncl�ned to �mag�ne, that these moral relat�ons adm�t
of an �nsens�ble gradat�on. Hence �t �s, that �n references, where the
consent of the part�es leave the referees ent�re masters of the
subject, they commonly d�scover so much equ�ty and just�ce on both
s�des, as �nduces them to str�ke a med�um, and d�v�de the d�fference
betw�xt the part�es. C�v�l judges, who have not th�s l�berty, but are
obl�ged to g�ve a dec�s�ve sentence on some one s�de, are often at a
loss how to determ�ne, and are necess�tated to proceed on the most
fr�volous reasons �n the world. Half r�ghts and obl�gat�ons, wh�ch
seem so natural �n common l�fe, are perfect absurd�t�es �n the�r
tr�bunal; for wh�ch reason they are often obl�ged to take half
arguments for whole ones, �n order to term�nate the affa�r one way or
other.

(3) The th�rd argument of th�s k�nd I shall make use of may be
expla�ned thus. If we cons�der the ord�nary course of human act�ons,



we shall f�nd, that the m�nd restra�ns not �tself by any general and
un�versal rules; but acts on most occas�ons as �t �s determ�ned by �ts
present mot�ves and �ncl�nat�on. As each act�on �s a part�cular
�nd�v�dual event, �t must proceed from part�cular pr�nc�ples, and from
our �mmed�ate s�tuat�on w�th�n ourselves, and w�th respect to the rest
of the un�verse. If on some occas�ons we extend our mot�ves beyond
those very c�rcumstances, wh�ch gave r�se to them, and form
someth�ng l�ke general rules for our conduct, �t �s easy to observe,
that these rules are not perfectly �nflex�ble, but allow of many
except�ons. S�nce, therefore, th�s �s the ord�nary course of human
act�ons, we may conclude, that the laws of just�ce, be�ng un�versal
and perfectly �nflex�ble, can never be der�ved from nature, nor be the
�mmed�ate offspr�ng of any natural mot�ve or �ncl�nat�on. No act�on
can be e�ther morally good or ev�l, unless there be some natural
pass�on or mot�ve to �mpel us to �t, or deter us from �t; and �t �s
ev�dent, that d�e moral�ty must be suscept�ble of all the same
var�at�ons, wh�ch are natural to the pass�on. Here are two persons,
who d�spute for an estate; of whom one �s r�ch, a fool, and a
batchelor; the other poor, a man of sense, and has a numerous
fam�ly: The f�rst �s my enemy; the second my fr�end. Whether I be
actuated �n th�s affa�r by a v�ew to publ�c or pr�vate �nterest, by
fr�endsh�p or enm�ty, I must be �nduced to do my utmost to procure
the estate to the latter. Nor would any cons�derat�on of the r�ght and
property of the persons be able to restra�n me, were I actuated only
by natural mot�ves, w�thout any comb�nat�on or convent�on w�th
others. For as all property depends on moral�ty; and as all moral�ty
depends on the ord�nary course of our pass�ons and act�ons; and as
these aga�n are only d�rected by part�cular mot�ves; �t �s ev�dent, such
a part�al conduct must be su�table to the str�ctest moral�ty, and coued
never be a v�olat�on of property. Were men, therefore, to take the
l�berty of act�ng w�th regard to the laws of soc�ety, as they do �n every
other affa�r, they would conduct themselves, on most occas�ons, by
part�cular judgments, and would take �nto cons�derat�on the
characters and c�rcumstances of the persons, as well as the general
nature of the quest�on. But �t �s easy to observe, that th�s would
produce an �nf�n�te confus�on �n human soc�ety, and that the av�d�ty
and part�al�ty of men would qu�ckly br�ng d�sorder �nto the world, �f



not restra�ned by some general and �nflex�ble pr�nc�ples. Twas,
therefore, w�th a v�ew to th�s �nconven�ence, that men have
establ�shed those pr�nc�ples, and have agreed to restra�n themselves
by general rules, wh�ch are unchangeable by sp�te and favour, and
by part�cular v�ews of pr�vate or publ�c �nterest. These rules, then, are
art�f�c�ally �nvented for a certa�n purpose, and are contrary to the
common pr�nc�ples of human nature, wh�ch accommodate
themselves to c�rcumstances, and have no stated �nvar�able method
of operat�on.

Nor do I perce�ve how I can eas�ly be m�staken �n th�s matter. I see
ev�dently, that when any man �mposes on h�mself general �nflex�ble
rules �n h�s conduct w�th others, he cons�ders certa�n objects as the�r
property, wh�ch he supposes to be sacred and �nv�olable. But no
propos�t�on can be more ev�dent, than that property �s perfectly
un�ntell�g�ble w�thout f�rst suppos�ng just�ce and �njust�ce; and that
these v�rtues and v�ces are as un�ntell�g�ble, unless we have mot�ves,
�ndependent of the moral�ty, to �mpel us to just act�ons, and deter us
from unjust ones. Let those mot�ves, therefore, be what they w�ll,
they must accommodate themselves to c�rcumstances, and must
adm�t of all the var�at�ons, wh�ch human affa�rs, �n the�r �ncessant
revolut�ons, are suscept�ble of. They are consequently a very
�mproper foundat�on for such r�g�d �nflex�ble rules as the laws of
nature; and �t �s ev�dent these laws can only be der�ved from human
convent�ons, when men have perce�ved the d�sorders that result
from follow�ng the�r natural and var�able pr�nc�ples.

Upon the whole, then, we are to cons�der th�s d�st�nct�on betw�xt
just�ce and �njust�ce, as hav�ng two d�fferent foundat�ons, v�z, that of
�nterest, when men observe, that �t �s �mposs�ble to l�ve �n soc�ety
w�thout restra�n�ng themselves by certa�n rules; and that of moral�ty,
when th�s �nterest �s once observed and men rece�ve a pleasure from
the v�ew of such act�ons as tend to the peace of soc�ety, and an
uneas�ness from such as are contrary to �t. It �s the voluntary
convent�on and art�f�ce of men, wh�ch makes the f�rst �nterest take
place; and therefore those laws of just�ce are so far to be cons�dered
as art�fr�al. After that �nterest �s once establ�shed and acknowledged,
the sense of moral�ty �n the observance of these rules follows
naturally, and of �tself; though �t �s certa�n, that �t �s also augmented



by a new art�f�ce, and that the publ�c �nstruct�ons of pol�t�c�ans, and
the pr�vate educat�on of parents, contr�bute to the g�v�ng us a sense
of honour and duty �n the str�ct regulat�on of our act�ons w�th regard
to the propert�es of others.



SECT. VII OF THE ORIGIN OF
GOVERNMENT

Noth�ng �s more certa�n, than that men are, �n a great measure,
governed by �nterest, and that even when they extend the�r concern
beyond themselves, �t �s not to any great d�stance; nor �s �t usual for
them, �n common l�fe, to look farther than the�r nearest fr�ends and
acqua�ntance. It �s no less certa�n, that �t �s �mposs�ble for men to
consult, the�r �nterest �n so effectual a manner, as by an un�versal
and �nflex�ble observance of the rules of just�ce, by wh�ch alone they
can preserve soc�ety, and keep themselves from fall�ng �nto that
wretched and savage cond�t�on, wh�ch �s commonly represented as
the state of nature. And as th�s �nterest, wh�ch all men have �n the
uphold�ng of soc�ety, and the observat�on of the rules of just�ce, �s
great, so �s �t palpable and ev�dent, even to the most rude and
uncult�vated of human race; and �t �s almost �mposs�ble for any one,
who has had exper�ence of soc�ety, to be m�staken �n th�s part�cular.
S�nce, therefore, men are so s�ncerely attached to the�r �nterest, and
the�r �nterest �s so much concerned �n the observance of just�ce, and
th�s �nterest �s so certa�n and avowed; �t may be asked, how any
d�sorder can ever ar�se �n soc�ety, and what pr�nc�ple there �s �n
human nature so powerful as to overcome so strong a pass�on, or so
v�olent as to obscure so clear a knowledge?

It has been observed, �n treat�ng of the pass�ons, that men are
m�ght�ly governed by the �mag�nat�on, and proport�on the�r affect�ons
more to the l�ght, under wh�ch any object appears to them, than to �ts
real and �ntr�ns�c value. What str�kes upon them w�th a strong and
l�vely �dea commonly preva�ls above what l�es �n a more obscure
l�ght; and �t must be a great super�or�ty of value, that �s able to
compensate th�s advantage. Now as every th�ng, that �s cont�guous
to us, e�ther �n space or t�me, str�kes upon us w�th such an �dea, �t
has a proport�onal effect on the w�ll and pass�ons, and commonly
operates w�th more force than any object, that l�es �n a more d�stant



and obscure l�ght. Though we may be fully conv�nced, that the latter
object excels the former, we are not able to regulate our act�ons by
th�s judgment; but y�eld to the soll�c�tat�ons of our pass�ons, wh�ch
always plead �n favour of whatever �s near and cont�guous.

Th�s �s the reason why men so often act �n contrad�ct�on to the�r
known �nterest; and �n part�cular why they prefer any tr�v�al
advantage, that �s present, to the ma�ntenance of order �n soc�ety,
wh�ch so much depends on the observance of just�ce. The
consequences of every breach of equ�ty seem to l�e very remote,
and are not able to counter-ballance any �mmed�ate advantage, that
may be reaped from �t. They are, however, never the less real for
be�ng remote; and as all men are, �n some degree, subject to the
same weakness, �t necessar�ly happens, that the v�olat�ons of equ�ty
must become very frequent �n soc�ety, and the commerce of men, by
that means, be rendered very dangerous and uncerta�n. You have
the same propens�on, that I have, �n favour of what �s cont�guous
above what �s remote. You are, therefore, naturally carr�ed to comm�t
acts of �njust�ce as well as me. Your example both pushes me
forward �n th�s way by �m�tat�on, and also affords me a new reason
for any breach of equ�ty, by shew�ng me, that I should be the cully of
my �ntegr�ty, �f I alone should �mpose on myself a severe restra�nt
am�dst the l�cent�ousness of others.

Th�s qual�ty, therefore, of human nature, not only �s very
dangerous to soc�ety, but also seems, on a cursory v�ew, to be
�ncapable of any remedy. The remedy can only come from the
consent of men; and �f men be �ncapable of themselves to prefer
remote to cont�guous, they w�ll never consent to any th�ng, wh�ch
would obl�ge them to such a cho�ce, and contrad�ct, �n so sens�ble a
manner, the�r natural pr�nc�ples and propens�t�es. Whoever chuses
the means, chuses also the end; and �f �t be �mposs�ble for us to
prefer what �s remote, �t �s equally �mposs�ble for us to subm�t to any
necess�ty, wh�ch would obl�ge us to such a method of act�ng.

But here �t �s observable, that th�s �nf�rm�ty of human nature
becomes a remedy to �tself, and that we prov�de aga�nst our
negl�gence about remote objects, merely because we are naturally
�ncl�ned to that negl�gence. When we cons�der any objects at a



d�stance, all the�r m�nute d�st�nct�ons van�sh, and we always g�ve the
preference to whatever �s �n �tself preferable, w�thout cons�der�ng �ts
s�tuat�on and c�rcumstances. Th�s g�ves r�se to what �n an �mproper
sense we call reason, wh�ch �s a pr�nc�ple, that �s often contrad�ctory
to those propens�t�es that d�splay themselves upon the approach of
the object. In reflect�ng on any act�on, wh�ch I am to perform a
twelve-month hence, I always resolve to prefer the greater good,
whether at that t�me �t w�ll be more cont�guous or remote; nor does
any d�fference �n that part�cular make a d�fference �n my present
�ntent�ons and resolut�ons. My d�stance from the f�nal determ�nat�on
makes all those m�nute d�fferences van�sh, nor am I affected by any
th�ng, but the general and more d�scern�ble qual�t�es of good and ev�l.
But on my nearer approach, those c�rcumstances, wh�ch I at f�rst
over-looked, beg�n to appear, and have an �nfluence on my conduct
and affect�ons. A new �ncl�nat�on to the present good spr�ngs up, and
makes �t d�ff�cult for me to adhere �nflex�bly to my f�rst purpose and
resolut�on. Th�s natural �nf�rm�ty I may very much regret, and I may
endeavour, by all poss�ble means, to free my self from �t. I may have
recourse to study and reflect�on w�th�n myself; to the adv�ce of
fr�ends; to frequent med�tat�on, and repeated resolut�on: And hav�ng
exper�enced how �neffectual all these are, I may embrace w�th
pleasure any other exped�ent, by wh�ch I may �mpose a restra�nt
upon myself, and guard aga�nst th�s weakness.

The only d�ff�culty, therefore, �s to f�nd out th�s exped�ent, by wh�ch
men cure the�r natural weakness, and lay themselves under the
necess�ty of observ�ng the laws of just�ce and equ�ty, notw�thstand�ng
the�r v�olent propens�on to prefer cont�guous to remote. It �s ev�dent
such a remedy can never be effectual w�thout correct�ng th�s
propens�ty; and as �t �s �mposs�ble to change or correct any th�ng
mater�al �n our nature, the utmost we can do �s to change our
c�rcumstances and s�tuat�on, and render the observance of the laws
of just�ce our nearest �nterest, and the�r v�olat�on our most remote.
But th�s be�ng �mpract�cable w�th respect to all mank�nd, �t can only
take place w�th respect to a few, whom we thus �mmed�ately �nterest
�n the execut�on of just�ce. There are the persons, whom we call c�v�l
mag�strates, k�ngs and the�r m�n�sters, our governors and rulers, who
be�ng �nd�fferent persons to the greatest part of the state, have no



�nterest, or but a remote one, �n any act of �njust�ce; and be�ng
sat�sf�ed w�th the�r present cond�t�on, and w�th the�r part �n soc�ety,
have an �mmed�ate �nterest �n every execut�on of just�ce, wh�ch �s so
necessary to the uphold�ng of soc�ety. Here then �s the or�g�n of c�v�l
government and soc�ety. Men are not able rad�cally to cure, e�ther �n
themselves or others, that narrowness of soul, wh�ch makes them
prefer the present to the remote. They cannot change the�r natures.
All they can do �s to change the�r s�tuat�on, and render the
observance of just�ce the �mmed�ate �nterest of some part�cular
persons, and �ts v�olat�on the�r more remote. These persons, then,
are not only �nduced to observe those rules �n the�r own conduct, but
also to constra�n others to a l�ke regular�ty, and �nforce the d�ctates of
equ�ty through the whole soc�ety. And �f �t be necessary, they may
also �nterest others more �mmed�ately �n the execut�on of just�ce, and
create a number of off�cers, c�v�l and m�l�tary, to ass�st them �n the�r
government.

But th�s execut�on of just�ce, though the pr�nc�pal, �s not the only
advantage of government. As v�olent pass�on h�nder men from
see�ng d�st�nctly the �nterest they have �n an equ�table behav�our
towards others; so �t h�nders them from see�ng that equ�ty �tself, and
g�ves them a remarkable part�al�ty �n the�r own favours. Th�s
�nconven�ence �s corrected �n the same manner as that above-
ment�oned. The same persons, who execute the laws of just�ce, w�ll
also dec�de all controvers�es concern�ng them; and be�ng �nd�fferent
to the greatest part of the soc�ety, w�ll dec�de them more equ�tably
than every one would �n h�s own case.

By means of these two advantages, �n the execut�on and dec�s�on
of just�ce, men acqu�re a secur�ty aga�nst each others weakness and
pass�on, as well as aga�nst the�r own, and under the shelter of the�r
governors, beg�n to taste at ease the sweets of soc�ety and mutual
ass�stance. But government extends farther �ts benef�c�al �nfluence;
and not contented to protect men �n those convent�ons they make for
the�r mutual �nterest, �t often obl�ges them to make such convent�ons,
and forces them to seek the�r own advantage, by a concurrence �n
some common end or purpose. There �s no qual�ty �n human nature,
wh�ch causes more fatal errors �n our conduct, than that wh�ch leads
us to prefer whatever �s present to the d�stant and remote, and



makes us des�re objects more accord�ng to the�r s�tuat�on than the�r
�ntr�ns�c value. Two ne�ghbours may agree to dra�n a meadow, wh�ch
they possess �n common; because �t �s easy for them to know each
others m�nd; and each must perce�ve, that the �mmed�ate
consequence of h�s fa�l�ng �n h�s part, �s, the abandon�ng the whole
project. But �t �s very d�ff�cult, and �ndeed �mposs�ble, that a thousand
persons should agree �n any such act�on; �t be�ng d�ff�cult for them to
concert so compl�cated a des�gn, and st�ll more d�ff�cult for them to
execute �t; wh�le each seeks a pretext to free h�mself of the trouble
and expence, and would lay the whole burden on others. Pol�t�cal
soc�ety eas�ly remed�es both these �nconven�ences. Mag�strates f�nd
an �mmed�ate �nterest �n the �nterest of any cons�derable part of the�r
subjects. They need consult no body but themselves to form any
scheme for the promot�ng of that �nterest. And as the fa�lure of any
one p�ece �n the execut�on �s connected, though not �mmed�ately,
w�th the fa�lure of the whole, they prevent that fa�lure, because they
f�nd no �nterest �n �t, e�ther �mmed�ate or remote. Thus br�dges are
bu�lt; harbours opened; ramparts ra�sed; canals formed; fleets
equ�ped; and arm�es d�sc�pl�ned every where, by the care of
government, wh�ch, though composed of men subject to all human
�nf�rm�t�es, becomes, by one of the f�nest and most subtle �nvent�ons
�mag�nable, a compos�t�on, wh�ch �s, �n some measure, exempted
from all these �nf�rm�t�es.



SECT. VIII OF THE SOURCE OF
ALLEGIANCE

Though government be an �nvent�on very advantageous, and even
�n some c�rcumstances absolutely necessary to mank�nd; �t �s not
necessary �n all c�rcumstances, nor �s �t �mposs�ble for men to
preserve soc�ety for some t�me, w�thout hav�ng recourse to such an
�nvent�on. Men, �t �s true, are always much �ncl�ned to prefer present
�nterest to d�stant and remote; nor �s �t easy for them to res�st the
temptat�on of any advantage, that they may �mmed�ately enjoy, �n
apprehens�on of an ev�l that l�es at a d�stance from them: But st�ll th�s
weakness �s less consp�cuous where the possess�ons, and the
pleasures of l�fe are few, and of l�ttle value, as they always are �n the
�nfancy of soc�ety. An Ind�an �s but l�ttle tempted to d�spossess
another of h�s hut, or to steal h�s bow, as be�ng already prov�ded of
the same advantages; and as to any super�or fortune, wh�ch may
attend one above another �n hunt�ng and f�sh�ng, �t �s only casual and
temporary, and w�ll have but small tendency to d�sturb soc�ety. And
so far am I from th�nk�ng w�th some ph�losophers, that men are
utterly �ncapable of soc�ety w�thout government, that I assert the f�rst
rud�ments of government to ar�se from quarrels, not among men of
the same soc�ety, but among those of d�fferent soc�et�es. A less
degree of r�ches w�ll suff�ce to th�s latter effect, than �s requ�s�te for
the former. Men fear noth�ng from publ�c war and v�olence but the
res�stance they meet w�th, wh�ch, because they share �t �n common,
seems less terr�ble; and because �t comes from strangers, seems
less pern�c�ous �n �ts consequences, than when they are exposed
s�ngly aga�nst one whose commerce �s advantageous to them, and
w�thout whose soc�ety �t �s �mposs�ble they can subs�st. Now fore�gn
war to a soc�ety w�thout government necessar�ly produces c�v�l war.
Throw any cons�derable goods among men, they �nstantly fall a
quarrell�ng, wh�le each str�ves to get possess�on of what pleases
h�m, w�thout regard to the consequences. In a fore�gn war the most



cons�derable of all goods, l�fe and l�mbs, are at stake; and as every
one shuns dangerous ports, se�zes the best arms, seeks excuse for
the sl�ghtest wounds, the laws, wh�ch may be well enough observed
wh�le men were calm, can now no longer take place, when they are
�n such commot�on.

Th�s we f�nd ver�f�ed �n the Amer�can tr�bes, where men l�ve �n
concord and am�ty among themselves w�thout any establ�shed
government and never pay subm�ss�on to any of the�r fellows, except
�n t�me of war, when the�r capta�n enjoys a shadow of author�ty,
wh�ch he loses after the�r return from the f�eld, and the establ�shment
of peace w�th the ne�ghbour�ng tr�bes. Th�s author�ty, however,
�nstructs them �n the advantages of government, and teaches them
to have recourse to �t, when e�ther by the p�llage of war, by
commerce, or by any fortu�tous �nvent�ons, the�r r�ches and
possess�ons have become so cons�derable as to make them forget,
on every emergence, the �nterest they have �n the preservat�on of
peace and just�ce. Hence we may g�ve a plaus�ble reason, among
others, why all governments are at f�rst monarch�cal, w�thout any
m�xture and var�ety; and why republ�cs ar�se only from the abuses of
monarchy and despot�c power. Camps are the true mothers of c�t�es;
and as war cannot be adm�n�stered, by reason of the suddenness of
every ex�gency, w�thout some author�ty �n a s�ngle person, the same
k�nd of author�ty naturally takes place �n that c�v�l government, wh�ch
succeeds the m�l�tary. And th�s reason I take to be more natural, than
the common one der�ved from patr�archal government, or the
author�ty of a father, wh�ch �s sa�d f�rst to take place �n one fam�ly,
and to accustom the members of �t to the government of a s�ngle
person. The state of soc�ety w�thout government �s one of the most
natural states of men, and must subm�t w�th the conjunct�on of many
fam�l�es, and long after the f�rst generat�on. Noth�ng but an encrease
of r�ches and possess�ons coued obl�ge men to qu�t �t; and so
barbarous and un�nstructed are all soc�et�es on the�r f�rst format�on,
that many years must elapse before these can encrease to such a
degree, as to d�sturb men �n the enjoyment of peace and concord.
But though �t be poss�ble for men to ma�nta�n a small uncult�vated
soc�ety w�thout government, �t �s �mposs�ble they should ma�nta�n a
soc�ety of any k�nd w�thout just�ce, and the observance of those three



fundamental laws concern�ng the stab�l�ty of possess�on, �ts
translat�on by consent, and the performance of prom�ses. These are,
therefore, antecedent to government, and are supposed to �mpose
an obl�gat�on before the duty of alleg�ance to c�v�l mag�strates has
once been thought of. Nay, I shall go farther, and assert, that
government, upon �ts f�rst establ�shment, would naturally be
supposed. to der�ve �ts obl�gat�on from those laws of nature, and, �n
part�cular, from that concern�ng the performance of prom�ses. When
men have once perce�ved the necess�ty of government to ma�nta�n
peace, and execute just�ce, they would naturally assemble together,
would chuse mag�strates, determ�ne power, and prom�se them
obed�ence. As a prom�se �s supposed to be a bond or secur�ty
already �n use, and attended w�th a moral obl�gat�on, �t �s to be
cons�dered as the or�g�nal sanct�on of government, and as the
source of the f�rst obl�gat�on to obed�ence. Th�s reason�ng appears
so natural, that �t has become the foundat�on of our fash�onable
system of pol�t�cs, and �s �n a manner the creed of a party amongst
us, who pr�de themselves, w�th reason, on the soundness of the�r
ph�losophy, and the�r l�berty of thought. All men, say they, are born
free and equal: Government and super�or�ty can only be establ�shed
by consent: The consent of men, �n establ�sh�ng government,
�mposes on them a new obl�gat�on, unknown to the laws of nature.
Men, therefore, are bound to obey the�r mag�strates, only because
they prom�se �t; and �f they had not g�ven the�r word, e�ther expressly
or tac�tly, to preserve alleg�ance, �t would never have become a part
of the�r moral duty. Th�s conclus�on, however, when carr�ed so far as
to comprehend government �n all �ts ages and s�tuat�ons, �s ent�rely
erroneous; and I ma�nta�n, that though the duty of alleg�ance be at
f�rst grafted on the obl�gat�on of prom�ses, and be for some t�me
supported by that obl�gat�on, yet �t qu�ckly takes root of �tself, and has
an or�g�nal obl�gat�on and author�ty, �ndependent of all contracts. Th�s
�s a pr�nc�ple of moment, wh�ch we must exam�ne w�th care and
attent�on, before we proceed any farther.

It �s reasonable for those ph�losophers, who assert just�ce to be a
natural v�rtue, and antecedent to human convent�ons, to resolve all
c�v�l alleg�ance �nto the obl�gat�on of a prom�se, and assert that �t �s
our own consent alone, wh�ch b�nds us to any subm�ss�on to



mag�stracy. For as all government �s pla�nly an �nvent�on of men, and
the or�g�n of most governments �s known �n h�story, �t �s necessary to
mount h�gher, �n order to f�nd the source of our pol�t�cal dut�es, �f we
would assert them to have any natural obl�gat�on of moral�ty. These
ph�losophers, therefore, qu�ckly observe, that soc�ety �s as ant�ent as
the human spec�es, and those three fundamental laws of nature as
ant�ent as soc�ety: So that tak�ng advantage of the ant�qu�ty, and
obscure or�g�n of these laws, they f�rst deny them to be art�f�c�al and
voluntary �nvent�ons of men, and then seek to �ngraft on them those
other dut�es, wh�ch are more pla�nly art�f�c�al. But be�ng once
undece�ved �n th�s part�cular, and hav�ng found that natural, as well
as c�v�l just�ce, der�ves �ts or�g�n from human convent�ons, we shall
qu�ckly perce�ve, how fru�tless �t �s to resolve the one �nto the other,
and seek, �n the laws of nature, a stronger foundat�on for our pol�t�cal
dut�es than �nterest, and human convent�ons; wh�le these laws
themselves are bu�lt on the very same foundat�on. On wh�ch ever
s�de we turn th�s subject, we shall f�nd, that these two k�nds of duty
are exactly on the same foot�ng, and have the same source both of
the�r f�rst �nvent�on and moral obl�gat�on. They are contr�ved to
remedy l�ke �nconven�ences, and acqu�re the�r moral sanct�on �n the
same manner, from the�r remedy�ng those �nconven�ences. These
are two po�nts, wh�ch we shall endeavour to prove as d�st�nctly as
poss�ble.

We have already shewn, that men �nvented the three fundamental
laws of nature, when they observed the necess�ty of soc�ety to the�r
mutual subs�stance, and found, that �t was �mposs�ble to ma�nta�n
any correspondence together, w�thout some restra�nt on the�r natural
appet�tes. The same self-love, therefore, wh�ch renders men so
�ncommod�ous to each other, tak�ng a new and more conven�ent
d�rect�on, produces the rules of just�ce, and �s the f�rst mot�ve of the�r
observance. But when men have observed, that though the rules of
just�ce be suff�c�ent to ma�nta�n any soc�ety, yet �t �s �mposs�ble for
them, of themselves, to observe those rules, �n large and pol�shed
soc�et�es; they establ�sh government, as a new �nvent�on to atta�n
the�r ends, and preserve the old, or procure new advantages, by a
more str�ct execut�on of just�ce. So far, therefore, our c�v�l dut�es are
connected w�th our natural, that the former are �nvented ch�efly for



the sake of the latter; and that the pr�nc�pal object of government �s
to constra�n men to observe the laws of nature. In th�s respect,
however, that law of nature, concern�ng the performance of
prom�ses, �s only compr�zed along w�th the rest; and �ts exact
observance �s to be cons�dered as an effect of the �nst�tut�on of
government, and not the obed�ence to government as an effect of
the obl�gat�on of a prom�se. Though the object of our c�v�l dut�es be
the enforc�ng of our natural, yet the f�rst [F�rst �n t�me, not �n d�gn�ty or
force.] mot�ve of the �nvent�on, as well as performance of both, �s
noth�ng but self-�nterest: and s�nce there �s a separate �nterest �n the
obed�ence to government, from that �n the performance of prom�ses,
we must also allow of a separate obl�gat�on. To obey the c�v�l
mag�strate �s requ�s�te to preserve order and concord �n soc�ety. To
perform prom�ses �s requ�s�te to beget mutual trust and conf�dence �n
the common off�ces of l�fe. The ends, as well as the means, are
perfectly d�st�nct; nor �s the one subord�nate to the other.

To make th�s more ev�dent, let us cons�der, that men w�ll often b�nd
themselves by prom�ses to the performance of what �t would have
been the�r �nterest to perform, �ndependent of these prom�ses; as
when they would g�ve others a fuller secur�ty, by super-add�ng a new
obl�gat�on of �nterest to that wh�ch they formerly lay under. The
�nterest �n the performance of prom�ses, bes�des �ts moral obl�gat�on,
�s general, avowed, and of the last consequence �n l�fe. Other
�nterests may be more part�cular and doubtful; and we are apt to
enterta�n a greater susp�c�on, that men may �ndulge the�r humour, or
pass�on, �n act�ng contrary to them. Here, therefore, prom�ses come
naturally �n play, and are often requ�red for fuller sat�sfact�on and
secur�ty. But suppos�ng those other �nterests to be as general and
avowed as the �nterest �n the performance of a prom�se, they w�ll be
regarded as on the same foot�ng, and men w�ll beg�n to repose the
same conf�dence �n them. Now th�s �s exactly the case w�th regard to
our c�v�l dut�es, or obed�ence to the mag�strate; w�thout wh�ch no
government coued subs�st, nor any peace or order be ma�nta�ned �n
large soc�et�es, where there are so many possess�ons on the one
hand, and so many wants, real or �mag�nary, on the other. Our c�v�l
dut�es, therefore, must soon detach themselves from our prom�ses,
and acqu�re a separate force and �nfluence. The �nterest �n both �s of



the very same k�nd: It �s general, avowed, and preva�ls �n all t�mes
and places. There �s, then, no pretext of reason for found�ng the one
upon the other; wh�le each of them has a foundat�on pecul�ar to �tself.
We m�ght as well resolve the obl�gat�on to absta�n from the
possess�ons of others, �nto the obl�gat�on of a prom�se, as that of
alleg�ance. The �nterests are not more d�st�nct �n the one case than
the other. A regard to property �s not more necessary to natural
soc�ety, than obed�ence �s to c�v�l soc�ety or government; nor �s the
former soc�ety more necessary to the be�ng of mank�nd, than the
latter to the�r well-be�ng and happ�ness. In short, �f the performance
of prom�ses be advantageous, so �s obed�ence to government: If the
former �nterest be general, so �s the latter: If the one �nterest be
obv�ous and avowed, so �s the other. And as these two rules are
founded on l�ke obl�gat�ons of �nterest, each of them must have a
pecul�ar author�ty, �ndependent of the other.

But �t �s not only the natural obl�gat�ons of �nterest, wh�ch are
d�st�nct �n prom�ses and alleg�ance; but also the moral obl�gat�ons of
honour and consc�ence: Nor does the mer�t or demer�t of the one
depend �n the least upon that of the other. And �ndeed, �f we cons�der
the close connex�on there �s betw�xt the natural and moral
obl�gat�ons, we shall f�nd th�s conclus�on to be ent�rely unavo�dable.
Our �nterest �s always engaged on the s�de of obed�ence to
mag�stracy; and there �s noth�ng but a great present advantage, that
can lead us to rebell�on, by mak�ng us over-look the remote �nterest,
wh�ch we have �n the preserv�ng of peace and order �n soc�ety. But
though a present �nterest may thus bl�nd us w�th regard to our own
act�ons, �t takes not place w�th regard to those of others; nor h�nders
them from appear�ng �n the�r true colours, as h�ghly prejud�c�al to
publ�c �nterest, and to our own �n part�cular. Th�s naturally g�ves us
an uneas�ness, �n cons�der�ng such sed�t�ous and d�sloyal act�ons,
and makes us attach to them the �dea of v�ce and moral deform�ty. It
�s the same pr�nc�ple, wh�ch causes us to d�sapprove of all k�nds of
pr�vate �njust�ce, and �n part�cular of the breach of prom�ses. We
blame all treachery and breach of fa�th; because we cons�der, that
the freedom and extent of human commerce depend ent�rely on a
f�del�ty w�th regard to prom�ses. We blame all d�sloyalty to
mag�strates; because we perce�ve, that the execut�on of just�ce, �n



the stab�l�ty of possess�on, �ts translat�on by consent, and the
performance of prom�ses, �s �mposs�ble, w�thout subm�ss�on to
government. As there are here two �nterests ent�rely d�st�nct from
each other, they must g�ve r�se to two moral obl�gat�ons, equally
separate and �ndependent. Though there was no such th�ng as a
prom�se �n the world, government would st�ll be necessary �n all large
and c�v�l�zed soc�et�es; and �f prom�ses had only the�r own proper
obl�gat�on, w�thout the separate sanct�on of government, they would
have but l�ttle eff�cacy �n such soc�et�es. Th�s separates the
boundar�es of our publ�c and pr�vate dut�es, and shews that the latter
are more dependant on the former, than the former on the latter.
Educat�on, and the art�f�ce of pol�t�c�ans, concur to bestow a farther
moral�ty on loyalty, and to brand all rebell�on w�th a greater degree of
gu�lt and �nfamy. Nor �s �t a wonder, that pol�t�c�ans should be very
�ndustr�ous �n �nculcat�ng such not�ons, where the�r �nterest �s so
part�cularly concerned.

Lest those arguments should not appear ent�rely conclus�ve (as I
th�nk they are) I shall have recourse to author�ty, and shall prove,
from the un�versal consent of mank�nd, that the obl�gat�on of
subm�ss�on to government �s not der�ved from any prom�se of the
subjects. Nor need any one wonder, that though I have all along
endeavoured to establ�sh my system on pure reason, and have
scarce ever c�ted the judgment even of ph�losophers or h�stor�ans on
any art�cle, I should now appeal to popular author�ty, and oppose the
sent�ments of the rabble to any ph�losoph�cal reason�ng. For �t must
be observed, that the op�n�ons of men, �n th�s case, carry w�th them a
pecul�ar author�ty, and are, �n a great measure, �nfall�ble. The
d�st�nct�on of moral good and ev�l �s founded on the pleasure or pa�n,
wh�ch results from the v�ew of any sent�ment, or character; and as
that pleasure or pa�n cannot be unknown to the person who feels �t, �t
follows [FN 22], that there �s just so much v�ce or v�rtue �n any
character, as every one places �n �t, and that �t �s �mposs�ble �n th�s
part�cular we can ever be m�staken. And though our judgments
concern�ng the or�g�n of any v�ce or v�rtue, be not so certa�n as those
concern�ng the�r degrees; yet, s�nce the quest�on �n th�s case regards
not any ph�losoph�cal or�g�n of an obl�gat�on, but a pla�n matter of
fact, �t �s not eas�ly conce�ved how we can fall �nto an error. A man,



who acknowledges h�mself to be bound to another, for a certa�n sum,
must certa�nly know whether �t be by h�s own bond, or that of h�s
father; whether �t be of h�s mere good-w�ll, or for money lent h�m; and
under what cond�t�ons, and for what purposes he has bound h�mself.
In l�ke manner, �t be�ng certa�n, that there �s a moral obl�gat�on to
subm�t to government, because every one th�nks so; �t must be as
certa�n, that th�s obl�gat�on ar�ses not from a prom�se; s�nce no one,
whose judgment has not been led astray by too str�ct adherence to a
system of ph�losophy, has ever yet dreamt of ascr�b�ng �t to that
or�g�n. Ne�ther mag�strates nor subjects have formed th�s �dea of our
c�v�l dut�es.



     [FN  22  This proposition must hold strictly true, with 
     regard to every quality, that is determin'd merely by 
     sentiment. In what sense we can talk either of a right or a 
     wrong taste in morals, eloquence, or beauty, shall be 
     considerd afterwards. In the mean time, it may be observ'd, 
     that there is such an uniformity in the GENERAL sentiments 
     of mankind, as to render such questions of but small 
     importance.] 

We f�nd, that mag�strates are so far from der�v�ng the�r author�ty,
and the obl�gat�on to obed�ence �n the�r subjects, from the foundat�on
of a prom�se or or�g�nal contract, that they conceal, as far as
poss�ble, from the�r people, espec�ally from the vulgar, that they have
the�r or�g�n from thence. Were th�s the sanct�on of government, our
rulers would never rece�ve �t tac�tly, wh�ch �s the utmost that can be
pretended; s�nce what �s g�ven tac�tly and �nsens�bly can never have
such �nfluence on mank�nd, as what �s performed expressly and
openly. A tac�t prom�se �s, where the w�ll �s s�gn�f�ed by other more
d�ffuse s�gns than those of speech; but a w�ll there must certa�nly be
�n the case, and that can never escape the person's not�ce, who
exerted �t, however s�lent or tac�t. But were you to ask the far
greatest part of the nat�on, whether they had ever consented to the
author�ty of the�r rulers, or prom�sed to obey them, they would be
�ncl�ned to th�nk very strangely of you; and would certa�nly reply, that
the affa�r depended not on the�r consent, but that they were born to
such an obed�ence. In consequence of th�s op�n�on, we frequently
see them �mag�ne such persons to be the�r natural rulers, as are at
that t�me depr�ved of all power and author�ty, and whom no man,
however fool�sh, would voluntar�ly chuse; and th�s merely because
they are �n that l�ne, wh�ch ruled before, and �n that degree of �t,
wh�ch used to succeed; though perhaps �n so d�stant a per�od, that
scarce any man al�ve coued ever have g�ven any prom�se of
obed�ence. Has a government, then, no author�ty over such as
these, because they never consented to �t, and would esteem the
very attempt of such a free cho�ce a p�ece of arrogance and �mp�ety?
We f�nd by exper�ence, that �t pun�shes them very freely for what �t
calls treason and rebell�on, wh�ch, �t seems, accord�ng to th�s
system, reduces �tself to common �njust�ce. If you say, that by
dwell�ng �n �ts dom�n�ons, they �n effect consented to the establ�shed
government; I answer, that th�s can only be, where they th�nk the
affa�r depends on the�r cho�ce, wh�ch few or none, bes�de those



ph�losophers, have ever yet �mag�ned. It never was pleaded as an
excuse for a rebel, that the f�rst act he perform d, after he came to
years of d�scret�on, was to levy war aga�nst the sovere�gn of the
state; and that wh�le he was a ch�ld he coued not b�nd h�mself by h�s
own consent, and hav�ng become a man, showed pla�nly, by the f�rst
act he performed, that he had no des�gn to �mpose on h�mself any
obl�gat�on to obed�ence. We f�nd, on the contrary, that c�v�l laws
pun�sh th�s cr�me at the same age as any other, wh�ch �s cr�m�nal, of
�tself, w�thout our consent; that �s, when the person �s come to the full
use of reason: Whereas to th�s cr�me they ought �n just�ce to allow
some �ntermed�ate t�me, �n wh�ch a tac�t consent at least m�ght be
supposed. To wh�ch we may add, that a man l�v�ng under an
absolute government, would owe �t no alleg�ance; s�nce, by �ts very
nature, �t depends not on consent. But as that �s as natural and
common a government as any, �t must certa�nly occas�on some
obl�gat�on; and �t �s pla�n from exper�ence, that men, who are
subjected to �t, do always th�nk so. Th�s �s a clear proof, that we do
not commonly esteem our alleg�ance to be der�ved from our consent
or prom�se; and a farther proof �s, that when our prom�se �s upon any
account expressly engaged, we always d�st�ngu�sh exactly betw�xt
the two obl�gat�ons, and bel�eve the one to add more force to the
other, than �n a repet�t�on of the same prom�se. Where no prom�se �s
g�ven, a man looks not on h�s fa�th as broken �n pr�vate matters, upon
account of rebell�on; but keeps those two dut�es of honour and
alleg�ance perfectly d�st�nct and separate. As the un�t�ng of them was
thought by these ph�losophers a very subt�le �nvent�on, th�s �s a
conv�nc�ng proof, that �t �s not a true one; s�nce no man can e�ther
g�ve a prom�se, or be restra�ned by �ts sanct�on and obl�gat�on
unknown to h�mself.



SECT. IX OF THE MEASURES OF
ALLEGIANCE

Those pol�t�cal wr�ters, who have had recourse to a prom�se, or
or�g�nal contract, as the source of our alleg�ance to government,
�ntended to establ�sh a pr�nc�ple, wh�ch �s perfectly just and
reasonable; though the reason�ng, upon wh�ch they endeavoured to
establ�sh �t, was fallac�ous and soph�st�cal. They would prove, that
our subm�ss�on to government adm�ts of except�ons, and that an
egreg�ous tyranny �n the rulers �s suff�c�ent to free the subjects from
all t�es of alleg�ance. S�nce men enter �nto soc�ety, say they, and
subm�t themselves to government, by the�r free and voluntary
consent, they must have �n v�ew certa�n advantages, wh�ch they
propose to reap from �t, and for wh�ch they are contented to res�gn
the�r nat�ve l�berty. There �s, therefore, someth�ng mutual engaged on
the part of the mag�strate, v�z, protect�on and secur�ty; and �t �s only
by the hopes he affords of these advantages, that he can ever
persuade men to subm�t to h�m. But when �nstead of protect�on and
secur�ty, they meet w�th tyranny and oppress�on, they are freeed
from the�r prom�ses, (as happens �n all cond�t�onal contracts) and
return to that state of l�berty, wh�ch preceded the �nst�tut�on of
government. Men would never be so fool�sh as to enter �nto such
engagements as should turn ent�rely to the advantage of others,
w�thout any v�ew of better�ng the�r own cond�t�on. Whoever proposes
to draw any prof�t from our subm�ss�on, must engage h�mself, e�ther
expressly or tac�tly, to make us reap some advantage from h�s
author�ty; nor ought he to expect, that w�thout the performance of h�s
part we w�ll ever cont�nue �n obed�ence.

I repeat �t: Th�s conclus�on �s just, though the pr�nc�ples be
erroneous; and I flatter myself, that I can establ�sh the same
conclus�on on more reasonable pr�nc�ples. I shall not take such a
compass, �n establ�sh�ng our pol�t�cal dut�es, as to assert, that men
perce�ve the advantages of government; that they �nst�tute



government w�th a v�ew to those advantages; that th�s �nst�tut�on
requ�res a prom�se of obed�ence; wh�ch �mposes a moral obl�gat�on
to a certa�n degree, but be�ng cond�t�onal, ceases to be b�nd�ng,
whenever the other contract�ng party performs not h�s part of the
engagement. I perce�ve, that a prom�se �tself ar�ses ent�rely from
human convent�ons, and �s �nvented w�th a v�ew to a certa�n �nterest.
I seek, therefore, some such �nterest more �mmed�ately connected
w�th government, and wh�ch may be at once the or�g�nal mot�ve to �ts
�nst�tut�on, and the source of our obed�ence to �t. Th�s �nterest I f�nd
to cons�st �n the secur�ty and protect�on, wh�ch we enjoy �n pol�t�cal
soc�ety, and wh�ch we can never atta�n, when perfectly free and
�ndependent. As �nterest, therefore, �s the �mmed�ate sanct�on of
government, the one can have no longer be�ng than the other; and
whenever the c�v�l mag�strate carr�es h�s oppress�on so far as to
render h�s author�ty perfectly �ntolerable, we are no longer bound to
subm�t to �t. The cause ceases; the effect must cease also.

So far the conclus�on �s �mmed�ate and d�rect, concern�ng the
natural obl�gat�on wh�ch we have to alleg�ance. As to the moral
obl�gat�on, we may observe, that the max�m would here be false, that
when the cause ceases, the effect must cease also. For there �s a
pr�nc�ple of human nature, wh�ch we have frequently taken not�ce of,
that men are m�ght�ly add�cted to general rules, and that we often
carry our max�ms beyond those reasons, wh�ch f�rst �nduced us to
establ�sh them. Where cases are s�m�lar �n many c�rcumstances, we
are apt to put them on the same foot�ng, w�thout cons�der�ng, that
they d�ffer �n the most mater�al c�rcumstances, and that the
resemblance �s more apparent than real. It may, therefore, be
thought, that �n the case of alleg�ance our moral obl�gat�on of duty
w�ll not cease, even though the natural obl�gat�on of �nterest, wh�ch �s
�ts cause, has ceased; and that men may be bound by consc�ence to
subm�t to a tyrann�cal government aga�nst the�r own and the publ�c
�nterest. And �ndeed, to the force of th�s argument I so far subm�t, as
to acknowledge, that general rules commonly extend beyond the
pr�nc�ples, on wh�ch they are founded; and that we seldom make any
except�on to them, unless that except�on have the qual�t�es of a
general rule, and be founded on very numerous and common
�nstances. Now th�s I assert to be ent�rely the present case. When



men subm�t to the author�ty of others, �t �s to procure themselves
some secur�ty aga�nst the w�ckedness and �njust�ce of men, who are
perpetually carr�ed, by the�r unruly pass�ons, and by the�r present
and �mmed�ate �nterest, to the v�olat�on of all the laws of soc�ety. But
as th�s �mperfect�on �s �nherent �n human nature, we know that �t
must attend men �n all the�r states and cond�t�ons; and that these,
whom we chuse for rulers, do not �mmed�ately become of a super�or
nature to the rest of mank�nd, upon account of the�r super�or power
and author�ty. What we expect from them depends not on a change
of the�r nature but of the�r s�tuat�on, when they acqu�re a more
�mmed�ate �nterest �n the preservat�on of order and the execut�on of
just�ce. But bes�des that th�s �nterest �s only more �mmed�ate �n the
execut�on of just�ce among the�r subjects; bes�des th�s, I say, we may
often expect, from the �rregular�ty of human nature, that they w�ll
neglect even th�s �mmed�ate �nterest, and be transported by the�r
pass�ons �nto all the excesses of cruelty and amb�t�on.. Our general
knowledge of human nature, our observat�on of the past h�story of
mank�nd, our exper�ence of present t�mes; all these causes must
�nduce us to open the door to except�ons, and must make us
conclude, that we may res�st the more v�olent effects of supreme
power, w�thout any cr�me or �njust�ce.

Accord�ngly we may observe, that th�s �s both the general pract�ce
and pr�nc�ple of mank�nd, and that no nat�on, that coued f�nd any
remedy, ever yet suffered the cruel ravages of a tyrant, or were
blamed for the�r res�stance. Those who took up arms aga�nst
D�onys�us or Nero, or Ph�l�p the second, have the favour of every
reader �n the perusal of the�r h�story: and noth�ng but the most v�olent
pervers�on of common sense can ever lead us to condemn them. It
�s certa�n, therefore, that �n all our not�ons of morals we never
enterta�n such an absurd�ty as that of pass�ve obed�ence, but make
allowances for res�stance �n the more flagrant �nstances of tyranny
and oppress�on. The general op�n�on of mank�nd has some author�ty
�n all cases; but �n th�s of morals �t �s perfectly �nfall�ble. Nor �s �t less
�nfall�ble, because men cannot d�st�nctly expla�n the pr�nc�ples, on
wh�ch �t �s founded. Few persons can carry on th�s tra�n of reason�ng:

Government �s a mere human �nvent�on for the �nterest of soc�ety.
Where the tyranny of the governor removes th�s �nterest, �t also



removes the natural obl�gat�on to obed�ence. The moral obl�gat�on �s
founded on the natural, and therefore must cease where that
ceases; espec�ally where the subject �s such as makes us foresee
very many occas�ons where�n the natural obl�gat�on may cease, and
causes us to form a k�nd of general rule for the regulat�on of our
conduct �n such occurrences.

But though th�s tra�n of reason�ng be too subt�le for the vulgar, �t �s
certa�n, that all men have an �mpl�c�t not�on of �t, and are sens�ble,
that they owe obed�ence to government merely on account of the
publ�c �nterest; and at the same t�me, that human nature �s so subject
to fra�lt�es and pass�ons, as may eas�ly pervert th�s �nst�tut�on, and
change the�r governors �nto tyrants and publ�c enem�es. If the sense
of common �nterest were not our or�g�nal mot�ve to obed�ence, I
would fa�n ask, what other pr�nc�ple �s there �n human nature capable
of subdu�ng the natural amb�t�on of men, and forc�ng them to such a
subm�ss�on? Im�tat�on and custom are not suff�c�ent. For the quest�on
st�ll recurs, what mot�ve f�rst produces those �nstances of
subm�ss�on, wh�ch we �m�tate, and that tra�n of act�ons, wh�ch
produces the custom? There ev�dently �s no other pr�nc�ple than
publ�c �nterest; and �f �nterest f�rst produces obed�ence to
government, the obl�gat�on to obed�ence must cease, whenever the
�nterest ceases, �n any great degree, and �n a cons�derable number
of �nstances.



SECT. X OF THE OBJECTS OF
ALLEGIANCE

But though, on some occas�ons, �t may be just�f�able, both �n
sound pol�t�cs and moral�ty, to res�st supreme power, �t �s certa�n, that
�n the ord�nary course of human affa�rs noth�ng can be more
pern�c�ous and cr�m�nal; and that bes�des the convuls�ons, wh�ch
always attend revolut�ons, such a pract�ce tends d�rectly to the
subvers�on of all government, and the caus�ng an un�versal anarchy
and confus�on among mank�nd. As numerous and c�v�l�zed soc�et�es
cannot subs�st w�thout government, so government �s ent�rely
useless w�thout an exact obed�ence. We ought always to we�gh the
advantages, wh�ch we reap from author�ty, aga�nst the
d�sadvantages; and by th�s means we shall become more scrupulous
of putt�ng �n pract�ce the doctr�ne of res�stance. The common rule
requ�res subm�ss�on; and �t �s only �n cases of gr�evous tyranny and
oppress�on, that the except�on can take place.

S�nce then such a bl�nd subm�ss�on �s commonly due to
mag�stracy, the next quest�on �s, to whom �t �s due, and whom we are
to regard as our lawful mag�strates? In order to answer th�s quest�on,
let us recollect what we have already establ�shed concern�ng the
or�g�n of government and pol�t�cal soc�ety. When men have once
exper�enced the �mposs�b�l�ty of preserv�ng any steady order �n
soc�ety, wh�le every one �s h�s own master, and v�olates or observes
the laws of soc�ety, accord�ng to h�s present �nterest or pleasure,
they naturally run �nto the �nvent�on of government, and put �t out of
the�r own power, as far as poss�ble, to transgress the laws of soc�ety.
Government, therefore, ar�ses from the same voluntary conversat�on
of men; and �t �s ev�dent, that the same convent�on, wh�ch
establ�shes government, w�ll also determ�ne the persons who are to
govern, and w�ll remove all doubt and amb�gu�ty �n th�s part�cular.
And the voluntary consent of men must here have the greater
eff�cacy, that the author�ty of the mag�strate does at f�rst stand upon



the foundat�on of a prom�se of the subjects, by wh�ch they b�nd
themselves to obed�ence; as �n every other contract or engagement.
The same prom�se, then, wh�ch b�nds them to obed�ence, t�es them
down to a part�cular person, and makes h�m the object of the�r
alleg�ance.

But when government has been establ�shed on th�s foot�ng for
some cons�derable t�me, and the separate �nterest, wh�ch we have �n
subm�ss�on, has produced a separate sent�ment of moral�ty, the case
�s ent�rely altered, and a prom�se �s no longer able to determ�ne the
part�cular mag�strate s�nce �t �s no longer cons�dered as the
foundat�on of government. We naturally suppose ourselves born to
subm�ss�on; and �mag�ne, that such part�cular persons have a r�ght to
command, as we on our part are bound to obey. These not�ons of
r�ght and obl�gat�on are der�ved from noth�ng but the advantage we
reap from government, wh�ch g�ves us a repugnance to pract�se
res�stance ourselves, and makes us d�spleased w�th any �nstance of
�t �n others. But here �t �s remarkable, that �n th�s new state of affa�rs,
the or�g�nal sanct�on of government, wh�ch �s �nterest, �s not adm�tted
to determ�ne the persons, whom we are to obey, as the or�g�nal
sanct�on d�d at f�rst, when affa�rs were on the foot�ng of a prom�se. A
prom�se f�xes and determ�nes the persons, w�thout any uncerta�nty:
But �t �s ev�dent, that �f men were to regulate the�r conduct �n th�s
part�cular, by the v�ew of a pecul�ar �nterest, e�ther publ�c or pr�vate,
they would �nvolve themselves �n endless confus�on, and would
render all government, �n a great measure, �neffectual. The pr�vate
�nterest of every one �s d�fferent; and though the publ�c �nterest �n
�tself be always one and the same, yet �t becomes the source of as
great d�ssent�ons, by reason of the d�fferent op�n�ons of part�cular
persons concern�ng �t. The same �nterest, therefore, wh�ch causes us
to subm�t to mag�stracy, makes us renounce �tself �n the cho�ce of
our mag�strates, and b�nds us down to a certa�n form of government,
and to part�cular persons, w�thout allow�ng us to asp�re to the utmost
perfect�on �n e�ther. The case �s here the same as �n that law of
nature concern�ng the stab�l�ty of possess�on. It �s h�ghly
advantageous, and even absolutely necessary to soc�ety, that
possess�on should be stable; and th�s leads us to the establ�shment
of such a rule: But we f�nd, that were we to follow the same



advantage, �n ass�gn�ng part�cular possess�ons to part�cular persons,
we should d�sappo�nt our end, and perpetuate the confus�on, wh�ch
that rule �s �ntended to prevent. We must, therefore, proceed by
general rules, and regulate ourselves by general �nterests, �n
mod�fy�ng the law of nature concern�ng the stab�l�ty of possess�on.
Nor need we fear, that our attachment to th�s law w�ll d�m�n�sh upon
account of the seem�ng fr�volousness of those �nterests, by wh�ch �t
�s determ�ned. The �mpulse of the m�nd �s der�ved from a very strong
�nterest; and those other more m�nute �nterests serve only to d�rect
the mot�on, w�thout add�ng any th�ng to �t, or d�m�n�sh�ng from �t. It �s
the same case w�th government. Noth�ng �s more advantageous to
soc�ety than such an �nvent�on; and th�s �nterest �s suff�c�ent to make
us embrace �t w�th ardour and alacr�ty; though we are obl�ged
afterwards to regulate and d�rect our devot�on to government by
several cons�derat�ons, wh�ch are not of the same �mportance, and to
chuse our mag�strates w�thout hav�ng �n v�ew any part�cular
advantage from the cho�ce.

The f�rst of those pr�nc�ples I shall take not�ce of, as a foundat�on
of the r�ght of mag�stracy, �s that wh�ch g�ves author�ty to all the most
establ�shed governments of the world w�thout except�on: I mean,
long possess�on �n any one form of government, or success�on of
pr�nces. It �s certa�n, that �f we remount to the f�rst or�g�n of every
nat�on, we shall f�nd, that there scarce �s any race of k�ngs, or form of
a commonwealth, that �s not pr�mar�ly founded on usurpat�on and
rebell�on, and whose t�tle �s not at f�rst worse than doubtful and
uncerta�n. T�me alone g�ves sol�d�ty to the�r r�ght; and operat�ng
gradually on the m�nds of men, reconc�les them to any author�ty, and
makes �t seem just and reasonable. Noth�ng causes any sent�ment to
have a greater �nfluence upon us than custom, or turns our
�mag�nat�on more strongly to any object. When we have been long
accustomed to obey any set of men, that general �nst�nct or
tendency, wh�ch we have to suppose a moral obl�gat�on attend�ng
loyalty, takes eas�ly th�s d�rect�on, and chuses that set of men for �ts
objects. It �s �nterest wh�ch g�ves the general �nst�nct; but �t �s custom
wh�ch g�ves the part�cular d�rect�on.

And here �t �s observable, that the same length of t�me has a
d�fferent �nfluence on our sent�ments of moral�ty, accord�ng to �ts



d�fferent �nfluence on the m�nd. We naturally judge of every th�ng by
compar�son; and s�nce �n cons�der�ng the fate of k�ngdoms and
republ�cs, we embrace a long extent of t�me, a small durat�on has not
�n th�s case a l�ke �nfluence on our sent�ments, as when we cons�der
any other object. One th�nks he acqu�res a r�ght to a horse, or a su�t
of cloaths, �n a very short t�me; but a century �s scarce suff�c�ent to
establ�sh any new government, or remove all scruples �n the m�nds
of the subjects concern�ng �t. Add to th�s, that a shorter per�od of t�me
w�ll suff�ce to g�ve a pr�nce a t�tle to any add�t�onal power he may
usurp, than w�ll serve to f�x h�s r�ght, where the whole �s an
usurpat�on. The k�ngs of France have not been possessed of
absolute power for above two re�gns; and yet noth�ng w�ll appear
more extravagant to Frenchmen than to talk of the�r l�bert�es. If we
cons�der what has been sa�d concern�ng access�on, we shall eas�ly
account for th�s phaenomenon.

When there �s no form of government establ�shed by long
possess�on, the present possess�on �s suff�c�ent to supply �ts place,
and may be regarded as the second source of all publ�c author�ty.
R�ght to author�ty �s noth�ng but the constant possess�on of author�ty,
ma�nta�ned by the laws of soc�ety and the �nterests of mank�nd; and
noth�ng can be more natural than to jo�n th�s constant possess�on to
the present one, accord�ng to the pr�nc�ples above-ment�oned. If the
same pr�nc�ples d�d not take place w�th regard to the property of
pr�vate persons, �t was because these pr�nc�ples were counter-
ballanced by very strong cons�derat�ons of �nterest; when we
observed, that all rest�tut�on would by that means be prevented, and
every v�olence be author�zed and protected. And though the same
mot�ves may seem to have force, w�th regard to publ�c author�ty, yet
they are opposed by a contrary �nterest; wh�ch cons�sts �n the
preservat�on of peace, and the avo�d�ng of all changes, wh�ch,
however they may be eas�ly produced �n pr�vate affa�rs, are
unavo�dably attended w�th bloodshed and confus�on, where the
publ�c �s �nterested.

Any one, who f�nd�ng the �mposs�b�l�ty of account�ng for the r�ght of
the present possessor, by any rece�ved system of eth�cs, should
resolve to deny absolutely that r�ght, and assert, that �t �s not
author�zed by moral�ty, would be justly thought to ma�nta�n a very



extravagant paradox, and to shock the common sense and judgment
of mank�nd. No max�m �s more conformable, both to prudence and
morals, than to subm�t qu�etly to the government, wh�ch we f�nd
establ�shed �n the country where we happen to l�ve, w�thout enqu�r�ng
too cur�ously �nto �ts or�g�n and f�rst establ�shment. Few governments
w�ll bear be�ng exam�ned so r�gorously. How many k�ngdoms are
there at present �n the world, and how many more do we f�nd �n
h�story, whose governors have no better foundat�on for the�r author�ty
than that of present possess�on? To conf�ne ourselves to the Roman
and Grec�an emp�re; �s �t not ev�dent, that the long success�on of
emperors, from the d�ssolut�on of the Roman l�berty, to the f�nal
ext�nct�on of that emp�re by the Turks, coued not so much as pretend
to any other t�tle to the emp�re? The elect�on of the senate was a
mere form, wh�ch always followed the cho�ce of the leg�ons; and
these were almost always d�v�ded �n the d�fferent prov�nces, and
noth�ng but the sword was able to term�nate the d�fference. It was by
the sword, therefore, that every emperor acqu�red, as well as
defended h�s r�ght; and we must e�ther say, that all the known world,
for so many ages, had no government, and owed no alleg�ance to
any one, or must allow, that the r�ght of the stronger, �n publ�c affa�rs,
�s to be rece�ved as leg�t�mate, and author�zed by moral�ty, when not
opposed by any other t�tle.

The r�ght of conquest may be cons�dered as a th�rd source of the
t�tle of sovere�gns. Th�s r�ght resembles very much that of present
possess�on; but has rather a super�or force, be�ng seconded by the
not�ons of glory and honour, wh�ch we ascr�be to conquerors, �nstead
of the sent�ments of hatred and detestat�on, wh�ch attend usurpers.
Men naturally favour those they love; and therefore are more apt to
ascr�be a r�ght to successful v�olence, betw�xt one sovere�gn and
another, than to the successful rebell�on of a subject aga�nst h�s
sovere�gn.
     [FN  23  It is not here asserted, that present 
     possession or conquest are sufficient to give a title 
     against long possession and positive laws but only that they 
     have some force, and will be able to call the ballance where 
     the titles are otherwise equal, and will even be sufficient 
     sometimes to sanctify the weaker title. What degree of force 
     they have is difficult to determine. I believe all moderate 
     men will allow, that they have great force in all disputes 
     concerning the rights of princes.] 



When ne�ther long possess�on, nor present possess�on, nor
conquest take place, as when the f�rst sovere�gn, who founded any
monarchy, d�es; �n that case, the r�ght of success�on naturally
preva�ls �n the�r stead, and men are commonly �nduced to place the
son of the�r late monarch on the throne, and suppose h�m to �nher�t
h�s father's author�ty. The presumed consent of the father, the
�m�tat�on of the success�on to pr�vate fam�l�es, the �nterest, wh�ch the
state has �n chus�ng the person, who �s most powerful, and has the
most numerous followers; all these reasons lead men to prefer the
son of the�r late monarch to any other person.
     [FN  24  To prevent mistakes I must observe, that this 
     case of succession is not the same with that of hereditary 
     monarchies, where custom has fix'd the right of succession. 
     These depend upon the principle of long possession above 
     explain'd.] 

These reasons have some we�ght; but I am persuaded, that to
one, who cons�ders �mpart�ally of the matter, �t w�ll appear, that there
concur some pr�nc�ples of the �mag�nat�on, along w�th those v�ews of
�nterest. The royal author�ty seems to be connected w�th the young
pr�nce even �n h�s father's l�fe-t�me, by the natural trans�t�on of the
thought; and st�ll more after h�s death: So that noth�ng �s more
natural than to compleat th�s un�on by a new relat�on, and by putt�ng
h�m actually �n possess�on of what seems so naturally to belong to
h�m.

To conf�rm th�s we may we�gh the follow�ng phaenomena, wh�ch
are pretty cur�ous �n the�r k�nd. In elect�ve monarch�es the r�ght of
success�on has no place by the laws and settled custom; and yet �ts
�nfluence �s so natural, that �t �s �mposs�ble ent�rely to exclude �t from
the �mag�nat�on, and render the subjects �nd�fferent to the son of the�r
deceased monarch. Hence �n some governments of th�s k�nd, the
cho�ce commonly falls on one or other of the royal fam�ly; and �n
some governments they are all excluded. Those contrary
phaenomena proceed from the same pr�nc�ple. Where the royal
fam�ly �s excluded, �t �s from a ref�nement �n pol�t�cs, wh�ch makes
people sens�ble of the�r propens�ty to chuse a sovere�gn �n that
fam�ly, and g�ves them a jealousy of the�r l�berty, lest the�r new
monarch, a�ded by th�s propens�ty, should establ�sh h�s fam�ly, and
destroy the freedom of elect�ons for the future.



The h�story of Artaxerxes, and the younger Cyrus, may furn�sh us
w�th some reflect�ons to the same purpose. Cyrus pretended a r�ght
to the throne above h�s elder brother, because he was born after h�s
father's access�on. I do not pretend, that th�s reason was val�d. I
would only �nfer from �t, that he would never have made use of such
a pretext, were �t not for the qual�t�es of the �mag�nat�on above-
ment�oned, by wh�ch we are naturally �ncl�ned to un�te by a new
relat�on whatever objects we f�nd already un�ted. Artaxerxes had an
advantage above h�s brother, as be�ng the eldest son, and the f�rst �n
success�on: But Cyrus was more closely related to the royal
author�ty, as be�ng begot after h�s father was �nvested w�th �t.

Should �t here be pretended, that the v�ew of conven�ence may be
the source of all the r�ght of success�on, and that men gladly take
advantage of any rule, by wh�ch they can f�x the successor of the�r
late sovere�gn, and prevent that anarchy and confus�on, wh�ch
attends all new elect�ons? To th�s I would answer, that I read�ly allow,
that th�s mot�ve may contr�bute someth�ng to the effect; but at the
same t�me I assert, that w�thout another pr�nc�ple, �t �s �mposs�ble
such a mot�ve should take place. The �nterest of a nat�on requ�res,
that the success�on to the crown should be f�xed one way or other;
but �t �s the same th�ng to �ts �nterest �n what way �t be f�xed: So that �f
the relat�on of blood had not an effect �ndependent of publ�c �nterest,
�t would never have been regarded, w�thout a pos�t�ve law; and �t
would have been �mposs�ble, that so many pos�t�ve laws of d�fferent
nat�ons coued ever have concured prec�sely �n the same v�ews and
�ntent�ons.

Th�s leads us to cons�der the f�fth source of author�ty, v�z. pos�t�ve
laws; when the leg�slature establ�shes a certa�n form of government
and success�on of pr�nces. At f�rst s�ght �t may be thought, that th�s
must resolve �nto some of the preced�ng t�tles of author�ty. The
leg�slat�ve power, whence the pos�t�ve law �s der�ved, must e�ther be
establ�shed by or�g�nal contract, long possess�on, present
possess�on, conquest, or success�on; and consequently the pos�t�ve
law must der�ve �ts force from some of those pr�nc�ples. But here �t �s
remarkable, that though a pos�t�ve law can only der�ve �ts force from
these pr�nc�ples, yet �t acqu�res not all the force of the pr�nc�ple from
whence �t �s der�ved, but loses cons�derably �n the trans�t�on; as �t �s



natural to �mag�ne. For �nstance; a government �s establ�shed for
many centur�es on a certa�n system of laws, forms, and methods of
success�on. The leg�slat�ve power, establ�shed by th�s long
success�on, changes all on a sudden the whole system of
government, and �ntroduces a new const�tut�on �n �ts stead. I bel�eve
few of the subjects w�ll th�nk themselves bound to comply w�th th�s
alterat�on, unless �t have an ev�dent tendency to the publ�c good: But
men th�nk themselves st�ll at l�berty to return to the ant�ent
government. Hence the not�on of fundamental laws; wh�ch are
supposed to be �nalterable by the w�ll of the sovere�gn: And of th�s
nature the Sal�c law �s understood to be �n France. How far these
fundamental laws extend �s not determ�ned �n any government; nor �s
�t poss�ble �t ever should. There �s such an �ndefens�ble gradat�on
from the most mater�al laws to the most tr�v�al, and from the most
ant�ent laws to the most modem, that �t w�ll be �mposs�ble to set
bounds to the leg�slat�ve power, and determ�ne how far �t may
�nnovate �n the pr�nc�ples of government. That �s the work more of
�mag�nat�on and pass�on than of reason.

Whoever cons�ders the h�story of the several nat�ons of the world;
the�r revolut�ons, conquests, �ncrease, and d�m�nut�on; the manner �n
wh�ch the�r part�cular governments are establ�shed, and the
success�ve r�ght transm�tted from one person to another, w�ll soon
learn to treat very l�ghtly all d�sputes concern�ng the r�ghts of pr�nces,
and w�ll be conv�nced, that a str�ct adherence to any general rules,
and the r�g�d loyalty to part�cular persons and fam�l�es, on wh�ch
some people set so h�gh a value, are v�rtues that hold less of reason,
than of b�gotry and superst�t�on. In th�s part�cular, the study of h�story
conf�rms the reason�ngs of true ph�losophy; wh�ch, shew�ng us the
or�g�nal qual�t�es of human nature, teaches us to regard the
controvers�es �n pol�t�cs as �ncapable of any dec�s�on �n most cases,
and as ent�rely subord�nate to the �nterests of peace and l�berty.
Where the publ�c good does not ev�dently demand a change; �t �s
certa�n, that the concurrence of all those t�tles, or�g�nal contract, long
possess�on, present possess�on, success�on, and pos�t�ve laws,
forms the strongest t�tle to sovere�gnty, and �s justly regarded as
sacred and �nv�olable. But when these t�tles are m�ngled and
opposed �n d�fferent degrees, they often occas�on perplex�ty; and are



less capable of solut�on from the arguments of lawyers and
ph�losophers, than from the swords of the sold�ery. Who shall tell me,
for �nstance, whether German�cus, or Drufus, ought to have
succeeded T�ber�us, had he d�ed wh�le they were both al�ve, w�thout
nam�ng any of them for h�s successor? Ought the r�ght of adopt�on to
be rece�ved as equ�valent to that of blood �n a nat�on, where �t had
the same effect �n pr�vate fam�l�es, and had already, �n two �nstances,
taken place �n the publ�c? Ought German�cus to be esteemed the
eldest son, because he was born before Drufus; or the younger,
because he was adopted after the b�rth of h�s brother? Ought the
r�ght of the elder to be regarded �n a nat�on, where the eldest brother
had no advantage �n the success�on to pr�vate fam�l�es? Ought the
Roman emp�re at that t�me to be esteemed hered�tary, because of
two examples; or ought �t, even so early, to be regarded as
belong�ng to the stronger, or the present possessor, as be�ng
founded on so recent an usurpat�on? Upon whatever pr�nc�ples we
may pretend to answer these and such l�ke quest�ons, I am afra�d we
shall never be able to sat�sfy an �mpart�al enqu�rer, who adopts no
party �n pol�t�cal controvers�es, and w�ll be sat�sf�ed w�th noth�ng but
sound reason and ph�losophy.

But here an Engl�sh reader w�ll be apt to enqu�re concern�ng that
famous revolut�on, wh�ch has had such a happy �nfluence on our
const�tut�on, and has been attended w�th such m�ghty consequences.
We have already remarked, that �n the case of enormous tyranny
and oppress�on, �t �s lawful to take arms even aga�nst supreme
power; and that as government �s a mere human �nvent�on for mutual
advantage and secur�ty, �t no longer �mposes any obl�gat�on, e�ther
natural or moral, when once �t ceases to have that tendency. But
though th�s general pr�nc�ple be author�zed by common sense, and
the pract�ce of all ages, �t �s certa�nly �mposs�ble for the laws, or even
for ph�losophy, to establ�sh any part�cular rules, by wh�ch we may
know when res�stance �s lawful; and dec�de all controvers�es, wh�ch
may ar�se on that subject. Th�s may not only happen w�th regard to
supreme power; but �t �s poss�ble, even �n some const�tut�ons, where
the leg�slat�ve author�ty �s not lodged �n one person, that there may
be a mag�strate so em�nent and powerful, as to obl�ge the laws to
keep s�lence �n th�s part�cular. Nor would th�s s�lence be an effect



only of the�r respect, but also of the�r prudence; s�nce �t �s certa�n,
that �n the vast var�ety of c�rcumstances, wh�ch occur �n all
governments, an exerc�se of power, �n so great a mag�strate, may at
one t�me be benef�c�al to the publ�c, wh�ch at another t�me would be
pern�c�ous and tyrann�cal. But notw�thstand�ng th�s s�lence of the
laws �n l�m�ted monarch�es, �t �s certa�n, that the people st�ll reta�n the
r�ght of res�stance; s�nce �t �s �mposs�ble, even �n the most despot�c
governments, to depr�ve them of �t. The same necess�ty of self-
preservat�on, and the same mot�ve of publ�c good, g�ve them the
same l�berty �n the one case as �n the other. And we may farther
observe, that �n such m�xed governments, the cases, where�n
res�stance �s lawful, must occur much oftener, and greater
�ndulgence be g�ven to the subjects to defend themselves by force of
arms, than �n arb�trary governments. Not only where the ch�ef
mag�strate enters �nto measures, �n themselves, extremely
pern�c�ous to the publ�c, but even when he would encroach on the
other parts of the const�tut�on, and extend h�s power beyond the
legal bounds, �t �s allowable to res�st and dethrone h�m; though such
res�stance and v�olence may, �n the general tenor of the laws, be
deemed unlawful and rebell�ous. For bes�des that noth�ng �s more
essent�al to publ�c �nterest, than the preservat�on of publ�c l�berty; �t �s
ev�dent, that �f such a m�xed government be once supposed to be
establ�shed, every part or member of the const�tut�on must have a
r�ght of self-defence, and of ma�nta�n�ng �ts ant�ent bounds aga�nst
the enaoachment of every other author�ty. As matter would have
been created �n va�n, were �t depr�ved of a power of res�stance,
w�thout wh�ch no part of �t coued preserve a d�st�nct ex�stence, and
the whole m�ght be crowded up �nto a s�ngle po�nt: So �t �s a gross
absurd�ty to suppose, �n any government, a r�ght w�thout a remedy,
or allow, that the supreme power �s shared w�th the people, w�thout
allow�ng, that �t �s lawful for them to defend the�r share aga�nst every
�nvader. Those, therefore, who would seem to respect our free
government, and yet deny the r�ght of res�stance, have renounced all
pretens�ons to common sense, and do not mer�t a ser�ous answer.

It does not belong to my present purpose to shew, that these
general pr�nc�ples are appl�cable to the late revolut�on; and that all
the r�ghts and pr�v�leges, wh�ch ought to be sacred to a free nat�on,



were at that t�me threatened w�th the utmost danger. I am better
pleased to leave th�s controverted subject, �f �t really adm�ts of
controversy; and to �ndulge myself �n some ph�losoph�cal reflect�ons,
wh�ch naturally ar�se from that �mportant event.

F�rst, We may observe, that should the lords and commons �n our
const�tut�on, w�thout any reason from publ�c �nterest, e�ther depose
the k�ng �n be�ng, or after h�s death exclude the pr�nce, who, by laws
and settled custom, ought to succeed, no one would esteem the�r
proceed�ngs legal, or th�nk themselves bound to comply w�th them.
But should the k�ng, by h�s unjust pract�ces, or h�s attempts for a
tyrann�cal and despot�c power, justly forfe�t h�s legal, �t then not only
becomes morally lawful and su�table to the nature of pol�t�cal soc�ety
to dethrone h�m; but what �s more, we are apt l�kew�se to th�nk, that
the rema�n�ng members of the const�tut�on acqu�re a r�ght of
exclud�ng h�s next he�r, and of chus�ng whom they please for h�s
successor. Th�s �s founded on a very s�ngular qual�ty of our thought
and �mag�nat�on. When a k�ng forfe�ts h�s author�ty, h�s he�r ought
naturally to rema�n �n the same s�tuat�on, as �f the k�ng were removed
by death; unless by m�x�ng h�mself �n the tyranny, he forfe�t �t for
h�mself. But though th�s may seem reasonable, we eas�ly comply
w�th the contrary op�n�on. The depos�t�on of a k�ng, �n such a
government as ours, �s certa�nly an act beyond all common author�ty,
and an �llegal assum�ng a power for publ�c good, wh�ch, �n the
ord�nary course of government, can belong to no member of the
const�tut�on. When the publ�c good �s so great and so ev�dent as to
just�fy the act�on, the commendable use of th�s l�cence causes us
naturally to attr�bute to the parl�ament a r�ght of us�ng farther
l�cences; and the ant�ent bounds of the laws be�ng once
transgressed w�th approbat�on, we are not apt to be so str�ct �n
conf�n�ng ourselves prec�sely w�th�n the�r l�m�ts. The m�nd naturally
runs on w�th any tra�n of act�on, wh�ch �t has begun; nor do we
commonly make any scruple concern�ng our duty, after the f�rst
act�on of any k�nd, wh�ch we perform. Thus at the revolut�on, no one
who thought the depos�t�on of the father just�f�able, esteemed
themselves to be conf�ned to h�s �nfant son; though had that unhappy
monarch d�ed �nnocent at that t�me, and had h�s son, by any
acc�dent, been conveyed beyond seas, there �s no doubt but a



regency would have been appo�nted t�ll he should come to age, and
coued be restored to h�s dom�n�ons. As the sl�ghtest propert�es of the
�mag�nat�on have an effect on the judgments of the people, �t shews
the w�sdom of the laws and of the parl�ament to take advantage of
such propert�es, and to chuse the mag�strates e�ther �n or out of a
l�ne, accord�ng as the vulgar w�ll most naturally attr�bute author�ty
and r�ght to them.

Secondly, Though the access�on of the Pr�nce of Orange to the
throne m�ght at f�rst g�ve occas�on to many d�sputes, and h�s t�tle be
contested, �t ought not now to appear doubtful, but must have
acqu�red a suff�c�ent author�ty from those three pr�nces, who have
succeeded h�m upon the same t�tle. Noth�ng �s more usual, though
noth�ng may, at f�rst s�ght, appear more unreasonable, than th�s way
of th�nk�ng. Pr�nces often seem to acqu�re a r�ght from the�r
successors, as well as from the�r ancestors; and a k�ng, who dur�ng
h�s l�fe-t�me m�ght justly be deemed an usurper, w�ll be regarded by
poster�ty as a lawful pr�nce, because he has had the good fortune to
settle h�s fam�ly on the throne, and ent�rely change the ant�ent form
of government. Jul�us Caesar �s regarded as the f�rst Roman
emperor; wh�le Sylla and Mar�us, whose t�tles were really the same
as h�s, are treated as tyrants and usurpers. T�me and custom g�ve
author�ty to all forms of government, and all success�ons of pr�nces;
and that power, wh�ch at f�rst was founded only on �njust�ce and
v�olence, becomes �n t�me legal and obl�gatory. Nor does the m�nd
rest there; but return�ng back upon �ts footsteps, transfers to the�r
predecessors and ancestors that r�ght, wh�ch �t naturally ascr�bes to
the poster�ty, as be�ng related together, and un�ted �n the
�mag�nat�on. The present k�ng of France makes Hugh Capet a more
lawful pr�nce than Cromwell; as the establ�shed l�berty of the Dutch �s
no �ncons�derable apology for the�r obst�nate res�stance to Ph�l�p the
second.



SECT. XI OF THE LAWS OF NATIONS
When c�v�l government has been establ�shed over the greatest

part of mank�nd, and d�fferent soc�et�es have been formed
cont�guous to each other, there ar�ses a new set of dut�es among the
ne�ghbour�ng states, su�table to the nature of that commerce, wh�ch
they carry on w�th each other. Pol�t�cal wr�ters tell us, that �n every
k�nd of �ntercourse, a body pol�t�c �s to be cons�dered as one person;
and �ndeed th�s assert�on �s so far just, that d�fferent nat�ons, as well
as pr�vate persons, requ�re mutual ass�stance; at the same t�me that
the�r self�shness and amb�t�on are perpetual sources of war and
d�scord. But though nat�ons �n th�s part�cular resemble �nd�v�duals,
yet as they are very d�fferent �n other respects, no wonder they
regulate themselves by d�fferent max�ms, and g�ve r�se to a new set
of rules, wh�ch we call the laws of nat�ons. Under th�s head we may
compr�ze the sacredness of the persons of ambassadors, the
declarat�on of war, the absta�n�ng from po�soned arms, w�th other
dut�es of that k�nd, wh�ch are ev�dently calculated for the commerce,
that �s pecul�ar to d�fferent soc�et�es.

But though these rules be super-added to the laws of nature, the
former do not ent�rely abol�sh the latter; and one may safely aff�rm,
that the three fundamental rules of just�ce, the stab�l�ty of
possess�on, �ts transference by consent, and the performance of
prom�ses, are dut�es of pr�nces, as well as of subjects. The same
�nterest produces the same effect �n both cases. Where possess�on
has no stab�l�ty, there must be perpetual war. Where property �s not
transferred by consent, there can be no commerce. Where prom�ses
are not observed, there can be no leagues nor all�ances. The
advantages, therefore, of peace, commerce, and mutual succour,
make us extend to d�fferent k�ngdoms the same not�ons of just�ce,
wh�ch take place among �nd�v�duals.

There �s a max�m very current �n the world, wh�ch few pol�t�c�ans
are w�ll�ng to avow, but wh�ch has been author�zed by the pract�ce of



all ages, that there �s a system of morals cakulated for pr�nces, much
more free than that wh�ch ought to govern pr�vate parsons. It �s
ev�dent th�s �s not to be understood of the lesser extent of publ�c
dut�es and obl�gat�ons; nor w�ll any one be so extravagant as to
assert, that the most solemn treat�es ought to have no force among
pr�nces. For as pr�nces do actually form treat�es among themselves,
they must propose some advantage from the execut�on of them; and
the prospect of such advantage for the future must engage them to
perform the�r part, and must establ�sh that law of nature. The
mean�ng, therefore, of th�s pol�t�cal max�m �s, that though the moral�ty
of pr�nces has the same extent, yet �t has not the same force as that
of pr�vate persons, and may lawfully be trangressed from a more
tr�v�al mot�ve. However shock�ng such a propos�t�on may appear to
certa�n ph�losophers, �t w�ll be easy to defend �t upon those
pr�nc�ples, by wh�ch we have accounted for the or�g�n of just�ce and
equ�ty.

When men have found by exper�ence, that �t �s �mposs�ble to
subs�st w�thout soc�ety, and that �t �s �mposs�ble to ma�nta�n soc�ety,
wh�le they g�ve free course to the�r appet�tes; so urgent an �nterest
qu�ckly restra�ns the�r act�ons, and �mposes an obl�gat�on to observe
those rules, wh�ch we call the laws of just�ce. Th�s obl�gat�on of
�nterest rests nor here; but by the necessary course of the pass�ons
and sent�ments, g�ves r�se to the moral obl�gat�on of duty; wh�le we
approve of such act�ons as tend to the peace of soc�ety, and
d�sapprove of such as tend to �ts d�sturbance. The same natural
obl�gat�on of �nterest takes place among �ndependent k�ngdoms, and
g�ves r�se to the same moral�ty; so that no one of ever so corrupt
morals w�ll approve of a pr�nce, who voluntar�ly, and of h�s own
accord, breaks h�s word, or v�olates any treaty. But here we may
observe, that though the �ntercourse of d�fferent states be
advantageous, and even somet�mes necessary, yet �t �s nor so
necessary nor advantageous as that among �nd�v�duals, w�thout
wh�ch �t �s utterly �mposs�ble for human nature ever to subs�st. S�nce,
therefore, the natural obl�gat�on to just�ce, among d�fferent states, �s
not so strong as among �nd�v�duals, the moral obl�gat�on, wh�ch
ar�ses from �t, must partake of �ts weakness; and we must
necessar�ly g�ve a greater �ndulgence to a pr�nce or m�n�ster, who



dece�ves another; than to a pr�vate gentleman, who breaks h�s word
of honour.

Should �t be asked, what proport�on these two spec�es of moral�ty
bear to each other? I would answer, that th�s �s a quest�on, to wh�ch
we can never g�ve any prec�se answer; nor �s �t poss�ble to reduce to
numbers the proport�on, wh�ch we ought to f�x betw�xt them. One
may safely aff�rm, that th�s proport�on f�nds �tself, w�thout any art or
study of men; as we may observe on many other occas�ons. The
pract�ce of the world goes farther �n teach�ng us the degrees of our
duty, than the most subt�le ph�losophy, wh�ch was ever yet �nvented.
And th�s may serve as a conv�nc�ng proof, that all men have an
�mpl�c�t not�on of the foundat�on of those moral rules concern�ng
natural and c�v�l just�ce, and are sens�ble, that they ar�se merely from
human convent�ons, and from the �nterest, wh�ch we have �n the
preservat�on of peace and order. For otherw�se the d�m�nut�on of the
�nterest would never produce a relaxat�on of the moral�ty, and
reconc�le us more eas�ly to any transgress�on of just�ce among
pr�nces and republ�cs, than �n the pr�vate commerce of one subject
w�th another.



SECT. XII OF CHASTITY AND
MODESTY

If any d�ff�culty attend th�s system concern�ng the laws of nature
and nat�ons, �t w�ll be w�th regard to the un�versal approbat�on or
blame, wh�ch follows the�r observance or transgress�on, and wh�ch
some may not th�nk suff�c�ently expla�ned from the general �nterests
of soc�ety. To remove, as far as poss�ble, all scruples of th�s k�nd, I
shall here cons�der another set of dut�es, v�z, the modesty and
chast�ty wh�ch belong to the fa�r sex: And I doubt not but these
v�rtues w�ll be found to be st�ll more consp�cuous �nstances of the
operat�on of those pr�nc�ples, wh�ch I have �ns�sted on.

There are some ph�losophers, who attack the female v�rtues w�th
great vehemence, and fancy they have gone very far �n detect�ng
popular errors, when they can show, that there �s no foundat�on �n
nature for all that exter�or modesty, wh�ch we requ�re �n the
express�ons, and dress, and behav�our of the fa�r sex. I bel�eve I may
spare myself the trouble of �ns�st�ng on so obv�ous a subject, and
may proceed, w�thout farther preparat�on, to exam�ne after what
manner such not�ons ar�se from educat�on, from the voluntary
convent�ons of men, and from the �nterest of soc�ety.

Whoever cons�ders the length and feebleness of human �nfancy,
w�th the concern wh�ch both sexes naturally have for the�r offspr�ng,
w�ll eas�ly perce�ve, that there must be an un�on of male and female
for the educat�on of the young, and that th�s un�on must be of
cons�derable durat�on. But �n order to �nduce the men to �mpose on
themselves th�s restra�nt, and undergo chearfully all the fat�gues and
expences, to wh�ch �t subjects them, they must bel�eve, that the
ch�ldren are the�r own, and that the�r natural �nst�nct �s not d�rected to
a wrong object, when they g�ve a loose to love and tenderness. Now
�f we exam�ne the structure of the human body, we shall f�nd, that
th�s secur�ty �s very d�ff�cult to be atta�ned on our part; and that s�nce,



�n the copulat�on of the sexes, the pr�nc�ple of generat�on goes from
the man to the woman, an error may eas�ly take place on the s�de of
the former, though �t be utterly �mposs�ble w�th regard to the latter.
From th�s tr�v�al and anatom�cal observat�on �s der�ved that vast
d�fference betw�xt the educat�on and dut�es of the two sexes.

Were a ph�losopher to exam�ne the matter a pr�or�, he would
reason after the follow�ng manner. Men are �nduced to labour for the
ma�ntenance and educat�on of the�r ch�ldren, by the persuas�on that
they are really the�r own; and therefore �t �s reasonable, and even
necessary, to g�ve them some secur�ty �n th�s part�cular. Th�s secur�ty
cannot cons�st ent�rely �n the �mpos�ng of severe pun�shments on any
transgress�ons of conjugal f�del�ty on the part of the w�fe; s�nce these
publ�c pun�shments cannot be �nfl�cted w�thout legal proof, wh�ch �t �s
d�ff�cult to meet w�th �n th�s subject. What restra�nt, therefore, shall
we �mpose on women, �n order to counter-balance so strong a
temptat�on as they have to �nf�del�ty? There seems to be no restra�nt
poss�ble, but �n the pun�shment of bad fame or reputat�on; a
pun�shment, wh�ch has a m�ghty �nfluence on the human m�nd, and
at the same t�me �s �nfl�cted by the world upon surm�zes, and
conjectures, and proofs, that would never be rece�ved �n any court of
jud�cature. In order, therefore, to �mpose a due restra�nt on the
female sex, we must attach a pecul�ar degree of shame to the�r
�nf�del�ty, above what ar�ses merely from �ts �njust�ce, and must
bestow proport�onable pra�ses on the�r chast�ty.

But though th�s be a very strong mot�ve to f�del�ty, our ph�losopher
would qu�ckly d�scover, that �t would not alone be suff�c�ent to that
purpose. All human creatures, espec�ally of the female sex, are apt
to over-look remote mot�ves �n favour of any present temptat�on: The
temptat�on �s here the strongest �mag�nable: Its approaches are
�nsens�ble and seduc�ng: And a woman eas�ly f�nds, or flatters
herself she shall f�nd, certa�n means of secur�ng her reputat�on, and
prevent�ng all the pern�c�ous consequences of her pleasures. It �s
necessary, therefore, that, bes�de the �nfamy attend�ng such
l�cences, there should be some preced�ng backwardness or dread,
wh�ch may prevent the�r f�rst approaches, and may g�ve the female
sex a repugnance to all express�ons, and postures, and l�bert�es, that
have an �mmed�ate relat�on to that enjoyment.



Such would be the reason�ngs of our speculat�ve ph�losopher: But
I am persuaded, that �f he had not a perfect knowledge of human
nature, he would be apt to regard them as mere ch�mer�cal
speculat�ons, and would cons�der the �nfamy attend�ng �nf�del�ty, and
backwardness to all �ts approaches, as pr�nc�ples that were rather to
be w�shed than hoped for �n the world. For what means, would he
say, of persuad�ng mank�nd, that the transgress�ons of conjugal duty
are more �nfamous than any other k�nd of �njust�ce, when �t �s ev�dent
they are more excusable, upon account of the greatness of the
temptat�on? And what poss�b�l�ty of g�v�ng a backwardness to the
approaches of a pleasure, to wh�ch nature has �nsp�red so strong a
propens�ty; and a propens�ty that �t �s absolutely necessary �n the
end to comply w�th, for the support of the spec�es?

But speculat�ve reason�ngs, wh�ch cost so much pa�ns to
ph�losophers, are often formed by the world naturally, and w�thout
reflect�on: As d�ff�cult�es, wh�ch seem unsurmountable �n theory, are
eas�ly got over �n pract�ce. Those, who have an �nterest �n the f�del�ty
of women, naturally d�sapprove of the�r �nf�del�ty, and all the
approaches to �t. Those, who have no �nterest, are carr�ed along w�th
the stream. Educat�on takes possess�on of the duct�le m�nds of the
fa�r sex �n the�r �nfancy. And when a general rule of th�s k�nd �s once
establ�shed, men are apt to extend �t beyond those pr�nc�ples, from
wh�ch �t f�rst arose. Thus batchelors, however debauched, cannot
chuse but be shocked w�th any �nstance of lewdness or �mpudence
�n women. And though all these max�ms have a pla�n reference to
generat�on, yet women past ch�ld-bear�ng have no more pr�v�lege �n
th�s respect, than those who are �n the flower of the�r youth and
beauty. Men have undoubtedly an �mpl�c�t not�on, that all those �deas
of modesty and decency have a regard to generat�on; s�nce they
�mpose not the same laws, w�th the same force, on the male sex,
where that reason takes nor place. The except�on �s there obv�ous
and extens�ve, and founded on a remarkable d�fference, wh�ch
produces a clear separat�on and d�sjunct�on of �deas. But as the case
�s not the same w�th regard to the d�fferent ages of women, for th�s
reason, though men know, that these not�ons are founded on the
publ�c �nterest, yet the general rule carr�es us beyond the or�g�nal
pr�nc�ple, and makes us extend the not�ons of modesty over the



whole sex, from the�r earl�est �nfancy to the�r extremest old-age and
�nf�rm�ty.

Courage, wh�ch �s the po�nt of honour among men, der�ves �ts
mer�t, �n a great measure, from art�f�ce, as well as the chast�ty of
women; though �t has also some foundat�on �n nature, as we shall
see afterwards.

As to the obl�gat�ons wh�ch the male sex l�e under, w�th regard to
chast�ty, we may observe, that accord�ng to the general not�ons of
the world, they bear nearly the same proport�on to the obl�gat�ons of
women, as the obl�gat�ons of the law of nat�ons do to those of the law
of nature. It �s contrary to the �nterest of c�v�l soc�ety, that men should
have an ent�re l�berty of �ndulg�ng the�r appet�tes �n venereal
enjoyment: But as th�s �nterest �s weaker than �n the case of the
female sex, the moral obl�gat�on, ar�s�ng from �t, must be
proport�onably weaker. And to prove th�s we need only appeal to the
pract�ce and sent�ments of all nat�ons and ages.





PART III OF THE OTHER VIRTUES
AND VICES



SECT. I OF THE ORIGIN OF THE
NATURAL VIRTUES AND VICES

We come now to the exam�nat�on of such v�rtues and v�ces as are
ent�rely natural, and have no dependance on the art�f�ce and
contr�vance of men. The exam�nat�on of these w�ll conclude th�s
system of morals.

The ch�ef spr�ng or actuat�ng pr�nc�ple of the human m�nd �s
pleasure or pa�n; and when these sensat�ons are removed, both from
our thought and feel�ng, we are, �n a great measure, �ncapable of
pass�on or act�on, of des�re or vol�t�on. The most �mmed�ate effects of
pleasure and pa�n are the propense and averse mot�ons of the m�nd;
wh�ch are d�vers�f�ed �nto vol�t�on, �nto des�re and avers�on, gr�ef and
joy, hope and fear, accord�ng as the pleasure or pa�n changes �ts
s�tuat�on, and becomes probable or �mprobable, certa�n or uncerta�n,
or �s cons�dered as out of our power for the present moment. But
when along w�th th�s, the objects, that cause pleasure or pa�n,
acqu�re a relat�on to ourselves or others; they st�ll cont�nue to exc�te
des�re and avers�on, gr�ef and joy: But cause, at the same t�me, the
�nd�rect pass�ons of pr�de or hum�l�ty, love or hatred, wh�ch �n th�s
case have a double relat�on of �mpress�ons and �deas to the pa�n or
pleasure.

We have already observed, that moral d�st�nct�ons depend ent�rely
on certa�n pecul�ar sent�ments of pa�n and pleasure, and that
whatever mental qual�ty �n ourselves or others g�ves us a
sat�sfact�on, by the survey or reflect�on, �s of course v�rtuous; as
every th�ng of th�s nature, that g�ves uneas�ness, �s v�c�ous. Now
s�nce every qual�ty �n ourselves or others, wh�ch g�ves pleasure,
always causes pr�de or love; as every one, that produces
uneas�ness, exc�tes hum�l�ty or hatred: It follows, that these two
part�culars are to be cons�dered as equ�valent, w�th regard to our
mental qual�t�es, v�rtue and the power of produc�ng love or pr�de, v�ce



and the power of produc�ng hum�l�ty or hatred. In every case,
therefore, we must judge of the one by the other; and may
pronounce any qual�ty of the m�nd v�rtuous, wh�ch causes love or
pr�de; and any one v�c�ous, wh�ch causes hatred or hum�l�ty.

If any act�on be e�ther v�rtuous or v�c�ous, �t �s only as a s�gn of
some qual�ty or character. It must depend upon durable pr�nc�ples of
the m�nd, wh�ch extend over the whole conduct, and enter �nto the
personal character. Act�ons themselves, not proceed�ng from any
constant pr�nc�ple, have no �nfluence on love or hatred, pr�de or
hum�l�ty; and consequently are never cons�dered �n moral�ty.

Th�s reflect�on �s self-ev�dent, and deserves to be attended to, as
be�ng of the utmost �mportance �n the present subject. We are never
to cons�der any s�ngle act�on �n our enqu�r�es concern�ng the or�g�n of
morals; but only the qual�ty or character from wh�ch the act�on
proceeded. These alone are durable enough to affect our sent�ments
concern�ng the person. Act�ons are, �ndeed, better �nd�cat�ons of a
character than words, or even w�shes and sent�ments; but �t �s only
so far as they are such �nd�cat�ons, that they are attended w�th love
or hatred, pra�se or blame.

To d�scover the true or�g�n of morals, and of that love or hatred,
wh�ch ar�ses from mental qual�t�es, we must take the matter pretty
deep, and compare some pr�nc�ples, wh�ch have been already
exam�ned and expla�ned.

We may beg�n w�th cons�der�ng a-new the nature and force of
sympathy. The m�nds of all men are s�m�lar �n the�r feel�ngs and
operat�ons; nor can any one be actuated by any affect�on, of wh�ch
all others are not, �n some degree, suscept�ble. As �n str�ngs equally
wound up, the mot�on of one commun�cates �tself to the rest; so all
the affect�ons read�ly pass from one person to another, and beget
correspondent movements �n every human creature. When I see the
effects of pass�on �n the vo�ce and gesture of any person, my m�nd
�mmed�ately passes from these effects to the�r causes, and forms
such a l�vely �dea of the pass�on, as �s presently converted �nto the
pass�on �tself. In l�ke manner, when I perce�ve the causes of any
emot�on, my m�nd �s conveyed to the effects, and �s actuated w�th a
l�ke emot�on. Were I present at any of the more terr�ble operat�ons of



surgery, �t �s certa�n, that even before �t begun, the preparat�on of the
�nstruments, the lay�ng of the bandages �n order, the heat�ng of the
�rons, w�th all the s�gns of anx�ety and concern �n the pat�ent and
ass�stants, would have a great effect upon my m�nd, and exc�te the
strongest sent�ments of p�ty and terror. No pass�on of another
d�scovers �tself �mmed�ately to the m�nd. We are only sens�ble of �ts
causes or effects. From these we �nfer the pass�on: And
consequently these g�ve r�se to our sympathy.

Our sense of beauty depends very much on th�s pr�nc�ple; and
where any object has atendency to produce pleasure �n �ts
possessor, �t �s always regarded as beaut�ful; as every object, that
has a tendency to produce pa�n, �s d�sagreeable and deformed. Thus
the conven�ency of a house, the fert�l�ty of a f�eld, the strength of a
horse, the capac�ty, secur�ty, and sw�ft-sa�l�ng of a vessel, form the
pr�nc�pal beauty of these several objects. Here the object, wh�ch �s
denom�nated beaut�ful, pleases only by �ts tendency to produce a
certa�n effect. That effect �s the pleasure or advantage of some other
person. Now the pleasure of a stranger, for whom we have no
fr�endsh�p, pleases us only by sympathy. To th�s pr�nc�ple, therefore,
�s ow�ng the beauty, wh�ch we f�nd �n every th�ng that �s useful. How
cons�derable a part th�s �s of beauty can eas�ly appear upon
reflect�on. Wherever an object has a tendency to produce pleasure �n
the possessor, or �n other words, �s the proper cause of pleasure, �t �s
sure to please the spectator, by a del�cate sympathy w�th the
possessor. Most of the works of art are esteemed beaut�ful, �n
proport�on to the�r f�tness for the use of man, and even many of the
product�ons of nature der�ve the�r beauty from that source.
Handsome and beaut�ful, on most occas�ons, �s nor an absolute but
a relat�ve qual�ty, and pleases us by noth�ng but �ts tendency to
produce an end that �s agreeable.
     [FN  25  Decentior equus cujus astricta sunt ilia; sed 
     idem velocior. Pulcher aspectu sit athieta, cujus lacertos 
     exercitatio expressit; idem certamini paratior. Nunquam vero 
     species ab utilitate dividitur. Sed hoc quidem discernere, 
     modici judicii est. Quinct. lib. 8. (A horse with narrow 
     flanks looks more comely; It also moves faster. An athlete 
     whose muscles have been developed by training presents a 
     handsome appearance; he is also better prepared for the 
     contest. Attractive appearance is invariably associated with 



     efficient functioning. Yet it takes no outstanding powers of 
     judgement to wake this distinction.)] 

The same pr�nc�ple produces, �n many �nstances, our sent�ments
of morals, as well as those of beauty. No v�rtue �s more esteemed
than just�ce, and no v�ce more detested than �njust�ce; nor are there
any qual�t�es, wh�ch go farther to the f�x�ng the character, e�ther as
am�able or od�ous. Now just�ce �s a moral v�rtue, merely because �t
has that tendency to the good of mank�nd; and, �ndeed, �s noth�ng
but an art�f�c�al �nvent�on to that purpose. The same may be sa�d of
alleg�ance, of the laws of nat�ons, of modesty, and of good-manners.
All these are mere human contr�vances for the �nterest of soc�ety.
And s�nce there �s a very strong sent�ment of morals, wh�ch �n all
nat�ons, and all ages, has attended them, we must allow, that the
reflect�ng on the tendency of characters and mental qual�t�es, �s
suff�c�ent to g�ve us the sent�ments of approbat�on and blame. Now
as the means to an end can only be agreeable, where the end �s
agreeable; and as the good of soc�ety, where our own �nterest �s not
concerned, or that of our fr�ends, pleases only by sympathy: It
follows, that sympathy �s the source of the esteem, wh�ch we pay to
all the art�f�c�al v�rtues.

Thus �t appears, that sympathy �s a very powerful pr�nc�ple �n
human nature, that �t has a great �nfluence on our taste of beauty,
and that �t produces our sent�ment of morals �n all the art�f�c�al
v�rtues. From thence we may presume, that �t also g�ves r�se to many
of the other v�rtues; and that qual�t�es acqu�re our approbat�on,
because of the�r tendency to the good of mank�nd. Th�s presumpt�on
must become a certa�nty, when we f�nd that most of those qual�t�es,
wh�ch we naturally approve of, have actually that tendency, and
render a man a proper member of soc�ety: Wh�le the qual�t�es, wh�ch
we naturally d�sapprove of, have a contrary tendency, and render
any �ntercourse w�th the person dangerous or d�sagreeable. For
hav�ng found, that such tendenc�es have force enough to produce
the strongest sent�ment of morals, we can never reasonably, �n these
cases, look for any other cause of approbat�on or blame; �t be�ng an
�nv�olable max�m �n ph�losophy, that where any part�cular cause �s
suff�c�ent for an effect, we ought to rest sat�sf�ed w�th �t, and ought
not to mult�ply causes w�thout necess�ty. We have happ�ly atta�ned



exper�ments �n the art�f�c�al v�rtues, where the tendency of qual�t�es to
the good of soc�ety, �s the sole cause of our approbat�on, w�thout any
susp�c�on of the concurrence of another pr�nc�ple. From thence we
learn the force of that pr�nc�ple. And where that pr�nc�ple may take
place, and the qual�ty approved of �s really benef�c�al to soc�ety, a
true ph�losopher w�ll never requ�re any other pr�nc�ple to account for
the strongest approbat�on and esteem.

That many of the natural v�rtues have th�s tendency to the good of
soc�ety, no one can doubt of. Meekness, benef�cence, char�ty,
generos�ty, clemency, moderat�on, equ�ty bear the greatest f�gure
among the moral qual�t�es, and are commonly denom�nated the
soc�al v�rtues, to mark the�r tendency to the good of soc�ety. Th�s
goes so far, that some ph�losophers have represented all moral
d�st�nct�ons as the effect of art�f�ce and educat�on, when sk�lful
pol�t�c�ans endeavoured to restra�n the turbulent pass�ons of men,
and make them operate to the publ�c good, by the not�ons of honour
and shame. Th�s system, however, �s nor cons�stent w�th exper�ence.
For, f�rst, there are other v�rtues and v�ces bes�de those wh�ch have
th�s tendency to the publ�c advantage and loss. Secondly, had not
men a natural sent�ment of approbat�on and blame, �t coued never
be exc�ted by pol�t�c�ans; nor would the words laudable and pra�se-
worthy, blameable and od�ous be any more �ntell�g�ble, than �f they
were a language perfectly known to us, as we have already
observed. But though th�s system be erroneous, �t may teach us, that
moral d�st�nct�ons ar�se, �n a great measure, from the tendency of
qual�t�es and characters to the �nterests of soc�ety, and that �t �s our
concern for that �nterest, wh�ch makes us approve or d�sapprove of
them. Now we have no such extens�ve concern for soc�ety but from
sympathy; and consequently �t �s that pr�nc�ple, wh�ch takes us so far
out of ourselves, as to g�ve us the same pleasure or uneas�ness �n
the characters of others, as �f they had a tendency to our own
advantage or loss.

The only d�fference betw�xt the natural v�rtues and just�ce l�es �n
th�s, that the good, wh�ch results from the former, ar�ses from every
s�ngle act, and �s the object of some natural pass�on: Whereas a
s�ngle act of just�ce, cons�dered �n �tself, may often be contrary to the
publ�c good; and �t �s only the concurrence of mank�nd, �n a general



scheme or system of act�on, wh�ch �s advantageous. When I rel�eve
persons �n d�stress, my natural human�ty �s my mot�ve; and so far as
my succour extends, so far have I promoted the happ�ness of my
fellow-creatures. But �f we exam�ne all the quest�ons, that come
before any tr�bunal of just�ce, we shall f�nd, that, cons�der�ng each
case apart, �t would as often be an �nstance of human�ty to dec�de
contrary to the laws of just�ce as conformable them. Judges take
from a poor man to g�ve to a r�ch; they bestow on the d�ssolute the
labour of the �ndustr�ous; and put �nto the hands of the v�c�ous the
means of harm�ng both themselves and others. The whole scheme,
however, of law and just�ce �s advantageous to the soc�ety; and �t
was w�th a v�ew to th�s advantage, that men, by the�r voluntary
convent�ons, establ�shed �t. After �t �s once establ�shed by these
convent�ons, �t �s naturally attended w�th a strong sent�ment of
morals; wh�ch can proceed from noth�ng but our sympathy w�th the
�nterests of soc�ety. We need no other expl�cat�on of that esteem,
wh�ch attends such of the natural v�rtues, as have a tendency to the
publ�c good. I must farther add, that there are several c�rcumstances,
wh�ch render th�s hypothes�s much more probable w�th regard to the
natural than the art�f�c�al v�rtues. It �s certa�n that the �mag�nat�on �s
more affected by what �s part�cular, than by what �s general; and that
the sent�ments are always moved w�th d�ff�culty, where the�r objects
are, �n any degree, loose and undeterm�ned: Now every part�cular
act of just�ce �s not benef�c�al to soc�ety, but the whole scheme or
system: And �t may not, perhaps, be any �nd�v�dual person for whom
we are concerned, who rece�ves benef�t from just�ce, but the whole
soc�ety al�ke. On the contrary, every part�cular act of generos�ty, or
rel�ef of the �ndustr�ous and �nd�gent, �s benef�c�al; and �s benef�c�al to
a part�cular person, who �s not undeserv�ng of �t. It �s more natural,
therefore, to th�nk, that the tendenc�es of the latter v�rtue w�ll affect
our sent�ments, and command our approbat�on, than those of the
former; and therefore, s�nce we f�nd, that the approbat�on of the
former ar�ses from the�r tendenc�es, we may ascr�be, w�th better
reason, the same cause to the approbat�on of the latter. In any
number of s�m�lar effects, �f a cause can be d�scovered for one, we
ought to extend that cause to all the other effects, wh�ch can be
accounted for by �t: But much more, �f these other effects be



attended w�th pecul�ar c�rcumstances, wh�ch fac�l�tate the operat�on
of that cause.

Before I proceed farther, I must observe two remarkable
c�rcumstances �n th�s affa�r, wh�ch may seem object�ons to the
present system. The f�rst may be thus expla�ned. When any qual�ty,
or character, has a tendency to the good of mank�nd, we are pleased
w�th �t, and approve of �t; because �t presents the l�vely �dea of
pleasure; wh�ch �dea affects us by sympathy, and �s �tself a k�nd of
pleasure. But as th�s sympathy �s very var�able, �t may be thought
that our sent�ments of morals must adm�t of all the same var�at�ons.
We sympath�ze more w�th persons cont�guous to us, than w�th
persons remote from us: W�th our acqua�ntance, than w�th strangers:
W�th our countrymen, than w�th fore�gners. But notw�thstand�ng th�s
var�at�on of our sympathy, we g�ve the same approbat�on to the same
moral qual�t�es �n Ch�na as �n England. They appear equally v�rtuous,
and recommend themselves equally to the esteem of a jud�c�ous
spectator. The sympathy var�es w�thout a var�at�on �n our esteem.
Our esteem, therefore, proceeds not from sympathy.

To th�s I answer: The approbat�on of moral qual�t�es most certa�nly
�s not der�ved from reason, or any compar�son of �deas; but proceeds
ent�rely from a moral taste, and from certa�n sent�ments of pleasure
or d�sgust, wh�ch ar�se upon the contemplat�on and v�ew of part�cular
qual�t�es or characters. Now �t �s ev�dent, that those sent�ments,
whence-ever they are der�ved, must vary accord�ng to the d�stance
or cont�gu�ty of the objects; nor can I feel the same l�vely pleasure
from the v�rtues of a person, who l�ved �n Greece two thousand years
ago, that I feel from the v�rtues of a fam�l�ar fr�end and acqua�ntance.
Yet I do not say, that I esteem the one more than the other: And
therefore, �f the var�at�on of the sent�ment, w�thout a var�at�on of the
esteem, be an object�on, �t must have equal force aga�nst every
other system, as aga�nst that of sympathy. But to cons�der the matter
a-r�ght, �t has no force at all; and �t �s the eas�est matter �n the world
to account for �t. Our s�tuat�on, w�th regard both to persons and
th�ngs, �s �n cont�nual fluctuat�on; and a man, that l�es at a d�stance
from us, may, �n a l�ttle t�me, become a fam�l�ar acqua�ntance.
Bes�des, every part�cular man has a pecul�ar pos�t�on w�th regard to
others; and �t �s �mposs�ble we coued ever converse together on any



reasonable terms, were each of us to cons�der characters and
persons, only as they appear from h�s pecul�ar po�nt of v�ew. In order,
therefore, to prevent those cont�nual contrad�ct�ons, and arr�ve at a
more stable judgment of th�ngs, we f�x on some steady and general
po�nts of v�ew; and always, �n our thoughts, place ourselves �n them,
whatever may be our present s�tuat�on. In l�ke manner, external
beauty �s determ�ned merely by pleasure; and �t �s ev�dent, a
beaut�ful countenance cannot g�ve so much pleasure, when seen at
the d�stance of twenty paces, as when �t �s brought nearer us. We
say not, however, that �t appears to us less beaut�ful: Because we
know what effect �t w�ll have �n such a pos�t�on, and by that reflect�on
we correct �ts momentary appearance.

In general, all sent�ments of blame or pra�se are var�able,
accord�ng to our s�tuat�on of nearness or remoteness, w�th regard to
the person blamed or pra�sed, and accord�ng to the present
d�spos�t�on of our m�nd. But these var�at�ons we regard not �n our
general dec�s�on, but st�ll apply the terms express�ve of our l�k�ng or
d�sl�ke, �n the same manner, as �f we rema�ned �n one po�nt of v�ew.
Exper�ence soon teaches us th�s method of correct�ng our
sent�ments, or at least, of correct�ng our language, where the
sent�ments are more stubborn and �nalterable. Our servant, �f d�l�gent
and fa�thful, may exc�te stronger sent�ments of love and k�ndness
than Marcus Brutus, as represented �n h�story; but we say not upon
that account, that the former character �s more laudable than the
latter. We know, that were we to approach equally near to that
renowned patr�ot, he would command a much h�gher degree of
affect�on and adm�rat�on. Such correct�ons are common w�th regard
to all the senses; and �ndeed �t were �mposs�ble we could ever make
use of language, or commun�cate our sent�ments to one another, d�d
we not correct the momentary appearances of th�ngs, and overlook
our present s�tuat�on.

It �s therefore from the �nfluence of characters and qual�t�es, upon
those who have an �ntercourse w�th any person, that we blame or
pra�se h�m. We cons�der not whether the persons, affected by the
qual�t�es, be our acqua�ntance or strangers, countrymen or
fore�gners. Nay, we over-look our own �nterest �n those general
judgments; and blame not a man for oppos�ng us �n any of our



pretens�ons, when h�s own �nterest �s part�cularly concerned. We
make allowance for a certa�n degree of self�shness �n men; because
we know �t to be �nseparable from human nature, and �nherent �n our
frame and const�tut�on. By th�s reflect�on we correct those sent�ments
of blame, wh�ch so naturally ar�se upon any oppos�t�on.

But however the general pr�nc�ple of our blame or pra�se may be
corrected by those other pr�nc�ples, �t �s certa�n, they are not
altogether eff�cac�ous, nor do our pass�ons often correspond ent�rely
to the present theory. It �s seldom men heart�ly love what l�es at a
d�stance from them, and what no way redounds to the�r part�cular
benef�t; as �t �s no less rare to meet w�th persons, who can pardon
another any oppos�t�on he makes to the�r �nterest, however just�f�able
that oppos�t�on may be by the general rules of moral�ty. Here we are
contented w�th say�ng, that reason requ�res such an Impart�al
conduct, but that �t �s seldom we can br�ng ourselves to �t, and that
our pass�ons do not read�ly follow the determ�nat�on of our judgment.
Th�s language w�ll be eas�ly understood, �f we cons�der what we
formerly sa�d concern�ng that reason, wh�ch �s able to oppose our
pass�on; and wh�ch we have found to be noth�ng but a general calm
determ�nat�on of the pass�ons, founded on some d�stant v�ew or
reflect�on. When we form our judgments of persons, merely from the
tendency of the�r characters to our own benef�t, or to that of our
fr�ends, we f�nd so many contrad�ct�ons to our sent�ments �n soc�ety
and conversat�on, and such an uncerta�nty from the �ncessant
changes of our s�tuat�on, that we seek some other standard of mer�t
and demer�t, wh�ch may not adm�t of so great var�at�on. Be�ng thus
loosened from our f�rst stat�on, we cannot afterwards f�x ourselves so
commod�ously by any means as by a sympathy w�th those, who
have any commerce w�th the person we cons�der. Th�s �s far from
be�ng as l�vely as when our own �nterest �s concerned, or that of our
part�cular fr�ends; nor has �t such an �nfluence on our love and
hatred: But be�ng equally conformable to our calm and general
pr�nc�ples, �t �s sa�d to have an equal author�ty over our reason, and
to command our judgment and op�n�on. We blame equally a bad
act�on, wh�ch we read of �n h�story, w�th one performed �n our
ne�ghbourhood the other day: The mean�ng of wh�ch �s, that we know
from reflect�on, that the former act�on would exc�te as strong



sent�ments of d�sapprobat�on as the latter, were �t placed �n the same
pos�t�on.

I now proceed to the second remarkable c�rcumstance, wh�ch I
proposed to take not�ce of. Where a person �s possessed of a
character, that �n �ts natural tendency �s benef�c�al to soc�ety, we
esteem h�m v�rtuous, and are del�ghted w�th the v�ew of h�s
character, even though part�cular acc�dents prevent �ts operat�on,
and �ncapac�tate h�m from be�ng serv�ceable to h�s fr�ends and
country. V�rtue �n rags �s st�ll v�rtue; and the love, wh�ch �t procures,
attends a man �nto a dungeon or desart, where the v�rtue can no
longer be exerted �n act�on, and �s lost to all the world. Now th�s may
be esteemed an object�on to the present system. Sympathy �nterests
us �n the good of mank�nd; and �f sympathy were the source of our
esteem for v�rtue, that sent�ment of approbat�on coued only take
place, where the v�rtue actually atta�ned �ts end, and was benef�c�al
to mank�nd. Where �t fa�ls of �ts end, �t �s only an �mperfect means;
and therefore can never acqu�re any mer�t from that end. The
goodness of an end can bestow a mer�t on such means alone as are
compleat, and actually produce the end.

To th�s we may reply, that where any object, �n all �ts parts, �s f�tted
to atta�n any agreeable end, �t naturally g�ves us pleasure, and �s
esteemed beaut�ful, even though some external c�rcumstances be
want�ng to render �t altogether effectual. It �s suff�c�ent �f every th�ng
be compleat �n the object �tself. A house, that �s contr�ved w�th great
judgment for all the commod�t�es of l�fe, pleases us upon that
account; though perhaps we are sens�ble, that noone w�ll ever dwell
�n �t. A fert�le so�l, and a happy cl�mate, del�ght us by a reflect�on on
the happ�ness wh�ch they would afford the �nhab�tants, though at
present the country be desart and un�nhab�ted. A man, whose l�mbs
and shape prom�se strength and act�v�ty, �s esteemed handsome,
though condemned to perpetual �mpr�sonment. The �mag�nat�on has
a set of pass�ons belong�ng to �t, upon wh�ch our sent�ments of
beauty much depend. These pass�ons are moved by degrees of
l�vel�ness and strength, wh�ch are �nfer�or to bel�ef, and �ndependent
of the real ex�stence of the�r objects. Where a character �s, �n every
respect, f�tted to be benef�c�al to soc�ety, the �mag�nat�on passes
eas�ly from the cause to the effect, w�thout cons�der�ng that there are



some c�rcumstances want�ng to render the cause a complete one.
General rules create a spec�es of probab�l�ty, wh�ch somet�mes
�nfluences the judgment, and always the �mag�nat�on.

It �s true, when the cause �s compleat, and a good d�spos�t�on �s
attended w�th good fortune, wh�ch renders �t really benef�c�al to
soc�ety, �t g�ves a stronger pleasure to the spectator, and �s attended
w�th a more l�vely sympathy. We are more affected by �t; and yet we
do not say that �t �s more v�rtuous, or that we esteem �t more. We
know, that an alterat�on of fortune may render the benevolent
d�spos�t�on ent�rely �mpotent; and therefore we separate, as much as
poss�ble, the fortune from the d�spos�t�on. The case �s the same, as
when we correct the d�fferent sent�ments of v�rtue, wh�ch proceed
from �ts d�fferent d�stances from ourselves. The pass�ons do not
always follow our correct�ons; but these correct�ons serve suff�c�ently
to regulate our abstract not�ons, and are alone regarded, when we
pronounce �n general concern�ng the degrees of v�ce and v�rtue.

It �s observed by cr�t�cs, that all words or sentences, wh�ch are
d�ff�cult to the pronunc�at�on, are d�sagreeable to the ear. There �s no
d�fference, whether a man hear them pronounced, or read them
s�lently to h�mself. When I run over a book w�th my eye, I Imag�ne I
hear �t all; and also, by the force of �mag�nat�on, enter �nto the
uneas�ness, wh�ch the del�very of �t would g�ve the speaker. The
uneas�ness �s not real; but as such a compos�t�on of words has a
natural tendency to produce �t, th�s �s suff�c�ent to affect the m�nd w�th
a pa�nful sent�ment, and render the d�scourse harsh and
d�sagreeable. It �s a s�m�lar case, where any real qual�ty �s, by
acc�dental c�rcumstances, rendered �mpotent, and �s depr�ved of �ts
natural �nfluence on soc�ety.

Upon these pr�nc�ples we may eas�ly remove any contrad�ct�on,
wh�ch may appear to be betw�xt the extens�ve sympathy, on wh�ch
our sent�ments of v�rtue depend, and that l�m�ted generos�ty wh�ch I
have frequently observed to be natural to men, and wh�ch just�ce and
property suppose, accord�ng to the precedent reason�ng. My
sympathy w�th another may g�ve me the sent�ment of pa�n and
d�sapprobat�on, when any object �s presented, that has a tendency to
g�ve h�m uneas�ness; though I may not be w�ll�ng to sacr�f�ce any



th�ng of my own �nterest, or cross any of my pass�ons, for h�s
sat�sfact�on. A house may d�splease me by be�ng �ll-contr�ved for the
conven�ence of the owner; and yet I may refuse to g�ve a sh�ll�ng
towards the rebu�ld�ng of �t. Sent�ments must touch the heart, to
make them controul our pass�ons: But they need not extend beyond
the �mag�nat�on, to make them �nfluence our taste. When a bu�ld�ng
seems clumsy and totter�ng to the eye, �t �s ugly and d�sagreeable;
though we be fully assured of the sol�d�ty of the workmansh�p. It �s a
k�nd of fear, wh�ch causes th�s sent�ment of d�sapprobat�on; but the
pass�on �s not the same w�th that wh�ch we feel, when obl�ged to
stand under a wall, that we really th�nk totter�ng and �nsecure. The
seem�ng tendenc�es of objects affect the m�nd: And the emot�ons
they exc�te are of a l�ke spec�es w�th those, wh�ch proceed from the
real consequences of objects, but the�r feel�ng �s d�fferent. Nay, these
emot�ons are so d�fferent �n the�r feel�ng, that they may often be
contrary, w�thout destroy�ng each other; as when the fort�f�cat�ons of
a c�ty belong�ng to an enemy are esteemed beaut�ful upon account
of the�r strength, though we coued w�sh that they were ent�rely
destroyed. The �mag�nat�on adheres to the general v�ews of th�ngs,
and d�st�ngu�shes the feel�ngs they produce, from those wh�ch ar�se
from our part�cular and momentary s�tuat�on.

If we exam�ne the panegyr�cs that are commonly made of great
men, we shall f�nd, that most of the qual�t�es, wh�ch are attr�buted to
them, may be d�v�ded �nto two k�nds, v�z. such as make them
perform the�r part �n soc�ety; and such as render them serv�ceable to
themselves, and enable them to promote the�r own �nterest. The�r
prudence, temperance, frugal�ty, �ndustry, ass�du�ty, enterpr�ze,
dexter�ty, are celebrated, as well as the�r generos�ty and human�ty. If
we ever g�ve an �ndulgence to any qual�ty, that d�sables a man from
mak�ng a f�gure �n l�fe, �t �s to that of �ndolence, wh�ch �s not
supposed to depr�ve one of h�s parts and capac�ty, but only
suspends the�r exerc�se; and that w�thout any �nconven�ence to the
person h�mself, s�nce �t �s, �n some measure, from h�s own cho�ce.
Yet �ndolence �s always allowed to be a fault, and a very great one, �f
extreme: Nor do a man's fr�ends ever acknowledge h�m to be subject
to �t, but �n order to save h�s character �n more mater�al art�cles. He
coued make a f�gure, say they, �f he pleased to g�ve appl�cat�on: H�s



understand�ng �s sound, h�s concept�on qu�ck, and h�s memory
tenac�ous; but he hates bus�ness, and �s �nd�fferent about h�s fortune.
And th�s a man somet�mes may make even a subject of van�ty;
though w�th the a�r of confess�ng a fault: Because he may th�nk, that
h�s �ncapac�ty for bus�ness �mpl�es much more noble qual�t�es; such
as a ph�losoph�cal sp�r�t, a f�ne taste, a del�cate w�t, or a rel�sh for
pleasure and soc�ety. But take any other case: Suppose a qual�ty,
that w�thout be�ng an �nd�cat�on of any other good qual�t�es,
�ncapac�tates a man always for bus�ness, and �s destruct�ve to h�s
�nterest; such as a blunder�ng understand�ng, and a wrong judgment
of every th�ng �n l�fe; �nconstancy and �rresolut�on; or a want of
address �n the management of men and bus�ness: These are all
allowed to be �mperfect�ons �n a character; and many men would
rather acknowledge the greatest cr�mes, than have �t suspected, that
they are, �n any degree, subject to them.

It �s very happy, �n our ph�losoph�cal researches, when we f�nd the
same phaenomenon d�vers�f�ed by a var�ety of c�rcumstances; and
by d�scover�ng what �s common among them, can the better assure
ourselves of the truth of any hypothes�s we may make use of to
expla�n �t. Were noth�ng esteemed v�rtue but what were benef�c�al to
soc�ety, I am persuaded, that the forego�ng expl�cat�on of the moral
sense ought st�ll to be rece�ved, and that upon suff�c�ent ev�dence:
But th�s ev�dence must grow upon us, when we f�nd other k�nds of
v�rtue, wh�ch w�ll not adm�t of any expl�cat�on except from that
hypothes�s. Here �s a man, who �s not remarkably defect�ve �n h�s
soc�al qual�t�es; but what pr�nc�pally recommends h�m �s h�s dexter�ty
�n bus�ness, by wh�ch he has extr�cated h�mself from the greatest
d�ff�cult�es, and conducted the most del�cate affa�rs w�th a s�ngular
address and prudence. I f�nd an esteem for h�m �mmed�ately to ar�se
�n me: H�s company �s a sat�sfact�on to me; and before I have any
farther acqua�ntance w�th h�m, I would rather do h�m a serv�ce than
another, whose character �s �n every other respect equal, but �s
def�c�ent �n that part�cular. In th�s case, the qual�t�es that please me
are all cons�dered as useful to the person, and as hav�ng a tendency
to promote h�s �nterest and sat�sfact�on. They are only regarded as
means to an end, and please me �n proport�on to the�r f�tness for that
end. The end, therefore, must be agreeable to me. But what makes



the end agreeable? The person �s a stranger: I am no way �nterested
�n h�m, nor l�e under any obl�gat�on to h�m: H�s happ�ness concerns
not me, farther than the happ�ness of every human, and �ndeed of
every sens�ble creature: That �s, �t affects me only by sympathy.
From that pr�nc�ple, whenever I d�scover h�s happ�ness and good,
whether �n �ts causes or effects, I enter so deeply �nto �t, that �t g�ves
me a sens�ble emot�on. The appearance of qual�t�es, that have a
tendency to promote �t, have an agreeable effect upon my
�mag�nat�on, and command my love and esteem.

Th�s theory may serve to expla�n, why the same qual�t�es, �n all
cases, produce both pr�de and love, hum�l�ty and hatred; and the
same man �s always v�rtuous or v�c�ous, accompl�shed or desp�cable
to others, who �s so to h�mself. A person, �n whom we d�scover any
pass�on or hab�t, wh�ch or�g�nally �s only �ncommod�ous to h�mself,
becomes always d�sagreeable to us, merely on �ts account; as on the
other hand, one whose character �s only dangerous and
d�sagreeable to others, can never be sat�sf�ed w�th h�mself, as long
as he �s sens�ble of that d�sadvantage. Nor �s th�s observable only
w�th regard to characters and manners, but may be remarked even
�n the most m�nute c�rcumstances. A v�olent cough �n another g�ves
us uneas�ness; though �n �tself �t does not �n the least affect us. A
man w�ll be mort�f�ed, �f you tell h�m he has a st�nk�ng breath; though
�t �s ev�dently no annoyance to h�mself. Our fancy eas�ly changes �ts
s�tuat�on; and e�ther survey�ng ourselves as we appear to others, or
cons�der�ng others as they feel themselves, we enter, by that means,
�nto sent�ments, wh�ch no way belong to us, and �n wh�ch noth�ng but
sympathy �s able to �nterest us. And th�s sympathy we somet�mes
carry so far, as even to be d�spleased w�th a qual�ty commod�ous to
us, merely because �t d�spleases others, and makes us d�sagreeable
�n the�r eyes; though perhaps we never can have any �nterest �n
render�ng ourselves agreeable to them.

There have been many systems of moral�ty advanced by
ph�losophers �n all ages; but �f they are str�ctly exam�ned, they may
be reduced to two, wh�ch alone mer�t our attent�on. Moral good and
ev�l are certa�nly d�st�ngu�shed by our sent�ments, not by reason: But
these sent�ments may ar�se e�ther from the mere spec�es or
appearance of characters and pass�ons, or from reflect�ons on the�r



tendency to the happ�ness of mank�nd, and of part�cular persons. My
op�n�on �s, that both these causes are �nterm�xed �n our judgments of
morals; after the same manner as they are �n our dec�s�ons
concern�ng most k�nds of external beauty: Though I am also of
op�n�on, that reflect�ons on the tendenc�es of act�ons have by far the
greatest �nfluence, and determ�ne all the great l�nes of our duty.
There are, however, �nstances, �n cases of less moment, where�n
th�s �mmed�ate taste or sent�ment produces our approbat�on. W�t,
and a certa�n easy and d�sengaged behav�our, are qual�t�es
�mmed�ately agreeable to others, and command the�r love and
esteem. Some of these qual�t�es produce sat�sfact�on �n others by
part�cular or�g�nal pr�nc�ples of human nature, wh�ch cannot be
accounted for: Others may be resolved �nto pr�nc�ples, wh�ch are
more general. Th�s w�ll best appear upon a part�cular enqu�ry.

As some qual�t�es acqu�re the�r mer�t from the�r be�ng �mmed�ately
agreeable to others, w�thout any tendency to publ�c �nterest; so some
are denom�nated v�rtuous from the�r be�ng �mmed�ately agreeable to
the person h�mself, who possesses them. Each of the pass�ons and
operat�ons of the m�nd has a part�cular feel�ng, wh�ch must be e�ther
agreeable or d�sagreeable. The f�rst �s v�rtuous, the second v�c�ous.
Th�s part�cular feel�ng const�tutes the very nature of the pass�on; and
therefore needs not be accounted for.

But however d�rectly the d�st�nct�on of v�ce and v�rtue may seem to
flow from the �mmed�ate pleasure or uneas�ness, wh�ch part�cular
qual�t�es cause to ourselves or others; �t �s easy to observe, that �t
has also a cons�derable dependence on the pr�nc�ple of sympathy so
often �ns�sted on. We approve of a person, who �s possessed of
qual�t�es �mmed�ately agreeable to those, w�th whom he has any
commerce; though perhaps we ourselves never reaped any pleasure
from them. We also approve of one, who �s possessed of qual�t�es,
that are �mmed�ately agreeable to h�mself; though they be of no
serv�ce to any mortal. To account for th�s we must have recourse to
the forego�ng pr�nc�ples.

Thus, to take a general rev�ew of the present hypothes�s: Every
qual�ty of the m�nd �s denom�nated v�rtuous, wh�ch g�ves pleasure by
the mere survey; as every qual�ty, wh�ch produces pa�n, �s called



v�c�ous. Th�s pleasure and th�s pa�n may ar�se from four d�fferent
sources. For we reap a pleasure from the v�ew of a character, wh�ch
�s naturally f�tted to be useful to others, or to the person h�mself, or
wh�ch �s agreeable to others, or to the person h�mself. One may,
perhaps, be surpr�zed. that am�dst all these �nterests and pleasures,
we should forget our own, wh�ch touch us so nearly on every other
occas�on. But we shall eas�ly sat�sfy ourselves on th�s head, when
we cons�der, that every part�cular person s pleasure and �nterest
be�ng d�fferent, �t �s �mposs�ble men coued ever agree �n the�r
sent�ments and judgments, unless they chose some common po�nt
of v�ew, from wh�ch they m�ght survey the�r object, and wh�ch m�ght
cause �t to appear the same to all of them. Now �n judg�ng of
characters, the only �nterest or pleasure, wh�ch appears the same to
every spectator, �s that of the person h�mself, whose character �s
exam�ned; or that of persons, who have a connex�on w�th h�m. And
though such �nterests and pleasures touch us more fa�ntly than our
own, yet be�ng more constant and un�versal, they counter-ballance
the latter even �n pract�ce, and are alone adm�tted �n speculat�on as
the standard of v�rtue and moral�ty. They alone produce that
part�cular feel�ng or sent�ment, on wh�ch moral d�st�nct�ons depend.

As to the good or �ll desert of v�rtue or v�ce, �t �s an ev�dent
consequence of the sent�ments of pleasure or uneas�ness. These
sent�ments produce love or hatred; and love or hatred, by the or�g�nal
const�tut�on of human pass�on, �s attended w�th benevolence or
anger; that �s, w�th a des�re of mak�ng happy the person we love, and
m�serable the person we hate. We have treated of th�s more fully on
another occas�on.



SECT. II OF GREATNESS OF MIND
It may now be proper to �llustrate th�s general system of morals, by

apply�ng �t to part�cular �nstances of v�rtue and v�ce, and shew�ng
how the�r mer�t or demer�t ar�ses from the four sources here
expla�ned. We shall beg�n w�th exam�n�ng the pass�ons of pr�de and
hum�l�ty, and shall cons�der the v�ce or v�rtue that l�es �n the�r
excesses or just proport�on. An excess�ve pr�de or overwean�ng
conce�t of ourselves �s always esteemed v�c�ous, and �s un�versally
hated; as modesty, or a just sense of our weakness, �s esteemed
v�rtuous, and procures the good-w�ll of every-one. Of the four
sources of moral d�st�nct�ons, th�s �s to be ascr�bed to the th�rd; v�z,
the �mmed�ate agreeableness and d�sagreeableness of a qual�ty to
others, w�thout any reflect�ons on the tendency of that qual�ty.

In order to prove th�s, we must have recourse to two pr�nc�ples,
wh�ch are very consp�cuous �n human nature. The f�rst of these �s the
sympathy, and commun�cat�on of sent�ments and pass�ons above-
ment�oned. So close and �nt�mate �s the correspondence of human
souls, that no sooner any person approaches me, than he d�ffuses
on me all h�s op�n�ons, and draws along my judgment �n a greater or
lesser degree. And though, on many occas�ons, my sympathy w�th
h�m goes not so far as ent�rely to change my sent�ments, and way of
th�nk�ng; yet �t seldom �s so weak as not to d�sturb the easy course of
my thought, and g�ve an author�ty to that op�n�on, wh�ch �s
recommended to me by h�s assent and approbat�on. Nor �s �t any
way mater�al upon what subject he and I employ our thoughts.
Whether we judge of an �nd�fferent person, or of my own character,
my sympathy g�ves equal force to h�s dec�s�on: And even h�s
sent�ments of h�s own mer�t make me cons�der h�m �n the same l�ght,
�n wh�ch he regards h�mself.

Th�s pr�nc�ple of sympathy �s of so powerful and �ns�nuat�ng a
nature, that �t enters �nto most of our sent�ments and pass�ons, and
often takes place under the appearance of �ts contrary. For �t �s



remarkable, that when a person opposes me �n any th�ng, wh�ch I am
strongly bent upon, and rouzes up my pass�on by contrad�ct�on, I
have always a degree of sympathy w�th h�m, nor does my
commot�on proceed from any other or�g�n. We may here observe an
ev�dent confl�ct or rencounter of oppos�te pr�nc�ples and pass�ons.
On the one s�de there �s that pass�on or sent�ment, wh�ch �s natural
to me; and �t �s observable, that the stronger th�s pass�on �s, the
greater �s the commot�on. There must also be some pass�on or
sent�ment on the other s�de; and th�s pass�on can proceed from
noth�ng but sympathy. The sent�ments of others can never affect us,
but by becom�ng, �n some measure, our own; �n wh�ch case they
operate upon us, by oppos�ng and encreas�ng our pass�ons, �n the
very same manner, as �f they had been or�g�nally der�ved from our
own temper and d�spos�t�on. Wh�le they rema�n concealed �n the
m�nds of others, they can never have an �nfluence upon us: And
even when they are known, �f they went no farther than the
�mag�nat�on, or concept�on; that faculty �s so accustomed to objects
of every d�fferent k�nd, that a mere �dea, though contrary to our
sent�ments and �ncl�nat�ons, would never alone be able to affect us.

The second pr�nc�ple I shall take not�ce of �s that of compar�son, or
the var�at�on of our judgments concern�ng ob jects, accord�ng to the
proport�on they bear to those w�th wh�ch we compare them. We
judge more, of objects by compar�son, than by the�r �ntr�ns�c worth
and value; and regard every th�ng as mean, when set �n oppos�t�on
to what �s super�or of the same k�nd. But no compar�son �s more
obv�ous than that w�th ourselves; and hence �t �s that on all
occas�ons �t takes place, and m�xes w�th most of our pass�ons. Th�s
k�nd of compar�son �s d�rectly contrary to sympathy �n �ts operat�on,
as we have observed �n treat�ng of com pass�on and mal�ce. [Book II.
Part II. Sect. VIII.] IN ALL KINDS OF COMPARISON AN OBJECT
MAKES US ALWAYS RECEIVE FROM ANOTHER, TO WHICH IT IS
COMPARED, A SENSATION CONTRARY TO WHAT ARISES
FROM ITSELF IN ITS DIRECT AND IMMEDIATE SURVEY. THE
DIRECT SURVEY OF ANOTHER'S PLEASURE NATURALLY
GIVES US PLEASURE; AND THEREFORE PRODUCES PAIN,
WHEN COMPARed WITH OUR OWN. HIS PAIN, CONSIDERED IN



ITSELF, IS PAIN FUL; BUT AUGMENTS THE IDEA OF OUR OWN
HAPPINESS, AND GIVES US PLEASURE.

S�nce then those pr�nc�ples of sympathy, and a compar�son w�th
ourselves, are d�rectly contrary, �t may be worth wh�le to cons�der,
what general rules can be formed, bes�de the part�cular temper of
the person, for the prevalence of the one or the other. Suppose I am
now �n safety at land, and would w�ll�ngly reap some pleasure from
th�s cons�derat�on: I must th�nk on the m�serable cond�t�on of those
who are at sea �n a storm, and must endeavour to render th�s �dea as
strong and l�vely as poss�ble, �n order to make me more sens�ble of
my own happ�ness. But whatever pa�ns I may take, the compar�son
w�ll never have an equal eff�cacy, as �f I were really on the shore [FN
26], and saw a sh�p at a d�stance tossed by a tempest, and �n danger
every moment of per�sh�ng on a rock or sand-bank. But suppose th�s
�dea to become st�ll more l�vely. Suppose the sh�p to be dr�ven so
near me, that I can perce�ve d�st�nctly the horror, pa�nted on the
countenance of the seamen and passengers, hear the�r lamentable
cr�es, see the dearest fr�ends g�ve the�r last ad�eu, or embrace w�th a
resolut�on to per�sh �n each others arms: No man has so savage a
heart as to reap any pleasure from such a spectacle, or w�thstand
the mot�ons of the tenderest compass�on and sympathy. It �s ev�dent,
therefore, there �s a med�um �n th�s case; and that �f the �dea be too
fe�nt, �t has no �nfluence by compar�son; and on the other hand, �f �t
be too strong, �t operates on us ent�rely by sympathy, wh�ch �s the
contrary to compar�son. Sympathy be�ng the convers�on of an �dea
�nto an �mpress�on, demands a greater force and v�vac�ty �n the �dea
than �s requ�s�te to compar�son.
     [FN  26.  Suave mari magno turbantibus aequora ventis E 
     terra magnum alterius spectare laborem; Non quia vexari 
     quenquam eat jucunda voluptas, Sed quibus ipse malls caress 
     qula cernere sauv' est. LUCRET. 

     (There is something pleasant in watching, from dry land, the 
     great difficulties another man is undergoing out on the high 
     sea, with the winds lashing the waters. This is not because 
     one derives delight from any man's distress, but because it 
     is pleasurable to perceive from what troubles one is oneself 
     free.)] 

All th�s �s eas�ly appl�ed to the present subject. We s�nk very much
�n our own eyes, when �n the presence of a great man, or one of a



super�or gen�us; and th�s hum�l�ty makes a cons�derable �ngred�ent �n
that respect, wh�ch we pay our super�ors, accord�ng to our forego�ng
reason�ngs on that pass�on [Book II. Part II. Sect. X.]. Somet�mes
even envy and hatred ar�se from the compar�son; but �n the greatest
part of men, �t rests at respect and esteem. As sympathy has such a
powerful �nfluence on the human m�nd, �t causes pr�de to have, �n
some measure, the same effect as mer�t; and by mak�ng us enter
�nto those elevated sent�ments, wh�ch the proud man enterta�ns of
h�mself, presents that compar�son, wh�ch �s so mort�fy�ng and
d�sagreeable. Our judgment does not ent�rely accompany h�m �n the
flatter�ng conce�t, �n wh�ch he pleases h�mself; but st�ll �s so shaken
as to rece�ve the �dea �t presents, and to g�ve �t an �nfluence above
the loose concept�ons of the �mag�nat�on. A man, who, �n an �dle
humour, would form a not�on of a person of a mer�t very much
super�or to h�s own, would not be mort�f�ed by that f�ct�on: But when a
man, whom we are really persuaded to be of �nfer�or mer�t, �s
presented to us; �f we observe �n h�m any extraord�nary degree of
pr�de and self-conce�t; the f�rm persuas�on he has of h�s own mer�t,
takes hold of the �mag�nat�on, and d�m�n�shes us �n our own eyes, �n
the same manner, as �f he were really possessed of all the good
qual�t�es wh�ch he so l�berally attr�butes to h�mself. Our �dea �s here
prec�sely �n that med�um, wh�ch �s requ�s�te to make �t operate on us
by compar�son. Were �t accompan�ed w�th bel�ef, and d�d the person
appear to have the same mer�t, wh�ch he assumes to h�mself, �t
would have a contrary effect, and would operate on us by sympathy.
The �nfluence of that pr�nc�ple would then be super�or to that of
compar�son, contrary to what happens where the person's mer�t
seems below h�s pretens�ons.

The necessary consequence of these pr�nc�ples �s, that pr�de, or
an over-wean�ng conce�t of ourselves, must be v�c�ous; s�nce �t
causes uneas�ness �n all men, and presents them every moment
w�th a d�sagreeable compar�son. It �s a tr�te observat�on �n
ph�losophy, and even �n common l�fe and conversat�on, that �t �s our
own pr�de, wh�ch makes us so much d�spleased w�th the pr�de of
other people; and that van�ty becomes �nsupportable to us merely
because we are va�n. The gay naturally assoc�ate themselves w�th
the gay, and the amorous w�th the amorous: But the proud never can



endure the proud, and rather seek the company of those who are of
an oppos�te d�spos�t�on. As we are, all of us, proud �n some degree,
pr�de �s un�versally blamed and condemned by all mank�nd; as
hav�ng a natural tendency to cause uneas�ness �n others by means
of compar�son. And th�s effect must follow the more naturally, that
those, who have an �ll-grounded conce�t of themselves, are for ever
mak�ng those compar�sons, nor have they any other method of
support�ng the�r van�ty. A man of sense and mer�t �s pleased w�th
h�mself, �ndependent of all fore�gn cons�derat�ons: But a fool must
always f�nd some person, that �s more fool�sh, �n order to keep
h�mself �n good humour w�th h�s own parts and understand�ng.

But though an over-wean�ng conce�t of our own mer�t be v�c�ous
and d�sagreeable, noth�ng can be more laudable, than to have a
value for ourselves, where we really have qual�t�es that are valuable.
The ut�l�ty and advantage of any qual�ty to ourselves �s a source of
v�rtue, as well as �ts agreeableness to others; and �t �s certa�n, that
noth�ng �s more useful to us �n the conduct of l�fe, than a due degree
of pr�de, wh�ch makes us sens�ble of our own mer�t, and g�ves us a
conf�dence and assurance �n all our projects and enterpr�zes.
Whatever capac�ty any one may be endowed w�th, �t �s ent�rely
useless to h�m, �f he be not acqua�nted w�th �t, and form not des�gns
su�table to �t. It �s requ�s�te on all occas�ons to know our own force;
and were �t allowable to err on e�ther s�de, �t would be more
advantageous to over-rate our mer�t, than to form �deas of �t, below
�ts just standard. Fortune commonly favours the bold and
enterpr�z�ng; and noth�ng �nsp�res us w�th more boldness than a good
op�n�on of ourselves.

Add to th�s, that though pr�de, or self-applause, be somet�mes
d�sagreeable to others, �t �s always agreeable to ourselves; as on the
other hand, modesty, though �t g�ves pleasure to every one, who
observes �t, produces often uneas�ness �n the person endowed w�th
�t. Now �t has been observed, that our own sensat�ons determ�ne the
v�ce and v�rtue of any qual�ty, as well as those sensat�ons, wh�ch �t
may exc�te �n others.

Thus self-sat�sfact�on and van�ty may not only be allowable, but
requ�s�te �n a character. It �s, however, certa�n, that good-breed�ng



and decency requ�re that we should avo�d all s�gns and express�ons,
wh�ch tend d�rectly to show that pass�on. We have, all of us, a
wonderful part�al�ty for ourselves, and were we always to g�ve vent to
our sent�ments �n th�s part�cular, we should mutually cause the
greatest �nd�gnat�on �n each other, not only by the �mmed�ate
presence of so d�sagreeable a subject of compar�son, but also by the
contrar�ety of our judgments. In l�ke manner, therefore, as we
establ�sh the laws of nature, �n order to secure property �n soc�ety,
and prevent the oppos�t�on of self-�nterest; we establ�sh the rules of
good-breed�ng, �n order to prevent the oppos�t�on of men's pr�de, and
render conversat�on agreeable and �noffens�ve. Noth�ng �s more
d�sagreeable than a man's over-wean�ng conce�t of h�mself: Every
one almost has a strong propens�ty to th�s v�ce: No one can well
d�st�ngu�sh �n h�mself betw�xt the v�ce and v�rtue, or be certa�n, that
h�s esteem of h�s own mer�t �s well-founded: For these reasons, all
d�rect express�ons of th�s pass�on are condemned; nor do we make
any except�on to th�s rule �n favour of men of sense and mer�t. They
are not allowed to do themselves just�ce openly, �n words, no more
than other people; and even �f they show a reserve and secret doubt
�n do�ng themselves just�ce �n the�r own thoughts, they w�ll be more
applauded. That �mpert�nent, and almost un�versal propens�ty of
men, to over-value themselves, has g�ven us such a prejud�ce
aga�nst self-applause, that we are apt to condemn �t, by a general
rule, wherever we meet w�th �t; and �t �s w�th some d�ff�culty we g�ve a
pr�v�lege to men of sense, even �n the�r most secret thoughts. At
least, �t must be owned, that some d�sgu�se �n th�s part�cular �s
absolutely requ�s�te; and that �f we harbour pr�de �n our breasts, we
must carry a fa�r outs�de, and have the appearance of modesty and
mutual deference �n all our conduct and behav�our. We must, on
every occas�on, be ready to prefer others to ourselves; to treat them
w�th a k�nd of deference, even though they be our equals; to seem
always the lowest and least �n the company, where we are not very
much d�st�ngu�shed above them: And �f we observe these rules �n our
conduct, men w�ll have more �ndulgence for our secret sent�ments,
when we d�scover them �n an obl�que manner.

I bel�eve no one, who has any pract�ce of the world, and can
penetrate �nto the �nward sent�ments of men, w�ll assert, that the



hum�l�ty, wh�ch good-breed�ng and decency requ�re of us, goes
beyond the outs�de, or that a thorough s�ncer�ty �n th�s part�cular �s
esteemed a real part of our duty. On the contrary, we may observe,
that a genu�ne and hearty pr�de, or self-esteem, �f well concealed
and well founded, �s essent�al to the character of a man of honour,
and that there �s no qual�ty of the m�nd, wh�ch �s more �nd�spens�bly
requ�s�te to procure the esteem and approbat�on of mank�nd. There
are certa�n deferences and mutual subm�ss�ons, wh�ch custom
requ�res of the d�fferent ranks of men towards each other; and
whoever exceeds �n th�s part�cular, �f through �nterest, �s accused of
meanness; �f through �gnorance, of s�mpl�c�ty. It �s necessary,
therefore, to know our rank and stat�on �n the world, whether �t be
f�xed by our b�rth, fortune, employments, talents or reputat�on. It �s
necessary to feel the sent�ment and pass�on of pr�de �n conform�ty to
�t, and to regulate our act�ons accord�ngly. And should �t be sa�d, that
prudence may suff�ce to regulate our act�ons �n th�s part�cular,
w�thout any real pr�de, I would observe, that here the object of
prudence �s to conform our act�ons to the general usage and custom;
and, that �t �s �mposs�ble those tac�t a�rs of super�or�ty should ever
have been establ�shed and author�zed by custom, unless men were
generally proud, and unless that pass�on were generally approved,
when well-grounded.

If we pass from common l�fe and conversat�on to h�story, th�s
reason�ng acqu�res new force, when we observe, that all those great
act�ons and sent�ments, wh�ch have become the adm�rat�on of
mank�nd, are founded on noth�ng but pr�de and self-esteem. Go,
says Alexander the Great to h�s sold�ers, when they refused to follow
h�m to the Ind�es, go tell your countrymen, that you left Alexander
corn pleat�ng the conquest of the world. Th�s passage was always
part�cularly adm�red by the pr�nce of Conde, as we learn from St
Evremond.

"ALEXANDER," sa�d that pr�nce, "abandoned by h�s sold�ers,
among barbar�ans, not yet fully subdued, felt �n h�mself such a
d�gn�ty of r�ght and of emp�re, that he coued not bel�eve �t poss�ble
any one coued refuse to obey h�m. Whether �n Europe or �n As�a,
among Greeks or Pers�ans, all was �nd�fferent to h�m: Wherever he
found men, he fanc�ed he found subjects."



In general we may observe, that whatever we call hero�c v�rtue,
and adm�re under the character of greatness and elevat�on of m�nd,
�s e�ther noth�ng but a steady and wellestabl�shed pr�de and self-
esteem, or partakes largely of that pass�on. Courage, �ntrep�d�ty,
amb�t�on, love of glory, magnan�m�ty, and all the other sh�n�ng v�rtues
of that k�nd, have pla�nly a strong m�xture of self-esteem �n them, and
der�ve a great part of the�r mer�t from that or�g�n. Accord�ngly we f�nd,
that many rel�g�ous decla�mers decry those v�rtues as purely pagan
and natural, and represent to us the excellency of the Chr�st�an
rel�g�on, wh�ch places hum�l�ty �n the rank of v�rtues, and corrects the
judgment of the world, and even of ph�losophers, who so generally
adm�re all the efforts of pr�de and amb�t�on. Whether th�s v�rtue of
hum�l�ty has been r�ghtly understood, I shall not pretend to
determ�ne. I am content w�th the concess�on, that the world naturally
esteems a well-regulated pr�de, wh�ch secretly an�mates our
conduct, w�thout break�ng out �nto such �ndecent express�ons of
van�ty, as many offend the van�ty of others.

The mer�t of pr�de or self-esteem �s der�ved from two
c�rcumstances, v�z, �ts ut�l�ty and �ts agreeableness to ourselves; by
wh�ch �t capac�tates us for bus�ness, and, at the same t�me, g�ves us
an �mmed�ate sat�sfact�on. When �t goes beyond �ts just bounds, �t
loses the f�rst advantage, and even becomes prejud�c�al; wh�ch �s the
reason why we condemn an extravagant pr�de and amb�t�on,
however regulated by the decorums of good-breed�ng and
pol�teness. But as such a pass�on �s st�ll agreeable, and conveys an
elevated and subl�me sensat�on to the person, who �s actuated by �t,
the sympathy w�th that sat�sfact�on d�m�n�shes cons�derably the
blame, wh�ch naturally attends �ts dangerous �nfluence on h�s
conduct and behav�our. Accord�ngly we may observe, that an
excess�ve courage and magnan�m�ty, espec�ally when �t d�splays
�tself under the frowns of fortune, contr�butes �n a great measure, to
the character of a hero, and w�ll render a person the adm�rat�on of
poster�ty; at the same t�me, that �t ru�ns h�s affa�rs, and leads h�m �nto
dangers and d�ff�cult�es, w�th wh�ch otherw�se he would never have
been acqua�nted.

Hero�sm, or m�l�tary glory, �s much adm�red by the general�ty of
mank�nd. They cons�der �t as the most subl�me k�nd of mer�t. Men of



cool reflect�on are not so sangu�ne �n the�r pra�ses of �t. The �nf�n�te
confus�ons and d�sorder, wh�ch �t has caused �n the world, d�m�n�sh
much of �ts mer�t �n the�r eyes. When they would oppose the popular
not�ons on th�s head, they always pa�nt out the ev�ls, wh�ch th�s
supposed v�rtue has produced �n human soc�ety; the subvers�on of
emp�res, the devastat�on of prov�nces, the sack of c�t�es. As long as
these are present to us, we are more �ncl�ned to hate than adm�re
the amb�t�on of heroes. But when we f�x our v�ew on the person
h�mself, who �s the author of all th�s m�sch�ef, there �s someth�ng so
dazzl�ng �n h�s character, the mere contemplat�on of �t so elevates
the m�nd, that we cannot refuse �t our adm�rat�on. The pa�n, wh�ch we
rece�ve from �ts tendency to the prejud�ce of soc�ety, �s over-powered
by a stronger and more �mmed�ate sympathy.

Thus our expl�cat�on of the mer�t or demer�t, wh�ch attends the
degrees of pr�de or self-esteem, may serve as a strong argument for
the preced�ng hypothes�s, by shew�ng the effects of those pr�nc�ples
above expla�ned �n all the var�at�ons of our judgments concern�ng
that pass�on. Nor w�ll th�s reason�ng be advantageous to us only by
shew�ng, that the d�st�nct�on of v�ce and v�rtue ar�ses from the four
pr�nc�ples of the advantage and of the pleasure of the person
h�mself, and of others: But may also afford us a strong proof of some
under-parts of that hypothes�s.

No one, who duly cons�ders of th�s matter, w�ll make any scruple of
allow�ng, that any p�ece of �n-breed�ng, or any express�on of pr�de
and haught�ness, �s d�spleas�ng to us, merely because �t shocks our
own pr�de, and leads us by sympathy �nto a compar�son, wh�ch
causes the d�sagreeable pass�on of hum�l�ty. Now as an �nsolence of
th�s k�nd �s blamed even �n a person who has always been c�v�l to
ourselves �n part�cular; nay, �n one, whose name �s only known to us
�n h�story; �t follows, that our d�sapprobat�on proceeds from a
sympathy w�th others, and from the reflect�on, that such a character
�s h�ghly d�spleas�ng and od�ous to every one, who converses or has
any �ntercourse w�th the person possest of �t. We sympath�ze w�th
those people �n the�r uneas�ness; and as the�r uneas�ness proceeds
�n part from a sympathy w�th the person who �nsults them, we may
here observe a double rebound of the sympathy; wh�ch �s a pr�nc�ple
very s�m�lar to what we have observed. [Book II. Part II. Sect. V.]





SECT. III OF GOODNESS AND
BENEVOLENCE

Hav�ng thus expla�ned the or�g�n of that pra�se and approbat�on,
wh�ch attends every th�ng we call great �n human affect�ons; we now
proceed to g�ve an account of the�r goodness, and shew whence �ts
mer�t �s der�ved.

When exper�ence has once g�ven us a competent knowledge of
human affa�rs, and has taught us the proport�on they bear to human
pass�on, we perce�ve, that the generos�ty of men �s very l�m�ted, and
that �t seldom extends beyond the�r fr�ends and fam�ly, or, at most,
beyond the�r nat�ve country. Be�ng thus acqua�nted w�th the nature of
man, we expect not any �mposs�b�l�t�es from h�m; but conf�ne our
v�ew to that narrow c�rcle, �n wh�ch any person moves, �n order to
form a judgment of h�s moral character. When the natural tendency
of h�s pass�ons leads h�m to be serv�ceable and useful w�th�n h�s
sphere, we approve of h�s character, and love h�s person, by a
sympathy w�th the sent�ments of those, who have a more part�cular
connex�on w�th h�m. We are qu�ckly obl�ged to forget our own �nterest
�n our judgments of th�s k�nd, by reason of the perpetual
contrad�ct�ons, we meet w�th �n soc�ety and conversat�on, from
persons that are not placed �n the same s�tuat�on, and have not the
same �nterest w�th ourselves. The only po�nt of v�ew, �n wh�ch our
sent�ments concur w�th those of others, �s, when we cons�der the
tendency of any pass�on to the advantage or harm of those, who
have any �mmed�ate connex�on or �ntercourse w�th the person
possessed of �t. And though th�s advantage or harm be often very
remote from ourselves, yet somet�mes �t �s very near us, and
�nterests us strongly by sympathy. Th�s concern we read�ly extend to
other cases, that are resembl�ng; and when these are very remote,
our sympathy �s proport�onably weaker, and our pra�se or blame
fa�nter and more doubtful. The case �s here the same as �n our
judgments concern�ng external bod�es. All objects seem to d�m�n�sh



by the�r d�stance: But though the appearance of objects to our
senses be the or�g�nal standard, by wh�ch we judge of them, yet we
do not say, that they actually d�m�n�sh by the d�stance; but correct�ng
the appearance by reflect�on, arr�ve at a more constant and
establ�shed judgment concern�ng them. In l�ke manner, though
sympathy be much fa�nter than our concern for ourselves, and a
sympathy w�th persons remote from us much fa�nter than that w�th
persons near and cont�guous; yet we neglect all these d�fferences �n
our calm judgments concern�ng the characters of men. Bes�des, that
we ourselves often change our s�tuat�on �n th�s part�cular, we every
day meet w�th persons, who are �n a d�fferent s�tuat�on from
ourselves, and who coued never converse w�th us on any
reasonable terms, were we to rema�n constantly �n that s�tuat�on and
po�nt of v�ew, wh�ch �s pecul�ar to us. The �ntercourse of sent�ments,
therefore, �n soc�ety and conversat�on, makes us form some general
�nalterable standard, by wh�ch we may approve or d�sapprove of
characters and manners. And though the heart does not always take
part w�th those general not�ons, or regulate �ts love and hatred by
them, yet are they suff�c�ent for d�scourse, and serve all our
purposes m company, �n the pulp�t, on the theatre, and �n the
schools.

From these pr�nc�ples we may eas�ly account for that mer�t, wh�ch
�s commonly ascr�bed to generos�ty, human�ty, compass�on,
grat�tude, fr�endsh�p, f�del�ty, zeal, d�s�nterestedness, l�beral�ty, and all
those other qual�t�es, wh�ch form the character of good and
benevolent. A propens�ty to the tender pass�ons makes a man
agreeable and useful �n all the parts of l�fe; and g�ves a just d�rect�on
to all h�s other qua�lt�es, wh�ch otherw�se may become prejud�c�al to
soc�ety. Courage and amb�t�on, when not regulated by benevolence,
are f�t only to make a tyrant and publ�c robber. It �s the same case
w�th judgment and capac�ty, and all the qual�t�es of that k�nd. They
are �nd�fferent �n themselves to the �nterests of soc�ety, and have a
tendency to the good or �ll of mank�nd, accord�ng as they are
d�rected by these other pass�ons.

As Love �s �mmed�ately agreeable to the person, who �s actuated
by �t, and hatred �mmed�ately d�sagreeable; th�s may also be a
cons�derable reason, why we pra�se all the pass�ons that partake of



the former, and blame all those that have any cons�derable share of
the latter. It �s certa�n we are �nf�n�tely touched w�th a tender
sent�ment, as well as w�th a great one. The tears naturally start �n our
eyes at the concept�on of �t; nor can we forbear g�v�ng a loose to the
same tenderness towards the person who exerts �t. All th�s seems to
me a proof, that our approbat�on has, �n those cases, an or�g�n
d�fferent from the prospect of ut�l�ty and advantage, e�ther to
ourselves or others. To wh�ch we may add, that men naturally,
w�thout reflect�on, approve of that character, wh�ch �s most l�ke the�r
own. The man of a m�ld d�spos�t�on and tender affect�ons, �n form�ng
a not�on of the most perfect v�rtue, m�xes �n �t more of benevolence
and human�ty, than the man of courage and enterpr�ze, who naturally
looks upon a certa�n elevat�on of m�nd as the most accompl�shed
character. Th�s must ev�dently proceed from an �mmed�ate sympathy,
wh�ch men have w�th characters s�m�lar to the�r own. They enter w�th
more warmth �nto such sent�ments, and feel more sens�bly the
pleasure, wh�ch ar�ses from them.

It �s remarkable, that noth�ng touches a man of human�ty more
than any �nstance of extraord�nary del�cacy �n love or fr�endsh�p,
where a person �s attent�ve to the smallest concerns of h�s fr�end,
and �s w�ll�ng to sacr�f�ce to them the most cons�derable �nterest of
h�s own. Such del�cac�es have l�ttle �nfluence on soc�ety; because
they make us regard the greatest tr�fles: But they are the more
engag�ng, the more m�nute the concern �s, and are a proof of the
h�ghest mer�t �n any one, who �s capable of them. The pass�ons are
so contag�ous, that they pass w�th the greatest fac�l�ty from one
person to another, and produce correspondent movements �n all
human breasts. Where fr�endsh�p appears �n very s�gnal �nstances,
my heart catches the same pass�on, and �s warmed by those warm
sent�ments, that d�splay themselves before me. Such agreeable
movements must g�ve me an affect�on to every one that exc�tes
them. Th�s �s the case w�th every th�ng that �s agreeable �n any
person. The trans�t�on from pleasure to love �s easy: But the
trans�t�on must here be st�ll more easy; s�nce the agreeable
sent�ment, wh�ch �s exc�ted by sympathy, �s love �tself; and there �s
noth�ng requ�red but to change the object.



Hence the pecul�ar mer�t of benevolence �n all �ts shapes and
appearances. Hence even �ts weaknesses are v�rtuous and am�able;
and a person, whose gr�ef upon the loss of a fr�end were excess�ve,
would be esteemed upon that account. H�s tenderness bestows a
mer�t, as �t does a pleasure, on h�s melancholy.

We are not, however, to �mag�ne, that all the angry pass�ons are
v�c�ous, though they are d�sagreeable. There �s a certa�n �ndulgence
due to human nature �n th�s respect. Anger and hatred are pass�ons
�nherent �n Our very frame and const�tut�ons. The want of them, on
some occas�ons, may even be a proof of weakness and �mbec�ll�ty.
And where they appear only �n a low degree, we not only excuse
them because they are natural; but even bestow our applauses on
them, because they are �nfer�or to what appears �n the greatest part
of mank�nd.

Where these angry pass�ons r�se up to cruelty, they form the most
detested of all v�ces. All the p�ty and concern wh�ch we have for the
m�serable sufferers by th�s v�ce, turns aga�nst the person gu�lty of �t,
and produces a stronger hatred than we are sens�ble of on any other
occas�on. Even when the v�ce of �nhuman�ty r�ses not to th�s extreme
degree, our sent�ments concern�ng �t are very much �nfluenced by
reflect�ons on the harm that results from �t. And we may observe �n
general, that �f we can f�nd any qual�ty �n a person, wh�ch renders
h�m �ncommod�ous to those, who l�ve and converse w�th h�m, we
always allow �t to be a fault or blem�sh, w�thout any farther
exam�nat�on. On the other hand, when we enumerate the good
qual�t�es of any person, we always ment�on those parts of h�s
character, wh�ch render h�m a safe compan�on, an easy fr�end, a
gentle master, an agreeable husband, or an �ndulgent father. We
cons�der h�m w�th all h�s relat�ons �n soc�ety; and love or hate h�m,
accord�ng as he affects those, who have any �mmed�ate �ntercourse
w�th h�m. And �t �s a most certa�n rule, that �f there be no relat�on of
l�fe, �n wh�ch I coued not w�sh to stand to a part�cular person, h�s
character must so far be allowed to be perfect. If he be as l�ttle
want�ng to h�mself as to others, h�s character �s ent�rely perfect. Th�s
�s the ult�mate test of mer�t and v�rtue.





SECT. IV OF NATURAL ABILITIES
No d�st�nct�on �s more usual �n all systems of eth�cs, than that

betw�xt natural ab�l�t�es and moral v�rtues; where the former are
placed on the same foot�ng w�th bod�ly endowments, and are
supposed to have no mer�t or moral worth annexed to them.
Whoever cons�ders the matter accurately, w�ll f�nd, that a d�spute
upon th�s head would be merely a d�spute of words, and that though
these qual�t�es are not altogether of the same k�nd, yet they agree �n
the most mater�al c�rcumstances. They are both of them equally
mental qual�t�es: And both of them equally produce pleasure; and
have of course an equal tendency to procure the love and esteem of
mank�nd. There are few, who are not as jealous of the�r character,
w�th regard to sense and knowledge, as to honour and courage; and
much more than w�th regard to temperance and sobr�ety. Men are
even afra�d of pass�ng for goodnatured; lest that should be taken for
want of understand�ng: And often boast of more debauches than
they have been really engaged �n, to g�ve themselves a�rs of f�re and
sp�r�t. In short, the f�gure a man makes �n the world, the recept�on he
meets w�th �n company, the esteem pa�d h�m by h�s acqua�ntance; all
these advantages depend almost as much upon h�s good sense and
judgment, as upon any other part of h�s character. Let a man have
the best �ntent�ons �n the world, and be the farthest from all �njust�ce
and v�olence, he w�ll never be able to make h�mself be much
regarded w�thout a moderate share, at least, of parts and
understand�ng. S�nce then natural ab�l�t�es, though, perhaps, �nfer�or,
yet are on the same foot�ng, both as to the�r causes and effects, w�th
those qual�t�es wh�ch we call moral v�rtues, why should we make any
d�st�nct�on betw�xt them?

Though we refuse to natural ab�l�t�es the t�tle of v�rtues, we must
allow, that they procure the love and esteem of mank�nd; that they
g�ve a new lustre to the other v�rtues; and that a man possessed of
them �s much more �nt�tled to our good-w�ll and serv�ces, than one



ent�rely vo�d of them. It may, �ndeed, be pretended that the sent�ment
of approbat�on, wh�ch those qual�t�es produce, bes�des �ts be�ng
�nfer�or, �s also somewhat d�fferent from that, wh�ch attends the other
v�rtues. But th�s, �n my op�n�on, �s not a suff�c�ent reason for
exclud�ng them from the catalogue of v�rtues. Each of the v�rtues,
even benevolence, just�ce, grat�tude, �ntegr�ty, exc�tes a d�fferent
sent�ment or feel�ng �n the spectator. The characters of Caesar and
Cato, as drawn by Sallust, are both of them v�rtuous, �n the str�ctest
sense of the word; but �n a d�fferent way: Nor are the sent�ments
ent�rely the same, wh�ch ar�se from them. The one produces love;
the other esteem: The one �s am�able; the other awful: We could
w�sh to meet w�th the one character �n a fr�end; the other character
we would be amb�t�ous of �n ourselves. In l�ke manner, the
approbat�on wh�ch attends natural ab�l�t�es, may be somewhat
d�fferent to the feel�ng from that, wh�ch ar�ses from the other v�rtues,
w�thout mak�ng them ent�rely of a d�fferent spec�es. And �ndeed we
may observe, that the natural ab�l�t�es, no more than the other
v�rtues, produce not, all of them, the same k�nd of approbat�on. Good
sense and gen�us beget esteem: W�t and humour exc�te love.
     [FN  27  Love and esteem are at the bottom the same 
     passions, and arise from like causes. The qualities, that 
     produce both, are agreeable, and give pleasure. But where 
     this pleasure is severe and serious; or where its object is 
     great, and makes a strong impression; or where it produces 
     any degree of humility and awe: In all these cases, the 
     passion, which arises from the pleasure, is more properly 
     denominated esteem than love. Benevolence attends both: But 
     is connected with love in a more eminent degree.] 

Those, who represent the d�st�nct�on betw�xt natural ab�l�t�es and
moral v�rtues as very mater�al, may say, that the former are ent�rely
�nvoluntary, and have therefore no mer�t attend�ng them, as hav�ng
no dependance on l�berty and free-w�ll. But to th�s I answer, f�rst, that
many of those qual�t�es, wh�ch all moral�sts, espec�ally the ant�ents,
comprehend under the t�tle of moral v�rtues, are equally �nvoluntary
and necessary, w�th the qual�t�es of the judgment and �mag�nat�on. Of
th�s nature are constancy, fort�tude, magnan�m�ty; and, �n short, all
the qual�t�es wh�ch form the great man. I m�ght say the same, �n
some degree, of the others; �t be�ng almost �mposs�ble for the m�nd
to change �ts character �n any cons�derable art�cle, or cure �tself of a
pass�onate or splenet�c temper, when they are natural to �t. The



greater degree there �s of these blameable qual�t�es, the more
v�c�ous they become, and yet they are the less voluntary. Secondly, I
would have anyone g�ve me a reason, why v�rtue and v�ce may not
be �nvoluntary, as well as beauty and deform�ty. These moral
d�st�nct�ons ar�se from the natural d�st�nct�ons of pa�n and pleasure;
and when we rece�ve those feel�ngs from the general cons�derat�on
of any qual�ty or character, we denom�nate �t v�c�ous or v�rtuous. Now
I bel�eve no one w�ll assert, that a qual�ty can never produce
pleasure or pa�n to the person who cons�ders �t, unless �t be perfectly
voluntary �n the person who possesses �t. Th�rdly, As to free-w�ll, we
have shewn that �t has no place w�th regard to the act�ons, no more
than the qual�t�es of men. It �s not a just consequence, that what �s
voluntary �s free. Our act�ons are more voluntary than our judgments;
but we have not more l�berty �n the one than �n the other.

But though th�s d�st�nct�on betw�xt voluntary and �nvoluntary be not
suff�c�ent to just�fy the d�st�nct�on betw�xt natural ab�l�t�es and moral
v�rtues, yet the former d�st�nct�on w�ll afford us a plaus�ble reason,
why moral�sts have �nvented the latter. Men have observed, that
though natural ab�l�t�es and moral qual�t�es be �n the ma�n on the
same foot�ng, there �s, however, th�s d�fference betw�xt them, that the
former are almost �nvar�able by any art or �ndustry; wh�le the latter, or
at least, the act�ons, that proceed from them, may be changed by the
mot�ves of rewards and pun�shments, pra�se and blame. Hence
leg�slators, and d�v�nes, and moral�sts, have pr�nc�pally appl�ed
themselves to the regulat�ng these voluntary act�ons, and have
endeavoured to produce add�t�onal mot�ves, for be�ng v�rtuous �n that
part�cular. They knew, that to pun�sh a man for folly, or exhort h�m to
be prudent and sagac�ous, would have but l�ttle effect; though the
same pun�shments and exhortat�ons, w�th regard to just�ce and
�njust�ce, m�ght have a cons�derable �nfluence. But as men, �n
common l�fe and conversat�on, do not carry those ends �n v�ew, but
naturally pra�se or blame whatever pleases or d�spleases them, they
do not seem much to regard th�s d�st�nct�on, but cons�der prudence
under the character of v�rtue as well as benevolence, and
penetrat�on as well as just�ce. Nay, we f�nd, that all moral�sts, whose
judgment �s not perverted by a str�ct adherence to a system, enter
�nto the same way of th�nk�ng; and that the ant�ent moral�sts �n



part�cular made no scruple of plac�ng prudence at the head of the
card�nal v�rtues. There �s a sent�ment of esteem and approbat�on,
wh�ch may be exc�ted, �n some degree, by any faculty of the m�nd, �n
�ts perfect state and cond�t�on; and to account for th�s sent�ment �s
the bus�ness of Ph�losophers. It belongs to Grammar�ans to exam�ne
what qual�t�es are ent�tled to the denom�nat�on of v�rtue; nor w�ll they
f�nd, upon tr�al, that th�s �s so easy a task, as at f�rst s�ght they may
be apt to �mag�ne.

The pr�nc�pal reason why natural ab�l�t�es are esteemed, �s
because of the�r tendency to be useful to the person, who �s
possessed of them. It �s �mposs�ble to execute any des�gn w�th
success, where �t �s not conducted w�th prudence and d�scret�on; nor
w�ll the goodness of our �ntent�ons alone suff�ce to procure us a
happy �ssue to our enterpr�zes. Men are super�or to beasts
pr�nc�pally by the super�or�ty of the�r reason; and they are the
degrees of the same faculty, wh�ch set such an �nf�n�te d�fference
betw�xt one man and another. All the advantages of art are ow�ng to
human reason; and where fortune �s not very capr�c�ous, the most
cons�derable part of these advantages must fall to the share of the
prudent and sagac�ous.

When �t �s asked, whether a qu�ck or a slow apprehens�on be most
valuable? whether one, that at f�rst v�ew penetrates �nto a subject,
but can perform noth�ng upon study; or a contrary character, wh�ch
must work out every th�ng by d�nt of appl�cat�on? whether a clear
head, or a cop�ous �nvent�on? whether a profound gen�us, or a sure
judgment? �n short, what character, or pecul�ar understand�ng, �s
more excellent than another? It �s ev�dent we can answer none of
these quest�ons, w�thout cons�der�ng wh�ch of those qual�t�es
capac�tates a man best for the world, and carr�es h�m farthest �n any
of h�s undertak�ngs.

There are many other qual�t�es of the m�nd, whose mer�t �s der�ved
from the same or�g�n, �ndustry, perseverance, pat�ence, act�v�ty,
v�g�lance, appl�cat�on, constancy, w�th other v�rtues of that k�nd,
wh�ch �t w�ll be easy to recollect, are esteemed valuable upon no
other account, than the�r advantage �n the conduct of l�fe. It �s the
same case w�th temperance, frugal�ty, economy, resolut�on: As on



the other hand, prod�gal�ty, luxury, �rresolut�on, uncerta�nty, are
v�c�ous, merely because they draw ru�n upon us, and �ncapac�tate us
for bus�ness and act�on.

As w�sdom and good-sense are valued, because they are useful to
the person possessed of them; so w�t and eloquence are valued,
because they are �mmed�ately agreeable to others. On the other
hand, good humour �s loved and esteemed, because �t �s
�mmed�ately agreeable to the person h�mself. It �s ev�dent, that the
conversat�on of a man of w�t �s very sat�sfactory; as a chearful good-
humoured compan�on d�ffuses a joy over the whole company, from a
sympathy w�th h�s ga�ety. These qual�t�es, therefore, be�ng
agreeable, they naturally beget love and esteem, and answer to all
the characters of v�rtue.

It �s d�ff�cult to tell, on many occas�ons, what �t �s that renders one
man's conversat�on so agreeable and enterta�n�ng, and another's so
�ns�p�d and d�stasteful. As conversat�on �s a transcr�pt of the m�nd as
well as books, the same qual�t�es, wh�ch render the one valuable,
must g�ve us an esteem for the other. Th�s we shall cons�der
afterwards. In the mean t�me �t may be aff�rmed �n general, that all
the mer�t a man may der�ve from h�s conversat�on (wh�ch, no doubt,
may be very cons�derable) ar�ses from noth�ng but the pleasure �t
conveys to those who are present.

In th�s v�ew, cleanl�ness �s also to be regarded as a v�rtue; s�nce �t
naturally renders us agreeable to others, and �s a very cons�derable
source of love and affect�on. No one w�ll deny, that a negl�gence �n
th�s part�cular �s a fault; and as faults are noth�ng but smaller v�ces,
and th�s fault can have no other or�g�n than the uneasy sensat�on,
wh�ch �t exc�tes �n others, we may �n th�s �nstance, seem�ngly so
tr�v�al, dearly d�scover the or�g�n of the moral d�st�nct�on of v�ce and
v�rtue �n other �nstances.

Bes�des all those qual�t�es, wh�ch render a person lovely or
valuable, there �s also a certa�n JE-NE-SCAI-QUOI of agreeable and
handsome, that concurs to the same effect. In th�s case, as well as �n
that of w�t and eloquence, we must have recourse to a certa�n sense,
wh�ch acts w�thout reflect�on, and regards not the tendenc�es of
qual�t�es and characters. Some moral�sts account for all the



sent�ments of v�rtue by th�s sense. The�r hypothes�s �s very plaus�ble.
Noth�ng but a part�cular enqu�ry can g�ve the preference to any other
hypothes�s. When we f�nd, that almost all the v�rtues have such
part�cular tendenc�es; and also f�nd, that these tendenc�es are
suff�c�ent alone to g�ve a strong sent�ment of approbat�on: We cannot
doubt, after th�s, that qual�t�es are approved of, �n proport�on to the
advantage, wh�ch results from them.

The decorum or �ndecorum of a qual�ty, w�th regard to the age, or
character, or stat�on, contr�butes also to �ts pra�se or blame. Th�s
decorum depends, �n a great measure, upon exper�ence. It �s usual
to see men lose the�r lev�ty, as they advance �n years. Such a degree
of grav�ty, therefore, and such years, are connected together �n our
thoughts. When we observe them separated �n any person's
character, th�s �mposes a k�nd of v�olence on our �mag�nat�on, and �s
d�sagreeable.

That faculty of the soul, wh�ch, of all others, �s of the least
consequence to the character, and has the least v�rtue or v�ce �n �ts
several degrees, at the same t�me, that �t adm�ts of a great var�ety of
degrees, �s the memory. Unless �t r�se up to that stupendous he�ght
as to surpr�ze us, or s�nk so low as, �n some measure, to affect the
judgment, we commonly take no not�ce of �ts var�at�ons, nor ever
ment�on them to the pra�se or d�spra�se of any person. It �s so far
from be�ng a v�rtue to have a good memory, that men generally affect
to compla�n of a bad one; and endeavour�ng to persuade the world,
that what they say �s ent�rely of the�r own �nvent�on, sacr�f�ce �t to the
pra�se of gen�us and judgment. Yet to cons�der the matter
abstractedly, �t would be d�ff�cult to g�ve a reason, why the faculty of
recall�ng past �deas w�th truth and clearness, should not have as
much mer�t �n �t, as the faculty of plac�ng our present �deas, �n such
an order, as to form true propos�t�ons and op�n�ons. The reason of
the d�fference certa�nly must be, that the memory �s exerted w�thout
any sensat�on of pleasure or pa�n; and �n all �ts m�ddl�ng degrees
serves almost equally well �n bus�ness and affa�rs. But the least
var�at�ons �n the judgment are sens�bly felt �n the�r consequences;
wh�le at the same t�me that faculty �s never exerted �n any em�nent
degree, w�thout an extraord�nary del�ght and sat�sfact�on. The
sympathy w�th th�s ut�l�ty and pleasure bestows a mer�t on the



understand�ng; and the absence of �t makes us cons�der the memory
as a faculty very �nd�fferent to blame or pra�se.

Before I leave th�s subject of natural ab�l�t�es, I must observe, that,
perhaps, one source of the esteem and affect�on, wh�ch attends
them, �s der�ved from the �mportance and we�ght, wh�ch they bestow
on the person possessed of them. He becomes of greater
consequence �n l�fe. H�s resolut�ons and act�ons affect a greater
number of h�s fellow-creatures. Both h�s fr�endsh�p and enm�ty are of
moment. And �t �s easy to observe, that whoever �s elevated, after
th�s manner, above the rest of mank�nd, must exc�te �n us the
sent�ments of esteem and approbat�on. Whatever �s �mportant
engages our attent�on, f�xes our thought, and �s contemplated w�th
sat�sfact�on. The h�stor�es of k�ngdoms are more �nterest�ng than
domest�c stor�es: The h�stor�es of great emp�res more than those of
small c�t�es and pr�nc�pal�t�es: And the h�stor�es of wars and
revolut�ons more than those of peace and order. We sympath�ze w�th
the persons that suffer, �n all the var�ous sent�ments wh�ch belong to
the�r fortunes. The m�nd �s occup�ed by the mult�tude of the objects,
and by the strong pass�ons, that d�splay themselves. And th�s
occupat�on or ag�tat�on of the m�nd �s commonly agreeable and
amus�ng. The same theory accounts for the esteem and regard we
pay to men of extraord�nary parts and ab�l�t�es. The good and �ll of
mult�tudes are connected w�th the�r act�ons. Whatever they
undertake �s �mportant, and challenges our attent�on. Noth�ng �s to be
over-looked and desp�sed, that regards them. And where any person
can exc�te these sent�ments, he soon acqu�res our esteem; unless
other c�rcumstances of h�s character render h�m od�ous and
d�sagreeable.



SECT. V SOME FARTHER
REFLECTIONS CONCERNING THE

NATURAL VIRTUES
It has been observed, �n treat�ng of the pass�ons, that pr�de and

hum�l�ty, love and hatred, are exc�ted by any advantages or
d�sadvantages of the m�nd, body, or fortune; and that these
advantages or d�sadvantages have that effect by produc�ng a
separate �mpress�on of pa�n or pleasure. The pa�n or pleasure, wh�ch
ar�ses from the general survey or v�ew of any act�on or qual�ty of the
m�nd, const�tutes �ts v�ce or v�rtue, and g�ves r�se to our approbat�on
or blame, wh�ch �s noth�ng but a fa�nter and more �mpercept�ble love
or hatred. We have ass�gned four d�fferent sources of th�s pa�n and
pleasure; and �n order to just�fy more fully that hypothes�s, �t may
here be proper to observe, that the advantages or d�sadvantages of
the body and of fortune, produce a pa�n or pleasure from the very
same pr�nc�ples. The tendency of any object to be useful to the
person possess d of �t, or to others; to convey pleasure to h�m or to
others; all these c�rcumstances convey an �mmed�ate pleasure to the
person, who cons�ders the object, and command h�s love and
approbat�on.

To beg�n w�th the advantages of the body; we may observe a
phaenomenon, wh�ch m�ght appear somewhat tr�v�al and lud�crous, �f
any th�ng coued be tr�v�al, wh�ch fort�f�ed a conclus�on of such
�mportance, or lud�crous, wh�ch was employed �n a ph�losoph�cal
reason�ng. It �s a general remark, that those we call good women's
men, who have e�ther s�gnal�zed themselves by the�r amorous
explo�ts, or whose make of body prom�ses any extraord�nary v�gour
of that k�nd, are well rece�ved by the fa�r sex, and naturally engage
the affect�ons even of those, whose v�rtue prevents any des�gn of
ever g�v�ng employment to those talents. Here �t �s ev�dent, that the
ab�l�ty of such a person to g�ve enjoyment, �s the real source of that



love and esteem he meets w�th among the females; at the same t�me
that the women, who love and esteem h�m, have no prospect of
rece�v�ng that enjoyment themselves, and can only be affected by
means of the�r sympathy w�th one, that has a commerce of love w�th
h�m. Th�s �nstance �s s�ngular, and mer�ts our attent�on.

Another source of the pleasure we rece�ve from cons�der�ng bod�ly
advantages, �s the�r ut�l�ty to the person h�mself, who �s possessed of
them. It �s certa�n, that a cons�derable part of the beauty of men, as
well as of other an�mals, cons�sts �n such a conformat�on of
members, as we f�nd by exper�ence to be attended w�th strength and
ag�l�ty, and to capac�tate the creature for any act�on or exerc�se.
Broad shoulders, a lank belly, f�rm jo�nts, taper legs; all these are
beaut�ful �n our spec�es because they are s�gns of force and v�gour,
wh�ch be�ng advantages we naturally sympath�ze w�th, they convey
to the beholder a share of that sat�sfact�on they produce �n the
possessor.

So far as to the ut�l�ty, wh�ch may attend any qual�ty of the body. As
to the �mmed�ate pleasure, �t �s certa�n, that an a�r of health, as well
as of strength and ag�l�ty, makes a cons�derable part of beauty; and
that a s�ckly a�r �n another �s always d�sagreeable, upon account of
that �dea of pa�n and uneas�ness, wh�ch �t conveys to us. On the
other hand, we are pleased w�th the regular�ty of our own features,
though �t be ne�ther useful to ourselves nor others; and �t �s
necessary at a d�stance, to make �t convey to us any sat�sfact�on. We
commonly cons�der ourselves as we appear �n the eyes of others,
and sympath�ze w�th the advantageous sent�ments they enterta�n
w�th regard to us.

How far the advantages of fortune produce esteem and
approbat�on from the same pr�nc�ples, we may sat�sfy ourselves by
reflect�ng on our precedent reason�ng on that subject. We have
observed, that our approbat�on of those, who are possess d of the
advantages of fortune, may be ascr�bed to three d�fferent causes.
F�rst, To that �mmed�ate pleasure, wh�ch a r�ch man g�ves us, by the
v�ew of the beaut�ful cloaths, equ�page, gardens, or houses, wh�ch
he possesses. Secondly, To the advantage, wh�ch we hope to reap
from h�m by h�s generos�ty and l�beral�ty. Th�rdly, To the pleasure and



advantage, wh�ch he h�mself reaps from h�s possess�ons, and wh�ch
produce an agreeable sympathy �n us. Whether we ascr�be our
esteem of the r�ch and great to one or all of these causes, we may
clearly see the traces of those pr�nc�ples, wh�ch g�ve r�se to the
sense of v�ce and v�rtue. I bel�eve most people, at f�rst s�ght, w�ll be
�ncl�ned to ascr�be our esteem of the r�ch to self-�nterest, and the
prospect of advantage. But as �t �s certa�n, that our esteem or
deference extends beyond any prospect of advantage to ourselves,
�t �s ev�dent, that that sent�ment must proceed from a sympathy w�th
those, who are dependent on the person we esteem and respect,
and who have an �mmed�ate connex�on w�th h�m. We cons�der h�m
as a person capable of contr�but�ng to the happ�ness or enjoyment of
h�s fellow-creatures, whose sent�ments, w�th regard to h�m, we
naturally embrace. And th�s cons�derat�on w�ll serve to just�fy my
hypothes�s �n preferr�ng the th�rd pr�nc�ple to the other two, and
ascr�b�ng our esteem of the r�ch to a sympathy w�th the pleasure and
advantage, wh�ch they themselves rece�ve from the�r possess�ons.
For as even the other two pr�nc�ples cannot operate to a due extent,
or account for all the phaenomena, w�thout hav�ng recourse to a
sympathy of one k�nd or other; �t �s much more natural to chuse that
sympathy, wh�ch �s �mmed�ate and d�rect, than that wh�ch �s remote
and �nd�rect. To wh�ch we may add, that where the r�ches or power
are very great, and render the person cons�derable and �mportant �n
the world, the esteem attend�ng them, may, �n part, be ascr�bed to
another source, d�st�nct from these three, v�z. the�r �nterest�ng the
m�nd by a prospect of the mult�tude, and �mportance of the�r
consequences: Though, �n order to account for the operat�on of th�s
pr�nc�ple, we must also have recourse to sympathy; as we have
observed �n the preced�ng sect�on.

It may not be am�ss, on th�s occas�on, to remark the flex�b�l�ty of
our sent�ments, and the several changes they so read�ly rece�ve from
the objects, w�th wh�ch they are conjo�ned. All the sent�ments of
approbat�on, wh�ch attend any part�cular spec�es of objects, have a
great resemblance to each other, though der�ved from d�fferent
sources; and, on the other hand, those sent�ments, when d�rected to
d�fferent objects, are d�fferent to the feel�ng, though der�ved from the
same source. Thus the beauty of all v�s�ble objects causes a



pleasure pretty much the same, though �t be somet�mes der�ved from
the mere spec�es and appearance of the objects; somet�mes from
sympathy, and an �dea of the�r ut�l�ty. In l�ke manner, whenever we
survey the act�ons and characters of men, w�thout any part�cular
�nterest �n them, the pleasure, or pa�n, wh�ch ar�ses from the survey
(w�th some m�nute d�fferences) �s, �n the ma�n, of the same k�nd,
though perhaps there be a great d�vers�ty �n the causes, from wh�ch
�t �s der�ved. On the other hand, a conven�ent house, and a v�rtuous
character, cause not the same feel�ng of approbat�on; even though
the source of our approbat�on be the same, and flow from sympathy
and an �dea of the�r ut�l�ty. There �s someth�ng very �nexpl�cable �n
th�s var�at�on of our feel�ngs; but �t �s what we have exper�ence of
w�th regard to all our pass�ons and sent�ments.



SECT. VI CONCLUSION OF THIS
BOOK

Thus upon the whole I am hopeful, that noth�ng �s want�ng to an
accurate proof of th�s system of eth�cs. We are certa�n, that
sympathy �s a very powerful pr�nc�ple �n human nature. We are also
certa�n, that �t has a great �nfluence on our sense of beauty, when we
regard external objects, as well as when we judge of morals. We
f�nd, that �t has force suff�c�ent to g�ve us the strongest sent�ments of
approbat�on, when �t operates alone, w�thout the concurrence of any
other pr�nc�ple; as �n the cases of just�ce, alleg�ance, chast�ty, and
good-manners. We may observe, that all the c�rcumstances requ�s�te
for �ts operat�on are found �n most of the v�rtues; wh�ch have, for the
most part, a tendency to the good of soc�ety, or to that of the person
possessed of them. If we compare all these c�rcumstances, we shall
not doubt, that sympathy �s the ch�ef source of moral d�st�nct�ons;
espec�ally when we reflect, that no object�on can be ra�sed aga�nst
th�s hypothes�s �n one case, wh�ch w�ll not extend to all cases.
Just�ce �s certa�nly approved of for no other reason, than because �t
has a tendency to the publ�c good: And the publ�c good �s �nd�fferent
to us, except so far as sympathy �nterests us �n �t. We may presume
the l�ke w�th regard to all the other v�rtues, wh�ch have a l�ke
tendency to the publ�c good. They must der�ve all the�r mer�t from our
sympathy w�th those, who reap any advantage from them: As the
v�rtues, wh�ch have a tendency to the good of the person possessed
of them, der�ve the�r mer�t from our sympathy w�th h�m.

Most people w�ll read�ly allow, that the useful qual�t�es of the m�nd
are v�rtuous, because of the�r ut�l�ty. Th�s way of th�nk�ng �s so
natural, and occurs on so many occas�ons, that few w�ll make any
scruple of adm�tt�ng �t. Now th�s be�ng once adm�tted, the force of
sympathy must necessar�ly be acknowledged. V�rtue �s cons�dered
as means to an end. Means to an end are only valued so far as the
end �s valued. But the happ�ness of strangers affects us by sympathy



alone. To that pr�nc�ple, therefore, we are to ascr�be the sent�ment of
approbat�on, wh�ch ar�ses from the survey of all those v�rtues, that
are useful to soc�ety, or to the person possessed of them. These
form the most cons�derable part of moral�ty.

Were �t proper �n such a subject to br�be the reader's assent, or
employ any th�ng but sol�d argument, we are here abundantly
suppl�ed w�th top�cs to engage the affect�ons. All lovers of v�rtue (and
such we all are �n speculat�on, however we may degenerate �n
pract�ce) must certa�nly be pleased to see moral d�st�nct�ons der�ved
from so noble a source, wh�ch g�ves us a just not�on both of the
generos�ty and capac�ty of human nature. It requ�res but very l�ttle
knowledge of human affa�rs to perce�ve, that a sense of morals �s a
pr�nc�ple �nherent �n the soul, and one of the most powerful that
enters �nto the compos�t�on. But th�s sense must certa�nly acqu�re
new force, when reflect�ng on �tself, �t approves of those pr�nc�ples,
from whence �t �s der�ved, and f�nds noth�ng but what �s great and
good �n �ts r�se and or�g�n. Those who resolve the sense of morals
�nto or�g�nal �nst�ncts of the human m�nd, may defend the cause of
v�rtue w�th suff�c�ent author�ty; but want the advantage, wh�ch those
possess, who account for that sense by an extens�ve sympathy w�th
mank�nd. Accord�ng to the�r system, not only v�rtue must be
approved of, but also the sense of v�rtue: And not only that sense,
but also the pr�nc�ples, from whence �t �s der�ved. So that noth�ng �s
presented on any s�de, but what �s laudable and good.

Th�s observat�on may be extended to just�ce, and the other v�rtues
of that k�nd. Though just�ce be art�f�c�al, the sense of �ts moral�ty �s
natural. It �s the comb�nat�on of men, �n a system of conduct, wh�ch
renders any act of just�ce benef�c�al to soc�ety. But when once �t has
that tendency, we naturally approve of �t; and �f we d�d not so, �t �s
�mposs�ble any comb�nat�on or convent�on coued ever produce that
sent�ment.

Most of the �nvent�ons of men are subject to change. They depend
upon humour and capr�ce. They have a vogue for a t�me, and then
s�nk �nto obl�v�on. It may, perhaps, be apprehended, that �f just�ce
were allowed to be a human �nvent�on, �t must be placed on the
same foot�ng. But the cases are w�dely d�fferent. The �nterest, on



wh�ch just�ce �s founded, �s the greatest �mag�nable, and extends to
all t�mes and places. It cannot poss�bly be served by any other
�nvent�on. It �s obv�ous, and d�scovers �tself on the very f�rst format�on
of soc�ety. All these causes render the rules of just�ce stedfast and
�mmutable; at least, as �mmutable as human nature. And �f they were
founded on or�g�nal �nst�ncts, coued they have any greater stab�l�ty?

The same system may help us to form a just not�on of the
happ�ness, as well as of the d�gn�ty of v�rtue, and may �nterest every
pr�nc�ple of our nature �n the embrac�ng and cher�sh�ng that noble
qual�ty. Who �ndeed does not feel an access�on of alacr�ty �n h�s
pursu�ts of knowledge and ab�l�ty of every k�nd, when he cons�ders,
that bes�des the advantage, wh�ch �mmed�ately result from these
acqu�s�t�ons, they also g�ve h�m a new lustre �n the eyes of mank�nd,
and are un�versally attended w�th esteem and approbat�on? And who
can th�nk any advantages of fortune a suff�c�ent compensat�on for the
least breach of the soc�al v�rtues, when he cons�ders, that not only
h�s character w�th regard to others, but also h�s peace and �nward
sat�sfact�on ent�rely depend upon h�s str�ct observance of them; and
that a m�nd w�ll never be able to bear �ts own survey, that has been
want�ng �n �ts part to mank�nd and soc�ety? But I forbear �ns�st�ng on
th�s subject. Such reflect�ons requ�re a work a-part, very d�fferent
from the gen�us of the present. The anatom�st ought never to
emulate the pa�nter; nor �n h�s accurate d�ssect�ons and portra�tures
of the smaller parts of the human body, pretend to g�ve h�s f�gures
any graceful and engag�ng att�tude or express�on. There �s even
someth�ng h�deous, or at least m�nute �n the v�ews of th�ngs, wh�ch
he presents; and �t �s necessary the objects should be set more at a
d�stance, and be more covered up from s�ght, to make them
engag�ng to the eye and �mag�nat�on. An anatom�st, however, �s
adm�rably f�tted to g�ve adv�ce to a pa�nter; and �t �s even
�mpract�cable to excel �n the latter art, w�thout the ass�stance of the
former. We must have an exact knowledge of the parts, the�r
s�tuat�on and connex�on, before we can des�gn w�th any elegance or
correctness. And thus the most abstract speculat�ons concern�ng
human nature, however cold and unenterta�n�ng, become
subserv�ent to pract�cal moral�ty; and may render th�s latter sc�ence
more correct �n �ts precepts, and more persuas�ve �n �ts exhortat�ons.





APPENDIX
There �s noth�ng I would more w�ll�ngly lay hold of, than an

opportun�ty of confess�ng my errors; and should esteem such a
return to truth and reason to be more honourable than the most
unerr�ng judgment. A man, who �s free from m�stakes, can pretend to
no pra�ses, except from the justness of h�s understand�ng: But a
man, who corrects h�s m�stakes, shews at once the justness of h�s
understand�ng, and the candour and �ngenu�ty of h�s temper. I have
not yet been so fortunate as to d�scover any very cons�derable
m�stakes �n the reason�ngs del�vered �n the preced�ng volumes,
except on one art�cle: But I have found by exper�ence, that some of
my express�ons have not been so well chosen, as to guard aga�nst
all m�stakes �n the readers; and �t �s ch�efly to remedy th�s defect, I
have subjo�ned the follow�ng append�x.

We can never be �nduced to bel�eve any matter of fact, except
where �ts cause, or �ts effect, �s present to us; but what the nature �s
of that bel�ef, wh�ch ar�ses from the relat�on of cause and effect, few
have had the cur�os�ty to ask themselves. In my op�n�on, th�s
d�lemma �s �nev�table. E�ther the bel�ef �s some new �dea, such as
that of real�ty or ex�stence, wh�ch we jo�n to the s�mple concept�on of
an object, or �t �s merely a pecul�ar feel�ng or sent�ment. That �t �s not
a new �dea, annexed to the s�mple concept�on, may be ev�nced from
these two arguments. F�rst, We have no abstract �dea of ex�stence,
d�st�ngu�shable and separable from the �dea of part�cular objects. It �s
�mposs�ble, therefore, that th�s �dea of ex�stence can be annexed to
the �dea of any object, or form the d�fference betw�xt a s�mple
concept�on and bel�ef. Secondly, The m�nd has the command over all
�ts �deas, and can separate, un�te, m�x, and vary them, as �t pleases;
so that �f bel�ef cons�sted merely �n a new �dea, annexed to the
concept�on, �t would be �n a man's power to bel�eve what he pleased.
We may, therefore, conclude, that bel�ef cons�sts merely �n a certa�n
feel�ng or sent�ment; �n someth�ng, that depends not on the w�ll, but



must ar�se from certa�n determ�nate causes and pr�nc�ples, of wh�ch
we are not masters. When we are conv�nced of any matter of fact,
we do noth�ng but conce�ve �t, along w�th a certa�n feel�ng, d�fferent
from what attends the mere rever�es of the �mag�nat�on. And when
we express our �ncredul�ty concern�ng any fact, we mean, that the
arguments for the fact produce not that feel�ng. D�d not the bel�ef
cons�st �n a sent�ment d�fferent from our mere concept�on, whatever
objects were presented by the w�ldest �mag�nat�on, would be on an
equal foot�ng w�th the most establ�shed truths founded on h�story and
exper�ence. There �s noth�ng but the feel�ng, or sent�ment, to
d�st�ngu�sh the one from the other.

Th�s, therefore, be�ng regarded as an undoubted truth, that bel�ef
�s noth�ng but a pecul�ar feel�ng, d�fferent from the s�mple concept�on,
the next quest�on, that naturally occurs, �s, what �s the nature of th�s
feel�ng, or sent�ment, and whether �t be analogous to any other
sent�ment of the human m�nd? Th�s quest�on �s �mportant. For �f �t be
not analogous to any other sent�ment, we must despa�r of expla�n�ng
�ts causes, and must cons�der �t as an or�g�nal pr�nc�ple of the human
m�nd. If �t be analogous, we may hope to expla�n �ts causes from
analogy, and trace �t up to more general pr�nc�ples. Now that there �s
a greater f�rmness and sol�d�ty �n the concept�ons, wh�ch are the
objects of conv�ct�on and assurance, than �n the loose and �ndolent
rever�es of a castle-bu�lder, every one w�ll read�ly own. They str�ke
upon us w�th more force; they are more present to us; the m�nd has
a f�rmer hold of them, and �s more actuated and moved by them. It
acqu�esces �n them; and, �n a manner, f�xes and reposes �tself on
them. In short, they approach nearer to the �mpress�ons, wh�ch are
�mmed�ately present to us; and are therefore analogous to many
other operat�ons of the m�nd.

There �s not, �n my op�n�on, any poss�b�l�ty of evad�ng th�s
conclus�on, but by assert�ng, that bel�ef, bes�de the s�mple
concept�on, cons�sts �n some �mpress�on or feel�ng, d�st�ngu�shable
from the concept�on. It does not mod�fy the concept�on, and render �t
more present and �ntense: It �s only annexed to �t, after the same
manner that w�ll and des�re are annexed to part�cular concept�ons of
good and pleasure. But the follow�ng cons�derat�ons w�ll, I hope, be
suff�c�ent to remove th�s hypothes�s. F�rst, It �s d�rectly contrary to



exper�ence, and our �mmed�ate consc�ousness. All men have ever
allowed reason�ng to be merely an operat�on of our thoughts or
�deas; and however those �deas may be var�ed to the feel�ng, there �s
noth�ng ever enters �nto our conclus�ons but �deas, or our fa�nter
concept�ons. For �nstance; I hear at present a person's vo�ce, whom I
am acqua�nted w�th; and th�s sound comes from the next room. Th�s
�mpress�on of my senses �mmed�ately conveys my thoughts to the
person, along w�th all the surround�ng objects. I pa�nt them out to
myself as ex�stent at present, w�th the same qual�t�es and relat�ons,
that I formerly knew them possessed of. These �deas take faster hold
of my m�nd, than the �deas of an �nchanted castle. They are d�fferent
to the feel�ng; but there �s no d�st�nct or separate �mpress�on
attend�ng them. It �s the same case when I recollect the several
�nc�dents of a journey, or the events of any h�story. Every part�cular
fact �s there the object of bel�ef. Its �dea �s mod�f�ed d�fferently from
the loose rever�es of a castle-bu�lder: But no d�st�nct �mpress�on
attends every d�st�nct �dea, or concept�on of matter of fact. Th�s �s the
subject of pla�n exper�ence. If ever th�s exper�ence can be d�sputed
on any occas�on, �t �s when the m�nd has been ag�tated w�th doubts
and d�ff�cult�es; and afterwards, upon tak�ng the object �n a new po�nt
of v�ew, or be�ng presented w�th a new argument, f�xes and reposes
�tself �n one settled conclus�on and bel�ef. In th�s case there �s a
feel�ng d�st�nct and separate from the concept�on. The passage from
doubt and ag�tat�on to tranqu�l�ty and repose, conveys a sat�sfact�on
and pleasure to the m�nd. But take any other case. Suppose I see
the legs and th�ghs of a person �n mot�on, wh�le some �nterposed
object conceals the rest of h�s body. Here �t �s certa�n, the
�mag�nat�on spreads out the whole f�gure. I g�ve h�m a head and
shoulders, and breast and neck. These members I conce�ve and
bel�eve h�m to be possessed of. Noth�ng can be more ev�dent, than
that th�s whole operat�on �s performed by the thought or �mag�nat�on
alone. The trans�t�on �s �mmed�ate. The �deas presently str�ke us.
The�r customary connex�on w�th the present �mpress�on, var�es them
and mod�f�es them �n a certa�n manner, but produces no act of the
m�nd, d�st�nct from th�s pecul�ar�ty of concept�on. Let any one
exam�ne h�s own m�nd, and he w�ll ev�dently f�nd th�s to be the truth.



Secondly, Whatever may be the case, w�th regard to th�s d�st�nct
�mpress�on, �t must be allowed, that the m�nd has a f�rmer hold, or
more steady concept�on of what �t takes to be matter of fact, than of
f�ct�ons. Why then look any farther, or mult�ply suppos�t�ons w�thout
necess�ty?

Th�rdly, We can expla�n the causes of the f�rm concept�on, but not
those of any separate �mpress�on. And not only so, but the causes of
the f�rm concept�on exhaust the whole subject, and noth�ng �s left to
produce any other effect. An �nference concern�ng a matter of fact �s
noth�ng but the �dea of an object, that �s frequently conjo�ned, or �s
assoc�ated w�th a present �mpress�on. Th�s �s the whole of �t. Every
part �s requ�s�te to expla�n, from analogy, the more steady
concept�on; and noth�ng rema�ns capable of produc�ng any d�st�nct
�mpress�on.

Fourthly, The effects of bel�ef, �n �nfluenc�ng the pass�ons and
�mag�nat�on, can all be expla�ned from the f�rm concept�on; and there
�s no occas�on to have recourse to any other pr�nc�ple. These
arguments, w�th many others, enumerated �n the forego�ng volumes,
suff�c�ently prove, that bel�ef only mod�f�es the �dea or concept�on;
and renders �t d�fferent to the feel�ng, w�thout produc�ng any d�st�nct
�mpress�on. Thus upon a general v�ew of the subject, there appear to
be two quest�ons of �mportance, wh�ch we may venture to
recommend to the cons�derat�on of ph�losophers, Whether there be
any th�ng to d�st�ngu�sh bel�ef from the s�mple concept�on bes�de the
feel�ng of sent�ment? And, Whether th�s feel�ng be any th�ng but a
f�rmer concept�on, or a faster hold, that we take of the object?

If, upon �mpart�al enqu�ry, the same conclus�on, that I have formed,
be assented to by ph�losophers, the next bus�ness �s to exam�ne the
analogy, wh�ch there �s betw�xt bel�ef, and other acts of the m�nd, and
f�nd the cause of the f�rmness and strength of concept�on: And th�s I
do not esteem a d�ff�cult task. The trans�t�on from a present
�mpress�on, always enl�vens and strengthens any �dea. When any
object �s presented, the �dea of �ts usual attendant �mmed�ately
str�kes us, as someth�ng real and sol�d. It �s felt, rather than
conce�ved, and approaches the �mpress�on, from wh�ch �t �s der�ved,



�n �ts force and �nfluence. Th�s I have proved at large. I cannot add
any new arguments.

I had enterta�ned some hopes, that however def�c�ent our theory of
the �ntellectual world m�ght be, �t would be free from those
contrad�ct�ons, and absurd�t�es, wh�ch seem to attend every
expl�cat�on, that human reason can g�ve of the mater�al world. But
upon a more str�ct rev�ew of the sect�on concern�ng personal �dent�ty,
I f�nd myself �nvolved �n such a labyr�nth, that, I must confess, I
ne�ther know how to correct my former op�n�ons, nor how to render
them cons�stent. If th�s be not a good general reason for scept�c�sm,
�t �s at least a suff�c�ent one (�f I were not already abundantly
suppl�ed) for me to enterta�n a d�ff�dence and modesty �n all my
dec�s�ons. I shall propose the arguments on both s�des, beg�nn�ng
w�th those that �nduced me to deny the str�ct and proper �dent�ty and
s�mpl�c�ty of a self or th�nk�ng be�ng.

When we talk of self or substance, we must have an �dea annexed
to these terms, otherw�se they are altogether un�ntell�g�ble. Every
�dea �s der�ved from preced�ng �mpress�ons; and we have no
�mpress�on of self or substance, as someth�ng s�mple and �nd�v�dual.
We have, therefore, no �dea of them �n that sense.

Whatever �s d�st�nct, �s d�st�ngu�shable; and whatever �s
d�st�ngu�shable, �s separable by the thought or �mag�nat�on. All
percept�ons are d�st�nct. They are, therefore, d�st�ngu�shable, and
separable, and may be conce�ved as separately ex�stent, and may
ex�st separately, w�thout any contrad�ct�on or absurd�ty.

When I v�ew th�s table and that ch�mney, noth�ng �s present to me
but part�cular percept�ons, wh�ch are of a l�ke nature w�th all the other
percept�ons. Th�s �s the doctr�ne of ph�losophers. But th�s table,
wh�ch �s present to me, and the ch�mney, may and do ex�st
separately. Th�s �s the doctr�ne of the vulgar, and �mpl�es no
contrad�ct�on. There �s no contrad�ct�on, therefore, �n extend�ng the
same doctr�ne to all the percept�ons.

In general, the follow�ng reason�ng seems sat�sfactory. All �deas
are borrowed from preced�ng percept�ons. Our �deas of objects,
therefore, are der�ved from that source. Consequently no propos�t�on
can be �ntell�g�ble or cons�stent w�th regard to objects, wh�ch �s not so



w�th regard to percept�ons. But �t �s �ntell�g�ble and cons�stent to say,
that objects ex�st d�st�nct and �ndependent, w�thout any common
s�mple substance or subject of �nhes�on. Th�s propos�t�on, therefore,
can never be absurd w�th regard to percept�ons.

When I turn my reflect�on on myself, I never can perce�ve th�s self
w�thout some one or more percept�ons; nor can I ever perce�ve any
th�ng but the percept�ons. It �s the compos�t�on of these, therefore,
wh�ch forms the self. We can conce�ve a th�nk�ng be�ng to have
e�ther many or few percept�ons. Suppose the m�nd to be reduced
even below the l�fe of an oyster. Suppose �t to have only one
percept�on, as of th�rst or hunger. Cons�der �t �n that s�tuat�on. Do you
conce�ve any th�ng but merely that percept�on? Have you any not�on
of self or substance? If not, the add�t�on of other percept�ons can
never g�ve you that not�on.

The ann�h�lat�on, wh�ch some people suppose to follow upon
death, and wh�ch ent�rely destroys th�s self, �s noth�ng but an
ext�nct�on of all part�cular percept�ons; love and hatred, pa�n and
pleasure, thought and sensat�on. These therefore must be the same
w�th self; s�nce the one cannot surv�ve the other.

Is self the same w�th substance? If �t be, how can that quest�on
have place, concern�ng the subs�stence of self, under a change of
substance? If they be d�st�nct, what �s the d�fference betw�xt them?
For my part, I have a not�on of ne�ther, when conce�ved d�st�nct from
part�cular percept�ons.

Ph�losophers beg�n to be reconc�led to the pr�nc�ple, that we have
no �dea of external substance, d�st�nct from the �deas of part�cular
qual�t�es. Th�s must pave the way for a l�ke pr�nc�ple w�th regard to
the m�nd, that we have no not�on of �t, d�st�nct from the part�cular
percept�ons.

So far I seem to be attended w�th suff�c�ent ev�dence. But hav�ng
thus loosened all our part�cular percept�ons, when I proceed to
expla�n the pr�nc�ple of connex�on, wh�ch b�nds them together, and
makes us attr�bute to them a real s�mpl�c�ty and �dent�ty; I am
sens�ble, that my account �s very defect�ve, and that noth�ng but the
seem�ng ev�dence of the precedent reason�ngs coued have �nduced
me to rece�ve �t. If percept�ons are d�st�nct ex�stences, they form a



whole only by be�ng connected together. But no connex�ons among
d�st�nct ex�stences are ever d�scoverable by human understand�ng.
We only feel a connex�on or determ�nat�on of the thought, to pass
from one object to another. It follows, therefore, that the thought
alone f�nds personal �dent�ty, when reflect�ng on the tra�n of past
percept�ons, that compose a m�nd, the �deas of them are felt to be
connected together, and naturally �ntroduce each other. However
extraord�nary th�s conclus�on may seem, �t need not surpr�ze us.
Most ph�losophers seem �ncl�ned to th�nk, that personal �dent�ty
ar�ses from consc�ousness; and consc�ousness �s noth�ng but a
reflected thought or percept�on. The present ph�losophy, therefore,
has so far a prom�s�ng aspect. But all my hopes van�sh, when I come
to expla�n the pr�nc�ples, that un�te our success�ve percept�ons �n our
thought or consc�ousness. I cannot d�scover any theory, wh�ch g�ves
me sat�sfact�on on th�s head.

In short there are two pr�nc�ples, wh�ch I cannot render cons�stent;
nor �s �t �n my power to renounce e�ther of them, v�z, that all our
d�st�nct percept�ons are d�st�nct ex�stences, and that the m�nd never
perce�ves any real connex�on among d�st�nct ex�stences. D�d our
percept�ons e�ther �nhere �n someth�ng s�mple and �nd�v�dual, or d�d
the m�nd perce�ve some real connex�on among them, there would be
no d�ff�culty �n the case. For my part, I must plead the pr�v�lege of a
scept�c, and confess, that th�s d�ff�culty �s too hard for my
understand�ng. I pretend not, however, to pronounce �t absolutely
�nsuperable. Others, perhaps, or myself, upon more mature
reflect�ons, may d�scover some hypothes�s, that w�ll reconc�le those
contrad�ct�ons.

I shall also take th�s opportun�ty of confess�ng two other errors of
less �mportance, wh�ch more mature reflect�on has d�scovered to me
�n my reason�ng. The f�rst may be found �n Vol. I. page 106. where I
say, that the d�stance betw�xt two bod�es �s known, among other
th�ngs, by the angles, wh�ch the rays of l�ght flow�ng from the bod�es
make w�th each other. It �s certa�n, that these angles are not known
to the m�nd, and consequently can never d�scover the d�stance. The
second error may be found �n Vol. I. page 144 where I say, that two
�deas of the same object can only be d�fferent by the�r d�fferent
degrees of force and v�vac�ty. I bel�eve there are other d�fferences



among �deas, wh�ch cannot properly be comprehended under these
terms. Had I sa�d, that two �deas of the same object can only be
d�fferent by the�r d�fferent feel�ng, I should have been nearer the
truth.
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