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SECTION 1.

OF THE DIFFERENT SPECIES OF PHILOSOPHY.

1. Moral ph�losophy, or the sc�ence of human nature, may be treated
after two d�fferent manners; each of wh�ch has �ts pecul�ar mer�t, and
may contr�bute to the enterta�nment, �nstruct�on, and reformat�on of
mank�nd. The one cons�ders man ch�efly as born for act�on; and as
�nfluenced �n h�s measures by taste and sent�ment; pursu�ng one
object, and avo�d�ng another, accord�ng to the value wh�ch these
objects seem to possess, and accord�ng to the l�ght �n wh�ch they
present themselves. As v�rtue, of all objects, �s allowed to be the
most valuable, th�s spec�es of ph�losophers pa�nt her �n the most
am�able colours; borrow�ng all helps from poetry and eloquence, and
treat�ng the�r subject �n an easy and obv�ous manner, and such as �s
best f�tted to please the �mag�nat�on, and engage the affect�ons.
They select the most str�k�ng observat�ons and �nstances from
common l�fe; place oppos�te characters �n a proper contrast; and
allur�ng us �nto the paths of v�rtue by the v�ews of glory and
happ�ness, d�rect our steps �n these paths by the soundest precepts
and most �llustr�ous examples. They make us feel the d�fference
between v�ce and v�rtue; they exc�te and regulate our sent�ments;
and so they can but bend our hearts to the love of prob�ty and true
honour, they th�nk, that they have fully atta�ned the end of all the�r
labours.

2. The other spec�es of ph�losophers cons�der man �n the l�ght of a
reasonable rather than an act�ve be�ng, and endeavour to form h�s
understand�ng more than cult�vate h�s manners. They regard human
nature as a subject of speculat�on; and w�th a narrow scrut�ny
exam�ne �t, �n order to f�nd those pr�nc�ples, wh�ch regulate our
understand�ng, exc�te our sent�ments, and make us approve or
blame any part�cular object, act�on, or behav�our. They th�nk �t a



reproach to all l�terature, that ph�losophy should not yet have f�xed,
beyond controversy, the foundat�on of morals, reason�ng, and
cr�t�c�sm; and should for ever talk of truth and falsehood, v�ce and
v�rtue, beauty and deform�ty, w�thout be�ng able to determ�ne the
source of these d�st�nct�ons. Wh�le they attempt th�s arduous task,
they are deterred by no d�ff�cult�es; but proceed�ng from part�cular
�nstances to general pr�nc�ples, they st�ll push on the�r enqu�r�es to
pr�nc�ples more general, and rest not sat�sf�ed t�ll they arr�ve at those
or�g�nal pr�nc�ples, by wh�ch, �n every sc�ence, all human cur�os�ty
must be bounded. Though the�r speculat�ons seem abstract, and
even un�ntell�g�ble to common readers, they a�m at the approbat�on
of the learned and the w�se; and th�nk themselves suff�c�ently
compensated for the labour of the�r whole l�ves, �f they can d�scover
some h�dden truths, wh�ch may contr�bute to the �nstruct�on of
poster�ty.

3. It �s certa�n that the easy and obv�ous ph�losophy w�ll always, w�th
the general�ty of mank�nd, have the preference above the accurate
and abstruse; and by many w�ll be recommended, not only as more
agreeable, but more useful than the other. It enters more �nto
common l�fe; moulds the heart and affect�ons; and, by touch�ng those
pr�nc�ples wh�ch actuate men, reforms the�r conduct, and br�ngs them
nearer to that model of perfect�on wh�ch �t descr�bes. On the
contrary, the abstruse ph�losophy, be�ng founded on a turn of m�nd,
wh�ch cannot enter �nto bus�ness and act�on, van�shes when the
ph�losopher leaves the shade, and comes �nto open day; nor can �ts
pr�nc�ples eas�ly reta�n any �nfluence over our conduct and
behav�our. The feel�ngs of our heart, the ag�tat�on of our pass�ons,
the vehemence of our affect�ons, d�ss�pate all �ts conclus�ons, and
reduce the profound ph�losopher to a mere plebe�an.

4. Th�s also must be confessed, that the most durable, as well as
justest fame, has been acqu�red by the easy ph�losophy, and that
abstract reasoners seem h�therto to have enjoyed only a momentary
reputat�on, from the capr�ce or �gnorance of the�r own age, but have
not been able to support the�r renown w�th more equ�table poster�ty.
It �s easy for a profound ph�losopher to comm�t a m�stake �n h�s



subt�le reason�ngs; and one m�stake �s the necessary parent of
another, wh�le he pushes on h�s consequences, and �s not deterred
from embrac�ng any conclus�on, by �ts unusual appearance, or �ts
contrad�ct�on to popular op�n�on. But a ph�losopher, who purposes
only to represent the common sense of mank�nd �n more beaut�ful
and more engag�ng colours, �f by acc�dent he falls �nto error, goes no
farther; but renew�ng h�s appeal to common sense, and the natural
sent�ments of the m�nd, returns �nto the r�ght path, and secures
h�mself from any dangerous �llus�ons. The fame of C�cero flour�shes
at present; but that of Ar�stotle �s utterly decayed. La Bruyere passes
the seas, and st�ll ma�nta�ns h�s reputat�on: But the glory of
Malebranche �s conf�ned to h�s own nat�on, and to h�s own age. And
Add�son, perhaps, w�ll be read w�th pleasure, when Locke shall be
ent�rely forgotten.

The mere ph�losopher �s a character, wh�ch �s commonly but l�ttle
acceptable �n the world, as be�ng supposed to contr�bute noth�ng
e�ther to the advantage or pleasure of soc�ety; wh�le he l�ves remote
from commun�cat�on w�th mank�nd, and �s wrapped up �n pr�nc�ples
and not�ons equally remote from the�r comprehens�on. On the other
hand, the mere �gnorant �s st�ll more desp�sed; nor �s any th�ng
deemed a surer s�gn of an �ll�beral gen�us �n an age and nat�on
where the sc�ences flour�sh, than to be ent�rely dest�tute of all rel�sh
for those noble enterta�nments. The most perfect character �s
supposed to l�e between those extremes; reta�n�ng an equal ab�l�ty
and taste for books, company, and bus�ness; preserv�ng �n
conversat�on that d�scernment and del�cacy wh�ch ar�se from pol�te
letters; and �n bus�ness, that prob�ty and accuracy wh�ch are the
natural result of a just ph�losophy. In order to d�ffuse and cult�vate so
accompl�shed a character, noth�ng can be more useful than
compos�t�ons of the easy style and manner, wh�ch draw not too much
from l�fe, requ�re no deep appl�cat�on or retreat to be comprehended,
and send back the student among mank�nd full of noble sent�ments
and w�se precepts, appl�cable to every ex�gence of human l�fe. By
means of such compos�t�ons, v�rtue becomes am�able, sc�ence
agreeable, company �nstruct�ve, and ret�rement enterta�n�ng.



Man �s a reasonable be�ng; and as such, rece�ves from sc�ence h�s
proper food and nour�shment: But so narrow are the bounds of
human understand�ng, that l�ttle sat�sfact�on can be hoped for �n th�s
part�cular, e�ther from the extent of secur�ty or h�s acqu�s�t�ons. Man
�s a soc�able, no less than a reasonable be�ng: But ne�ther can he
always enjoy company agreeable and amus�ng, or preserve the
proper rel�sh for them. Man �s also an act�ve be�ng; and from that
d�spos�t�on, as well as from the var�ous necess�t�es of human l�fe,
must subm�t to bus�ness and occupat�on: But the m�nd requ�res
some relaxat�on, and cannot always support �ts bent to care and
�ndustry. It seems, then, that nature has po�nted out a m�xed k�nd of
l�fe as most su�table to the human race, and secretly admon�shed
them to allow none of these b�asses to draw too much, so as to
�ncapac�tate them for other occupat�ons and enterta�nments. Indulge
your pass�on for sc�ence, says she, but let your sc�ence be human,
and such as may have a d�rect reference to act�on and soc�ety.
Abstruse thought and profound researches I proh�b�t, and w�ll
severely pun�sh, by the pens�ve melancholy wh�ch they �ntroduce, by
the endless uncerta�nty �n wh�ch they �nvolve you, and by the cold
recept�on wh�ch your pretended d�scover�es shall meet w�th, when
commun�cated. Be a ph�losopher; but, am�dst all your ph�losophy, be
st�ll a man.

5. Were the general�ty of mank�nd contented to prefer the easy
ph�losophy to the abstract and profound, w�thout throw�ng any blame
or contempt on the latter, �t m�ght not be �mproper, perhaps, to
comply w�th th�s general op�n�on, and allow every man to enjoy,
w�thout oppos�t�on, h�s own taste and sent�ment. But as the matter �s
often carr�ed farther, even to the absolute reject�ng of all profound
reason�ngs, or what �s commonly called metaphys�cs, we shall now
proceed to cons�der what can reasonably be pleaded �n the�r behalf.

We may beg�n w�th observ�ng, that one cons�derable advantage,
wh�ch results from the accurate and abstract ph�losophy, �s, �ts
subserv�ency to the easy and humane; wh�ch, w�thout the former,
can never atta�n a suff�c�ent degree of exactness �n �ts sent�ments,
precepts, or reason�ngs. All pol�te letters are noth�ng but p�ctures of



human l�fe �n var�ous att�tudes and s�tuat�ons; and �nsp�re us w�th
d�fferent sent�ments, of pra�se or blame, adm�rat�on or r�d�cule,
accord�ng to the qual�t�es of the object, wh�ch they set before us. An
art�st must be better qual�f�ed to succeed �n th�s undertak�ng, who,
bes�des a del�cate taste and a qu�ck apprehens�on, possesses an
accurate knowledge of the �nternal fabr�c, the operat�ons of the
understand�ng, the work�ngs of the pass�ons, and the var�ous
spec�es of sent�ment wh�ch d�scr�m�nate v�ce and v�rtue. How pa�nful
soever th�s �nward search or enqu�ry may appear, �t becomes, �n
some measure, requ�s�te to those, who would descr�be w�th success
the obv�ous and outward appearances of l�fe and manners. The
anatom�st presents to the eye the most h�deous and d�sagreeable
objects; but h�s sc�ence �s useful to the pa�nter �n del�neat�ng even a
Venus or an Helen. Wh�le the latter employs all the r�chest colours of
h�s art, and g�ves h�s f�gures the most graceful and engag�ng a�rs; he
must st�ll carry h�s attent�on to the �nward structure of the human
body, the pos�t�on of the muscles, the fabr�c of the bones, and the
use and f�gure of every part or organ. Accuracy �s, �n every case,
advantageous to beauty, and just reason�ng to del�cate sent�ment. In
va�n would we exalt the one by deprec�at�ng the other.

Bes�des, we may observe, �n every art or profess�on, even those
wh�ch most concern l�fe or act�on, that a sp�r�t of accuracy, however
acqu�red, carr�es all of them nearer the�r perfect�on, and renders
them more subserv�ent to the �nterests of soc�ety. And though a
ph�losopher may l�ve remote from bus�ness, the gen�us of
ph�losophy, �f carefully cult�vated by several, must gradually d�ffuse
�tself throughout the whole soc�ety, and bestow a s�m�lar correctness
on every art and call�ng. The pol�t�c�an w�ll acqu�re greater fores�ght
and subt�l�ty, �n the subd�v�d�ng and balanc�ng of power; the lawyer
more method and f�ner pr�nc�ples �n h�s reason�ngs; and the general
more regular�ty �n h�s d�sc�pl�ne, and more caut�on �n h�s plans and
operat�ons. The stab�l�ty of modern governments above the anc�ent,
and the accuracy of modern ph�losophy, have �mproved, and
probably w�ll st�ll �mprove, by s�m�lar gradat�ons.



6. Were there no advantage to be reaped from these stud�es, beyond
the grat�f�cat�on of an �nnocent cur�os�ty, yet ought not even th�s to be
desp�sed; as be�ng one access�on to those few safe and harmless
pleasures, wh�ch are bestowed on human race. The sweetest and
most �noffens�ve path of l�fe leads through the avenues of sc�ence
and learn�ng; and whoever can e�ther remove any obstruct�ons �n th�s
way, or open up any new prospect, ought so far to be esteemed a
benefactor to mank�nd. And though these researches may appear
pa�nful and fat�gu�ng, �t �s w�th some m�nds as w�th some bod�es,
wh�ch be�ng endowed w�th v�gorous and flor�d health, requ�re severe
exerc�se, and reap a pleasure from what, to the general�ty of
mank�nd, may seem burdensome and labor�ous. Obscur�ty, �ndeed,
�s pa�nful to the m�nd as well as to the eye; but to br�ng l�ght from
obscur�ty, by whatever labour, must needs be del�ghtful and rejo�c�ng.

But th�s obscur�ty �n the profound and abstract ph�losophy, �s
objected to, not only as pa�nful and fat�gu�ng, but as the �nev�table
source of uncerta�nty and error. Here �ndeed l�es the justest and
most plaus�ble object�on aga�nst a cons�derable part of metaphys�cs,
that they are not properly a sc�ence; but ar�se e�ther from the fru�tless
efforts of human van�ty, wh�ch would penetrate �nto subjects utterly
�naccess�ble to the understand�ng, or from the craft of popular
superst�t�ons, wh�ch, be�ng unable to defend themselves on fa�r
ground, ra�se these �ntangl�ng brambles to cover and protect the�r
weakness. Chaced from the open country, these robbers fly �nto the
forest, and l�e �n wa�t to break �n upon every unguarded avenue of
the m�nd, and overwhelm �t w�th rel�g�ous fears and prejud�ces. The
stoutest antagon�st, �f he rem�t h�s watch a moment, �s oppressed.
And many, through coward�ce and folly, open the gates to the
enem�es, and w�ll�ngly rece�ve them w�th reverence and subm�ss�on,
as the�r legal sovere�gns.

7. But �s th�s a suff�c�ent reason, why ph�losophers should des�st from
such researches, and leave superst�t�on st�ll �n possess�on of her
retreat? Is �t not proper to draw an oppos�te conclus�on, and perce�ve
the necess�ty of carry�ng the war �nto the most secret recesses of the
enemy? In va�n do we hope, that men, from frequent d�sappo�ntment,



w�ll at last abandon such a�ry sc�ences, and d�scover the proper
prov�nce of human reason. For, bes�des, that many persons f�nd too
sens�ble an �nterest �n perpetually recall�ng such top�cs; bes�des th�s,
I say, the mot�ve of bl�nd despa�r can never reasonably have place �n
the sc�ences; s�nce, however unsuccessful former attempts may
have proved, there �s st�ll room to hope, that the �ndustry, good
fortune, or �mproved sagac�ty of succeed�ng generat�ons may reach
d�scover�es unknown to former ages. Each adventurous gen�us w�ll
st�ll leap at the arduous pr�ze, and f�nd h�mself st�mulated, rather that
d�scouraged, by the fa�lures of h�s predecessors; wh�le he hopes that
the glory of ach�ev�ng so hard an adventure �s reserved for h�m
alone. The only method of free�ng learn�ng, at once, from these
abstruse quest�ons, �s to enqu�re ser�ously �nto the nature of human
understand�ng, and show, from an exact analys�s of �ts powers and
capac�ty, that �t �s by no means f�tted for such remote and abstruse
subjects. We must subm�t to th�s fat�gue, �n order to l�ve at ease ever
after: And must cult�vate true metaphys�cs w�th some care, �n order
to destroy the false and adulterate. Indolence, wh�ch, to some
persons, affords a safeguard aga�nst th�s dece�tful ph�losophy, �s,
w�th others, overbalanced by cur�os�ty; and despa�r, wh�ch, at some
moments, preva�ls, may g�ve place afterwards to sangu�ne hopes
and expectat�ons. Accurate and just reason�ng �s the only cathol�c
remedy, f�tted for all persons and all d�spos�t�ons; and �s alone able to
subvert that abstruse ph�losophy and metaphys�cal jargon, wh�ch,
be�ng m�xed up w�th popular superst�t�on, renders �t �n a manner
�mpenetrable to careless reasoners, and g�ves �t the a�r of sc�ence
and w�sdom.

8. Bes�des th�s advantage of reject�ng, after del�berate enqu�ry, the
most uncerta�n and d�sagreeable part of learn�ng, there are many
pos�t�ve advantages, wh�ch result from an accurate scrut�ny �nto the
powers and facult�es of human nature. It �s remarkable concern�ng
the operat�ons of the m�nd, that, though most �nt�mately present to
us, yet, whenever they become the object of reflex�on, they seem
�nvolved �n obscur�ty; nor can the eye read�ly f�nd those l�nes and
boundar�es, wh�ch d�scr�m�nate and d�st�ngu�sh them. The objects
are too f�ne to rema�n long �n the same aspect or s�tuat�on; and must



be apprehended �n an �nstant, by a super�or penetrat�on, der�ved
from nature, and �mproved by hab�t and reflex�on. It becomes,
therefore, no �ncons�derable part of sc�ence barely to know the
d�fferent operat�ons of the m�nd, to separate them from each other, to
class them under the�r proper heads, and to correct all that seem�ng
d�sorder, �n wh�ch they l�e �nvolved, when made the object of
reflex�on and enqu�ry. Th�s talk of order�ng and d�st�ngu�sh�ng, wh�ch
has no mer�t, when performed w�th regard to external bod�es, the
objects of our senses, r�ses �n �ts value, when d�rected towards the
operat�ons of the m�nd, �n proport�on to the d�ff�culty and labour,
wh�ch we meet w�th �n perform�ng �t. And �f we can go no farther than
th�s mental geography, or del�neat�on of the d�st�nct parts and powers
of the m�nd, �t �s at least a sat�sfact�on to go so far; and the more
obv�ous th�s sc�ence may appear (and �t �s by no means obv�ous) the
more contempt�ble st�ll must the �gnorance of �t be esteemed, �n all
pretenders to learn�ng and ph�losophy.

Nor can there rema�n any susp�c�on, that th�s sc�ence �s uncerta�n
and ch�mer�cal; unless we should enterta�n such a scept�c�sm as �s
ent�rely subvers�ve of all speculat�on, and even act�on. It cannot be
doubted, that the m�nd �s endowed w�th several powers and facult�es,
that these powers are d�st�nct from each other, that what �s really
d�st�nct to the �mmed�ate percept�on may be d�st�ngu�shed by
reflex�on; and consequently, that there �s a truth and falsehood �n all
propos�t�ons on th�s subject, and a truth and falsehood, wh�ch l�e not
beyond the compass of human understand�ng. There are many
obv�ous d�st�nct�ons of th�s k�nd, such as those between the w�ll and
understand�ng, the �mag�nat�on and pass�ons, wh�ch fall w�th�n the
comprehens�on of every human creature; and the f�ner and more
ph�losoph�cal d�st�nct�ons are no less real and certa�n, though more
d�ff�cult to be comprehended. Some �nstances, espec�ally late ones,
of success �n these enqu�r�es, may g�ve us a juster not�on of the
certa�nty and sol�d�ty of th�s branch of learn�ng. And shall we esteem
�t worthy the labour of a ph�losopher to g�ve us a true system of the
planets, and adjust the pos�t�on and order of those remote bod�es;
wh�le we affect to overlook those, who, w�th so much success,



del�neate the parts of the m�nd, �n wh�ch we are so �nt�mately
concerned?

9. But may we not hope, that ph�losophy, �f cult�vated w�th care, and
encouraged by the attent�on of the publ�c, may carry �ts researches
st�ll farther, and d�scover, at least �n some degree, the secret spr�ngs
and pr�nc�ples, by wh�ch the human m�nd �s actuated �n �ts
operat�ons? Astronomers had long contented themselves w�th
prov�ng, from the phaenomena, the true mot�ons, order, and
magn�tude of the heavenly bod�es: T�ll a ph�losopher, at last, arose,
who seems, from the happ�est reason�ng, to have also determ�ned
the laws and forces, by wh�ch the revolut�ons of the planets are
governed and d�rected. The l�ke has been performed w�th regard to
other parts of nature. And there �s no reason to despa�r of equal
success �n our enqu�r�es concern�ng the mental powers and
economy, �f prosecuted w�th equal capac�ty and caut�on. It �s
probable, that one operat�on and pr�nc�ple of the m�nd depends on
another; wh�ch, aga�n, may be resolved �nto one more general and
un�versal: And how far these researches may poss�bly be carr�ed, �t
w�ll be d�ff�cult for us, before, or even after, a careful tr�al, exactly to
determ�ne. Th�s �s certa�n, that attempts of th�s k�nd are every day
made even by those who ph�losoph�ze the most negl�gently: And
noth�ng can be more requ�s�te than to enter upon the enterpr�ze w�th
thorough care and attent�on; that, �f �t l�e w�th�n the compass of
human understand�ng, �t may at last be happ�ly ach�eved; �f not, �t
may, however, be rejected w�th some conf�dence and secur�ty. Th�s
last conclus�on, surely, �s not des�rable; nor ought �t to be embraced
too rashly. For how much must we d�m�n�sh from the beauty and
value of th�s spec�es of ph�losophy, upon such a suppos�t�on?
Moral�sts have h�therto been accustomed, when they cons�dered the
vast mult�tude and d�vers�ty of those act�ons that exc�te our
approbat�on or d�sl�ke, to search for some common pr�nc�ple, on
wh�ch th�s var�ety of sent�ments m�ght depend. And though they have
somet�mes carr�ed the matter too far, by the�r pass�on for some one
general pr�nc�ple; �t must, however, be confessed, that they are
excusable �n expect�ng to f�nd some general pr�nc�ples, �nto wh�ch all
the v�ces and v�rtues were justly to be resolved. The l�ke has been



the endeavour of cr�t�cs, log�c�ans, and even pol�t�c�ans: Nor have
the�r attempts been wholly unsuccessful; though perhaps longer
t�me, greater accuracy, and more ardent appl�cat�on may br�ng these
sc�ences st�ll nearer the�r perfect�on. To throw up at once all
pretens�ons of th�s k�nd may justly be deemed more rash, prec�p�tate,
and dogmat�cal, than even the boldest and most aff�rmat�ve
ph�losophy, that has ever attempted to �mpose �ts crude d�ctates and
pr�nc�ples on mank�nd.

10. What though these reason�ngs concern�ng human nature seem
abstract, and of d�ff�cult comprehens�on? Th�s affords no
presumpt�on of the�r falsehood. On the contrary, �t seems �mposs�ble,
that what has h�therto escaped so many w�se and profound
ph�losophers can be very obv�ous and easy. And whatever pa�ns
these researches may cost us, we may th�nk ourselves suff�c�ently
rewarded, not only �n po�nt of prof�t but of pleasure, �f, by that means,
we can make any add�t�on to our stock of knowledge, �n subjects of
such unspeakable �mportance.

But as, after all, the abstractedness of these speculat�ons �s no
recommendat�on, but rather a d�sadvantage to them, and as th�s
d�ff�culty may perhaps be surmounted by care and art, and the
avo�d�ng of all unnecessary deta�l, we have, �n the follow�ng enqu�ry,
attempted to throw some l�ght upon subjects, from wh�ch uncerta�nty
has h�therto deterred the w�se, and obscur�ty the �gnorant. Happy, �f
we can un�te the boundar�es of the d�fferent spec�es of ph�losophy,
by reconc�l�ng profound enqu�ry w�th clearness, and truth w�th
novelty! And st�ll more happy, �f, reason�ng �n th�s easy manner, we
can underm�ne the foundat�ons of an abstruse ph�losophy, wh�ch
seems to have h�therto served only as a shelter to superst�t�on, and a
cover to absurd�ty and error!



SECTION II

OF THE ORIGIN OF IDEAS.

11. Every one w�ll read�ly allow, that there �s a cons�derable d�fference
between the percept�ons of the m�nd, when a man feels the pa�n of
excess�ve heat, or the pleasure of moderate warmth, and when he
afterwards recalls to h�s memory th�s sensat�on, or ant�c�pates �t by
h�s �mag�nat�on. These facult�es may m�m�c or copy the percept�ons
of the senses; but they never can ent�rely reach the force and
v�vac�ty of the or�g�nal sent�ment. The utmost we say of them, even
when they operate w�th greatest v�gour, �s, that they represent the�r
object �n so l�vely a manner, that we could almost say we feel or see
�t: But, except the m�nd be d�sordered by d�sease or madness, they
never can arr�ve at such a p�tch of v�vac�ty, as to render these
percept�ons altogether und�st�ngu�shable. All the colours of poetry,
however splend�d, can never pa�nt natural objects �n such a manner
as to make the descr�pt�on be taken for a real landsk�p. The most
l�vely thought �s st�ll �nfer�or to the dullest sensat�on.

We may observe a l�ke d�st�nct�on to run through all the other
percept�ons of the m�nd. A man �n a f�t of anger, �s actuated �n a very
d�fferent manner from one who only th�nks of that emot�on. If you tell
me, that any person �s �n love, I eas�ly understand your mean�ng, and
form a just concept�on of h�s s�tuat�on; but never can m�stake that
concept�on for the real d�sorders and ag�tat�ons of the pass�on. When
we reflect on our past sent�ments and affect�ons, our thought �s a
fa�thful m�rror, and cop�es �ts objects truly; but the colours wh�ch �t
employs are fa�nt and dull, �n compar�son of those �n wh�ch our
or�g�nal percept�ons were clothed. It requ�res no n�ce d�scernment or
metaphys�cal head to mark the d�st�nct�on between them.



12. Here therefore we may d�v�de all the percept�ons of the m�nd �nto
two classes or spec�es, wh�ch are d�st�ngu�shed by the�r d�fferent
degrees of force and v�vac�ty. The less forc�ble and l�vely are
commonly denom�nated Thoughts or Ideas. The other spec�es want
a name �n our language, and �n most others; I suppose, because �t
was not requ�s�te for any, but ph�losoph�cal purposes, to rank them
under a general term or appellat�on. Let us, therefore, use a l�ttle
freedom, and call them Impress�ons; employ�ng that word �n a sense
somewhat d�fferent from the usual. By the term �mpress�on, then, I
mean all our more l�vely percept�ons, when we hear, or see, or feel,
or love, or hate, or des�re, or w�ll. And �mpress�ons are d�st�ngu�shed
from �deas, wh�ch are the less l�vely percept�ons, of wh�ch we are
consc�ous, when we reflect on any of those sensat�ons or
movements above ment�oned.

13. Noth�ng, at f�rst v�ew, may seem more unbounded than the
thought of man, wh�ch not only escapes all human power and
author�ty, but �s not even restra�ned w�th�n the l�m�ts of nature and
real�ty. To form monsters, and jo�n �ncongruous shapes and
appearances, costs the �mag�nat�on no more trouble than to
conce�ve the most natural and fam�l�ar objects. And wh�le the body �s
conf�ned to one planet, along wh�ch �t creeps w�th pa�n and d�ff�culty;
the thought can �n an �nstant transport us �nto the most d�stant
reg�ons of the un�verse; or even beyond the un�verse, �nto the
unbounded chaos, where nature �s supposed to l�e �n total confus�on.
What never was seen, or heard of, may yet be conce�ved; nor �s any
th�ng beyond the power of thought, except what �mpl�es an absolute
contrad�ct�on.

But though our thought seems to possess th�s unbounded l�berty, we
shall f�nd, upon a nearer exam�nat�on, that �t �s really conf�ned w�th�n
very narrow l�m�ts, and that all th�s creat�ve power of the m�nd
amounts to no more than the faculty of compound�ng, transpos�ng,
augment�ng, or d�m�n�sh�ng the mater�als afforded us by the senses
and exper�ence. When we th�nk of a golden mounta�n, we only jo�n
two cons�stent �deas, gold, and mounta�n, w�th wh�ch we were
formerly acqua�nted. A v�rtuous horse we can conce�ve; because,



from our own feel�ng, we can conce�ve v�rtue; and th�s we may un�te
to the f�gure and shape of a horse, wh�ch �s an an�mal fam�l�ar to us.
In short, all the mater�als of th�nk�ng are der�ved e�ther from our
outward or �nward sent�ment: the m�xture and compos�t�on of these
belongs alone to the m�nd and w�ll. Or, to express myself �n
ph�losoph�cal language, all our �deas or more feeble percept�ons are
cop�es of our �mpress�ons or more l�vely ones.

14. To prove th�s, the two follow�ng arguments w�ll, I hope, be
suff�c�ent. F�rst, when we analyze our thoughts or �deas, however
compounded or subl�me, we always f�nd that they resolve
themselves �nto such s�mple �deas as were cop�ed from a precedent
feel�ng or sent�ment. Even those �deas, wh�ch, at f�rst v�ew, seem the
most w�de of th�s or�g�n, are found, upon a nearer scrut�ny, to be
der�ved from �t. The �dea of God, as mean�ng an �nf�n�tely �ntell�gent,
w�se, and good Be�ng, ar�ses from reflect�ng on the operat�ons of our
own m�nd, and augment�ng, w�thout l�m�t, those qual�t�es of goodness
and w�sdom. We may prosecute th�s enqu�ry to what length we
please; where we shall always f�nd, that every �dea wh�ch we
exam�ne �s cop�ed from a s�m�lar �mpress�on. Those who would
assert that th�s pos�t�on �s not un�versally true nor w�thout except�on,
have only one, and that an easy method of refut�ng �t; by produc�ng
that �dea, wh�ch, �n the�r op�n�on, �s not der�ved from th�s source. It
w�ll then be �ncumbent on us, �f we would ma�nta�n our doctr�ne, to
produce the �mpress�on, or l�vely percept�on, wh�ch corresponds to �t.

15. Secondly. If �t happen, from a defect of the organ, that a man �s
not suscept�ble of any spec�es of sensat�on, we always f�nd that he �s
as l�ttle suscept�ble of the correspondent �deas. A bl�nd man can form
no not�on of colours; a deaf man of sounds. Restore e�ther of them
that sense �n wh�ch he �s def�c�ent; by open�ng th�s new �nlet for h�s
sensat�ons, you also open an �nlet for the �deas; and he f�nds no
d�ff�culty �n conce�v�ng these objects. The case �s the same, �f the
object, proper for exc�t�ng any sensat�on, has never been appl�ed to
the organ. A Laplander or Negro has no not�on of the rel�sh of w�ne.
And though there are few or no �nstances of a l�ke def�c�ency �n the
m�nd, where a person has never felt or �s wholly �ncapable of a



sent�ment or pass�on that belongs to h�s spec�es; yet we f�nd the
same observat�on to take place �n a less degree. A man of m�ld
manners can form no �dea of �nveterate revenge or cruelty; nor can a
self�sh heart eas�ly conce�ve the he�ghts of fr�endsh�p and generos�ty.
It �s read�ly allowed, that other be�ngs may possess many senses of
wh�ch we can have no concept�on; because the �deas of them have
never been �ntroduced to us �n the only manner by wh�ch an �dea can
have access to the m�nd, to w�t, by the actual feel�ng and sensat�on.

16. There �s, however, one contrad�ctory phenomenon, wh�ch may
prove that �t �s not absolutely �mposs�ble for �deas to ar�se,
�ndependent of the�r correspondent �mpress�ons. I bel�eve �t w�ll
read�ly be allowed, that the several d�st�nct �deas of colour, wh�ch
enter by the eye, or those of sound, wh�ch are conveyed by the ear,
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; and each shade
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 acqua�nted w�th colours of all k�nds except 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, and w�ll be sens�ble that there �s
a greater d�stance �n that place between the cont�guous colours than
�n any other. Now I ask, whether �t be 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, �n every �nstance, der�ved from the correspondent
�mpress�ons; though th�s �nstance �s so s�ngular, that �t �s scarcely



worth our observ�ng, and does not mer�t that for �t alone we should
alter our general max�m.

17. Here, therefore, �s a propos�t�on, wh�ch not only seems, �n �tself,
s�mple and �ntell�g�ble; but, �f a proper use were made of �t, m�ght
render every d�spute equally �ntell�g�ble, and ban�sh all that jargon,
wh�ch has so long taken possess�on of metaphys�cal reason�ngs,
and drawn d�sgrace upon them. All �deas, espec�ally abstract ones,
are naturally fa�nt and obscure: the m�nd has but a slender hold of
them: they are apt to be confounded w�th other resembl�ng �deas;
and when we have often employed any term, though w�thout a
d�st�nct mean�ng, we are apt to �mag�ne �t has a determ�nate �dea
annexed to �t. On the contrary, all �mpress�ons, that �s, all sensat�ons,
e�ther outward or �nward, are strong and v�v�d: the l�m�ts between
them are more exactly determ�ned: nor �s �t easy to fall �nto any error
or m�stake w�th regard to them. When we enterta�n, therefore, any
susp�c�on that a ph�losoph�cal term �s employed w�thout any mean�ng
or �dea (as �s but too frequent), we need but enqu�re, from what
�mpress�on �s that supposed �dea der�ved? And �f �t be �mposs�ble to
ass�gn any, th�s w�ll serve to conf�rm our susp�c�on. By br�ng�ng �deas
�nto so clear a l�ght we may reasonably hope to remove all d�spute,
wh�ch may ar�se, concern�ng the�r nature and real�ty.1



SECTION III.

OF THE ASSOCIATION OF IDEAS.

18. It �s ev�dent that there �s a pr�nc�ple of connex�on between the
d�fferent thoughts or �deas of the m�nd, and that, �n the�r appearance
to the memory or �mag�nat�on, they �ntroduce each other w�th a
certa�n degree of method and regular�ty. In our more ser�ous th�nk�ng
or d�scourse th�s �s so observable that any part�cular thought, wh�ch
breaks �n upon the regular tract or cha�n of �deas, �s �mmed�ately
remarked and rejected. And even �n our w�ldest and most wander�ng
rever�es, nay �n our very dreams, we shall f�nd, �f we reflect, that the
�mag�nat�on ran not altogether at adventures, but that there was st�ll
a connex�on upheld among the d�fferent �deas, wh�ch succeeded
each other. Were the loosest and freest conversat�on to be
transcr�bed, there would �mmed�ately be observed someth�ng wh�ch
connected �t �n all �ts trans�t�ons. Or where th�s �s want�ng, the person
who broke the thread of d�scourse m�ght st�ll �nform you, that there
had secretly revolved �n h�s m�nd a success�on of thought, wh�ch had
gradually led h�m from the subject of conversat�on. Among d�fferent
languages, even where we cannot suspect the least connex�on or
commun�cat�on, �t �s found, that the words, express�ve of �deas, the
most compounded, do yet nearly correspond to each other: a certa�n
proof that the s�mple �deas, comprehended �n the compound ones,
were bound together by some un�versal pr�nc�ple, wh�ch had an
equal �nfluence on all mank�nd.

19. Though �t be too obv�ous to escape observat�on, that d�fferent
�deas are connected together; I do not f�nd that any ph�losopher has
attempted to enumerate or class all the pr�nc�ples of assoc�at�on; a
subject, however, that seems worthy of cur�os�ty. To me, there
appear to be only three pr�nc�ples of connex�on among �deas,



namely, Resemblance, Cont�gu�ty �n t�me or place, and Cause or
Effect.

That these pr�nc�ples serve to connect �deas w�ll not, I bel�eve, be
much doubted. A p�cture naturally leads our thoughts to the or�g�nal2:
the ment�on of one apartment �n a bu�ld�ng naturally �ntroduces an
enqu�ry or d�scourse concern�ng the others3: and �f we th�nk of a
wound, we can scarcely forbear reflect�ng on the pa�n wh�ch follows
�t4. But that th�s enumerat�on �s complete, and that there are no other
pr�nc�ples of assoc�at�on except these, may be d�ff�cult to prove to the
sat�sfact�on of the reader, or even to a man's own sat�sfact�on. All we
can do, �n such cases, �s to run over several �nstances, and exam�ne
carefully the pr�nc�ple wh�ch b�nds the d�fferent thoughts to each
other, never stopp�ng t�ll we render the pr�nc�ple as general as
poss�ble5. The more �nstances we exam�ne, and the more care we
employ, the more assurance shall we acqu�re, that the enumerat�on,
wh�ch we form from the whole, �s complete and ent�re.



SECTION IV.

SCEPTICAL DOUBTS CONCERNING THE
OPERATIONS OF THE UNDERSTANDING.

PART I.

20. All the objects of human reason or enqu�ry may naturally be
d�v�ded �nto two k�nds, to w�t, Relat�ons of Ideas, and Matters of Fact.
Of the f�rst k�nd are the sc�ences of Geometry, Algebra, and
Ar�thmet�c; and �n short, every aff�rmat�on wh�ch �s e�ther �ntu�t�vely or
demonstrat�vely certa�n. That the square of the hypothenuse �s equal
to the square of the two s�des, �s a propos�t�on wh�ch expresses a
relat�on between these f�gures. That three t�mes f�ve �s equal to the
half of th�rty, expresses a relat�on between these numbers.
Propos�t�ons of th�s k�nd are d�scoverable by the mere operat�on of
thought, w�thout dependence on what �s anywhere ex�stent �n the
un�verse. Though there never were a c�rcle or tr�angle �n nature, the
truths demonstrated by Eucl�d would for ever reta�n the�r certa�nty
and ev�dence.

21. Matters of fact, wh�ch are the second objects of human reason,
are not ascerta�ned �n the same manner; nor �s our ev�dence of the�r
truth, however great, of a l�ke nature w�th the forego�ng. The contrary
of every matter of fact �s st�ll poss�ble; because �t can never �mply a
contrad�ct�on, and �s conce�ved by the m�nd w�th the same fac�l�ty
and d�st�nctness, as �f ever so conformable to real�ty. That the sun
w�ll not r�se to-morrow �s no less �ntell�g�ble a propos�t�on, and �mpl�es
no more contrad�ct�on than the aff�rmat�on, that �t w�ll r�se. We should
�n va�n, therefore, attempt to demonstrate �ts falsehood. Were �t
demonstrat�vely false, �t would �mply a contrad�ct�on, and could never
be d�st�nctly conce�ved by the m�nd.



It may, therefore, be a subject worthy of cur�os�ty, to enqu�re what �s
the nature of that ev�dence wh�ch assures us of any real ex�stence
and matter of fact, beyond the present test�mony of our senses, or
the records of our memory. Th�s part of ph�losophy, �t �s observable,
has been l�ttle cult�vated, e�ther by the anc�ents or moderns; and
therefore our doubts and errors, �n the prosecut�on of so �mportant
an enqu�ry, may be the more excusable; wh�le we march through
such d�ff�cult paths w�thout any gu�de or d�rect�on. They may even
prove useful, by exc�t�ng cur�os�ty, and destroy�ng that �mpl�c�t fa�th
and secur�ty, wh�ch �s the bane of all reason�ng and free enqu�ry. The
d�scovery of defects �n the common ph�losophy, �f any such there be,
w�ll not, I presume, be a d�scouragement, but rather an �nc�tement,
as �s usual, to attempt someth�ng more full and sat�sfactory than has
yet been proposed to the publ�c.

22. All reason�ngs concern�ng matter of fact seem to be founded on
the relat�on of Cause and Effect. By means of that relat�on alone we
can go beyond the ev�dence of our memory and senses. If you were
to ask a man, why he bel�eves any matter of fact, wh�ch �s absent; for
�nstance, that h�s fr�end �s �n the country, or �n France; he would g�ve
you a reason; and th�s reason would be some other fact; as a letter
rece�ved from h�m, or the knowledge of h�s former resolut�ons and
prom�ses. A man f�nd�ng a watch or any other mach�ne �n a desert
�sland, would conclude that there had once been men �n that �sland.
All our reason�ngs concern�ng fact are of the same nature. And here
�t �s constantly supposed that there �s a connex�on between the
present fact and that wh�ch �s �nferred from �t. Were there noth�ng to
b�nd them together, the �nference would be ent�rely precar�ous. The
hear�ng of an art�culate vo�ce and rat�onal d�scourse �n the dark
assures us of the presence of some person: Why? because these
are the effects of the human make and fabr�c, and closely connected
w�th �t. If we anatom�ze all the other reason�ngs of th�s nature, we
shall f�nd that they are founded on the relat�on of cause and effect,
and that th�s relat�on �s e�ther near or remote, d�rect or collateral.
Heat and l�ght are collateral effects of f�re, and the one effect may
justly be �nferred from the other.



23. If we would sat�sfy ourselves, therefore, concern�ng the nature of
that ev�dence, wh�ch assures us of matters of fact, we must enqu�re
how we arr�ve at the knowledge of cause and effect.

I shall venture to aff�rm, as a general propos�t�on, wh�ch adm�ts of no
except�on, that the knowledge of th�s relat�on �s not, �n any �nstance,
atta�ned by reason�ngs a pr�or�; but ar�ses ent�rely from exper�ence,
when we f�nd that any part�cular objects are constantly conjo�ned
w�th each other. Let an object be presented to a man of ever so
strong natural reason and ab�l�t�es; �f that object be ent�rely new to
h�m, he w�ll not be able, by the most accurate exam�nat�on of �ts
sens�ble qual�t�es, to d�scover any of �ts causes or effects. Adam,
though h�s rat�onal facult�es be supposed, at the very f�rst, ent�rely
perfect, could not have �nferred from the flu�d�ty and transparency of
water that �t would suffocate h�m, or from the l�ght and warmth of f�re
that �t would consume h�m. No object ever d�scovers, by the qual�t�es
wh�ch appear to the senses, e�ther the causes wh�ch produced �t, or
the effects wh�ch w�ll ar�se from �t; nor can our reason, unass�sted by
exper�ence, ever draw any �nference concern�ng real ex�stence and
matter of fact.

24. Th�s propos�t�on, that causes and effects are d�scoverable, not by
reason but by exper�ence, w�ll read�ly be adm�tted w�th regard to
such objects, as we remember to have once been altogether
unknown to us; s�nce we must be consc�ous of the utter �nab�l�ty,
wh�ch we then lay under, of foretell�ng what would ar�se from them.
Present two smooth p�eces of marble to a man who has no t�ncture
of natural ph�losophy; he w�ll never d�scover that they w�ll adhere
together �n such a manner as to requ�re great force to separate them
�n a d�rect l�ne, wh�le they make so small a res�stance to a lateral
pressure. Such events, as bear l�ttle analogy to the common course
of nature, are also read�ly confessed to be known only by
exper�ence; nor does any man �mag�ne that the explos�on of
gunpowder, or the attract�on of a loadstone, could ever be
d�scovered by arguments a pr�or�. In l�ke manner, when an effect �s
supposed to depend upon an �ntr�cate mach�nery or secret structure
of parts, we make no d�ff�culty �n attr�but�ng all our knowledge of �t to



exper�ence. Who w�ll assert that he can g�ve the ult�mate reason,
why m�lk or bread �s proper nour�shment for a man, not for a l�on or a
t�ger?

But the same truth may not appear, at f�rst s�ght, to have the same
ev�dence w�th regard to events, wh�ch have become fam�l�ar to us
from our f�rst appearance �n the world, wh�ch bear a close analogy to
the whole course of nature, and wh�ch are supposed to depend on
the s�mple qual�t�es of objects, w�thout any secret structure of parts.
We are apt to �mag�ne that we could d�scover these effects by the
mere operat�on of our reason, w�thout exper�ence. We fancy, that
were we brought on a sudden �nto th�s world, we could at f�rst have
�nferred that one B�ll�ard-ball would commun�cate mot�on to another
upon �mpulse; and that we needed not to have wa�ted for the event,
�n order to pronounce w�th certa�nty concern�ng �t. Such �s the
�nfluence of custom, that, where �t �s strongest, �t not only covers our
natural �gnorance, but even conceals �tself, and seems not to take
place, merely because �t �s found �n the h�ghest degree.

25. But to conv�nce us that all the laws of nature, and all the
operat�ons of bod�es w�thout except�on, are known only by
exper�ence, the follow�ng reflect�ons may, perhaps, suff�ce. Were any
object presented to us, and were we requ�red to pronounce
concern�ng the effect, wh�ch w�ll result from �t, w�thout consult�ng past
observat�on; after what manner, I beseech you, must the m�nd
proceed �n th�s operat�on? It must �nvent or �mag�ne some event,
wh�ch �t ascr�bes to the object as �ts effect; and �t �s pla�n that th�s
�nvent�on must be ent�rely arb�trary. The m�nd can never poss�bly f�nd
the effect �n the supposed cause, by the most accurate scrut�ny and
exam�nat�on. For the effect �s totally d�fferent from the cause, and
consequently can never be d�scovered �n �t. Mot�on �n the second
B�ll�ard-ball �s a qu�te d�st�nct event from mot�on �n the f�rst; nor �s
there anyth�ng �n the one to suggest the smallest h�nt of the other. A
stone or p�ece of metal ra�sed �nto the a�r, and left w�thout any
support, �mmed�ately falls: but to cons�der the matter a pr�or�, �s there
anyth�ng we d�scover �n th�s s�tuat�on wh�ch can beget the �dea of a
downward, rather than an upward, or any other mot�on, �n the stone



or metal? And as the f�rst �mag�nat�on or �nvent�on of a part�cular
effect, �n all natural operat�ons, �s arb�trary, where we consult not
exper�ence; so must we also esteem the supposed t�e or connex�on
between the cause and effect, wh�ch b�nds them together, and
renders �t �mposs�ble that any other effect could result from the
operat�on of that cause. When I see, for �nstance, a B�ll�ard-ball
mov�ng �n a stra�ght l�ne towards another; even suppose mot�on �n
the second ball should by acc�dent be suggested to me, as the result
of the�r contact or �mpulse; may I not conce�ve, that a hundred
d�fferent events m�ght as well follow from that cause? May not both
these balls rema�n at absolute rest? May not the f�rst ball return �n a
stra�ght l�ne, or leap off from the second �n any l�ne or d�rect�on? All
these suppos�t�ons are cons�stent and conce�vable. Why then should
we g�ve the preference to one, wh�ch �s no more cons�stent or
conce�vable than the rest? All our reason�ngs a pr�or� w�ll never be
able to show us any foundat�on for th�s preference.

In a word, then, every effect �s a d�st�nct event from �ts cause. It
could not, therefore, be d�scovered �n the cause, and the f�rst
�nvent�on or concept�on of �t, a pr�or�, must be ent�rely arb�trary. And
even after �t �s suggested, the conjunct�on of �t w�th the cause must
appear equally arb�trary; s�nce there are always many other effects,
wh�ch, to reason, must seem fully as cons�stent and natural. In va�n,
therefore, should we pretend to determ�ne any s�ngle event, or �nfer
any cause or effect, w�thout the ass�stance of observat�on and
exper�ence.

26. Hence we may d�scover the reason why no ph�losopher, who �s
rat�onal and modest, has ever pretended to ass�gn the ult�mate
cause of any natural operat�on, or to show d�st�nctly the act�on of that
power, wh�ch produces any s�ngle effect �n the un�verse. It �s
confessed, that the utmost effort of human reason �s to reduce the
pr�nc�ples, product�ve of natural phenomena, to a greater s�mpl�c�ty,
and to resolve the many part�cular effects �nto a few general causes,
by means of reason�ngs from analogy, exper�ence, and observat�on.
But as to the causes of these general causes, we should �n va�n
attempt the�r d�scovery; nor shall we ever be able to sat�sfy



ourselves, by any part�cular expl�cat�on of them. These ult�mate
spr�ngs and pr�nc�ples are totally shut up from human cur�os�ty and
enqu�ry. Elast�c�ty, grav�ty, cohes�on of parts, commun�cat�on of
mot�on by �mpulse; these are probably the ult�mate causes and
pr�nc�ples wh�ch we shall ever d�scover �n nature; and we may
esteem ourselves suff�c�ently happy, �f, by accurate enqu�ry and
reason�ng, we can trace up the part�cular phenomena to, or near to,
these general pr�nc�ples. The most perfect ph�losophy of the natural
k�nd only staves off our �gnorance a l�ttle longer: as perhaps the most
perfect ph�losophy of the moral or metaphys�cal k�nd serves only to
d�scover larger port�ons of �t. Thus the observat�on of human
bl�ndness and weakness �s the result of all ph�losophy, and meets us
at every turn, �n sp�te of our endeavours to elude or avo�d �t.

27. Nor �s geometry, when taken �nto the ass�stance of natural
ph�losophy, ever able to remedy th�s defect, or lead us �nto the
knowledge of ult�mate causes, by all that accuracy of reason�ng for
wh�ch �t �s so justly celebrated. Every part of m�xed mathemat�cs
proceeds upon the suppos�t�on that certa�n laws are establ�shed by
nature �n her operat�ons; and abstract reason�ngs are employed,
e�ther to ass�st exper�ence �n the d�scovery of these laws, or to
determ�ne the�r �nfluence �n part�cular �nstances, where �t depends
upon any prec�se degree of d�stance and quant�ty. Thus, �t �s a law of
mot�on, d�scovered by exper�ence, that the moment or force of any
body �n mot�on �s �n the compound rat�o or proport�on of �ts sol�d
contents and �ts veloc�ty; and consequently, that a small force may
remove the greatest obstacle or ra�se the greatest we�ght, �f, by any
contr�vance or mach�nery, we can �ncrease the veloc�ty of that force,
so as to make �t an overmatch for �ts antagon�st. Geometry ass�sts
us �n the appl�cat�on of th�s law, by g�v�ng us the just d�mens�ons of
all the parts and f�gures wh�ch can enter �nto any spec�es of
mach�ne; but st�ll the d�scovery of the law �tself �s ow�ng merely to
exper�ence, and all the abstract reason�ngs �n the world could never
lead us one step towards the knowledge of �t. When we reason a
pr�or�, and cons�der merely any object or cause, as �t appears to the
m�nd, �ndependent of all observat�on, �t never could suggest to us the
not�on of any d�st�nct object, such as �ts effect; much less, show us



the �nseparable and �nv�olable connex�on between them. A man must
be very sagac�ous who could d�scover by reason�ng that crystal �s
the effect of heat, and �ce of cold, w�thout be�ng prev�ously
acqua�nted w�th the operat�on of these qual�t�es.

PART II.

28. But we have not yet atta�ned any tolerable sat�sfact�on w�th
regard to the quest�on f�rst proposed. Each solut�on st�ll g�ves r�se to
a new quest�on as d�ff�cult as the forego�ng, and leads us on to
farther enqu�r�es. When �t �s asked, What �s the nature of all our
reason�ngs concern�ng matter of fact? the proper answer seems to
be, that they are founded on the relat�on of cause and effect. When
aga�n �t �s asked, What �s the foundat�on of all our reason�ngs and
conclus�ons concern�ng that relat�on? �t may be repl�ed �n one word,
Exper�ence. But �f we st�ll carry on our s�ft�ng humour, and ask, What
�s the foundat�on of all conclus�ons from exper�ence? th�s �mpl�es a
new quest�on, wh�ch may be of more d�ff�cult solut�on and
expl�cat�on. Ph�losophers, that g�ve themselves a�rs of super�or
w�sdom and suff�c�ency, have a hard task when they encounter
persons of �nqu�s�t�ve d�spos�t�ons, who push them from every corner
to wh�ch they retreat, and who are sure at last to br�ng them to some
dangerous d�lemma. The best exped�ent to prevent th�s confus�on, �s
to be modest �n our pretens�ons; and even to d�scover the d�ff�culty
ourselves before �t �s objected to us. By th�s means, we may make a
k�nd of mer�t of our very �gnorance.

I shall content myself, �n th�s sect�on, w�th an easy task, and shall
pretend only to g�ve a negat�ve answer to the quest�on here
proposed. I say then, that, even after we have exper�ence of the
operat�ons of cause and effect, our conclus�ons from that exper�ence
are not founded on reason�ng, or any process of the understand�ng.
Th�s answer we must endeavour both to expla�n and to defend.

29. It must certa�nly be allowed, that nature has kept us at a great
d�stance from all her secrets, and has afforded us only the
knowledge of a few superf�c�al qual�t�es of objects; wh�le she



conceals from us those powers and pr�nc�ples on wh�ch the �nfluence
of those objects ent�rely depends. Our senses �nform us of the
colour, we�ght, and cons�stence of bread; but ne�ther sense nor
reason can ever �nform us of those qual�t�es wh�ch f�t �t for the
nour�shment and support of a human body. S�ght or feel�ng conveys
an �dea of the actual mot�on of bod�es; but as to that wonderful force
or power, wh�ch would carry on a mov�ng body for ever �n a
cont�nued change of place, and wh�ch bod�es never lose but by
commun�cat�ng �t to others; of th�s we cannot form the most d�stant
concept�on. But notw�thstand�ng th�s �gnorance of natural powers6

and pr�nc�ples, we always presume, when we see l�ke sens�ble
qual�t�es, that they have l�ke secret powers, and expect that effects,
s�m�lar to those wh�ch we have exper�enced, w�ll follow from them. If
a body of l�ke colour and cons�stence w�th that bread, wh�ch we have
formerly eat, be presented to us, we make no scruple of repeat�ng
the exper�ment, and foresee, w�th certa�nty, l�ke nour�shment and
support. Now th�s �s a process of the m�nd or thought, of wh�ch I
would w�ll�ngly know the foundat�on. It �s allowed on all hands that
there �s no known connex�on between the sens�ble qual�t�es and the
secret powers; and consequently, that the m�nd �s not led to form
such a conclus�on concern�ng the�r constant and regular conjunct�on,
by anyth�ng wh�ch �t knows of the�r nature. As to past Exper�ence, �t
can be allowed to g�ve d�rect and certa�n �nformat�on of those prec�se
objects only, and that prec�se per�od of t�me, wh�ch fell under �ts
cogn�zance: but why th�s exper�ence should be extended to future
t�mes, and to other objects, wh�ch for aught we know, may be only �n
appearance s�m�lar; th�s �s the ma�n quest�on on wh�ch I would �ns�st.
The bread, wh�ch I formerly eat, nour�shed me; that �s, a body of
such sens�ble qual�t�es was, at that t�me, endued w�th such secret
powers: but does �t follow, that other bread must also nour�sh me at
another t�me, and that l�ke sens�ble qual�t�es must always be
attended w�th l�ke secret powers? The consequence seems now�se
necessary. At least, �t must be acknowledged that there �s here a
consequence drawn by the m�nd; that there �s a certa�n step taken; a
process of thought, and an �nference, wh�ch wants to be expla�ned.
These two propos�t�ons are far from be�ng the same, I have found
that such an object has always been attended w�th such an effect,



and I foresee, that other objects, wh�ch are, �n appearance, s�m�lar,
w�ll be attended w�th s�m�lar effects. I shall allow, �f you please, that
the one propos�t�on may justly be �nferred from the other: I know, �n
fact, that �t always �s �nferred. But �f you �ns�st that the �nference �s
made by a cha�n of reason�ng, I des�re you to produce that
reason�ng. The connex�on between these propos�t�ons �s not
�ntu�t�ve. There �s requ�red a med�um, wh�ch may enable the m�nd to
draw such an �nference, �f �ndeed �t be drawn by reason�ng and
argument. What that med�um �s, I must confess, passes my
comprehens�on; and �t �s �ncumbent on those to produce �t, who
assert that �t really ex�sts, and �s the or�g�n of all our conclus�ons
concern�ng matter of fact.

30. Th�s negat�ve argument must certa�nly, �n process of t�me,
become altogether conv�nc�ng, �f many penetrat�ng and able
ph�losophers shall turn the�r enqu�r�es th�s way and no one be ever
able to d�scover any connect�ng propos�t�on or �ntermed�ate step,
wh�ch supports the understand�ng �n th�s conclus�on. But as the
quest�on �s yet new, every reader may not trust so far to h�s own
penetrat�on, as to conclude, because an argument escapes h�s
enqu�ry, that therefore �t does not really ex�st. For th�s reason �t may
be requ�s�te to venture upon a more d�ff�cult task; and enumerat�ng
all the branches of human knowledge, endeavour to show that none
of them can afford such an argument.

All reason�ngs may be d�v�ded �nto two k�nds, namely, demonstrat�ve
reason�ng, or that concern�ng relat�ons of �deas, and moral
reason�ng, or that concern�ng matter of fact and ex�stence. That
there are no demonstrat�ve arguments �n the case seems ev�dent;
s�nce �t �mpl�es no contrad�ct�on that the course of nature may
change, and that an object, seem�ngly l�ke those wh�ch we have
exper�enced, may be attended w�th d�fferent or contrary effects. May
I not clearly and d�st�nctly conce�ve that a body, fall�ng from the
clouds, and wh�ch, �n all other respects, resembles snow, has yet the
taste of salt or feel�ng of f�re? Is there any more �ntell�g�ble
propos�t�on than to aff�rm, that all the trees w�ll flour�sh �n December
and January, and decay �n May and June? Now whatever �s



�ntell�g�ble, and can be d�st�nctly conce�ved, �mpl�es no contrad�ct�on,
and can never be proved false by any demonstrat�ve argument or
abstract reason�ng pr�or�.

If we be, therefore, engaged by arguments to put trust �n past
exper�ence, and make �t the standard of our future judgement, these
arguments must be probable only, or such as regard matter of fact
and real ex�stence, accord�ng to the d�v�s�on above ment�oned. But
that there �s no argument of th�s k�nd, must appear, �f our expl�cat�on
of that spec�es of reason�ng be adm�tted as sol�d and sat�sfactory.
We have sa�d that all arguments concern�ng ex�stence are founded
on the relat�on of cause and effect; that our knowledge of that
relat�on �s der�ved ent�rely from exper�ence; and that all our
exper�mental conclus�ons proceed upon the suppos�t�on that the
future w�ll be conformable to the past. To endeavour, therefore, the
proof of th�s last suppos�t�on by probable arguments, or arguments
regard�ng ex�stence, must be ev�dently go�ng �n a c�rcle, and tak�ng
that for granted, wh�ch �s the very po�nt �n quest�on.

31. In real�ty, all arguments from exper�ence are founded on the
s�m�lar�ty wh�ch we d�scover among natural objects, and by wh�ch we
are �nduced to expect effects s�m�lar to those wh�ch we have found to
follow from such objects. And though none but a fool or madman w�ll
ever pretend to d�spute the author�ty of exper�ence, or to reject that
great gu�de of human l�fe, �t may surely be allowed a ph�losopher to
have so much cur�os�ty at least as to exam�ne the pr�nc�ple of human
nature, wh�ch g�ves th�s m�ghty author�ty to exper�ence, and makes
us draw advantage from that s�m�lar�ty wh�ch nature has placed
among d�fferent objects. From causes wh�ch appear s�m�lar we
expect s�m�lar effects. Th�s �s the sum of all our exper�mental
conclus�ons. Now �t seems ev�dent that, �f th�s conclus�on were
formed by reason, �t would be as perfect at f�rst, and upon one
�nstance, as after ever so long a course of exper�ence. But the case
�s far otherw�se. Noth�ng so l�ke as eggs; yet no one, on account of
th�s appear�ng s�m�lar�ty, expects the same taste and rel�sh �n all of
them. It �s only after a long course of un�form exper�ments �n any
k�nd, that we atta�n a f�rm rel�ance and secur�ty w�th regard to a



part�cular event. Now where �s that process of reason�ng wh�ch, from
one �nstance, draws a conclus�on, so d�fferent from that wh�ch �t
�nfers from a hundred �nstances that are now�se d�fferent from that
s�ngle one? Th�s quest�on I propose as much for the sake of
�nformat�on, as w�th an �ntent�on of ra�s�ng d�ff�cult�es. I cannot f�nd, I
cannot �mag�ne any such reason�ng. But I keep my m�nd st�ll open to
�nstruct�on, �f any one w�ll vouchsafe to bestow �t on me.

32. Should �t be sa�d that, from a number of un�form exper�ments, we
�nfer a connex�on between the sens�ble qual�t�es and the secret
powers; th�s, I must confess, seems the same d�ff�culty, couched �n
d�fferent terms. The quest�on st�ll recurs, on what process of
argument th�s �nference �s founded? Where �s the med�um, the
�nterpos�ng �deas, wh�ch jo�n propos�t�ons so very w�de of each
other? It �s confessed that the colour, cons�stence, and other
sens�ble qual�t�es of bread appear not, of themselves, to have any
connex�on w�th the secret powers of nour�shment and support. For
otherw�se we could �nfer these secret powers from the f�rst
appearance of these sens�ble qual�t�es, w�thout the a�d of
exper�ence; contrary to the sent�ment of all ph�losophers, and
contrary to pla�n matter of fact. Here, then, �s our natural state of
�gnorance w�th regard to the powers and �nfluence of all objects. How
�s th�s remed�ed by exper�ence? It only shows us a number of
un�form effects, result�ng from certa�n objects, and teaches us that
those part�cular objects, at that part�cular t�me, were endowed w�th
such powers and forces. When a new object, endowed w�th s�m�lar
sens�ble qual�t�es, �s produced, we expect s�m�lar powers and forces,
and look for a l�ke effect. From a body of l�ke colour and cons�stence
w�th bread we expect l�ke nour�shment and support. But th�s surely �s
a step or progress of the m�nd, wh�ch wants to be expla�ned. When a
man says, I have found, �n all past �nstances, such sens�ble qual�t�es
conjo�ned w�th such secret powers: And when he says, S�m�lar
sens�ble qual�t�es w�ll always be conjo�ned w�th s�m�lar secret
powers, he �s not gu�lty of a tautology, nor are these propos�t�ons �n
any respect the same. You say that the one propos�t�on �s an
�nference from the other. But you must confess that the �nference �s
not �ntu�t�ve; ne�ther �s �t demonstrat�ve: Of what nature �s �t, then? To



say �t �s exper�mental, �s begg�ng the quest�on. For all �nferences
from exper�ence suppose, as the�r foundat�on, that the future w�ll
resemble the past, and that s�m�lar powers w�ll be conjo�ned w�th
s�m�lar sens�ble qual�t�es. If there be any susp�c�on that the course of
nature may change, and that the past may be no rule for the future,
all exper�ence becomes useless, and can g�ve r�se to no �nference or
conclus�on. It �s �mposs�ble, therefore, that any arguments from
exper�ence can prove th�s resemblance of the past to the future;
s�nce all these arguments are founded on the suppos�t�on of that
resemblance. Let the course of th�ngs be allowed h�therto ever so
regular; that alone, w�thout some new argument or �nference, proves
not that, for the future, �t w�ll cont�nue so. In va�n do you pretend to
have learned the nature of bod�es from your past exper�ence. The�r
secret nature, and consequently all the�r effects and �nfluence, may
change, w�thout any change �n the�r sens�ble qual�t�es. Th�s happens
somet�mes, and w�th regard to some objects: Why may �t not happen
always, and w�th regard to all objects? What log�c, what process of
argument secures you aga�nst th�s suppos�t�on? My pract�ce, you
say, refutes my doubts. But you m�stake the purport of my quest�on.
As an agent, I am qu�te sat�sf�ed �n the po�nt; but as a ph�losopher,
who has some share of cur�os�ty, I w�ll not say scept�c�sm, I want to
learn the foundat�on of th�s �nference. No read�ng, no enqu�ry has yet
been able to remove my d�ff�culty, or g�ve me sat�sfact�on �n a matter
of such �mportance. Can I do better than propose the d�ff�culty to the
publ�c, even though, perhaps, I have small hopes of obta�n�ng a
solut�on? We shall at least, by th�s means, be sens�ble of our
�gnorance, �f we do not augment our knowledge.

33. I must confess that a man �s gu�lty of unpardonable arrogance
who concludes, because an argument has escaped h�s own
�nvest�gat�on, that therefore �t does not really ex�st. I must also
confess that, though all the learned, for several ages, should have
employed themselves �n fru�tless search upon any subject, �t may
st�ll, perhaps, be rash to conclude pos�t�vely that the subject must,
therefore, pass all human comprehens�on. Even though we exam�ne
all the sources of our knowledge, and conclude them unf�t for such a
subject, there may st�ll rema�n a susp�c�on, that the enumerat�on �s



not complete, or the exam�nat�on not accurate. But w�th regard to the
present subject, there are some cons�derat�ons wh�ch seem to
remove all th�s accusat�on of arrogance or susp�c�on of m�stake.

It �s certa�n that the most �gnorant and stup�d peasants—nay �nfants,
nay even brute beasts—�mprove by exper�ence, and learn the
qual�t�es of natural objects, by observ�ng the effects wh�ch result from
them. When a ch�ld has felt the sensat�on of pa�n from touch�ng the
flame of a candle, he w�ll be careful not to put h�s hand near any
candle; but w�ll expect a s�m�lar effect from a cause wh�ch �s s�m�lar
�n �ts sens�ble qual�t�es and appearance. If you assert, therefore, that
the understand�ng of the ch�ld �s led �nto th�s conclus�on by any
process of argument or rat�oc�nat�on, I may justly requ�re you to
produce that argument; nor have you any pretence to refuse so
equ�table a demand. You cannot say that the argument �s abstruse,
and may poss�bly escape your enqu�ry; s�nce you confess that �t �s
obv�ous to the capac�ty of a mere �nfant. If you hes�tate, therefore, a
moment, or �f, after reflect�on, you produce any �ntr�cate or profound
argument, you, �n a manner, g�ve up the quest�on, and confess that �t
�s not reason�ng wh�ch engages us to suppose the past resembl�ng
the future, and to expect s�m�lar effects from causes wh�ch are, to
appearance, s�m�lar. Th�s �s the propos�t�on wh�ch I �ntended to
enforce �n the present sect�on. If I be r�ght, I pretend not to have
made any m�ghty d�scovery. And �f I be wrong, I must acknowledge
myself to be �ndeed a very backward scholar; s�nce I cannot now
d�scover an argument wh�ch, �t seems, was perfectly fam�l�ar to me
long before I was out of my cradle.



SECTION V.

SCEPTICAL SOLUTION OF THESE DOUBTS.

PART I.

34. The pass�on for ph�losophy, l�ke that for rel�g�on, seems l�able to
th�s �nconven�ence, that, though �t a�ms at the correct�on of our
manners, and ext�rpat�on of our v�ces, �t may only serve, by
�mprudent management, to foster a predom�nant �ncl�nat�on, and
push the m�nd, w�th more determ�ned resolut�on, towards that s�de
wh�ch already draws too much, by the b�as and propens�ty of the
natural temper. It �s certa�n that, wh�le we asp�re to the magnan�mous
f�rmness of the ph�losoph�c sage, and endeavour to conf�ne our
pleasures altogether w�th�n our own m�nds, we may, at last, render
our ph�losophy l�ke that of Ep�ctetus, and other Sto�cs, only a more
ref�ned system of self�shness, and reason ourselves out of all v�rtue
as well as soc�al enjoyment. Wh�le we study w�th attent�on the van�ty
of human l�fe, and turn all our thoughts towards the empty and
trans�tory nature of r�ches and honours, we are, perhaps, all the
wh�le flatter�ng our natural �ndolence, wh�ch, hat�ng the bustle of the
world, and drudgery of bus�ness, seeks a pretence of reason to g�ve
�tself a full and uncontrolled �ndulgence. There �s, however, one
spec�es of ph�losophy wh�ch seems l�ttle l�able to th�s �nconven�ence,
and that because �t str�kes �n w�th no d�sorderly pass�on of the
human m�nd, nor can m�ngle �tself w�th any natural affect�on or
propens�ty; and that �s the Academ�c or Scept�cal ph�losophy. The
academ�cs always talk of doubt and suspense of judgement, of
danger �n hasty determ�nat�ons, of conf�n�ng to very narrow bounds
the enqu�r�es of the understand�ng, and of renounc�ng all
speculat�ons wh�ch l�e not w�th�n the l�m�ts of common l�fe and
pract�ce. Noth�ng, therefore, can be more contrary than such a
ph�losophy to the sup�ne �ndolence of the m�nd, �ts rash arrogance,



�ts lofty pretens�ons, and �ts superst�t�ous credul�ty. Every pass�on �s
mort�f�ed by �t, except the love of truth; and that pass�on never �s, nor
can be, carr�ed to too h�gh a degree. It �s surpr�s�ng, therefore, that
th�s ph�losophy, wh�ch, �n almost every �nstance, must be harmless
and �nnocent, should be the subject of so much groundless reproach
and obloquy. But, perhaps, the very c�rcumstance wh�ch renders �t so
�nnocent �s what ch�efly exposes �t to the publ�c hatred and
resentment. By flatter�ng no �rregular pass�on, �t ga�ns few part�zans:
By oppos�ng so many v�ces and foll�es, �t ra�ses to �tself abundance
of enem�es, who st�gmat�ze �t as l�bert�ne profane, and �rrel�g�ous.

Nor need we fear that th�s ph�losophy, wh�le �t endeavours to l�m�t our
enqu�r�es to common l�fe, should ever underm�ne the reason�ngs of
common l�fe, and carry �ts doubts so far as to destroy all act�on, as
well as speculat�on. Nature w�ll always ma�nta�n her r�ghts, and
preva�l �n the end over any abstract reason�ng whatsoever. Though
we should conclude, for �nstance, as �n the forego�ng sect�on, that, �n
all reason�ngs from exper�ence, there �s a step taken by the m�nd
wh�ch �s not supported by any argument or process of the
understand�ng; there �s no danger that these reason�ngs, on wh�ch
almost all knowledge depends, w�ll ever be affected by such a
d�scovery. If the m�nd be not engaged by argument to make th�s
step, �t must be �nduced by some other pr�nc�ple of equal we�ght and
author�ty; and that pr�nc�ple w�ll preserve �ts �nfluence as long as
human nature rema�ns the same. What that pr�nc�ple �s may well be
worth the pa�ns of enqu�ry.

35. Suppose a person, though endowed w�th the strongest facult�es
of reason and reflect�on, to be brought on a sudden �nto th�s world;
he would, �ndeed, �mmed�ately observe a cont�nual success�on of
objects, and one event follow�ng another; but he would not be able to
d�scover anyth�ng farther. He would not, at f�rst, by any reason�ng, be
able to reach the �dea of cause and effect; s�nce the part�cular
powers, by wh�ch all natural operat�ons are performed, never appear
to the senses; nor �s �t reasonable to conclude, merely because one
event, �n one �nstance, precedes another, that therefore the one �s
the cause, the other the effect. The�r conjunct�on may be arb�trary



and casual. There may be no reason to �nfer the ex�stence of one
from the appearance of the other. And �n a word, such a person,
w�thout more exper�ence, could never employ h�s conjecture or
reason�ng concern�ng any matter of fact, or be assured of anyth�ng
beyond what was �mmed�ately present to h�s memory and senses.

Suppose, aga�n, that he has acqu�red more exper�ence, and has
l�ved so long �n the world as to have observed fam�l�ar objects or
events to be constantly conjo�ned together; what �s the consequence
of th�s exper�ence? He �mmed�ately �nfers the ex�stence of one object
from the appearance of the other. Yet he has not, by all h�s
exper�ence, acqu�red any �dea or knowledge of the secret power by
wh�ch the one object produces the other; nor �s �t, by any process of
reason�ng, he �s engaged to draw th�s �nference. But st�ll he f�nds
h�mself determ�ned to draw �t: And though he should be conv�nced
that h�s understand�ng has no part �n the operat�on, he would
nevertheless cont�nue �n the same course of th�nk�ng. There �s some
other pr�nc�ple wh�ch determ�nes h�m to form such a conclus�on.

36. Th�s pr�nc�ple �s Custom or Hab�t. For wherever the repet�t�on of
any part�cular act or operat�on produces a propens�ty to renew the
same act or operat�on, w�thout be�ng �mpelled by any reason�ng or
process of the understand�ng, we always say, that th�s propens�ty �s
the effect of Custom. By employ�ng that word, we pretend not to
have g�ven the ult�mate reason of such a propens�ty. We only po�nt
out a pr�nc�ple of human nature, wh�ch �s un�versally acknowledged,
and wh�ch �s well known by �ts effects. Perhaps we can push our
enqu�r�es no farther, or pretend to g�ve the cause of th�s cause; but
must rest contented w�th �t as the ult�mate pr�nc�ple, wh�ch we can
ass�gn, of all our conclus�ons from exper�ence. It �s suff�c�ent
sat�sfact�on, that we can go so far, w�thout rep�n�ng at the
narrowness of our facult�es because they w�ll carry us no farther. And
�t �s certa�n we here advance a very �ntell�g�ble propos�t�on at least, �f
not a true one, when we assert that, after the constant conjunct�on of
two objects—heat and flame, for �nstance, we�ght and sol�d�ty—we
are determ�ned by custom alone to expect the one from the
appearance of the other. Th�s hypothes�s seems even the only one



wh�ch expla�ns the d�ff�culty, why we draw, from a thousand
�nstances, an �nference wh�ch we are not able to draw from one
�nstance, that �s, �n no respect, d�fferent from them. Reason �s
�ncapable of any such var�at�on. The conclus�ons wh�ch �t draws from
cons�der�ng one c�rcle are the same wh�ch �t would form upon
survey�ng all the c�rcles �n the un�verse. But no man, hav�ng seen
only one body move after be�ng �mpelled by another, could �nfer that
every other body w�ll move after a l�ke �mpulse. All �nferences from
exper�ence, therefore, are effects of custom, not of reason�ng7.

Custom, then, �s the great gu�de of human l�fe. It �s that pr�nc�ple
alone wh�ch renders our exper�ence useful to us, and makes us
expect, for the future, a s�m�lar tra�n of events w�th those wh�ch have
appeared �n the past.

W�thout the �nfluence of custom, we should be ent�rely �gnorant of
every matter of fact beyond what �s �mmed�ately present to the
memory and senses. We should never know how to adjust means to
ends, or to employ our natural powers �n the product�on of any effect.
There would be an end at once of all act�on, as well as of the ch�ef
part of speculat�on.

37. But here �t may be proper to remark, that though our conclus�ons
from exper�ence carry us beyond our memory and senses, and
assure us of matters of fact wh�ch happened �n the most d�stant
places and most remote ages, yet some fact must always be present
to the senses or memory, from wh�ch we may f�rst proceed �n
draw�ng these conclus�ons. A man, who should f�nd �n a desert
country the rema�ns of pompous bu�ld�ngs, would conclude that the
country had, �n anc�ent t�mes, been cult�vated by c�v�l�zed �nhab�tants;
but d�d noth�ng of th�s nature occur to h�m, he could never form such
an �nference. We learn the events of former ages from h�story; but
then we must peruse the volumes �n wh�ch th�s �nstruct�on �s
conta�ned, and thence carry up our �nferences from one test�mony to
another, t�ll we arr�ve at the eyew�tnesses and spectators of these
d�stant events. In a word, �f we proceed not upon some fact, present
to the memory or senses, our reason�ngs would be merely



hypothet�cal; and however the part�cular l�nks m�ght be connected
w�th each other, the whole cha�n of �nferences would have noth�ng to
support �t, nor could we ever, by �ts means, arr�ve at the knowledge
of any real ex�stence. If I ask why you bel�eve any part�cular matter
of fact, wh�ch you relate, you must tell me some reason; and th�s
reason w�ll be some other fact, connected w�th �t. But as you cannot
proceed after th�s manner, �n �nf�n�tum, you must at last term�nate �n
some fact, wh�ch �s present to your memory or senses; or must allow
that your bel�ef �s ent�rely w�thout foundat�on.

38. What, then, �s the conclus�on of the whole matter? A s�mple one;
though, �t must be confessed, pretty remote from the common
theor�es of ph�losophy. All bel�ef of matter of fact or real ex�stence �s
der�ved merely from some object, present to the memory or senses,
and a customary conjunct�on between that and some other object.
Or �n other words; hav�ng found, �n many �nstances, that any two
k�nds of objects—flame and heat, snow and cold—have always been
conjo�ned together; �f flame or snow be presented anew to the
senses, the m�nd �s carr�ed by custom to expect heat or cold, and to
bel�eve that such a qual�ty does ex�st, and w�ll d�scover �tself upon a
nearer approach. Th�s bel�ef �s the necessary result of plac�ng the
m�nd �n such c�rcumstances. It �s an operat�on of the soul, when we
are so s�tuated, as unavo�dable as to feel the pass�on of love, when
we rece�ve benef�ts; or hatred, when we meet w�th �njur�es. All these
operat�ons are a spec�es of natural �nst�ncts, wh�ch no reason�ng or
process of the thought and understand�ng �s able e�ther to produce
or to prevent.

At th�s po�nt, �t would be very allowable for us to stop our
ph�losoph�cal researches. In most quest�ons we can never make a
s�ngle step farther; and �n all quest�ons we must term�nate here at
last, after our most restless and cur�ous enqu�r�es. But st�ll our
cur�os�ty w�ll be pardonable, perhaps commendable, �f �t carry us on
to st�ll farther researches, and make us exam�ne more accurately the
nature of th�s bel�ef, and of the customary conjunct�on, whence �t �s
der�ved. By th�s means we may meet w�th some expl�cat�ons and
analog�es that w�ll g�ve sat�sfact�on; at least to such as love the



abstract sc�ences, and can be enterta�ned w�th speculat�ons, wh�ch,
however accurate, may st�ll reta�n a degree of doubt and uncerta�nty.
As to readers of a d�fferent taste; the rema�n�ng part of th�s sect�on �s
not calculated for them, and the follow�ng enqu�r�es may well be
understood, though �t be neglected.

PART II.

39. Noth�ng �s more free than the �mag�nat�on of man; and though �t
cannot exceed that or�g�nal stock of �deas furn�shed by the �nternal
and external senses, �t has unl�m�ted power of m�x�ng, compound�ng,
separat�ng, and d�v�d�ng these �deas, �n all the var�et�es of f�ct�on and
v�s�on. It can fe�gn a tra�n of events, w�th all the appearance of real�ty,
ascr�be to them a part�cular t�me and place, conce�ve them as
ex�stent, and pa�nt them out to �tself w�th every c�rcumstance, that
belongs to any h�stor�cal fact, wh�ch �t bel�eves w�th the greatest
certa�nty. Where�n, therefore, cons�sts the d�fference between such a
f�ct�on and bel�ef? It l�es not merely �n any pecul�ar �dea, wh�ch �s
annexed to such a concept�on as commands our assent, and wh�ch
�s want�ng to every known f�ct�on. For as the m�nd has author�ty over
all �ts �deas, �t could voluntar�ly annex th�s part�cular �dea to any
f�ct�on, and consequently be able to bel�eve whatever �t pleases;
contrary to what we f�nd by da�ly exper�ence. We can, �n our
concept�on, jo�n the head of a man to the body of a horse; but �t �s
not �n our power to bel�eve that such an an�mal has ever really
ex�sted.

It follows, therefore, that the d�fference between f�ct�on and bel�ef l�es
�n some sent�ment or feel�ng, wh�ch �s annexed to the latter, not to
the former, and wh�ch depends not on the w�ll, nor can be
commanded at pleasure. It must be exc�ted by nature, l�ke all other
sent�ments; and must ar�se from the part�cular s�tuat�on, �n wh�ch the
m�nd �s placed at any part�cular juncture. Whenever any object �s
presented to the memory or senses, �t �mmed�ately, by the force of
custom, carr�es the �mag�nat�on to conce�ve that object, wh�ch �s
usually conjo�ned to �t; and th�s concept�on �s attended w�th a feel�ng
or sent�ment, d�fferent from the loose rever�es of the fancy. In th�s



cons�sts the whole nature of bel�ef. For as there �s no matter of fact
wh�ch we bel�eve so f�rmly that we cannot conce�ve the contrary,
there would be no d�fference between the concept�on assented to
and that wh�ch �s rejected, were �t not for some sent�ment wh�ch
d�st�ngu�shes the one from the other. If I see a b�ll�ard-ball mov�ng
towards another, on a smooth table, I can eas�ly conce�ve �t to stop
upon contact. Th�s concept�on �mpl�es no contrad�ct�on; but st�ll �t
feels very d�fferently from that concept�on by wh�ch I represent to
myself the �mpulse and the commun�cat�on of mot�on from one ball to
another.

40. Were we to attempt a def�n�t�on of th�s sent�ment, we should,
perhaps, f�nd �t a very d�ff�cult, �f not an �mposs�ble task; �n the same
manner as �f we should endeavour to def�ne the feel�ng of cold or
pass�on of anger, to a creature who never had any exper�ence of
these sent�ments. Bel�ef �s the true and proper name of th�s feel�ng;
and no one �s ever at a loss to know the mean�ng of that term;
because every man �s every moment consc�ous of the sent�ment
represented by �t. It may not, however, be �mproper to attempt a
descr�pt�on of th�s sent�ment; �n hopes we may, by that means, arr�ve
at some analog�es, wh�ch may afford a more perfect expl�cat�on of �t.
I say, then, that bel�ef �s noth�ng but a more v�v�d, l�vely, forc�ble, f�rm,
steady concept�on of an object, than what the �mag�nat�on alone �s
ever able to atta�n. 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, or what �s taken for such, 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
f�ct�t�ous 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 th�s faculty of
�mag�nat�on can ever, of �tself, reach bel�ef, �t �s ev�dent that bel�ef
cons�sts not �n the pecul�ar nature or order of �deas, but �n the
manner of the�r concept�on, and �n the�r feel�ng to the m�nd. I



confess, that �t �s �mposs�ble perfectly to expla�n th�s feel�ng or
manner of concept�on. We may make use of words wh�ch express
someth�ng near �t. But �ts true and proper name, as we observed
before, �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 bel�ef �s someth�ng felt by the m�nd, wh�ch
d�st�ngu�shes the �deas of the judgement from the f�ct�ons of the
�mag�nat�on. It g�ves them more we�ght and �nfluence; makes them
appear of greater �mportance; enforces them �n the m�nd; and
renders them the govern�ng pr�nc�ple of our act�ons. I hear at
present, for �nstance, a person's vo�ce, w�th whom I am acqua�nted;
and the sound comes as from the next room. Th�s �mpress�on of my
senses �mmed�ately conveys my thought to the person, together w�th
all the surround�ng objects. I pa�nt them out to myself as ex�st�ng at
present, w�th the same qual�t�es and relat�ons, of wh�ch I formerly
knew them possessed. These �deas take faster hold of my m�nd than
�deas of an enchanted castle. They are very d�fferent to the feel�ng,
and have a much greater �nfluence of every k�nd, e�ther to g�ve
pleasure or pa�n, joy or sorrow.

Let us, then, take �n the whole compass of th�s doctr�ne, and allow,
that the sent�ment of bel�ef �s noth�ng but a concept�on more �ntense
and steady than what attends the mere f�ct�ons of the �mag�nat�on,
and that th�s manner of concept�on ar�ses from a customary
conjunct�on of the object w�th someth�ng present to the memory or
senses: I bel�eve that �t w�ll not be d�ff�cult, upon these suppos�t�ons,
to f�nd other operat�ons of the m�nd analogous to �t, and to trace up
these phenomena to pr�nc�ples st�ll more general.

41. We have already observed that nature has establ�shed
connex�ons among part�cular �deas, and that no sooner one �dea
occurs to our thoughts than �t �ntroduces �ts correlat�ve, and carr�es
our attent�on towards �t, by a gentle and �nsens�ble movement. These
pr�nc�ples of connex�on or assoc�at�on we have reduced to three,
namely, Resemblance, Cont�gu�ty and Causat�on; wh�ch are the only
bonds that un�te our thoughts together, and beget that regular tra�n of
reflect�on or d�scourse, wh�ch, �n a greater or less degree, takes



place among all mank�nd. Now here ar�ses a quest�on, on wh�ch the
solut�on of the present d�ff�culty w�ll depend. Does �t happen, �n all
these relat�ons, that, when one of the objects �s presented to the
senses or memory, the m�nd �s not only carr�ed to the concept�on of
the correlat�ve, but reaches a stead�er and stronger concept�on of �t
than what otherw�se �t would have been able to atta�n? Th�s seems
to be the case w�th that bel�ef wh�ch ar�ses from the relat�on of cause
and effect. And �f the case be the same w�th the other relat�ons or
pr�nc�ples of assoc�at�ons, th�s may be establ�shed as a general law,
wh�ch takes place �n all the operat�ons of the m�nd.

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 enl�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, 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
weakened than enl�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 reflect�on �n
an �mage, wh�ch �s equally d�stant and obscure.

The ceremon�es of the Roman Cathol�c rel�g�on may be cons�dered
as �nstances of the same nature. The devotees of that superst�t�on
usually plead �n excuse for 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, �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 enl�ven�ng the �deas �s very common; and
as �n every case a resemblance and a present �mpress�on must
concur, we are abundantly suppl�ed w�th exper�ments to prove the
real�ty of the forego�ng pr�nc�ple.

42. 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, wh�ch �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 or 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 between
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�on8.

43. 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�ques of sa�nts and holy men, for the same
reason, that they seek after types or �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,
that one of the best rel�ques, wh�ch a devotee could 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, by wh�ch we
learn the real�ty of h�s ex�stence.

Suppose, that the son of a fr�end, who had been long dead or
absent, were presented to us; �t �s ev�dent, that th�s object would
�nstantly rev�ve �ts correlat�ve �dea, and recal to our thoughts all past
�nt�mac�es and fam�l�ar�t�es, �n more l�vely colours than they would
otherw�se have appeared to us. Th�s �s another phaenomenon,
wh�ch seems to prove the pr�nc�ple above ment�oned.

44. We may observe, that, �n these phaenomena, the bel�ef of the
correlat�ve object �s always presupposed; w�thout wh�ch the relat�on
could have no effect. The �nfluence of the p�cture supposes, that we
bel�eve our fr�end to have once ex�sted. Cont�gu�ty to home can
never exc�te our �deas of home, unless we bel�eve that �t really
ex�sts. Now I assert, that th�s bel�ef, where �t reaches beyond the
memory or senses, �s of a s�m�lar nature, and ar�ses from s�m�lar
causes, w�th the trans�t�on of thought and v�vac�ty of concept�on here
expla�ned. When I throw a p�ece of dry wood �nto a f�re, my m�nd �s
�mmed�ately carr�ed to conce�ve, that �t augments, not ext�ngu�shes
the flame. Th�s trans�t�on of thought from the cause to the effect
proceeds not from reason. It der�ves �ts or�g�n altogether from custom
and exper�ence. And as �t f�rst beg�ns from an object, present to the
senses, �t renders the �dea or concept�on of flame more strong and
l�vely than any loose, float�ng rever�e of the �mag�nat�on. That �dea
ar�ses �mmed�ately. The thought moves �nstantly towards �t, and
conveys to �t all that force of concept�on, wh�ch �s der�ved from the
�mpress�on present to the senses. When a sword �s levelled at my
breast, does not the �dea of wound and pa�n str�ke me more strongly,
than when a glass of w�ne �s presented to me, even though by
acc�dent th�s �dea should occur after the appearance of the latter
object? But what �s there �n th�s whole matter to cause such a strong
concept�on, except only a present object and a customary trans�t�on
to the �dea of another object, wh�ch we have been accustomed to
conjo�n w�th the former? Th�s �s the whole operat�on of the m�nd, �n
all our conclus�ons concern�ng matter of fact and ex�stence; and �t �s
a sat�sfact�on to f�nd some analog�es, by wh�ch �t may be expla�ned.



The trans�t�on from a present object does �n all cases g�ve strength
and sol�d�ty to the related �dea.

Here, then, �s a k�nd of pre-establ�shed harmony between the course
of nature and the success�on of our �deas; and though the powers
and forces, by wh�ch the former �s governed, be wholly unknown to
us; yet our thoughts and concept�ons have st�ll, we f�nd, gone on �n
the same tra�n w�th the other works of nature. Custom �s that
pr�nc�ple, by wh�ch th�s correspondence has been effected; so
necessary to the subs�stence of our spec�es, and the regulat�on of
our conduct, �n every c�rcumstance and occurrence of human l�fe.
Had not the presence of an object, �nstantly exc�ted the �dea of those
objects, commonly conjo�ned w�th �t, all our knowledge must have
been l�m�ted to the narrow sphere of our memory and senses; and
we should never have been able to adjust means to ends, or employ
our natural powers, e�ther to the produc�ng of good, or avo�d�ng of
ev�l. Those, who del�ght �n the d�scovery and contemplat�on of f�nal
causes, have here ample subject to employ the�r wonder and
adm�rat�on.

45. I shall add, for a further conf�rmat�on of the forego�ng theory, that,
as th�s operat�on of the m�nd, by wh�ch we �nfer l�ke effects from l�ke
causes, and v�ce versa, �s so essent�al to the subs�stence of all
human creatures, �t �s not probable, that �t could be trusted to the
fallac�ous deduct�ons of our reason, wh�ch �s slow �n �ts operat�ons;
appears not, �n any degree, dur�ng the f�rst years of �nfancy; and at
best �s, �n every age and per�od of human l�fe, extremely l�able to
error and m�stake. It �s more conformable to the ord�nary w�sdom of
nature to secure so necessary an act of the m�nd, by some �nst�nct or
mechan�cal tendency, wh�ch may be �nfall�ble �n �ts operat�ons, may
d�scover �tself at the f�rst appearance of l�fe and thought, and may be
�ndependent of all the laboured deduct�ons of the understand�ng. As
nature has taught us the use of our l�mbs, w�thout g�v�ng us the
knowledge of the muscles and nerves, by wh�ch they are actuated;
so has she �mplanted �n us an �nst�nct, wh�ch carr�es forward the
thought �n a correspondent course to that wh�ch she has establ�shed
among external objects; though we are �gnorant of those powers and



forces, on wh�ch th�s regular course and success�on of objects totally
depends.



SECTION VI

OF PROBABILITY9.

46. Though there be no such th�ng as Chance �n the world; our
�gnorance of the real cause of any event has the same �nfluence on
the understand�ng, and begets a l�ke spec�es of bel�ef or op�n�on.

There �s certa�nly a probab�l�ty, wh�ch ar�ses from a super�or�ty of
chances on any s�de; and accord�ng as th�s super�or�ty encreases,
and surpasses the oppos�te chances, the probab�l�ty rece�ves a
proport�onable encrease, and begets st�ll a h�gher degree of bel�ef or
assent to that s�de, �n wh�ch we d�scover the super�or�ty. If a dye
were marked w�th one f�gure or number of spots on four s�des, and
w�th another f�gure or number of spots on the two rema�n�ng s�des, �t
would be more probable, that the former would turn up than the
latter; though, �f �t had a thousand s�des marked �n the same manner,
and only one s�de d�fferent, the probab�l�ty would be much h�gher,
and our bel�ef or expectat�on of the event more steady and secure.
Th�s process of the thought or reason�ng may seem tr�v�al and
obv�ous; but to those who cons�der �t more narrowly, �t may, perhaps,
afford matter for cur�ous speculat�on.

It seems ev�dent, that, when the m�nd looks forward to d�scover the
event, wh�ch may result from the throw of such a dye, �t cons�ders
the turn�ng up of each part�cular s�de as al�ke probable; and th�s �s
the very nature of chance, to render all the part�cular events,
comprehended �n �t, ent�rely equal. But f�nd�ng a greater number of
s�des concur �n the one event than �n the other, the m�nd �s carr�ed
more frequently to that event, and meets �t oftener, �n revolv�ng the
var�ous poss�b�l�t�es or chances, on wh�ch the ult�mate result
depends. Th�s concurrence of several v�ews �n one part�cular event
begets �mmed�ately, by an �nexpl�cable contr�vance of nature, the



sent�ment of bel�ef, and g�ves that event the advantage over �ts
antagon�st, wh�ch �s supported by a smaller number of v�ews, and
recurs less frequently to the m�nd. If we allow, that bel�ef �s noth�ng
but a f�rmer and stronger concept�on of an object than what attends
the mere f�ct�ons of the �mag�nat�on, th�s operat�on may, perhaps, �n
some measure, be accounted for. The concurrence of these several
v�ews or gl�mpses �mpr�nts the �dea more strongly on the
�mag�nat�on; g�ves �t super�or force and v�gour; renders �ts �nfluence
on the pass�ons and affect�ons more sens�ble; and �n a word, begets
that rel�ance or secur�ty, wh�ch const�tutes the nature of bel�ef and
op�n�on.

47. The case �s the same w�th the probab�l�ty of causes, as w�th that
of chance. There are some causes, wh�ch are ent�rely un�form and
constant �n produc�ng a part�cular effect; and no �nstance has ever
yet been found of any fa�lure or �rregular�ty �n the�r operat�on. F�re
has always burned, and water suffocated every human creature: The
product�on of mot�on by �mpulse and grav�ty �s an un�versal law,
wh�ch has h�therto adm�tted of no except�on. But there are other
causes, wh�ch have been found more �rregular and uncerta�n; nor
has rhubarb always proved a purge, or op�um a sopor�f�c to every
one, who has taken these med�c�nes. It �s true, when any cause fa�ls
of produc�ng �ts usual effect, ph�losophers ascr�be not th�s to any
�rregular�ty �n nature; but suppose, that some secret causes, �n the
part�cular structure of parts, have prevented the operat�on. Our
reason�ngs, however, and conclus�ons concern�ng the event are the
same as �f th�s pr�nc�ple had no place. Be�ng determ�ned by custom
to transfer the past to the future, �n all our �nferences; where the past
has been ent�rely regular and un�form, we expect the event w�th the
greatest assurance, and leave no room for any contrary suppos�t�on.
But where d�fferent effects have been found to follow from causes,
wh�ch are to appearance exactly s�m�lar, all these var�ous effects
must occur to the m�nd �n transferr�ng the past to the future, and
enter �nto our cons�derat�on, when we determ�ne the probab�l�ty of
the event. Though we g�ve the preference to that wh�ch has been
found most usual, and bel�eve that th�s effect w�ll ex�st, we must not
overlook the other effects, but must ass�gn to each of them a



part�cular we�ght and author�ty, �n proport�on as we have found �t to
be more or less frequent. It �s more probable, �n almost every country
of Europe, that there w�ll be frost somet�me �n January, than that the
weather w�ll cont�nue open throughout that whole month; though th�s
probab�l�ty var�es accord�ng to the d�fferent cl�mates, and approaches
to a certa�nty �n the more northern k�ngdoms. Here then �t seems
ev�dent, that, when we transfer the past to the future, �n order to
determ�ne the effect, wh�ch w�ll result from any cause, we transfer all
the d�fferent events, �n the same proport�on as they have appeared �n
the past, and conce�ve one to have ex�sted a hundred t�mes, for
�nstance, another ten t�mes, and another once. As a great number of
v�ews do here concur �n one event, they fort�fy and conf�rm �t to the
�mag�nat�on, beget that sent�ment wh�ch we call bel�ef, and g�ve �ts
object the preference above the contrary event, wh�ch �s not
supported by an equal number of exper�ments, and recurs not so
frequently to the thought �n transferr�ng the past to the future. Let any
one try to account for th�s operat�on of the m�nd upon any of the
rece�ved systems of ph�losophy, and he w�ll be sens�ble of the
d�ff�culty. For my part, I shall th�nk �t suff�c�ent, �f the present h�nts
exc�te the cur�os�ty of ph�losophers, and make them sens�ble how
defect�ve all common theor�es are �n treat�ng of such cur�ous and
such subl�me subjects.



SECTION VII.

OF THE IDEA OF NECESSARY CONNEXION.

PART I.

48. The great advantage of the mathemat�cal sc�ences above the
moral cons�sts �n th�s, that the �deas of the former, be�ng sens�ble,
are always clear and determ�nate, the smallest d�st�nct�on between
them �s �mmed�ately percept�ble, and the same terms are st�ll
express�ve of the same �deas, w�thout amb�gu�ty or var�at�on. An oval
�s never m�staken for a c�rcle, nor an hyperbola for an ell�ps�s. The
�sosceles and scalenum are d�st�ngu�shed by boundar�es more exact
than v�ce and v�rtue, r�ght and wrong. If any term be def�ned �n
geometry, the m�nd read�ly, of �tself, subst�tutes, on all occas�ons, the
def�n�t�on for the term def�ned: Or even when no def�n�t�on �s
employed, the object �tself may be presented to the senses, and by
that means be stead�ly and clearly apprehended. But the f�ner
sent�ments of the m�nd, the operat�ons of the understand�ng, the
var�ous ag�tat�ons of the pass�ons, though really �n themselves
d�st�nct, eas�ly escape us, when surveyed by reflect�on; nor �s �t �n
our power to recal the or�g�nal object, as often as we have occas�on
to contemplate �t. Amb�gu�ty, by th�s means, �s gradually �ntroduced
�nto our reason�ngs: S�m�lar objects are read�ly taken to be the same:
And the conclus�on becomes at last very w�de of the prem�ses.

One may safely, however, aff�rm, that, �f we cons�der these sc�ences
�n a proper l�ght, the�r advantages and d�sadvantages nearly
compensate each other, and reduce both of them to a state of
equal�ty. If the m�nd, w�th greater fac�l�ty, reta�ns the �deas of
geometry clear and determ�nate, �t must carry on a much longer and
more �ntr�cate cha�n of reason�ng, and compare �deas much w�der of
each other, �n order to reach the abstruser truths of that sc�ence. And



�f moral �deas are apt, w�thout extreme care, to fall �nto obscur�ty and
confus�on, the �nferences are always much shorter �n these
d�squ�s�t�ons, and the �ntermed�ate steps, wh�ch lead to the
conclus�on, much fewer than �n the sc�ences wh�ch treat of quant�ty
and number. In real�ty, there �s scarcely a propos�t�on �n Eucl�d so
s�mple, as not to cons�st of more parts, than are to be found �n any
moral reason�ng wh�ch runs not �nto ch�mera and conce�t. Where we
trace the pr�nc�ples of the human m�nd through a few steps, we may
be very well sat�sf�ed w�th our progress; cons�der�ng how soon nature
throws a bar to all our enqu�r�es concern�ng causes, and reduces us
to an acknowledgment of our �gnorance. The ch�ef obstacle,
therefore, to our �mprovement �n the moral or metaphys�cal sc�ences
�s the obscur�ty of the �deas, and amb�gu�ty of the terms. The
pr�nc�pal d�ff�culty �n the mathemat�cs �s the length of �nferences and
compass of thought, requ�s�te to the form�ng of any conclus�on. And,
perhaps, our progress �n natural ph�losophy �s ch�efly retarded by the
want of proper exper�ments and phaenomena, wh�ch are often
d�scovered by chance, and cannot always be found, when requ�s�te,
even by the most d�l�gent and prudent enqu�ry. As moral ph�losophy
seems h�therto to have rece�ved less �mprovement than e�ther
geometry or phys�cs, we may conclude, that, �f there be any
d�fference �n th�s respect among these sc�ences, the d�ff�cult�es,
wh�ch obstruct the progress of the former, requ�re super�or care and
capac�ty to be surmounted.

49. There are no �deas, wh�ch occur �n metaphys�cs, more obscure
and uncerta�n, than those of power, force, energy or necessary
connex�on, of wh�ch �t �s every moment necessary for us to treat �n all
our d�squ�s�t�ons. We shall, therefore, endeavour, �n th�s sect�on, to
f�x, �f poss�ble, the prec�se mean�ng of these terms, and thereby
remove some part of that obscur�ty, wh�ch �s so much compla�ned of
�n th�s spec�es of ph�losophy.

It seems a propos�t�on, wh�ch w�ll not adm�t of much d�spute, that all
our �deas are noth�ng but cop�es of our �mpress�ons, or, �n other
words, that �t �s �mposs�ble for us to th�nk of any th�ng, wh�ch we have
not antecedently felt, e�ther by our external or �nternal senses. I have



endeavoured10 to expla�n and prove th�s propos�t�on, and have
expressed my hopes, that, by a proper appl�cat�on of �t, men may
reach a greater clearness and prec�s�on �n ph�losoph�cal reason�ngs,
than what they have h�therto been able to atta�n. Complex �deas
may, perhaps, be well known by def�n�t�on, wh�ch �s noth�ng but an
enumerat�on of those parts or s�mple �deas, that compose them. But
when we have pushed up def�n�t�ons to the most s�mple �deas, and
f�nd st�ll some amb�gu�ty and obscur�ty; what resource are we then
possessed of? By what �nvent�on can we throw l�ght upon these
�deas, and render them altogether prec�se and determ�nate to our
�ntellectual v�ew? Produce the �mpress�ons or or�g�nal sent�ments,
from wh�ch the �deas are cop�ed. These �mpress�ons are all strong
and sens�ble. They adm�t not of amb�gu�ty. They are not only placed
�n a full l�ght themselves, but may throw l�ght on the�r correspondent
�deas, wh�ch l�e �n obscur�ty. And by th�s means, we may, perhaps,
atta�n a new m�croscope or spec�es of opt�cs, by wh�ch, �n the moral
sc�ences, the most m�nute, and most s�mple �deas may be so
enlarged as to fall read�ly under our apprehens�on, and be equally
known w�th the grossest and most sens�ble �deas, that can be the
object of our enqu�ry.

50. To be fully acqua�nted, therefore, w�th the �dea of power or
necessary connex�on, let us exam�ne �ts �mpress�on; and �n order to
f�nd the �mpress�on w�th greater certa�nty, let us search for �t �n all the
sources, from wh�ch �t may poss�bly be der�ved.

When we look about us towards external objects, and cons�der the
operat�on of causes, we are never able, �n a s�ngle �nstance, to
d�scover any power or necessary connex�on; any qual�ty, wh�ch b�nds
the effect to the cause, and renders the one an �nfall�ble
consequence of the other. We only f�nd, that the one does actually, �n
fact, follow the other. The �mpulse of one b�ll�ard-ball �s attended w�th
mot�on �n the second. Th�s �s the whole that appears to the outward
senses. The m�nd feels no sent�ment or �nward �mpress�on from th�s
success�on of objects: Consequently, there �s not, �n any s�ngle,
part�cular �nstance of cause and effect, any th�ng wh�ch can suggest
the �dea of power or necessary connex�on.



From the f�rst appearance of an object, we never can conjecture
what effect w�ll result from �t. But were the power or energy of any
cause d�scoverable by the m�nd, we could foresee the effect, even
w�thout exper�ence; and m�ght, at f�rst, pronounce w�th certa�nty
concern�ng �t, by mere d�nt of thought and reason�ng.

In real�ty, there �s no part of matter, that does ever, by �ts sens�ble
qual�t�es, d�scover any power or energy, or g�ve us ground to
�mag�ne, that �t could produce any th�ng, or be followed by any other
object, wh�ch we could denom�nate �ts effect. Sol�d�ty, extens�on,
mot�on; these qual�t�es are all complete �n themselves, and never
po�nt out any other event wh�ch may result from them. The scenes of
the un�verse are cont�nually sh�ft�ng, and one object follows another
�n an un�nterrupted success�on; but the power of force, wh�ch
actuates the whole mach�ne, �s ent�rely concealed from us, and
never d�scovers �tself �n any of the sens�ble qual�t�es of body. We
know, that, �n fact, heat �s a constant attendant of flame; but what �s
the connex�on between them, we have no room so much as to
conjecture or �mag�ne. It �s �mposs�ble, therefore, that the �dea of
power can be der�ved from the contemplat�on of bod�es, �n s�ngle
�nstances of the�r operat�on; because no bod�es ever d�scover any
power, wh�ch can be the or�g�nal of th�s �dea.11

51. S�nce, therefore, external objects as they appear to the senses,
g�ve us no �dea of power or necessary connex�on, by the�r operat�on
�n part�cular �nstances, let us see, whether th�s �dea be der�ved from
reflect�on on the operat�ons of our own m�nds, and be cop�ed from
any �nternal �mpress�on. It may be sa�d, that we are every moment
consc�ous of �nternal power; wh�le we feel, that, by the s�mple
command of our w�ll, we can move the organs of our body, or d�rect
the facult�es of our m�nd. An act of vol�t�on produces mot�on �n our
l�mbs, or ra�ses a new �dea �n our �mag�nat�on. Th�s �nfluence of the
w�ll we know by consc�ousness. Hence we acqu�re the �dea of power
or energy; and are certa�n, that we ourselves and all other �ntell�gent
be�ngs are possessed of power. Th�s �dea, then, �s an �dea of
reflect�on, s�nce �t ar�ses from reflect�ng on the operat�ons of our own



m�nd, and on the command wh�ch �s exerc�sed by w�ll, both over the
organs of the body and facult�es of the soul.

52. We shall proceed to exam�ne th�s pretens�on; and f�rst w�th regard
to the �nfluence of vol�t�on over the organs of the body. Th�s
�nfluence, we may observe, �s a fact, wh�ch, l�ke all other natural
events, can be known only by exper�ence, and can never be
foreseen from any apparent energy or power �n the cause, wh�ch
connects �t w�th the effect, and renders the one an �nfall�ble
consequence of the other. The mot�on of our body follows upon the
command of our w�ll. Of th�s we are every moment consc�ous. But
the means, by wh�ch th�s �s effected; the energy, by wh�ch the w�ll
performs so extraord�nary an operat�on; of th�s we are so far from
be�ng �mmed�ately consc�ous, that �t must for ever escape our most
d�l�gent enqu�ry.

For f�rst; �s there any pr�nc�ple �n all nature more myster�ous than the
un�on of soul w�th body; by wh�ch a supposed sp�r�tual substance
acqu�res such an �nfluence over a mater�al one, that the most ref�ned
thought �s able to actuate the grossest matter? Were we
empowered, by a secret w�sh, to remove mounta�ns, or control the
planets �n the�r orb�t; th�s extens�ve author�ty would not be more
extraord�nary, nor more beyond our comprehens�on. But �f by
consc�ousness we perce�ved any power or energy �n the w�ll, we
must know th�s power; we must know �ts connex�on w�th the effect;
we must know the secret un�on of soul and body, and the nature of
both these substances; by wh�ch the one �s able to operate, �n so
many �nstances, upon the other.

Secondly, We are not able to move all the organs of the body w�th a
l�ke author�ty; though we cannot ass�gn any reason bes�des
exper�ence, for so remarkable a d�fference between one and the
other. Why has the w�ll an �nfluence over the tongue and f�ngers, not
over the heart or l�ver? Th�s quest�on would never embarrass us,
were we consc�ous of a power �n the former case, not �n the latter.
We should then perce�ve, �ndependent of exper�ence, why the
author�ty of w�ll over the organs of the body �s c�rcumscr�bed w�th�n



such part�cular l�m�ts. Be�ng �n that case fully acqua�nted w�th the
power or force, by wh�ch �t operates, we should also know, why �ts
�nfluence reaches prec�sely to such boundar�es, and no farther.

A man, suddenly struck w�th palsy �n the leg or arm, or who had
newly lost those members, frequently endeavours, at f�rst to move
them, and employ them �n the�r usual off�ces. Here he �s as much
consc�ous of power to command such l�mbs, as a man �n perfect
health �s consc�ous of power to actuate any member wh�ch rema�ns
�n �ts natural state and cond�t�on. But consc�ousness never dece�ves.
Consequently, ne�ther �n the one case nor �n the other, are we ever
consc�ous of any power. We learn the �nfluence of our w�ll from
exper�ence alone. And exper�ence only teaches us, how one event
constantly follows another; w�thout �nstruct�ng us �n the secret
connex�on, wh�ch b�nds them together, and renders them
�nseparable.

Th�rdly, We learn from anatomy, that the �mmed�ate object of power
�n voluntary mot�on, �s not the member �tself wh�ch �s moved, but
certa�n muscles, and nerves, and an�mal sp�r�ts, and, perhaps,
someth�ng st�ll more m�nute and more unknown, through wh�ch the
mot�on �s success�vely propagated, ere �t reach the member �tself
whose mot�on �s the �mmed�ate object of vol�t�on. Can there be a
more certa�n proof, that the power, by wh�ch th�s whole operat�on �s
performed, so far from be�ng d�rectly and fully known by an �nward
sent�ment or consc�ousness, �s, to the last degree myster�ous and
un�ntell�g�ble? Here the m�nd w�lls a certa�n event: Immed�ately
another event, unknown to ourselves, and totally d�fferent from the
one �ntended, �s produced: Th�s event produces another, equally
unknown: T�ll at last, through a long success�on, the des�red event �s
produced. But �f the or�g�nal power were felt, �t must be known: Were
�t known, �ts effect also must be known; s�nce all power �s relat�ve to
�ts effect. And v�ce versa, �f the effect be not known, the power
cannot be known nor felt. How �ndeed can we be consc�ous of a
power to move our l�mbs, when we have no such power; but only
that to move certa�n an�mal sp�r�ts, wh�ch, though they produce at



last the mot�on of our l�mbs, yet operate �n such a manner as �s
wholly beyond our comprehens�on?

We may, therefore, conclude from the whole, I hope, w�thout any
temer�ty, though w�th assurance; that our �dea of power �s not cop�ed
from any sent�ment or consc�ousness of power w�th�n ourselves,
when we g�ve r�se to an�mal mot�on, or apply our l�mbs to the�r proper
use and off�ce. That the�r mot�on follows the command of the w�ll �s a
matter of common exper�ence, l�ke other natural events: But the
power or energy by wh�ch th�s �s effected, l�ke that �n other natural
events, �s unknown and �nconce�vable.12

53. Shall we then assert, that we are consc�ous of a power or energy
�n our own m�nds, when, by an act or command of our w�ll, we ra�se
up a new �dea, f�x the m�nd to the contemplat�on of �t, turn �t on all
s�des, and at last d�sm�ss �t for some other �dea, when we th�nk that
we have surveyed �t w�th suff�c�ent accuracy? I bel�eve the same
arguments w�ll prove, that even th�s command of the w�ll g�ves us no
real �dea of force or energy.

F�rst, It must be allowed, that, when we know a power, we know that
very c�rcumstance �n the cause, by wh�ch �t �s enabled to produce the
effect: For these are supposed to be synon�mous. We must,
therefore, know both the cause and effect, and the relat�on between
them. But do we pretend to be acqua�nted w�th the nature of the
human soul and the nature of an �dea, or the apt�tude of the one to
produce the other? Th�s �s a real creat�on; a product�on of someth�ng
out of noth�ng: Wh�ch �mpl�es a power so great, that �t may seem, at
f�rst s�ght, beyond the reach of any be�ng, less than �nf�n�te. At least �t
must be owned, that such a power �s not felt, nor known, nor even
conce�vable by the m�nd. We only feel the event, namely, the
ex�stence of an �dea, consequent to a command of the w�ll: But the
manner, �n wh�ch th�s operat�on �s performed, the power by wh�ch �t �s
produced, �s ent�rely beyond our comprehens�on.

Secondly, The command of the m�nd over �tself �s l�m�ted, as well as
�ts command over the body; and these l�m�ts are not known by



reason, or any acqua�ntance w�th the nature of cause and effect, but
only by exper�ence and observat�on, as �n all other natural events
and �n the operat�on of external objects. Our author�ty over our
sent�ments and pass�ons �s much weaker than that over our �deas;
and even the latter author�ty �s c�rcumscr�bed w�th�n very narrow
boundar�es. W�ll any one pretend to ass�gn the ult�mate reason of
these boundar�es, or show why the power �s def�c�ent �n one case,
not �n another.

Th�rdly, Th�s self-command �s very d�fferent at d�fferent t�mes. A man
�n health possesses more of �t than one langu�sh�ng w�th s�ckness.
We are more master of our thoughts �n the morn�ng than �n the
even�ng: Fast�ng, than after a full meal. Can we g�ve any reason for
these var�at�ons, except exper�ence? Where then �s the power, of
wh�ch we pretend to be consc�ous? Is there not here, e�ther �n a
sp�r�tual or mater�al substance, or both, some secret mechan�sm or
structure of parts, upon wh�ch the effect depends, and wh�ch, be�ng
ent�rely unknown to us, renders the power or energy of the w�ll
equally unknown and �ncomprehens�ble?

Vol�t�on �s surely an act of the m�nd, w�th wh�ch we are suff�c�ently
acqua�nted. Reflect upon �t. Cons�der �t on all s�des. Do you f�nd
anyth�ng �n �t l�ke th�s creat�ve power, by wh�ch �t ra�ses from noth�ng
a new �dea, and w�th a k�nd of F�at, �m�tates the omn�potence of �ts
Maker, �f I may be allowed so to speak, who called forth �nto
ex�stence all the var�ous scenes of nature? So far from be�ng
consc�ous of th�s energy �n the w�ll, �t requ�res as certa�n exper�ence
as that of wh�ch we are possessed, to conv�nce us that such
extraord�nary effects do ever result from a s�mple act of vol�t�on.

54. The general�ty of mank�nd never f�nd any d�ff�culty �n account�ng
for the more common and fam�l�ar operat�ons of nature—such as the
descent of heavy bod�es, the growth of plants, the generat�on of
an�mals, or the nour�shment of bod�es by food: But suppose that, �n
all these cases, they perce�ve the very force or energy of the cause,
by wh�ch �t �s connected w�th �ts effect, and �s for ever �nfall�ble �n �ts
operat�on. They acqu�re, by long hab�t, such a turn of m�nd, that,



upon the appearance of the cause, they �mmed�ately expect w�th
assurance �ts usual attendant, and hardly conce�ve �t poss�ble that
any other event could result from �t. It �s only on the d�scovery of
extraord�nary phaenomena, such as earthquakes, pest�lence, and
prod�g�es of any k�nd, that they f�nd themselves at a loss to ass�gn a
proper cause, and to expla�n the manner �n wh�ch the effect �s
produced by �t. It �s usual for men, �n such d�ff�cult�es, to have
recourse to some �nv�s�ble �ntell�gent pr�nc�ple13 as the �mmed�ate
cause of that event wh�ch surpr�ses them, and wh�ch, they th�nk,
cannot be accounted for from the common powers of nature. But
ph�losophers, who carry the�r scrut�ny a l�ttle farther, �mmed�ately
perce�ve that, even �n the most fam�l�ar events, the energy of the
cause �s as un�ntell�g�ble as �n the most unusual, and that we only
learn by exper�ence the frequent Conjunct�on of objects, w�thout
be�ng ever able to comprehend anyth�ng l�ke Connex�on between
them.

55. Here, then, many ph�losophers th�nk themselves obl�ged by
reason to have recourse, on all occas�ons, to the same pr�nc�ple,
wh�ch the vulgar never appeal to but �n cases that appear m�raculous
and supernatural. They acknowledge m�nd and �ntell�gence to be, not
only the ult�mate and or�g�nal cause of all th�ngs, but the �mmed�ate
and sole cause of every event wh�ch appears �n nature. They
pretend that those objects wh�ch are commonly denom�nated
causes, are �n real�ty noth�ng but occas�ons; and that the true and
d�rect pr�nc�ple of every effect �s not any power or force �n nature, but
a vol�t�on of the Supreme Be�ng, who w�lls that such part�cular
objects should for ever be conjo�ned w�th each other. Instead of
say�ng that one b�ll�ard-ball moves another by a force wh�ch �t has
der�ved from the author of nature, �t �s the De�ty h�mself, they say,
who, by a part�cular vol�t�on, moves the second ball, be�ng
determ�ned to th�s operat�on by the �mpulse of the f�rst ball, �n
consequence of those general laws wh�ch he has la�d down to
h�mself �n the government of the un�verse. But ph�losophers
advanc�ng st�ll �n the�r �nqu�r�es, d�scover that, as we are totally
�gnorant of the power on wh�ch depends the mutual operat�on of
bod�es, we are no less �gnorant of that power on wh�ch depends the



operat�on of m�nd on body, or of body on m�nd; nor are we able,
e�ther from our senses or consc�ousness, to ass�gn the ult�mate
pr�nc�ple �n one case more than �n the other. The same �gnorance,
therefore, reduces them to the same conclus�on. They assert that the
De�ty �s the �mmed�ate cause of the un�on between soul and body;
and that they are not the organs of sense, wh�ch, be�ng ag�tated by
external objects, produce sensat�ons �n the m�nd; but that �t �s a
part�cular vol�t�on of our omn�potent Maker, wh�ch exc�tes such a
sensat�on, �n consequence of such a mot�on �n the organ. In l�ke
manner, �t �s not any energy �n the w�ll that produces local mot�on �n
our members: It �s God h�mself, who �s pleased to second our w�ll, �n
�tself �mpotent, and to command that mot�on wh�ch we erroneously
attr�bute to our own power and eff�cacy. Nor do ph�losophers stop at
th�s conclus�on. They somet�mes extend the same �nference to the
m�nd �tself, �n �ts �nternal operat�ons. Our mental v�s�on or concept�on
of �deas �s noth�ng but a revelat�on made to us by our Maker. When
we voluntar�ly turn our thoughts to any object, and ra�se up �ts �mage
�n the fancy, �t �s not the w�ll wh�ch creates that �dea: It �s the
un�versal Creator, who d�scovers �t to the m�nd, and renders �t
present to us.

56. Thus, accord�ng to these ph�losophers, every th�ng �s full of God.
Not content w�th the pr�nc�ple, that noth�ng ex�sts but by h�s w�ll, that
noth�ng possesses any power but by h�s concess�on: They rob
nature, and all created be�ngs, of every power, �n order to render
the�r dependence on the De�ty st�ll more sens�ble and �mmed�ate.
They cons�der not that, by th�s theory, they d�m�n�sh, �nstead of
magn�fy�ng, the grandeur of those attr�butes, wh�ch they affect so
much to celebrate. It argues surely more power �n the De�ty to
delegate a certa�n degree of power to �nfer�or creatures than to
produce every th�ng by h�s own �mmed�ate vol�t�on. It argues more
w�sdom to contr�ve at f�rst the fabr�c of the world w�th such perfect
fores�ght that, of �tself, and by �ts proper operat�on, �t may serve all
the purposes of prov�dence, than �f the great Creator were obl�ged
every moment to adjust �ts parts, and an�mate by h�s breath all the
wheels of that stupendous mach�ne.



But �f we would have a more ph�losoph�cal confutat�on of th�s theory,
perhaps the two follow�ng reflect�ons may suff�ce.

57. F�rst, �t seems to me that th�s theory of the un�versal energy and
operat�on of the Supreme Be�ng �s too bold ever to carry conv�ct�on
w�th �t to a man, suff�c�ently appr�zed of the weakness of human
reason, and the narrow l�m�ts to wh�ch �t �s conf�ned �n all �ts
operat�ons. Though the cha�n of arguments wh�ch conduct to �t were
ever so log�cal, there must ar�se a strong susp�c�on, �f not an
absolute assurance, that �t has carr�ed us qu�te beyond the reach of
our facult�es, when �t leads to conclus�ons so extraord�nary, and so
remote from common l�fe and exper�ence. We are got �nto fa�ry land,
long ere we have reached the last steps of our theory; and there we
have no reason to trust our common methods of argument, or to
th�nk that our usual analog�es and probab�l�t�es have any author�ty.
Our l�ne �s too short to fathom such �mmense abysses. And however
we may flatter ourselves that we are gu�ded, �n every step wh�ch we
take, by a k�nd of ver�s�m�l�tude and exper�ence, we may be assured
that th�s fanc�ed exper�ence has no author�ty when we thus apply �t to
subjects that l�e ent�rely out of the sphere of exper�ence. But on th�s
we shall have occas�on to touch afterwards.14

Secondly, I cannot perce�ve any force �n the arguments on wh�ch th�s
theory �s founded. We are �gnorant, �t �s true, of the manner �n wh�ch
bod�es operate on each other: The�r force or energy �s ent�rely
�ncomprehens�ble: But are we not equally �gnorant of the manner or
force by wh�ch a m�nd, even the supreme m�nd, operates e�ther on
�tself or on body? Whence, I beseech you, do we acqu�re any �dea of
�t? We have no sent�ment or consc�ousness of th�s power �n
ourselves. We have no �dea of the Supreme Be�ng but what we learn
from reflect�on on our own facult�es. Were our �gnorance, therefore, a
good reason for reject�ng any th�ng, we should be led �nto that
pr�nc�ple of deny�ng all energy �n the Supreme Be�ng as much as �n
the grossest matter. We surely comprehend as l�ttle the operat�ons of
one as of the other. Is �t more d�ff�cult to conce�ve that mot�on may
ar�se from �mpulse than that �t may ar�se from vol�t�on? All we know �s
our profound �gnorance �n both cases15.



PART II.

58. But to hasten to a conclus�on of th�s argument, wh�ch �s already
drawn out to too great a length: We have sought �n va�n for an �dea
of power or necessary connex�on �n all the sources from wh�ch we
could suppose �t to be der�ved. It appears that, �n s�ngle �nstances of
the operat�on of bod�es, we never can, by our utmost scrut�ny,
d�scover any th�ng but one event follow�ng another, w�thout be�ng
able to comprehend any force or power by wh�ch the cause
operates, or any connex�on between �t and �ts supposed effect. The
same d�ff�culty occurs �n contemplat�ng the operat�ons of m�nd on
body—where we observe the mot�on of the latter to follow upon the
vol�t�on of the former, but are not able to observe or conce�ve the t�e
wh�ch b�nds together the mot�on and vol�t�on, or the energy by wh�ch
the m�nd produces th�s effect. The author�ty of the w�ll over �ts own
facult�es and �deas �s not a wh�t more comprehens�ble: So that, upon
the whole, there appears not, throughout all nature, any one �nstance
of connex�on wh�ch �s conce�vable by us. All events seem ent�rely
loose and separate. One event follows another; but we never can
observe any t�e between them. They seem conjo�ned, but never
connected. And as we can have no �dea of any th�ng wh�ch never
appeared to our outward sense or �nward sent�ment, the necessary
conclus�on seems to be that we have no �dea of connex�on or power
at all, and that these words are absolutely w�thout any mean�ng,
when employed e�ther �n ph�losoph�cal reason�ngs or common l�fe.

59. But there st�ll rema�ns one method of avo�d�ng th�s conclus�on,
and one source wh�ch we have not yet exam�ned. When any natural
object or event �s presented, �t �s �mposs�ble for us, by any sagac�ty
or penetrat�on, to d�scover, or even conjecture, w�thout exper�ence,
what event w�ll result from �t, or to carry our fores�ght beyond that
object wh�ch �s �mmed�ately present to the memory and senses.
Even after one �nstance or exper�ment where we have observed a
part�cular event to follow upon another, we are not ent�tled to form a
general rule, or foretell what w�ll happen �n l�ke cases; �t be�ng justly
esteemed an unpardonable temer�ty to judge of the whole course of
nature from one s�ngle exper�ment, however accurate or certa�n. But



when one part�cular spec�es of event has always, �n all �nstances,
been conjo�ned w�th another, we make no longer any scruple of
foretell�ng one upon the appearance of the other, and of employ�ng
that reason�ng, wh�ch can alone assure us of any matter of fact or
ex�stence. We then call the one object, Cause; the other, Effect. We
suppose that there �s some connex�on between them; some power �n
the one, by wh�ch �t �nfall�bly produces the other, and operates w�th
the greatest certa�nty and strongest necess�ty.

It appears, then, that th�s �dea of a necessary connex�on among
events ar�ses from a number of s�m�lar �nstances wh�ch occur of the
constant conjunct�on of these events; nor can that �dea ever be
suggested by any one of these �nstances, surveyed �n all poss�ble
l�ghts and pos�t�ons. But there �s noth�ng �n a number of �nstances,
d�fferent from every s�ngle �nstance, wh�ch �s supposed to be exactly
s�m�lar; except only, that after a repet�t�on of s�m�lar �nstances, the
m�nd �s carr�ed by hab�t, upon the appearance of one event, to
expect �ts usual attendant, and to bel�eve that �t w�ll ex�st. Th�s
connex�on, therefore, wh�ch we feel �n the m�nd, th�s customary
trans�t�on of the �mag�nat�on from one object to �ts usual attendant, �s
the sent�ment or �mpress�on from wh�ch we form the �dea of power or
necessary connex�on. Noth�ng farther �s �n the case. Contemplate
the subject on all s�des; you w�ll never f�nd any other or�g�n of that
�dea. Th�s �s the sole d�fference between one �nstance, from wh�ch
we can never rece�ve the �dea of connex�on, and a number of s�m�lar
�nstances, by wh�ch �t �s suggested. The f�rst t�me a man saw the
commun�cat�on of mot�on by �mpulse, as by the shock of two b�ll�ard
balls, he could not pronounce that the one event was connected: but
only that �t was conjo�ned w�th the other. After he has observed
several �nstances of th�s nature, he then pronounces them to be
connected. What alterat�on has happened to g�ve r�se to th�s new
�dea of connex�on? Noth�ng but that he now feels these events to be
connected �n h�s �mag�nat�on, and can read�ly foretell the ex�stence of
one from the appearance of the other. When we say, therefore, that
one object �s connected w�th another, we mean only that they have
acqu�red a connex�on �n our thought, and g�ve r�se to th�s �nference,
by wh�ch they become proofs of each other's ex�stence: A conclus�on



wh�ch �s somewhat extraord�nary, but wh�ch seems founded on
suff�c�ent ev�dence. Nor w�ll �ts ev�dence be weakened by any
general d�ff�dence of the understand�ng, or scept�cal susp�c�on
concern�ng every conclus�on wh�ch �s new and extraord�nary. No
conclus�ons can be more agreeable to scept�c�sm than such as make
d�scover�es concern�ng the weakness and narrow l�m�ts of human
reason and capac�ty.

60. And what stronger �nstance can be produced of the surpr�s�ng
�gnorance and weakness of the understand�ng than the present? For
surely, �f there be any relat�on among objects wh�ch �t �mports to us
to know perfectly, �t �s that of cause and effect. On th�s are founded
all our reason�ngs concern�ng matter of fact or ex�stence. By means
of �t alone we atta�n any assurance concern�ng objects wh�ch are
removed from the present test�mony of our memory and senses. The
only �mmed�ate ut�l�ty of all sc�ences, �s to teach us, how to control
and regulate future events by the�r causes. Our thoughts and
enqu�r�es are, therefore, every moment, employed about th�s
relat�on: Yet so �mperfect are the �deas wh�ch we form concern�ng �t,
that �t �s �mposs�ble to g�ve any just def�n�t�on of cause, except what
�s drawn from someth�ng extraneous and fore�gn to �t. S�m�lar objects
are always conjo�ned w�th s�m�lar. Of th�s we have exper�ence.
Su�tably to th�s exper�ence, therefore, we may def�ne a cause to be
an object, followed by another, and where all the objects s�m�lar to
the f�rst are followed by objects s�m�lar to the second. Or �n other
words where, �f the f�rst object had not been, the second never had
ex�sted. The appearance of a cause always conveys the m�nd, by a
customary trans�t�on, to the �dea of the effect. Of th�s also we have
exper�ence. We may, therefore, su�tably to th�s exper�ence, form
another def�n�t�on of cause, and call �t, an object followed by another,
and whose appearance always conveys the thought to that other.
But though both these def�n�t�ons be drawn from c�rcumstances
fore�gn to the cause, we cannot remedy th�s �nconven�ence, or atta�n
any more perfect def�n�t�on, wh�ch may po�nt out that c�rcumstance �n
the cause, wh�ch g�ves �t a connex�on w�th �ts effect. We have no
�dea of th�s connex�on, nor even any d�st�nct not�on what �t �s we
des�re to know, when we endeavour at a concept�on of �t. We say, for



�nstance, that the v�brat�on of th�s str�ng �s the cause of th�s part�cular
sound. But what do we mean by that aff�rmat�on? We e�ther mean
that th�s v�brat�on �s followed by th�s sound, and that all s�m�lar
v�brat�ons have been followed by s�m�lar sounds: Or, that th�s
v�brat�on �s followed by th�s sound, and that upon the appearance of
one the m�nd ant�c�pates the senses, and forms �mmed�ately an �dea
of the other. We may cons�der the relat�on of cause and effect �n
e�ther of these two l�ghts; but beyond these, we have no �dea of �t.16

61. To recap�tulate, therefore, the reason�ngs of th�s sect�on: Every
�dea �s cop�ed from some preced�ng �mpress�on or sent�ment; and
where we cannot f�nd any �mpress�on, we may be certa�n that there
�s no �dea. In all s�ngle �nstances of the operat�on of bod�es or m�nds,
there �s noth�ng that produces any �mpress�on, nor consequently can
suggest any �dea of power or necessary connex�on. But when many
un�form �nstances appear, and the same object �s always followed by
the same event; we then beg�n to enterta�n the not�on of cause and
connex�on. We then feel a new sent�ment or �mpress�on, to w�t, a
customary connex�on �n the thought or �mag�nat�on between one
object and �ts usual attendant; and th�s sent�ment �s the or�g�nal of
that �dea wh�ch we seek for. For as th�s �dea ar�ses from a number of
s�m�lar �nstances, and not from any s�ngle �nstance, �t must ar�se
from that c�rcumstance, �n wh�ch the number of �nstances d�ffer from
every �nd�v�dual �nstance. But th�s customary connex�on or trans�t�on
of the �mag�nat�on �s the only c�rcumstance �n wh�ch they d�ffer. In
every other part�cular they are al�ke. The f�rst �nstance wh�ch we saw
of mot�on commun�cated by the shock of two b�ll�ard balls (to return
to th�s obv�ous �llustrat�on) �s exactly s�m�lar to any �nstance that may,
at present, occur to us; except only, that we could not, at f�rst, �nfer
one event from the other; wh�ch we are enabled to do at present,
after so long a course of un�form exper�ence. I know not whether the
reader w�ll read�ly apprehend th�s reason�ng. I am afra�d that, should
I mult�ply words about �t, or throw �t �nto a greater var�ety of l�ghts, �t
would only become more obscure and �ntr�cate. In all abstract
reason�ngs there �s one po�nt of v�ew wh�ch, �f we can happ�ly h�t, we
shall go farther towards �llustrat�ng the subject than by all the
eloquence and cop�ous express�on �n the world. Th�s po�nt of v�ew



we should endeavour to reach, and reserve the flowers of rhetor�c for
subjects wh�ch are more adapted to them.



SECTION VIII.

OF LIBERTY AND NECESSITY.

PART I.

62. It m�ght reasonably be expected �n quest�ons wh�ch have been
canvassed and d�sputed w�th great eagerness, s�nce the f�rst or�g�n
of sc�ence and ph�losophy, that the mean�ng of all the terms, at least,
should have been agreed upon among the d�sputants; and our
enqu�r�es, �n the course of two thousand years, been able to pass
from words to the true and real subject of the controversy. For how
easy may �t seem to g�ve exact def�n�t�ons of the terms employed �n
reason�ng, and make these def�n�t�ons, not the mere sound of words,
the object of future scrut�ny and exam�nat�on? But �f we cons�der the
matter more narrowly, we shall be apt to draw a qu�te oppos�te
conclus�on. From th�s c�rcumstance alone, that a controversy has
been long kept on foot, and rema�ns st�ll undec�ded, we may
presume that there �s some amb�gu�ty �n the express�on, and that the
d�sputants aff�x d�fferent �deas to the terms employed �n the
controversy. For as the facult�es of the m�nd are supposed to be
naturally al�ke �n every �nd�v�dual; otherw�se noth�ng could be more
fru�tless than to reason or d�spute together; �t were �mposs�ble, �f men
aff�x the same �deas to the�r terms, that they could so long form
d�fferent op�n�ons of the same subject; espec�ally when they
commun�cate the�r v�ews, and each party turn themselves on all
s�des, �n search of arguments wh�ch may g�ve them the v�ctory over
the�r antagon�sts. It �s true, �f men attempt the d�scuss�on of
quest�ons wh�ch l�e ent�rely beyond the reach of human capac�ty,
such as those concern�ng the or�g�n of worlds, or the economy of the
�ntellectual system or reg�on of sp�r�ts, they may long beat the a�r �n
the�r fru�tless contests, and never arr�ve at any determ�nate
conclus�on. But �f the quest�on regard any subject of common l�fe and



exper�ence, noth�ng, one would th�nk, could preserve the d�spute so
long undec�ded but some amb�guous express�ons, wh�ch keep the
antagon�sts st�ll at a d�stance, and h�nder them from grappl�ng w�th
each other.

63. Th�s has been the case �n the long d�sputed quest�on concern�ng
l�berty and necess�ty; and to so remarkable a degree that, �f I be not
much m�staken, we shall f�nd, that all mank�nd, both learned and
�gnorant, have always been of the same op�n�on w�th regard to th�s
subject, and that a few �ntell�g�ble def�n�t�ons would �mmed�ately have
put an end to the whole controversy. I own that th�s d�spute has been
so much canvassed on all hands, and has led ph�losophers �nto such
a labyr�nth of obscure soph�stry, that �t �s no wonder, �f a sens�ble
reader �ndulge h�s ease so far as to turn a deaf ear to the proposal of
such a quest�on, from wh�ch he can expect ne�ther �nstruct�on or
enterta�nment. But the state of the argument here proposed may,
perhaps, serve to renew h�s attent�on; as �t has more novelty,
prom�ses at least some dec�s�on of the controversy, and w�ll not
much d�sturb h�s ease by any �ntr�cate or obscure reason�ng.

I hope, therefore, to make �t appear that all men have ever agreed �n
the doctr�ne both of necess�ty and of l�berty, accord�ng to any
reasonable sense, wh�ch can be put on these terms; and that the
whole controversy has h�therto turned merely upon words. We shall
beg�n w�th exam�n�ng the doctr�ne of necess�ty.

64. It �s un�versally allowed that matter, �n all �ts operat�ons, �s
actuated by a necessary force, and that every natural effect �s so
prec�sely determ�ned by the energy of �ts cause that no other effect,
�n such part�cular c�rcumstances, could poss�bly have resulted from
�t. The degree and d�rect�on of every mot�on �s, by the laws of nature,
prescr�bed w�th such exactness that a l�v�ng creature may as soon
ar�se from the shock of two bod�es as mot�on �n any other degree or
d�rect�on than what �s actually produced by �t. Would we, therefore,
form a just and prec�se �dea of necess�ty, we must cons�der whence
that �dea ar�ses when we apply �t to the operat�on of bod�es.



It seems ev�dent that, �f all the scenes of nature were cont�nually
sh�fted �n such a manner that no two events bore any resemblance
to each other, but every object was ent�rely new, w�thout any
s�m�l�tude to whatever had been seen before, we should never, �n
that case, have atta�ned the least �dea of necess�ty, or of a
connex�on among these objects. We m�ght say, upon such a
suppos�t�on, that one object or event has followed another; not that
one was produced by the other. The relat�on of cause and effect
must be utterly unknown to mank�nd. Inference and reason�ng
concern�ng the operat�ons of nature would, from that moment, be at
an end; and the memory and senses rema�n the only canals, by
wh�ch the knowledge of any real ex�stence could poss�bly have
access to the m�nd. Our �dea, therefore, of necess�ty and causat�on
ar�ses ent�rely from the un�form�ty observable �n the operat�ons of
nature, where s�m�lar objects are constantly conjo�ned together, and
the m�nd �s determ�ned by custom to �nfer the one from the
appearance of the other. These two c�rcumstances form the whole of
that necess�ty, wh�ch we ascr�be to matter. Beyond the constant
conjunct�on of s�m�lar objects, and the consequent �nference from
one to the other, we have no not�on of any necess�ty or connex�on.

If �t appear, therefore, that all mank�nd have ever allowed, w�thout
any doubt or hes�tat�on, that these two c�rcumstances take place �n
the voluntary act�ons of men, and �n the operat�ons of m�nd; �t must
follow, that all mank�nd have ever agreed �n the doctr�ne of necess�ty,
and that they have h�therto d�sputed, merely for not understand�ng
each other.

65. As to the f�rst c�rcumstance, the constant and regular conjunct�on
of s�m�lar events, we may poss�bly sat�sfy ourselves by the follow�ng
cons�derat�ons. It �s un�versally acknowledged that there �s a great
un�form�ty among the act�ons of men, �n all nat�ons and ages, and
that human nature rema�ns st�ll the same, �n �ts pr�nc�ples and
operat�ons. The same mot�ves always produce the same act�ons.
The same events follow from the same causes. Amb�t�on, avar�ce,
self-love, van�ty, fr�endsh�p, generos�ty, publ�c sp�r�t: these pass�ons,
m�xed �n var�ous degrees, and d�str�buted through soc�ety, have



been, from the beg�nn�ng of the world, and st�ll are, the source of all
the act�ons and enterpr�ses, wh�ch have ever been observed among
mank�nd. Would you know the sent�ments, �ncl�nat�ons, and course
of l�fe of the Greeks and Romans? Study well the temper and act�ons
of the French and Engl�sh: You cannot be much m�staken �n
transferr�ng to the former most of the observat�ons wh�ch you have
made w�th regard to the latter. Mank�nd are so much the same, �n all
t�mes and places, that h�story �nforms us of noth�ng new or strange �n
th�s part�cular. Its ch�ef use �s only to d�scover the constant and
un�versal pr�nc�ples of human nature, by show�ng men �n all var�et�es
of c�rcumstances and s�tuat�ons, and furn�sh�ng us w�th mater�als
from wh�ch we may form our observat�ons and become acqua�nted
w�th the regular spr�ngs of human act�on and behav�our. These
records of wars, �ntr�gues, fact�ons, and revolut�ons, are so many
collect�ons of exper�ments, by wh�ch the pol�t�c�an or moral
ph�losopher f�xes the pr�nc�ples of h�s sc�ence, �n the same manner
as the phys�c�an or natural ph�losopher becomes acqua�nted w�th the
nature of plants, m�nerals, and other external objects, by the
exper�ments wh�ch he forms concern�ng them. Nor are the earth,
water, and other elements, exam�ned by Ar�stotle, and H�ppocrates,
more l�ke to those wh�ch at present l�e under our observat�on than
the men descr�bed by Polyb�us and Tac�tus are to those who now
govern the world.

Should a traveller, return�ng from a far country, br�ng us an account
of men, wholly d�fferent from any w�th whom we were ever
acqua�nted; men, who were ent�rely d�vested of avar�ce, amb�t�on, or
revenge; who knew no pleasure but fr�endsh�p, generos�ty, and
publ�c sp�r�t; we should �mmed�ately, from these c�rcumstances,
detect the falsehood, and prove h�m a l�ar, w�th the same certa�nty as
�f he had stuffed h�s narrat�on w�th stor�es of centaurs and dragons,
m�racles and prod�g�es. And �f we would explode any forgery �n
h�story, we cannot make use of a more conv�nc�ng argument, than to
prove, that the act�ons ascr�bed to any person are d�rectly contrary to
the course of nature, and that no human mot�ves, �n such
c�rcumstances, could ever �nduce h�m to such a conduct. The
verac�ty of Qu�ntus Curt�us �s as much to be suspected, when he



descr�bes the supernatural courage of Alexander, by wh�ch he was
hurr�ed on s�ngly to attack mult�tudes, as when he descr�bes h�s
supernatural force and act�v�ty, by wh�ch he was able to res�st them.
So read�ly and un�versally do we acknowledge a un�form�ty �n human
mot�ves and act�ons as well as �n the operat�ons of body.

Hence l�kew�se the benef�t of that exper�ence, acqu�red by long l�fe
and a var�ety of bus�ness and company, �n order to �nstruct us �n the
pr�nc�ples of human nature, and regulate our future conduct, as well
as speculat�on. By means of th�s gu�de, we mount up to the
knowledge of men's �ncl�nat�ons and mot�ves, from the�r act�ons,
express�ons, and even gestures; and aga�n descend to the
�nterpretat�on of the�r act�ons from our knowledge of the�r mot�ves
and �ncl�nat�ons. The general observat�ons treasured up by a course
of exper�ence, g�ve us the clue of human nature, and teach us to
unravel all �ts �ntr�cac�es. Pretexts and appearances no longer
dece�ve us. Publ�c declarat�ons pass for the spec�ous colour�ng of a
cause. And though v�rtue and honour be allowed the�r proper we�ght
and author�ty, that perfect d�s�nterestedness, so often pretended to,
�s never expected �n mult�tudes and part�es; seldom �n the�r leaders;
and scarcely even �n �nd�v�duals of any rank or stat�on. But were
there no un�form�ty �n human act�ons, and were every exper�ment
wh�ch we could form of th�s k�nd �rregular and anomalous, �t were
�mposs�ble to collect any general observat�ons concern�ng mank�nd;
and no exper�ence, however accurately d�gested by reflect�on, would
ever serve to any purpose. Why �s the aged husbandman more
sk�lful �n h�s call�ng than the young beg�nner but because there �s a
certa�n un�form�ty �n the operat�on of the sun, ra�n, and earth towards
the product�on of vegetables; and exper�ence teaches the old
pract�t�oner the rules by wh�ch th�s operat�on �s governed and
d�rected.

66. We must not, however, expect that th�s un�form�ty of human
act�ons should be carr�ed to such a length as that all men, �n the
same c�rcumstances, w�ll always act prec�sely �n the same manner,
w�thout mak�ng any allowance for the d�vers�ty of characters,
prejud�ces, and op�n�ons. Such a un�form�ty �n every part�cular, �s



found �n no part of nature. On the contrary, from observ�ng the
var�ety of conduct �n d�fferent men, we are enabled to form a greater
var�ety of max�ms, wh�ch st�ll suppose a degree of un�form�ty and
regular�ty.

Are the manners of men d�fferent �n d�fferent ages and countr�es?
We learn thence the great force of custom and educat�on, wh�ch
mould the human m�nd from �ts �nfancy and form �t �nto a f�xed and
establ�shed character. Is the behav�our and conduct of the one sex
very unl�ke that of the other? Is �t thence we become acqua�nted w�th
the d�fferent characters wh�ch nature has �mpressed upon the sexes,
and wh�ch she preserves w�th constancy and regular�ty? Are the
act�ons of the same person much d�vers�f�ed �n the d�fferent per�ods
of h�s l�fe, from �nfancy to old age? Th�s affords room for many
general observat�ons concern�ng the gradual change of our
sent�ments and �ncl�nat�ons, and the d�fferent max�ms wh�ch preva�l
�n the d�fferent ages of human creatures. Even the characters, wh�ch
are pecul�ar to each �nd�v�dual, have a un�form�ty �n the�r �nfluence;
otherw�se our acqua�ntance w�th the persons and our observat�on of
the�r conduct could never teach us the�r d�spos�t�ons, or serve to
d�rect our behav�our w�th regard to them.

67. I grant �t poss�ble to f�nd some act�ons, wh�ch seem to have no
regular connex�on w�th any known mot�ves, and are except�ons to all
the measures of conduct wh�ch have ever been establ�shed for the
government of men. But �f we would w�ll�ngly know what judgement
should be formed of such �rregular and extraord�nary act�ons, we
may cons�der the sent�ments commonly enterta�ned w�th regard to
those �rregular events wh�ch appear �n the course of nature, and the
operat�ons of external objects. All causes are not conjo�ned to the�r
usual effects w�th l�ke un�form�ty. An art�f�cer, who handles only dead
matter, may be d�sappo�nted of h�s a�m, as well as the pol�t�c�an, who
d�rects the conduct of sens�ble and �ntell�gent agents.

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 the latter often fa�l of the�r usual �nfluence; though



they meet w�th no �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 oppos�t�on. A peasant can g�ve no better reason for the
stopp�ng of any clock or watch than to say that �t does not commonly
go r�ght: But an art�st 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 between 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.

Thus, for �nstance, �n the human body, when the usual symptoms of
health or s�ckness d�sappo�nt our expectat�on; when med�c�nes
operate not w�th the�r wonted powers; when �rregular events follow
from any part�cular cause; the ph�losopher and phys�c�an are not
surpr�sed at the matter, nor are ever tempted to deny, �n general, the
necess�ty and un�form�ty of those pr�nc�ples by wh�ch the an�mal
economy �s conducted. They know that a human body �s a m�ghty
compl�cated mach�ne: That many secret powers lurk �n �t, wh�ch are
altogether beyond our comprehens�on: That to us �t must often
appear very uncerta�n �n �ts operat�ons: And that therefore the
�rregular events, wh�ch outwardly d�scover themselves, can be no
proof that the laws of nature are not observed w�th the greatest
regular�ty �n �ts �nternal operat�ons and government.

68. The ph�losopher, �f he be cons�stent, must apply the same
reason�ng to the act�ons and vol�t�ons of �ntell�gent agents. The most
�rregular and unexpected resolut�ons of men may frequently be



accounted for by those who know every part�cular c�rcumstance of
the�r character and s�tuat�on. A person of an obl�g�ng d�spos�t�on
g�ves a peev�sh answer: But he has the toothache, or has not d�ned.
A stup�d fellow d�scovers an uncommon alacr�ty �n h�s carr�age: But
he has met w�th a sudden p�ece of good fortune. Or even when an
act�on, as somet�mes happens, cannot be part�cularly accounted for,
e�ther by the person h�mself or by others; we know, �n general, that
the characters of men are, to a certa�n degree, �nconstant and
�rregular. Th�s �s, �n a manner, the constant character of human
nature; though �t be appl�cable, �n a more part�cular manner, to some
persons who have no f�xed rule for the�r conduct, but proceed �n a
cont�nued course of capr�ce and �nconstancy. The �nternal pr�nc�ples
and mot�ves may operate �n a un�form manner, notw�thstand�ng
these seem�ng �rregular�t�es; �n the same manner as the w�nds, ra�n,
clouds, and other var�at�ons of the weather are supposed to be
governed by steady pr�nc�ples; though not eas�ly d�scoverable by
human sagac�ty and enqu�ry.

69. Thus �t appears, not only that the conjunct�on between mot�ves
and voluntary act�ons �s as regular and un�form as that between the
cause and effect �n any part of nature; but also that th�s regular
conjunct�on has been un�versally acknowledged among mank�nd,
and has never been the subject of d�spute, e�ther �n ph�losophy or
common l�fe. Now, as �t �s from past exper�ence that we draw all
�nferences concern�ng the future, and as we conclude that objects
w�ll always be conjo�ned together wh�ch we f�nd to have always been
conjo�ned; �t may seem superfluous to prove that th�s exper�enced
un�form�ty �n human act�ons �s a source whence we draw �nferences
concern�ng them. But �n order to throw the argument �nto a greater
var�ety of l�ghts we shall also �ns�st, though br�efly, on th�s latter top�c.

The mutual dependence of men �s so great �n all soc�et�es that
scarce any human act�on �s ent�rely complete �n �tself, or �s
performed w�thout some reference to the act�ons of others, wh�ch are
requ�s�te to make �t answer fully the �ntent�on of the agent. The
poorest art�f�cer, who labours alone, expects at least the protect�on of
the mag�strate, to ensure h�m the enjoyment of the fru�ts of h�s



labour. He also expects that, when he carr�es h�s goods to market,
and offers them at a reasonable pr�ce, he shall f�nd purchasers, and
shall be able, by the money he acqu�res, to engage others to supply
h�m w�th those commod�t�es wh�ch are requ�s�te for h�s subs�stence.
In proport�on as men extend the�r deal�ngs, and render the�r
�ntercourse w�th others more compl�cated, they always comprehend,
�n the�r schemes of l�fe, a greater var�ety of voluntary act�ons, wh�ch
they expect, from the proper mot�ves, to co-operate w�th the�r own. In
all these conclus�ons they take the�r measures from past exper�ence,
�n the same manner as �n the�r reason�ngs concern�ng external
objects; and f�rmly bel�eve that men, as well as all the elements, are
to cont�nue, �n the�r operat�ons, the same that they have ever found
them. A manufacturer reckons upon the labour of h�s servants for the
execut�on of any work as much as upon the tools wh�ch he employs,
and would be equally surpr�sed were h�s expectat�ons d�sappo�nted.
In short, th�s exper�mental �nference and reason�ng concern�ng the
act�ons of others enters so much �nto human l�fe that no man, wh�le
awake, �s ever a moment w�thout employ�ng �t. Have we not reason,
therefore, to aff�rm that all mank�nd have always agreed �n the
doctr�ne of necess�ty accord�ng to the forego�ng def�n�t�on and
expl�cat�on of �t?

70. Nor have ph�losophers ever enterta�ned a d�fferent op�n�on from
the people �n th�s part�cular. For, not to ment�on that almost every
act�on of the�r l�fe supposes that op�n�on, there are even few of the
speculat�ve parts of learn�ng to wh�ch �t �s not essent�al. What would
become of h�story, had we not a dependence on the verac�ty of the
h�stor�an accord�ng to the exper�ence wh�ch we have had of
mank�nd? How could pol�t�cs be a sc�ence, �f laws and forms of
goverment had not a un�form �nfluence upon soc�ety? Where would
be the foundat�on of morals, �f part�cular characters had no certa�n or
determ�nate power to produce part�cular sent�ments, and �f these
sent�ments had no constant operat�on on act�ons? And w�th what
pretence could we employ our cr�t�c�sm upon any poet or pol�te
author, �f we could not pronounce the conduct and sent�ments of h�s
actors e�ther natural or unnatural to such characters, and �n such
c�rcumstances? It seems almost �mposs�ble, therefore, to engage



e�ther �n sc�ence or act�on of any k�nd w�thout acknowledg�ng the
doctr�ne of necess�ty, and th�s �nference from mot�ve to voluntary
act�ons, from characters to conduct.

And �ndeed, when we cons�der how aptly natural and moral ev�dence
l�nk together, and form only one cha�n of argument, 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 when he cons�ders
the obst�nacy of the gaoler, as the walls and bars w�th wh�ch he �s
surrounded; and, �n all attempts for h�s freedom, chooses 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 axe 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 between 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 objects present to the memory or 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�on, and
act�ons; or f�gure and mot�on. We may change the name of th�ngs;
but the�r nature and the�r operat�on on the understand�ng never
change.

Were a man, whom I know to be honest and opulent, and w�th whom
I l�ve �n �nt�mate fr�endsh�p, to come �nto my house, where I am
surrounded w�th my servants, I rest assured that he �s not to stab me
before he leaves �t �n order to rob me of my s�lver stand�sh; and I no
more suspect th�s event than the fall�ng of the house �tself, wh�ch �s
new, and sol�dly bu�lt and founded.—But he may have been se�zed
w�th a sudden and unknown frenzy.—So may a sudden earthquake
ar�se, and shake and tumble my house about my ears. I shall



therefore change the suppos�t�ons. I shall say that I know w�th
certa�nty that he �s not to put h�s hand �nto the f�re and hold �t there t�ll
�t be consumed: And th�s event, I th�nk I can foretell w�th the same
assurance, as that, �f he throw h�mself out at the w�ndow, and meet
w�th no obstruct�on, he w�ll not rema�n a moment suspended �n the
a�r. No susp�c�on of an unknown frenzy can g�ve the least poss�b�l�ty
to the former event, wh�ch �s so contrary to all the known pr�nc�ples
of human nature. A man who at noon leaves h�s purse full of gold on
the pavement at Char�ng-Cross, may as well expect that �t w�ll fly
away l�ke a feather, as that he w�ll f�nd �t untouched an hour after.
Above one half of human reason�ngs conta�n �nferences of a s�m�lar
nature, attended w�th more or less degrees of certa�nty proport�oned
to our exper�ence of the usual conduct of mank�nd �n such part�cular
s�tuat�ons.

71. I have frequently cons�dered, what could poss�bly be the reason
why all mank�nd, though they have ever, w�thout hes�tat�on,
acknowledged the doctr�ne of necess�ty �n the�r whole pract�ce and
reason�ng, have yet d�scovered such a reluctance to acknowledge �t
�n words, and have rather shown a propens�ty, �n all ages, to profess
the contrary op�n�on. The matter, I th�nk, may be accounted for after
the follow�ng manner. If we exam�ne the operat�ons of body, and the
product�on of effects from the�r causes, we shall f�nd that all our
facult�es can never carry us farther �n our knowledge of th�s relat�on
than barely to observe that part�cular objects are constantly
conjo�ned together, and that the m�nd �s carr�ed, by a customary
trans�t�on, from the appearance of one to the bel�ef of the other. But
though th�s conclus�on concern�ng human �gnorance be the result of
the str�ctest scrut�ny of th�s subject, men st�ll enterta�n a strong
propens�ty to bel�eve that they penetrate farther �nto the powers of
nature, and perce�ve someth�ng l�ke a necessary connex�on between
the cause and the effect. When aga�n they turn the�r reflect�ons
towards the operat�ons of the�r own m�nds, and feel no such
connex�on of the mot�ve and the act�on; they are thence apt to
suppose, that there �s a d�fference between the effects wh�ch result
from mater�al force, and those wh�ch ar�se from thought and
�ntell�gence. But be�ng once conv�nced that we know noth�ng farther



of causat�on of any k�nd than merely the constant conjunct�on of
objects, and the consequent �nference of the m�nd from one to
another, and f�nd�ng that these two c�rcumstances are un�versally
allowed to have place �n voluntary act�ons; we may be more eas�ly
led to own the same necess�ty common to all causes. And though
th�s reason�ng may contrad�ct the systems of many ph�losophers, �n
ascr�b�ng necess�ty to the determ�nat�ons of the w�ll, we shall f�nd,
upon reflect�on, that they d�ssent from �t �n words only, not �n the�r
real sent�ment. Necess�ty, accord�ng to the sense �n wh�ch �t �s here
taken, has never yet been rejected, nor can ever, I th�nk, be rejected
by any ph�losopher. It may only, perhaps, be pretended that the m�nd
can perce�ve, �n the operat�ons of matter, some farther connex�on
between the cause and effect; and connex�on that has not place �n
voluntary act�ons of �ntell�gent be�ngs. Now whether �t be so or not,
can only appear upon exam�nat�on; and �t �s �ncumbent on these
ph�losophers to make good the�r assert�on, by def�n�ng or descr�b�ng
that necess�ty, and po�nt�ng �t out to us �n the operat�ons of mater�al
causes.

72. It would seem, �ndeed, that men beg�n at the wrong end of th�s
quest�on concern�ng l�berty and necess�ty, when they enter upon �t by
exam�n�ng the facult�es of the soul, the �nfluence of the
understand�ng, and the operat�ons of the w�ll. Let them f�rst d�scuss a
more s�mple quest�on, namely, the operat�ons of body and of brute
un�ntell�gent matter; and try whether they can there form any �dea of
causat�on and necess�ty, except that of a constant conjunct�on of
objects, and subsequent �nference of the m�nd from one to another. If
these c�rcumstances form, �n real�ty, the whole of that necess�ty,
wh�ch we conce�ve �n matter, and �f these c�rcumstances be also
un�versally acknowledged to take place �n the operat�ons of the m�nd,
the d�spute �s at an end; at least, must be owned to be thenceforth
merely verbal. But as long as we w�ll rashly suppose, that we have
some farther �dea of necess�ty and causat�on �n the operat�ons of
external objects; at the same t�me, that we can f�nd noth�ng farther �n
the voluntary act�ons of the m�nd; there �s no poss�b�l�ty of br�ng�ng
the quest�on to any determ�nate �ssue, wh�le we proceed upon so
erroneous a suppos�t�on. The only method of undece�v�ng us �s to



mount up h�gher; to exam�ne the narrow extent of sc�ence when
appl�ed to mater�al causes; and to conv�nce ourselves that all we
know of them �s the constant conjunct�on and �nference above
ment�oned. We may, perhaps, f�nd that �t �s w�th d�ff�culty we are
�nduced to f�x such narrow l�m�ts to human understand�ng: But we
can afterwards f�nd no d�ff�culty when we come to apply th�s doctr�ne
to the act�ons of the w�ll. For as �t �s ev�dent that these have a regular
conjunct�on w�th mot�ves and c�rcumstances and characters, and as
we always draw �nferences from one to the other, we must be
obl�ged to acknowledge �n words that necess�ty, wh�ch we have
already avowed, �n every del�berat�on of our l�ves, and �n every step
of our conduct and behav�our.17

73. But to proceed �n th�s reconc�l�ng project w�th regard to the
quest�on of l�berty and necess�ty; the most content�ous quest�on of
metaphys�cs, the most content�ous sc�ence; �t w�ll not requ�re many
words to prove, that all mank�nd have ever agreed �n the doctr�ne of
l�berty as well as �n that of necess�ty, and that the whole d�spute, �n
th�s respect also, has been h�therto merely verbal. For what �s meant
by l�berty, when appl�ed to voluntary act�ons? We cannot surely
mean that act�ons have so l�ttle connex�on w�th mot�ves, �ncl�nat�ons,
and c�rcumstances, that one does not follow w�th a certa�n degree of
un�form�ty from the other, and that one affords no �nference by wh�ch
we can conclude the ex�stence of the other. For these are pla�n and
acknowledged matters of fact. By l�berty, then, we can only mean a
power of act�ng or not act�ng, accord�ng to the determ�nat�ons of the
w�ll; that �s, �f we choose to rema�n at rest, we may; �f we choose to
move, we also may. Now th�s hypothet�cal l�berty �s un�versally
allowed to belong to every one who �s not a pr�soner and �n cha�ns.
Here, then, �s no subject of d�spute.

74. Whatever def�n�t�on we may g�ve of l�berty, we should be careful
to observe two requ�s�te c�rcumstances; f�rst, that �t be cons�stent
w�th pla�n matter of fact; secondly, that �t be cons�stent w�th �tself. If
we observe these c�rcumstances, and render our def�n�t�on
�ntell�g�ble, I am persuaded that all mank�nd w�ll be found of one
op�n�on w�th regard to �t.



It �s un�versally allowed that noth�ng ex�sts w�thout a cause of �ts
ex�stence, and that chance, when str�ctly exam�ned, �s a mere
negat�ve word, and means not any real power wh�ch has anywhere a
be�ng �n nature. But �t �s pretended that some causes are necessary,
some not necessary. Here then �s the advantage of def�n�t�ons. Let
any one def�ne a cause, w�thout comprehend�ng, as a part of the
def�n�t�on, a necessary connex�on w�th �ts effect; and let h�m show
d�st�nctly the or�g�n of the �dea, expressed by the def�n�t�on; and I
shall read�ly g�ve up the whole controversy. But �f the forego�ng
expl�cat�on of the matter be rece�ved, th�s must be absolutely
�mpract�cable. Had not objects a regular conjunct�on w�th each other,
we should never have enterta�ned any not�on of cause and effect;
and th�s regular conjunct�on produces that �nference of the
understand�ng, wh�ch �s the only connex�on, that we can have any
comprehens�on of. Whoever attempts a def�n�t�on of cause, exclus�ve
of these c�rcumstances, w�ll be obl�ged e�ther to employ un�ntell�g�ble
terms or such as are synonymous to the term wh�ch he endeavours
to def�ne.18 And �f the def�n�t�on above ment�oned be adm�tted;
l�berty, when opposed to necess�ty, not to constra�nt, �s the same
th�ng w�th chance; wh�ch �s un�versally allowed to have no ex�stence.

PART II.

75. There �s no method of reason�ng more common, and yet none
more blameable, than, �n ph�losoph�cal d�sputes, to endeavour the
refutat�on of any hypothes�s, by a pretence of �ts dangerous
consequences to rel�g�on and moral�ty. When any op�n�on leads to
absurd�t�es, �t �s certa�nly false; but �t �s not certa�n that an op�n�on �s
false, because �t �s of dangerous consequence. Such top�cs,
therefore, ought ent�rely to be forborne; 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 frankly subm�t to an exam�nat�on of th�s k�nd, and
shall venture to aff�rm that the doctr�nes, both of necess�ty and of
l�berty, as above expla�ned, are not only cons�stent w�th moral�ty, but
are absolutely essent�al to �ts support.



Necess�ty may be def�ned two ways, conformably to the two
def�n�t�ons of cause, of wh�ch �t makes an essent�al part. It cons�sts
e�ther �n the constant conjunct�on of l�ke objects, or �n the �nference
of the understand�ng from one object to another. Now necess�ty, �n
both these senses, (wh�ch, �ndeed, are at bottom the same) has
un�versally, though tac�tly, �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, �ncl�nat�ons, and
c�rcumstances. The only part�cular �n wh�ch any one can d�ffer, �s,
that e�ther, perhaps, he w�ll refuse to g�ve the name of necess�ty to
th�s property of human act�ons: 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
�t poss�ble to d�scover someth�ng farther �n the operat�ons of matter.
But th�s, �t must be acknowledged, can be of no consequence to
moral�ty or rel�g�on, whatever �t may be to natural ph�losophy or
metaphys�cs. We may here be m�staken �n assert�ng that there �s no
�dea of any other necess�ty or connex�on �n the act�ons of body: But
surely we ascr�be noth�ng to the act�ons of the m�nd, but what
everyone does, and must read�ly allow of. We change no
c�rcumstance �n the rece�ved orthodox system w�th regard to the w�ll,
but only �n that w�th regard to mater�al objects and causes. Noth�ng,
therefore, can be more �nnocent, at least, than th�s doctr�ne.

76. All laws be�ng founded on rewards and pun�shments, �t �s
supposed as a fundamental pr�nc�ple, that these mot�ves have a
regular and un�form �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,
�t must be esteemed a cause, and be looked upon as an �nstance of
that necess�ty, wh�ch we would here establ�sh.

The only proper object of hatred or vengeance �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. Act�ons are, by the�r



very nature, temporary and per�sh�ng; and where they proceed not
from some cause �n the character and d�spos�t�on of the person who
performed them, they can ne�ther redound to h�s honour, �f good; nor
�nfamy, �f ev�l. The act�ons themselves may be blameable; they may
be contrary to all the rules of moral�ty and rel�g�on: But the person �s
not answerable for them; and as they proceeded from noth�ng �n h�m
that �s durable and constant, and leave noth�ng of that nature beh�nd
them, �t �s �mposs�ble he can, upon the�r account, become the object
of pun�shment or vengeance. Accord�ng to the pr�nc�ple, therefore,
wh�ch den�es necess�ty, and consequently causes, a man �s as pure
and unta�nted, after hav�ng comm�tted the most horr�d cr�me, as at
the f�rst moment of h�s b�rth, nor �s h�s character anyw�se 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.

Men are not blamed for such act�ons as they perform �gnorantly and
casually, whatever may be the consequences. Why? but because
the pr�nc�ples of these act�ons are only momentary, and term�nate �n
them alone. Men are less blamed for such act�ons as they perform
hast�ly and unpremed�tately than for such as proceed from
del�berat�on. For what reason? but because a hasty temper, though a
constant cause or pr�nc�ple �n the m�nd, operates only by �ntervals,
and �nfects not the whole character. Aga�n, repentance w�pes off
every cr�me, �f attended w�th a 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 pr�nc�ples �n the
m�nd; and when, by an alterat�on of these pr�nc�ples, they cease to
be just proofs, they l�kew�se cease to be cr�m�nal. But, except upon
the doctr�ne of necess�ty, they never were just proofs, and
consequently never were cr�m�nal.

77. It w�ll be equally easy to prove, and from the same arguments,
that l�berty, accord�ng to that def�n�t�on above ment�oned, �n wh�ch all
men agree, �s also essent�al to moral�ty, and that no human act�ons,
where �t �s want�ng, are suscept�ble of any moral qual�t�es, or can be
the objects e�ther of approbat�on or d�sl�ke. For as act�ons are objects
of our moral sent�ment, so far only as they are �nd�cat�ons of the



�nternal character, pass�ons, and affect�ons; �t �s �mposs�ble that they
can g�ve r�se e�ther to pra�se or blame, where they proceed not from
these pr�nc�ples, but are der�ved altogether from external v�olence.

78. I pretend not to have obv�ated or removed all object�ons to th�s
theory, w�th regard to necess�ty and l�berty. I can foresee other
object�ons, der�ved from top�cs wh�ch have not here been treated of.
It may be sa�d, for �nstance, that, �f voluntary act�ons be subjected to
the same laws of necess�ty w�th the operat�ons of matter, there �s a
cont�nued cha�n of necessary causes, pre-orda�ned and pre-
determ�ned, reach�ng from the or�g�nal cause of all to every s�ngle
vol�t�on of every human creature. No cont�ngency anywhere �n the
un�verse; no �nd�fference; no l�berty. Wh�le we act, we are, at the
same t�me, acted upon. The ult�mate Author of all our vol�t�ons �s the
Creator of the world, who f�rst bestowed mot�on on th�s �mmense
mach�ne, and placed all be�ngs �n that part�cular pos�t�on, whence
every subsequent event, by an �nev�table necess�ty, must result.
Human act�ons, therefore, e�ther can have no moral turp�tude at all,
as proceed�ng from so good a cause; or �f they have any turp�tude,
they must �nvolve our Creator �n the same gu�lt, wh�le he �s
acknowledged to be the�r ult�mate cause and author. For as a man,
who f�red a m�ne, �s answerable for all the consequences whether
the tra�n he employed be long or short; so wherever a cont�nued
cha�n of necessary causes �s f�xed, that Be�ng, e�ther f�n�te or �nf�n�te,
who produces the f�rst, �s l�kew�se the author of all the rest, and must
both bear the blame and acqu�re the pra�se wh�ch belong to them.
Our clear and unalterable �deas of moral�ty establ�sh th�s rule, upon
unquest�onable reasons, when we exam�ne the consequences of
any human act�on; and these reasons must st�ll have greater force
when appl�ed to the vol�t�ons and �ntent�ons of a Be�ng �nf�n�tely w�se
and powerful. Ignorance or �mpotence may be pleaded for so l�m�ted
a creature as man; but those �mperfect�ons have no place �n our
Creator. He foresaw, he orda�ned, he �ntended all those act�ons of
men, wh�ch we so rashly pronounce cr�m�nal. And we must therefore
conclude, e�ther that they are not cr�m�nal, or that the De�ty, not man,
�s accountable for them. But as e�ther of these pos�t�ons �s absurd
and �mp�ous, �t follows, that the doctr�ne from wh�ch they are



deduced cannot poss�bly be true, as be�ng l�able to all the same
object�ons. An absurd consequence, �f necessary, proves the or�g�nal
doctr�ne to be absurd; �n the same manner as cr�m�nal act�ons render
cr�m�nal the or�g�nal cause, �f the connex�on between them be
necessary and ev�table.

Th�s object�on cons�sts of two parts, wh�ch we shall exam�ne
separately; F�rst, that, �f human act�ons can be traced up, by a
necessary cha�n, to the De�ty, they can never be cr�m�nal; on account
of the �nf�n�te perfect�on of that Be�ng from whom they are der�ved,
and who can �ntend noth�ng but what �s altogether good and
laudable. Or, Secondly, �f they be cr�m�nal, we must retract the
attr�bute of perfect�on, wh�ch we ascr�be to the De�ty, and must
acknowledge h�m to be the ult�mate author of gu�lt and moral
turp�tude �n all h�s creatures.

79. The answer to the f�rst object�on seems obv�ous and conv�nc�ng.
There are many ph�losophers who, after an exact scrut�ny of all the
phenomena of nature, conclude, that the WHOLE, cons�dered as
one system, �s, �n every per�od of �ts ex�stence, ordered w�th perfect
benevolence; and that the utmost poss�ble happ�ness w�ll, �n the end,
result to all created be�ngs, w�thout any m�xture of pos�t�ve or
absolute �ll or m�sery. Every phys�cal �ll, say they, makes an essent�al
part of th�s benevolent system, and could not poss�bly be removed,
even by the De�ty h�mself, cons�dered as a w�se agent, w�thout g�v�ng
entrance to greater �ll, or exclud�ng greater good, wh�ch w�ll result
from �t. From th�s theory, some ph�losophers, and the anc�ent Sto�cs
among the rest, der�ved a top�c of consolat�on under all affl�ct�ons,
wh�le they taught the�r pup�ls that those �lls under wh�ch they
laboured were, �n real�ty, goods to the un�verse; and that to an
enlarged v�ew, wh�ch could comprehend the whole system of nature,
every event became an object of joy and exultat�on. But though th�s
top�c be spec�ous and subl�me, �t was soon found �n pract�ce weak
and �neffectual. You would surely more �rr�tate than appease a man
ly�ng under the rack�ng pa�ns of the gout by preach�ng up to h�m the
rect�tude of those general laws, wh�ch produced the mal�gnant
humours �n h�s body, and led them through the proper canals, to the



s�news and nerves, where they now exc�te such acute torments.
These enlarged v�ews may, for a moment, please the �mag�nat�on of
a speculat�ve man, who �s placed �n ease and secur�ty; but ne�ther
can they dwell w�th constancy on h�s m�nd, even though und�sturbed
by the emot�ons of pa�n or pass�on; much less can they ma�nta�n
the�r ground when attacked by such powerful antagon�sts. The
affect�ons take a narrower and more natural survey of the�r object;
and by an economy, more su�table to the �nf�rm�ty of human m�nds,
regard alone the be�ngs around us, and are actuated by such events
as appear good or �ll to the pr�vate system.

80. The case �s the same w�th moral as w�th phys�cal �ll. It cannot
reasonably be supposed, that those remote cons�derat�ons, wh�ch
are found of so l�ttle eff�cacy w�th regard to one, w�ll have a more
powerful �nfluence w�th regard to the other. The m�nd of man �s so
formed by nature that, upon the appearance of certa�n characters,
d�spos�t�ons, and act�ons, �t �mmed�ately feels the sent�ment of
approbat�on or blame; nor are there any emot�ons more essent�al to
�ts frame and const�tut�on. The characters wh�ch engage our
approbat�on are ch�efly such as contr�bute to the peace and secur�ty
of human soc�ety; as the characters wh�ch exc�te blame are ch�efly
such as tend to publ�c detr�ment and d�sturbance: Whence �t may
reasonably be presumed, that the moral sent�ments ar�se, e�ther
med�ately or �mmed�ately, from a reflect�on of these oppos�te
�nterests. What though ph�losoph�cal med�tat�ons establ�sh a d�fferent
op�n�on or conjecture; that everyth�ng �s r�ght w�th regard to the
WHOLE, and that the qual�t�es, wh�ch d�sturb soc�ety, are, �n the
ma�n, as benef�c�al, and are as su�table to the pr�mary �ntent�on of
nature as those wh�ch more d�rectly promote �ts happ�ness and
welfare? Are such remote and uncerta�n speculat�ons able to
counterbalance the sent�ments wh�ch ar�se from the natural and
�mmed�ate v�ew of the objects? A man who �s robbed of a
cons�derable sum; does he f�nd h�s vexat�on for the loss anyw�se
d�m�n�shed by these subl�me reflect�ons? Why then should h�s moral
resentment aga�nst the cr�me be supposed �ncompat�ble w�th them?
Or why should not the acknowledgment of a real d�st�nct�on between
v�ce and v�rtue be reconc�leable to all speculat�ve systems of



ph�losophy, as well as that of a real d�st�nct�on between personal
beauty and deform�ty? Both these d�st�nct�ons are founded �n the
natural sent�ments of the human m�nd: And these sent�ments are not
to be controuled or altered by any ph�losoph�cal theory or speculat�on
whatsoever.

81. The second object�on adm�ts not of so easy and sat�sfactory an
answer; nor �s �t poss�ble to expla�n d�st�nctly, how the De�ty can be
the med�ate cause of all the act�ons of men, w�thout be�ng the author
of s�n and moral turp�tude. These are myster�es, wh�ch mere natural
and unass�sted reason �s very unf�t to handle; and whatever system
she embraces, she must f�nd herself �nvolved �n �nextr�cable
d�ff�cult�es, and even contrad�ct�ons, at every step wh�ch she takes
w�th regard to such subjects. To reconc�le the �nd�fference and
cont�ngency of human act�ons w�th presc�ence; or to defend absolute
decrees, and yet free the De�ty from be�ng the author of s�n, has
been found h�therto to exceed all the power of ph�losophy. Happy, �f
she be thence sens�ble of her temer�ty, when she pr�es �nto these
subl�me myster�es; and leav�ng a scene so full of obscur�t�es and
perplex�t�es, return, w�th su�table modesty, to her true and proper
prov�nce, the exam�nat�on of common l�fe; where she w�ll f�nd
d�ff�cult�es enough to employ her enqu�r�es, w�thout launch�ng �nto so
boundless an ocean of doubt, uncerta�nty, and contrad�ct�on!



SECTION IX.

OF THE REASON OF ANIMALS.

82. All our reason�ngs concern�ng matter of fact are founded on a
spec�es of Analogy, wh�ch leads us to expect from any cause the
same events, wh�ch we have observed to result from s�m�lar causes.
Where the causes are ent�rely s�m�lar, the analogy �s perfect, and the
�nference, drawn from �t, �s regarded as certa�n and conclus�ve: nor
does any man ever enterta�n a doubt, where he sees a p�ece of �ron,
that �t w�ll have we�ght and cohes�on of parts; as �n all other
�nstances, wh�ch have ever fallen under h�s observat�on. But where
the objects have not so exact a s�m�lar�ty, the analogy �s less perfect,
and the �nference �s less conclus�ve; though st�ll �t has some force, �n
proport�on to the degree of s�m�lar�ty and resemblance. The
anatom�cal observat�ons, formed upon one an�mal, are, by th�s
spec�es of reason�ng, extended to all an�mals; and �t �s certa�n, that
when the c�rculat�on of the blood, for �nstance, �s clearly proved to
have place �n one creature, as a frog, or f�sh, �t forms a strong
presumpt�on, that the same pr�nc�ple has place �n all. These
analog�cal observat�ons may be carr�ed farther, even to th�s sc�ence,
of wh�ch we are now treat�ng; and any theory, by wh�ch we expla�n
the operat�ons of the understand�ng, or the or�g�n and connex�on of
the pass�ons �n man, w�ll acqu�re add�t�onal author�ty, �f we f�nd, that
the same theory �s requ�s�te to expla�n the same phenomena �n all
other an�mals. We shall make tr�al of th�s, w�th regard to the
hypothes�s, by wh�ch we have, �n the forego�ng d�scourse,
endeavoured to account for all exper�mental reason�ngs; and �t �s
hoped, that th�s new po�nt of v�ew w�ll serve to conf�rm all our former
observat�ons.

83. F�rst, It seems ev�dent, that an�mals as well as men learn many
th�ngs from exper�ence, and �nfer, that the same events w�ll always



follow from the same causes. By th�s pr�nc�ple they become
acqua�nted w�th the more obv�ous propert�es of external objects, and
gradually, from the�r b�rth, treasure up a knowledge of the nature of
f�re, water, earth, stones, he�ghts, depths, &c., and of the effects
wh�ch result from the�r operat�on. The �gnorance and �nexper�ence of
the young are here pla�nly d�st�ngu�shable from the cunn�ng and
sagac�ty of the old, who have learned, by long observat�on, to avo�d
what hurt them, and to pursue what gave ease or pleasure. A horse,
that has been accustomed to the f�eld, becomes acqua�nted w�th the
proper he�ght wh�ch he can leap, and w�ll never attempt what
exceeds h�s force and ab�l�ty. An old greyhound w�ll trust the more
fat�gu�ng part of the chace to the younger, and w�ll place h�mself so
as to meet the hare �n her doubles; nor are the conjectures, wh�ch he
forms on th�s occas�on, founded �n any th�ng but h�s observat�on and
exper�ence.

Th�s �s st�ll more ev�dent from the effects of d�sc�pl�ne and educat�on
on an�mals, who, by the proper appl�cat�on of rewards and
pun�shments, may be taught any course of act�on, and most contrary
to the�r natural �nst�ncts and propens�t�es. Is �t not exper�ence, wh�ch
renders a dog apprehens�ve of pa�n, when you menace h�m, or l�ft up
the wh�p to beat h�m? Is �t not even exper�ence, wh�ch makes h�m
answer to h�s name, and �nfer, from such an arb�trary sound, that you
mean h�m rather than any of h�s fellows, and �ntend to call h�m, when
you pronounce �t �n a certa�n manner, and w�th a certa�n tone and
accent?

In all these cases, we may observe, that the an�mal �nfers some fact
beyond what �mmed�ately str�kes h�s senses; and that th�s �nference
�s altogether founded on past exper�ence, wh�le the creature expects
from the present object the same consequences, wh�ch �t has always
found �n �ts observat�on to result from s�m�lar objects.

84. Secondly, It �s �mposs�ble, that th�s �nference of the an�mal can be
founded on any process of argument or reason�ng, by wh�ch he
concludes, that l�ke events must follow l�ke objects, and that the
course of nature w�ll always be regular �n �ts operat�ons. For �f there



be �n real�ty any arguments of th�s nature, they surely l�e too abstruse
for the observat�on of such �mperfect understand�ngs; s�nce �t may
well employ the utmost care and attent�on of a ph�losoph�c gen�us to
d�scover and observe them. An�mals, therefore, are not gu�ded �n
these �nferences by reason�ng: Ne�ther are ch�ldren: Ne�ther are the
general�ty of mank�nd, �n the�r ord�nary act�ons and conclus�ons:
Ne�ther are ph�losophers themselves, who, �n all the act�ve parts of
l�fe, are, �n the ma�n, the same w�th the vulgar, and are governed by
the same max�ms. Nature must have prov�ded some other pr�nc�ple,
of more ready, and more general use and appl�cat�on; nor can an
operat�on of such �mmense consequence �n l�fe, as that of �nferr�ng
effects from causes, be trusted to the uncerta�n process of reason�ng
and argumentat�on. Were th�s doubtful w�th regard to men, �t seems
to adm�t of no quest�on w�th regard to the brute creat�on; and the
conclus�on be�ng once f�rmly establ�shed �n the one, we have a
strong presumpt�on, from all the rules of analogy, that �t ought to be
un�versally adm�tted, w�thout any except�on or reserve. It �s custom
alone, wh�ch engages an�mals, from every object, that str�kes the�r
senses, to �nfer �ts usual attendant, and carr�es the�r �mag�nat�on,
from the appearance of the one, to conce�ve the other, �n that
part�cular manner, wh�ch we denom�nate bel�ef. No other expl�cat�on
can be g�ven of th�s operat�on, �n all the h�gher, as well as lower
classes of sens�t�ve be�ngs, wh�ch fall under our not�ce and
observat�on 19.

85. But though an�mals learn many parts of the�r knowledge from
observat�on, there are also many parts of �t, wh�ch they der�ve from
the or�g�nal hand of nature; wh�ch much exceed the share of capac�ty
they possess on ord�nary occas�ons; and �n wh�ch they �mprove, l�ttle
or noth�ng, by the longest pract�ce and exper�ence. These we
denom�nate Inst�ncts, and are so apt to adm�re as someth�ng very
extraord�nary, and �nexpl�cable by all the d�squ�s�t�ons of human
understand�ng. But our wonder w�ll, perhaps, cease or d�m�n�sh,
when we cons�der, that the exper�mental reason�ng �tself, wh�ch we
possess �n common w�th beasts, and on wh�ch the whole conduct of
l�fe depends, �s noth�ng but a spec�es of �nst�nct or mechan�cal
power, that acts �n us unknown to ourselves; and �n �ts ch�ef



operat�ons, �s not d�rected by any such relat�ons or compar�sons of
�deas, as are the proper objects of our �ntellectual facult�es. Though
the �nst�nct be d�fferent, yet st�ll �t �s an �nst�nct, wh�ch teaches a man
to avo�d the f�re; as much as that, wh�ch teaches a b�rd, w�th such
exactness, the art of �ncubat�on, and the whole economy and order
of �ts nursery.



SECTION X

OF MIRACLES.

PART I.

86. There �s, �n Dr. T�llotson's wr�t�ngs, an argument aga�nst the real
presence, wh�ch �s as conc�se, and elegant, and strong as any
argument can poss�bly be supposed aga�nst a doctr�ne, so l�ttle
worthy of a ser�ous refutat�on. It �s acknowledged on all hands, says
that learned prelate, that the author�ty, e�ther of the scr�pture or of
trad�t�on, �s founded merely �n the test�mony of the apostles, who
were eye-w�tnesses to those m�racles of our Sav�our, by wh�ch he
proved h�s d�v�ne m�ss�on. Our ev�dence, then, for the truth of the
Chr�st�an rel�g�on �s less than the ev�dence for the truth of our
senses; because, even �n the f�rst authors of our rel�g�on, �t was no
greater; and �t �s ev�dent �t must d�m�n�sh �n pass�ng from them to
the�r d�sc�ples; nor can any one rest such conf�dence �n the�r
test�mony, as �n the �mmed�ate object of h�s senses. But a weaker
ev�dence can never destroy a stronger; and therefore, were the
doctr�ne of the real presence ever so clearly revealed �n scr�pture, �t
were d�rectly contrary to the rules of just reason�ng to g�ve our assent
to �t. It contrad�cts sense, though both the scr�pture and trad�t�on, on
wh�ch �t �s supposed to be bu�lt, carry not such ev�dence w�th them
as sense; when they are cons�dered merely as external ev�dences,
and are not brought home to every one's breast, by the �mmed�ate
operat�on of the Holy Sp�r�t.

Noth�ng �s so conven�ent as a dec�s�ve argument of th�s k�nd, wh�ch
must at least s�lence the most arrogant b�gotry and superst�t�on, and
free us from the�r �mpert�nent sol�c�tat�ons. I flatter myself, that I have
d�scovered an argument of a l�ke nature, wh�ch, �f just, w�ll, w�th the
w�se and learned, be an everlast�ng check to all k�nds of



superst�t�ous delus�on, and consequently, w�ll be useful as long as
the world endures. For so long, I presume, w�ll the accounts of
m�racles and prod�g�es be found �n all h�story, sacred and profane.

87. Though exper�ence be our only gu�de �n reason�ng concern�ng
matters of fact; �t must be acknowledged, that th�s gu�de �s not
altogether �nfall�ble, but �n some cases �s apt to lead us �nto errors.
One, who �n our cl�mate, should expect better weather �n any week
of June than �n one of December, would reason justly, and
conformably to exper�ence; but �t �s certa�n, that he may happen, �n
the event, to f�nd h�mself m�staken. However, we may observe, that,
�n such a case, he would have no cause to compla�n of exper�ence;
because �t commonly �nforms us beforehand of the uncerta�nty, by
that contrar�ety of events, wh�ch we may learn from a d�l�gent
observat�on. All effects follow not w�th l�ke certa�nty from the�r
supposed causes. Some events are found, �n all countr�es and all
ages, to have been constantly conjo�ned together: Others are found
to have been more var�able, and somet�mes to d�sappo�nt our
expectat�ons; so that, �n our reason�ngs concern�ng matter of fact,
there are all �mag�nable degrees of assurance, from the h�ghest
certa�nty to the lowest spec�es of moral ev�dence.

A w�se man, therefore, proport�ons h�s bel�ef to the ev�dence. In such
conclus�ons as are founded on an �nfall�ble exper�ence, he expects
the event w�th the last degree of assurance, and regards h�s past
exper�ence as a full proof of the future ex�stence of that event. In
other cases, he proceeds w�th more caut�on: He we�ghs the oppos�te
exper�ments: He cons�ders wh�ch s�de �s supported by the greater
number of exper�ments: to that s�de he �ncl�nes, w�th doubt and
hes�tat�on; and when at last he f�xes h�s judgement, the ev�dence
exceeds not what we properly call probab�l�ty. All probab�l�ty, then,
supposes an oppos�t�on of exper�ments and observat�ons, where the
one s�de �s found to overbalance the other, and to produce a degree
of ev�dence, proport�oned to the super�or�ty. A hundred �nstances or
exper�ments on one s�de, and f�fty on another, afford a doubtful
expectat�on of any event; though a hundred un�form exper�ments,
w�th only one that �s contrad�ctory, reasonably beget a pretty strong



degree of assurance. In all cases, we must balance the oppos�te
exper�ments, where they are oppos�te, and deduct the smaller
number from the greater, �n order to know the exact force of the
super�or ev�dence.

88. To apply these pr�nc�ples to a part�cular �nstance; we may
observe, that there �s no spec�es of reason�ng more common, more
useful, and even necessary to human l�fe, than that wh�ch �s der�ved
from the test�mony of men, and the reports of eye-w�tnesses and
spectators. Th�s spec�es of reason�ng, perhaps, one may deny to be
founded on the relat�on of cause and effect. I shall not d�spute about
a word. It w�ll be suff�c�ent to observe that our assurance �n any
argument of th�s k�nd �s der�ved from no other pr�nc�ple than our
observat�on of the verac�ty of human test�mony, and of the usual
conform�ty of facts to the reports of w�tnesses. It be�ng a general
max�m, that no objects have any d�scoverable connex�on together,
and that all the �nferences, wh�ch we can draw from one to another,
are founded merely on our exper�ence of the�r constant and regular
conjunct�on; �t �s ev�dent, that we ought not to make an except�on to
th�s max�m �n favour of human test�mony, whose connex�on w�th any
event seems, �n �tself, as l�ttle necessary as any other. Were not the
memory tenac�ous to a certa�n degree, had not men commonly an
�ncl�nat�on to truth and a pr�nc�ple of prob�ty; were they not sens�ble
to shame, when detected �n a falsehood: Were not these, I say,
d�scovered by exper�ence to be qual�t�es, �nherent �n human nature,
we should never repose the least conf�dence �n human test�mony. A
man del�r�ous, or noted for falsehood and v�llany, has no manner of
author�ty w�th us.

And as the ev�dence, der�ved from w�tnesses and human test�mony,
�s founded on past exper�ence, so �t var�es w�th the exper�ence, and
�s regarded e�ther as a proof or a probab�l�ty, accord�ng as the
conjunct�on between any part�cular k�nd of report and any k�nd of
object has been found to be constant or var�able. There are a
number of c�rcumstances to be taken �nto cons�derat�on �n all
judgements of th�s k�nd; and the ult�mate standard, by wh�ch we
determ�ne all d�sputes, that may ar�se concern�ng them, �s always



der�ved from exper�ence and observat�on. Where th�s exper�ence �s
not ent�rely un�form on any s�de, �t �s attended w�th an unavo�dable
contrar�ety �n our judgements, and w�th the same oppos�t�on and
mutual destruct�on of argument as �n every other k�nd of ev�dence.
We frequently hes�tate concern�ng the reports of others. We balance
the oppos�te c�rcumstances, wh�ch cause any doubt or uncerta�nty;
and when we d�scover a super�or�ty on any s�de, we �ncl�ne to �t; but
st�ll w�th a d�m�nut�on of assurance, �n proport�on to the force of �ts
antagon�st.

89. Th�s contrar�ety of ev�dence, �n the present case, may be der�ved
from several d�fferent causes; from the oppos�t�on of contrary
test�mony; from the character or number of the w�tnesses; from the
manner of the�r del�ver�ng the�r test�mony; or from the un�on of all
these c�rcumstances. We enterta�n a susp�c�on concern�ng any
matter of fact, when the w�tnesses contrad�ct each other; when they
are but few, or of a doubtful character; when they have an �nterest �n
what they aff�rm; when they del�ver the�r test�mony w�th hes�tat�on, or
on the contrary, w�th too v�olent asseverat�ons. There are many other
part�culars of the same k�nd, wh�ch may d�m�n�sh or destroy the force
of any argument, der�ved from human test�mony.

Suppose, for �nstance, that the fact, wh�ch the test�mony endeavours
to establ�sh, partakes of the extraord�nary and the marvellous; �n that
case, the ev�dence, result�ng from the test�mony, adm�ts of a
d�m�nut�on, greater or less, �n proport�on as the fact �s more or less
unusual. The reason why we place any cred�t �n w�tnesses and
h�stor�ans, �s not der�ved from any connex�on, wh�ch we perce�ve a
pr�or�, between test�mony and real�ty, but because we are
accustomed to f�nd a conform�ty between them. But when the fact
attested �s such a one as has seldom fallen under our observat�on,
here �s a contest of two oppos�te exper�ences; of wh�ch the one
destroys the other, as far as �ts force goes, and the super�or can only
operate on the m�nd by the force, wh�ch rema�ns. The very same
pr�nc�ple of exper�ence, wh�ch g�ves us a certa�n degree of
assurance �n the test�mony of w�tnesses, g�ves us also, �n th�s case,
another degree of assurance aga�nst the fact, wh�ch they endeavour



to establ�sh; from wh�ch contrad�t�on there necessar�ly ar�ses a
counterpo�ze, and mutual destruct�on of bel�ef and author�ty.

I should not bel�eve such a story were �t told me by Cato, was a
proverb�al say�ng �n Rome, even dur�ng the l�fet�me of that
ph�losoph�cal patr�ot.20 The �ncred�b�l�ty of a fact, �t was allowed,
m�ght �nval�date so great an author�ty.

The Ind�an pr�nce, who refused to bel�eve the f�rst relat�ons
concern�ng the effects of frost, reasoned justly; and �t naturally
requ�red very strong test�mony to engage h�s assent to facts, that
arose from a state of nature, w�th wh�ch he was unacqua�nted, and
wh�ch bore so l�ttle analogy to those events, of wh�ch he had had
constant and un�form exper�ence. Though they were not contrary to
h�s exper�ence, they were not conformable to �t.21

90. But �n order to encrease the probab�l�ty aga�nst the test�mony of
w�tnesses, let us suppose, that the fact, wh�ch they aff�rm, �nstead of
be�ng only marvellous, �s really m�raculous; and suppose also, that
the test�mony cons�dered apart and �n �tself, amounts to an ent�re
proof; �n that case, there �s proof aga�nst proof, of wh�ch the
strongest must preva�l, but st�ll w�th a d�m�nut�on of �ts force, �n
proport�on to that of �ts antagon�st.

A m�racle �s a v�olat�on of the laws of nature; and as a f�rm and
unalterable exper�ence has establ�shed these laws, the proof aga�nst
a m�racle, from the very nature of the fact, �s as ent�re as any
argument from exper�ence can poss�bly be �mag�ned. Why �s �t more
than probable, that all men must d�e; that lead cannot, of �tself,
rema�n suspended �n the a�r; that f�re consumes wood, and �s
ext�ngu�shed by water; unless �t be, that these events are found
agreeable to the laws of nature, and there �s requ�red a v�olat�on of
these laws, or �n other words, a m�racle to prevent them? Noth�ng �s
esteemed a m�racle, �f �t ever happen �n the common course of
nature. It �s no m�racle that a man, seem�ngly �n good health, should
d�e on a sudden: because such a k�nd of death, though more
unusual than any other, has yet been frequently observed to happen.



But �t �s a m�racle, that a dead man should come to l�fe; because that
has never been observed �n any age or country. There must,
therefore, be a un�form exper�ence aga�nst every m�raculous event,
otherw�se the event would not mer�t that appellat�on. And as a
un�form exper�ence amounts to a proof, there �s here a d�rect and full
proof, from the nature of the fact, aga�nst the ex�stence of any
m�racle; nor can such a proof be destroyed, or the m�racle rendered
cred�ble, but by an oppos�te proof, wh�ch �s super�or.22

91. The pla�n consequence �s (and �t �s a general max�m worthy of
our attent�on), 'That no test�mony �s suff�c�ent to establ�sh a m�racle,
unless the test�mony be of such a k�nd, that �ts falsehood would be
more m�raculous, than the fact, wh�ch �t endeavours to establ�sh; and
even �n that case there �s a mutual destruct�on of arguments, and the
super�or only g�ves us an assurance su�table to that degree of force,
wh�ch rema�ns, after deduct�ng the �nfer�or.' When anyone tells me,
that he saw a dead man restored to l�fe, I �mmed�ately cons�der w�th
myself, whether �t be more probable, that th�s person should e�ther
dece�ve or be dece�ved, or that the fact, wh�ch he relates, should
really have happened. I we�gh the one m�racle aga�nst the other; and
accord�ng to the super�or�ty, wh�ch I d�scover, I pronounce my
dec�s�on, and always reject the greater m�racle. If the falsehood of
h�s test�mony would be more m�raculous, than the event wh�ch he
relates; then, and not t�ll then, can he pretend to command my bel�ef
or op�n�on.

PART II.

92. In the forego�ng reason�ng we have supposed, that the test�mony,
upon wh�ch a m�racle �s founded, may poss�bly amount to an ent�re
proof, and that the falsehood of that test�mony would be a real
prod�gy: But �t �s easy to shew, that we have been a great deal too
l�beral �n our concess�on, and that there never was a m�raculous
event establ�shed on so full an ev�dence.

For f�rst, there �s not to be found, �n all h�story, any m�racle attested
by a suff�c�ent number of men, of such unquest�oned good-sense,



educat�on, and learn�ng, as to secure us aga�nst all delus�on �n
themselves; of such undoubted �ntegr�ty, as to place them beyond all
susp�c�on of any des�gn to dece�ve others; of such cred�t and
reputat�on �n the eyes of mank�nd, as to have a great deal to lose �n
case of the�r be�ng detected �n any falsehood; and at the same t�me,
attest�ng facts performed �n such a publ�c manner and �n so
celebrated a part of the world, as to render the detect�on
unavo�dable: All wh�ch c�rcumstances are requ�s�te to g�ve us a full
assurance �n the test�mony of men.

93. Secondly. We may observe �n human nature a pr�nc�ple wh�ch, �f
str�ctly exam�ned, w�ll be found to d�m�n�sh extremely the assurance,
wh�ch we m�ght, from human test�mony, have, �n any k�nd of prod�gy.
The max�m, by wh�ch we commonly conduct ourselves �n our
reason�ngs, �s, that the objects, of wh�ch we have no exper�ence,
resembles those, of wh�ch we have; that what we have found to be
most usual �s always most probable; and that where there �s an
oppos�t�on of arguments, we ought to g�ve the preference to such as
are founded on the greatest number of past observat�ons. But
though, �n proceed�ng by th�s rule, we read�ly reject any fact wh�ch �s
unusual and �ncred�ble �n an ord�nary degree; yet �n advanc�ng
farther, the m�nd observes not always the same rule; but when
anyth�ng �s aff�rmed utterly absurd and m�raculous, �t rather the more
read�ly adm�ts of such a fact, upon account of that very
c�rcumstance, wh�ch ought to destroy all �ts author�ty. The pass�on of
surpr�se and wonder, ar�s�ng from m�racles, be�ng an agreeable
emot�on, g�ves a sens�ble tendency towards the bel�ef of those
events, from wh�ch �t �s der�ved. And th�s goes so far, that even those
who cannot enjoy th�s pleasure �mmed�ately, nor can bel�eve those
m�raculous events, of wh�ch they are �nformed, yet love to partake of
the sat�sfact�on at second-hand or by rebound, and place a pr�de and
del�ght �n exc�t�ng the adm�rat�on of others.

W�th what greed�ness are the m�raculous accounts of travellers
rece�ved, the�r descr�pt�ons of sea and land monsters, the�r relat�ons
of wonderful adventures, strange men, and uncouth manners? But �f
the sp�r�t of rel�g�on jo�n �tself to the love of wonder, there �s an end of



common sense; and human test�mony, �n these c�rcumstances, loses
all pretens�ons to author�ty. A rel�g�on�st may be an enthus�ast, and
�mag�ne he sees what has no real�ty: he may know h�s narrat�ve to
be false, and yet persevere �n �t, w�th the best �ntent�ons �n the world,
for the sake of promot�ng so holy a cause: or even where th�s
delus�on has not place, van�ty, exc�ted by so strong a temptat�on,
operates on h�m more powerfully than on the rest of mank�nd �n any
other c�rcumstances; and self-�nterest w�th equal force. H�s aud�tors
may not have, and commonly have not, suff�c�ent judgement to
canvass h�s ev�dence: what judgement they have, they renounce by
pr�nc�ple, �n these subl�me and myster�ous subjects: or �f they were
ever so w�ll�ng to employ �t, pass�on and a heated �mag�nat�on d�sturb
the regular�ty of �ts operat�ons. The�r credul�ty �ncreases h�s
�mpudence: and h�s �mpudence overpowers the�r credul�ty.

Eloquence, when at �ts h�ghest p�tch, leaves l�ttle room for reason or
reflect�on; but address�ng �tself ent�rely to the fancy or the affect�ons,
capt�vates the w�ll�ng hearers, and subdues the�r understand�ng.
Happ�ly, th�s p�tch �t seldom atta�ns. But what a Tully or a
Demosthenes could scarcely effect over a Roman or Athen�an
aud�ence, every Capuch�n, every �t�nerant or stat�onary teacher can
perform over the general�ty of mank�nd, and �n a h�gher degree, by
touch�ng such gross and vulgar pass�ons.

The many �nstances of forged m�racles, and prophec�es, and
supernatural events, wh�ch, �n all ages, have e�ther been detected by
contrary ev�dence, or wh�ch detect themselves by the�r absurd�ty,
prove suff�c�ently the strong propens�ty of mank�nd to the
extraord�nary and the marvellous, and ought reasonably to beget a
susp�c�on aga�nst all relat�ons of th�s k�nd. Th�s �s our natural way of
th�nk�ng, even w�th regard to the most common and most cred�ble
events. For �nstance: There �s no k�nd of report wh�ch r�ses so eas�ly,
and spreads so qu�ckly, espec�ally �n country places and prov�nc�al
towns, as those concern�ng marr�ages; �nsomuch that two young
persons of equal cond�t�on never see each other tw�ce, but the whole
ne�ghbourhood �mmed�ately jo�n them together. The pleasure of
tell�ng a p�ece of news so �nterest�ng, of propagat�ng �t, and of be�ng



the f�rst reporters of �t, spreads the �ntell�gence. And th�s �s so well
known, that no man of sense g�ves attent�on to these reports, t�ll he
f�nd them conf�rmed by some greater ev�dence. Do not the same
pass�ons, and others st�ll stronger, �ncl�ne the general�ty of mank�nd
to bel�eve and report, w�th the greatest vehemence and assurance,
all rel�g�ous m�racles?

94. Th�rdly. It forms a strong presumpt�on aga�nst all supernatural
and m�raculous relat�ons, that they are observed ch�efly to abound
among �gnorant and barbarous nat�ons; or �f a c�v�l�zed people has
ever g�ven adm�ss�on to any of them, that people w�ll be found to
have rece�ved them from �gnorant and barbarous ancestors, who
transm�tted them w�th that �nv�olable sanct�on and author�ty, wh�ch
always attend rece�ved op�n�ons. When we peruse the f�rst h�stor�es
of all nat�ons, we are apt to �mag�ne ourselves transported �nto some
new world; where the whole frame of nature �s d�sjo�nted, and every
element performs �ts operat�ons �n a d�fferent manner, from what �t
does at present. Battles, revolut�ons, pest�lence, fam�ne and death,
are never the effect of those natural causes, wh�ch we exper�ence.
Prod�g�es, omens, oracles, judgements, qu�te obscure the few
natural events, that are �nterm�ngled w�th them. But as the former
grow th�nner every page, �n proport�on as we advance nearer the
enl�ghtened ages, we soon learn, that there �s noth�ng myster�ous or
supernatural �n the case, but that all proceeds from the usual
propens�ty of mank�nd towards the marvellous, and that, though th�s
�ncl�nat�on may at �ntervals rece�ve a check from sense and learn�ng,
�t can never be thoroughly ext�rpated from human nature.

It �s strange, a jud�c�ous reader �s apt to say, upon the perusal of
these wonderful h�stor�ans, that such prod�g�ous events never
happen �n our days. But �t �s noth�ng strange, I hope, that men should
l�e �n all ages. You must surely have seen �nstances enough of that
fra�lty. You have yourself heard many such marvellous relat�ons
started, wh�ch, be�ng treated w�th scorn by all the w�se and jud�c�ous,
have at last been abandoned even by the vulgar. Be assured, that
those renowned l�es, wh�ch have spread and flour�shed to such a
monstrous he�ght, arose from l�ke beg�nn�ngs; but be�ng sown �n a



more proper so�l, shot up at last �nto prod�g�es almost equal to those
wh�ch they relate.

It was a w�se pol�cy �n that false prophet, Alexander, who though now
forgotten, was once so famous, to lay the f�rst scene of h�s
�mpostures �n Paphlagon�a, where, as Luc�an tells us, the people
were extremely �gnorant and stup�d, and ready to swallow even the
grossest delus�on. People at a d�stance, who are weak enough to
th�nk the matter at all worth enqu�ry, have no opportun�ty of rece�v�ng
better �nformat�on. The stor�es come magn�f�ed to them by a hundred
c�rcumstances. Fools are �ndustr�ous �n propagat�ng the �mposture;
wh�le the w�se and learned are contented, �n general, to der�de �ts
absurd�ty, w�thout �nform�ng themselves of the part�cular facts, by
wh�ch �t may be d�st�nctly refuted. And thus the �mpostor above
ment�oned was enabled to proceed, from h�s �gnorant
Paphlagon�ans, to the enl�st�ng of votar�es, even among the Grec�an
ph�losophers, and men of the most em�nent rank and d�st�nct�on �n
Rome: nay, could engage the attent�on of that sage emperor Marcus
Aurel�us; so far as to make h�m trust the success of a m�l�tary
exped�t�on to h�s delus�ve prophec�es.

The advantages are so great, of start�ng an �mposture among an
�gnorant people, that, even though the delus�on should be too gross
to �mpose on the general�ty of them (wh�ch, though seldom, �s
somet�mes the case) �t has a much better chance for succeed�ng �n
remote countr�es, than �f the f�rst scene had been la�d �n a c�ty
renowned for arts and knowledge. The most �gnorant and barbarous
of these barbar�ans carry the report abroad. None of the�r
countrymen have a large correspondence, or suff�c�ent cred�t and
author�ty to contrad�ct and beat down the delus�on. Men's �ncl�nat�on
to the marvellous has full opportun�ty to d�splay �tself. And thus a
story, wh�ch �s un�versally exploded �n the place where �t was f�rst
started, shall pass for certa�n at a thousand m�les d�stance. But had
Alexander f�xed h�s res�dence at Athens, the ph�losophers of that
renowned mart of learn�ng had �mmed�ately spread, throughout the
whole Roman emp�re, the�r sense of the matter; wh�ch, be�ng
supported by so great author�ty, and d�splayed by all the force of



reason and eloquence, had ent�rely opened the eyes of mank�nd. It
�s true; Luc�an, pass�ng by chance through Paphlagon�a, had an
opportun�ty of perform�ng th�s good off�ce. But, though much to be
w�shed, �t does not always happen, that every Alexander meets w�th
a Luc�an, ready to expose and detect h�s �mpostures.

95. I may add as a fourth reason, wh�ch d�m�n�shes the author�ty of
prod�g�es, that there �s no test�mony for any, even those wh�ch have
not been expressly detected, that �s not opposed by an �nf�n�te
number of w�tnesses; so that not only the m�racle destroys the cred�t
of test�mony, but the test�mony destroys �tself. To make th�s the
better understood, let us cons�der, that, �n matters of rel�g�on,
whatever �s d�fferent �s contrary; and that �t �s �mposs�ble the rel�g�ons
of anc�ent Rome, of Turkey, of S�am, and of Ch�na should, all of
them, be establ�shed on any sol�d foundat�on. Every m�racle,
therefore, pretended to have been wrought �n any of these rel�g�ons
(and all of them abound �n m�racles), as �ts d�rect scope �s to
establ�sh the part�cular system to wh�ch �t �s attr�buted; so has �t the
same force, though more �nd�rectly, to overthrow every other system.
In destroy�ng a r�val system, �t l�kew�se destroys the cred�t of those
m�racles, on wh�ch that system was establ�shed; so that all the
prod�g�es of d�fferent rel�g�ons are to be regarded as contrary facts,
and the ev�dences of these prod�g�es, whether weak or strong, as
oppos�te to each other. Accord�ng to th�s method of reason�ng, when
we bel�eve any m�racle of Mahomet or h�s successors, we have for
our warrant the test�mony of a few barbarous Arab�ans: And on the
other hand, we are to regard the author�ty of T�tus L�v�us, Plutarch,
Tac�tus, and, �n short, of all the authors and w�tnesses, Grec�an,
Ch�nese, and Roman Cathol�c, who have related any m�racle �n the�r
part�cular rel�g�on; I say, we are to regard the�r test�mony �n the same
l�ght as �f they had ment�oned that Mahometan m�racle, and had �n
express terms contrad�cted �t, w�th the same certa�nty as they have
for the m�racle they relate. Th�s argument may appear over subt�le
and ref�ned; but �s not �n real�ty d�fferent from the reason�ng of a
judge, who supposes, that the cred�t of two w�tnesses, ma�nta�n�ng a
cr�me aga�nst any one, �s destroyed by the test�mony of two others,



who aff�rm h�m to have been two hundred leagues d�stant, at the
same �nstant when the cr�me �s sa�d to have been comm�tted.



96. One of the best attested m�racles �n all profane h�story, �s that
wh�ch Tac�tus reports of Vespas�an, who cured a bl�nd man �n
Alexandr�a, by means of h�s sp�ttle, and a lame man by the mere
touch of h�s foot; �n obed�ence to a v�s�on of the god Serap�s, who
had enjo�ned them to have recourse to the Emperor, for these
m�raculous cures. The story may be seen �n that f�ne h�stor�an23;
where every c�rcumstance seems to add we�ght to the test�mony,
and m�ght be d�splayed at large w�th all the force of argument and
eloquence, �f any one were now concerned to enforce the ev�dence
of that exploded and �dolatrous superst�t�on. The grav�ty, sol�d�ty,
age, and prob�ty of so great an emperor, who, through the whole
course of h�s l�fe, conversed �n a fam�l�ar manner w�th h�s fr�ends and
court�ers, and never affected those extraord�nary a�rs of d�v�n�ty
assumed by Alexander and Demetr�us. The h�stor�an, a cotemporary
wr�ter, noted for candour and verac�ty, and w�thal, the greatest and
most penetrat�ng gen�us, perhaps, of all ant�qu�ty; and so free from
any tendency to credul�ty, that he even l�es under the contrary
�mputat�on, of athe�sm and profaneness: The persons, from whose
author�ty he related the m�racle, of establ�shed character for
judgement and verac�ty, as we may well presume; eye-w�tnesses of
the fact, and conf�rm�ng the�r test�mony, after the Flav�an fam�ly was
despo�led of the emp�re, and could no longer g�ve any reward, as the
pr�ce of a l�e. Utrumque, qu� �nterfuere, nunc quoque memorant,
postquam nullum mendac�o pret�um. To wh�ch �f we add the publ�c
nature of the facts, as related, �t w�ll appear, that no ev�dence can
well be supposed stronger for so gross and so palpable a falsehood.

There �s also a memorable story related by Card�nal de Retz, wh�ch
may well deserve our cons�derat�on. When that �ntr�gu�ng pol�t�c�an
fled �nto Spa�n, to avo�d the persecut�on of h�s enem�es, he passed
through Saragossa, the cap�tal of Arragon, where he was shewn, �n
the cathedral, a man, who had served seven years as a door-keeper,
and was well known to every body �n town, that had ever pa�d h�s
devot�ons at that church. He had been seen, for so long a t�me,
want�ng a leg; but recovered that l�mb by the rubb�ng of holy o�l upon
the stump; and the card�nal assures us that he saw h�m w�th two



legs. Th�s m�racle was vouched by all the canons of the church; and
the whole company �n town were appealed to for a conf�rmat�on of
the fact; whom the card�nal found, by the�r zealous devot�on, to be
thorough bel�evers of the m�racle. Here the relater was also
cotemporary to the supposed prod�gy, of an �ncredulous and l�bert�ne
character, as well as of great gen�us; the m�racle of so s�ngular a
nature as could scarcely adm�t of a counterfe�t, and the w�tnesses
very numerous, and all of them, �n a manner, spectators of the fact,
to wh�ch they gave the�r test�mony. And what adds m�ght�ly to the
force of the ev�dence, and may double our surpr�se on th�s occas�on,
�s, that the card�nal h�mself, who relates the story, seems not to g�ve
any cred�t to �t, and consequently cannot be suspected of any
concurrence �n the holy fraud. He cons�dered justly, that �t was not
requ�s�te, �n order to reject a fact of th�s nature, to be able accurately
to d�sprove the test�mony, and to trace �ts falsehood, through all the
c�rcumstances of knavery and credul�ty wh�ch produced �t. He knew,
that, as th�s was commonly altogether �mposs�ble at any small
d�stance of t�me and place; so was �t extremely d�ff�cult, even where
one was �mmed�ately present, by reason of the b�gotry, �gnorance,
cunn�ng, and roguery of a great part of mank�nd. He therefore
concluded, l�ke a just reasoner, that such an ev�dence carr�ed
falsehood upon the very face of �t, and that a m�racle, supported by
any human test�mony, was more properly a subject of der�s�on than
of argument.

There surely never was a greater number of m�racles ascr�bed to
one person, than those, wh�ch were lately sa�d to have been wrought
�n France upon the tomb of Abb(c) Par�s, the famous Jansen�st, w�th
whose sanct�ty the people were so long deluded. The cur�ng of the
s�ck, g�v�ng hear�ng to the deaf, and s�ght to the bl�nd, were every
where talked of as the usual effects of that holy sepulchre. But what
�s more extraord�nary; many of the m�racles were �mmed�ately
proved upon the spot, before judges of unquest�oned �ntegr�ty,
attested by w�tnesses of cred�t and d�st�nct�on, �n a learned age, and
on the most em�nent theatre that �s now �n the world. Nor �s th�s all: a
relat�on of them was publ�shed and d�spersed every where; nor were
the Jesu�ts, though a learned body, supported by the c�v�l mag�strate,



and determ�ned enem�es to those op�n�ons, �n whose favour the
m�racles were sa�d to have been wrought, ever able d�st�nctly to
refute or detect them24. Where shall we f�nd such a number of
c�rcumstances, agree�ng to the corroborat�on of one fact? And what
have we to oppose to such a cloud of w�tnesses, but the absolute
�mposs�b�l�ty or m�raculous nature of the events, wh�ch they relate?
And th�s surely, �n the eyes of all reasonable people, w�ll alone be
regarded as a suff�c�ent refutat�on.

97. Is the consequence just, because some human test�mony has the
utmost force and author�ty �n some cases, when �t relates the battle
of Ph�l�pp� or Pharsal�a for �nstance; that therefore all k�nds of
test�mony must, �n all cases, have equal force and author�ty?
Suppose that the Caesarean and Pompe�an fact�ons had, each of
them, cla�med the v�ctory �n these battles, and that the h�stor�ans of
each party had un�formly ascr�bed the advantage to the�r own s�de;
how could mank�nd, at th�s d�stance, have been able to determ�ne
between them? The contrar�ety �s equally strong between the
m�racles related by Herodotus or Plutarch, and those del�vered by
Mar�ana, Bede, or any monk�sh h�stor�an.

The w�se lend a very academ�c fa�th to every report wh�ch favours
the pass�on of the reporter; whether �t magn�f�es h�s country, h�s
fam�ly, or h�mself, or �n any other way str�kes �n w�th h�s natural
�ncl�nat�ons and propens�t�es. But what greater temptat�on than to
appear a m�ss�onary, a prophet, an ambassador from heaven? Who
would not encounter many dangers and d�ff�cult�es, �n order to atta�n
so subl�me a character? Or �f, by the help of van�ty and a heated
�mag�nat�on, a man has f�rst made a convert of h�mself, and entered
ser�ously �nto the delus�on; who ever scruples to make use of p�ous
frauds, �n support of so holy and mer�tor�ous a cause?

The smallest spark may here k�ndle �nto the greatest flame; because
the mater�als are always prepared for �t. The av�dum genus
aur�cularum25, the gaz�ng populace, rece�ve greed�ly, w�thout
exam�nat�on, whatever sooths superst�t�on, and promotes wonder.



How many stor�es of th�s nature have, �n all ages, been detected and
exploded �n the�r �nfancy? How many more have been celebrated for
a t�me, and have afterwards sunk �nto neglect and obl�v�on? Where
such reports, therefore, fly about, the solut�on of the phenomenon �s
obv�ous; and we judge �n conform�ty to regular exper�ence and
observat�on, when we account for �t by the known and natural
pr�nc�ples of credul�ty and delus�on. And shall we, rather than have a
recourse to so natural a solut�on, allow of a m�raculous v�olat�on of
the most establ�shed laws of nature?

I need not ment�on the d�ff�culty of detect�ng a falsehood �n any
pr�vate or even publ�c h�story, at the place, where �t �s sa�d to
happen; much more when the scene �s removed to ever so small a
d�stance. Even a court of jud�cature, w�th all the author�ty, accuracy,
and judgement, wh�ch they can employ, f�nd themselves often at a
loss to d�st�ngu�sh between truth and falsehood �n the most recent
act�ons. But the matter never comes to any �ssue, �f trusted to the
common method of altercat�ons and debate and fly�ng rumours;
espec�ally when men's pass�ons have taken part on e�ther s�de.

In the �nfancy of new rel�g�ons, the w�se and learned commonly
esteem the matter too �ncons�derable to deserve the�r attent�on or
regard. And when afterwards they would w�ll�ngly detect the cheat, �n
order to undece�ve the deluded mult�tude, the season �s now past,
and the records and w�tnesses, wh�ch m�ght clear up the matter,
have per�shed beyond recovery.

No means of detect�on rema�n, but those wh�ch must be drawn from
the very test�mony �tself of the reporters: and these, though always
suff�c�ent w�th the jud�c�ous and know�ng, are commonly too f�ne to
fall under the comprehens�on of the vulgar.

98. Upon the whole, then, �t appears, that no test�mony for any k�nd
of m�racle has ever amounted to a probab�l�ty, much less to a proof;
and that, even suppos�ng �t amounted to a proof, �t would be
opposed by another proof; der�ved from the very nature of the fact,
wh�ch �t would endeavour to establ�sh. It �s exper�ence only, wh�ch
g�ves author�ty to human test�mony; and �t �s the same exper�ence,



wh�ch assures us of the laws of nature. When, therefore, these two
k�nds of exper�ence are contrary, we have noth�ng to do but substract
the one from the other, and embrace an op�n�on, e�ther on one s�de
or the other, w�th that assurance wh�ch ar�ses from the rema�nder.
But accord�ng to the pr�nc�ple here expla�ned, th�s substract�on, w�th
regard to all popular rel�g�ons, amounts to an ent�re ann�h�lat�on; and
therefore we may establ�sh �t as a max�m, that no human test�mony
can have such force as to prove a m�racle, and make �t a just
foundat�on for any such system of rel�g�on.

99. I beg the l�m�tat�ons here made may be remarked, when I say,
that a m�racle can never be proved, so as to be the foundat�on of a
system of rel�g�on. For I own, that otherw�se, there may poss�bly be
m�racles, or v�olat�ons of the usual course of nature, of such a k�nd
as to adm�t of proof from human test�mony; though, perhaps, �t w�ll
be �mposs�ble to f�nd any such �n all the records of h�story. Thus,
suppose, all authors, �n all languages, agree, that, from the f�rst of
January 1600, there was a total darkness over the whole earth for
e�ght days: suppose that the trad�t�on of th�s extraord�nary event �s
st�ll strong and l�vely among the people: that all travellers, who return
from fore�gn countr�es, br�ng us accounts of the same trad�t�on,
w�thout the least var�at�on or contrad�ct�on: �t �s ev�dent, that our
present ph�losophers, �nstead of doubt�ng the fact, ought to rece�ve �t
as certa�n, and ought to search for the causes whence �t m�ght be
der�ved. The decay, corrupt�on, and d�ssolut�on of nature, �s an event
rendered probable by so many analog�es, that any phenomenon,
wh�ch seems to have a tendency towards that catastrophe, comes
w�th�n the reach of human test�mony, �f that test�mony be very
extens�ve and un�form.

But suppose, that all the h�stor�ans who treat of England, should
agree, that, on the f�rst of January 1600, Queen El�zabeth d�ed; that
both before and after her death she was seen by her phys�c�ans and
the whole court, as �s usual w�th persons of her rank; that her
successor was acknowledged and procla�med by the parl�ament; and
that, after be�ng �nterred a month, she aga�n appeared, resumed the
throne, and governed England for three years: I must confess that I



should be surpr�sed at the concurrence of so many odd
c�rcumstances, but should not have the least �ncl�nat�on to bel�eve so
m�raculous an event. I should not doubt of her pretended death, and
of those other publ�c c�rcumstances that followed �t: I should only
assert �t to have been pretended, and that �t ne�ther was, nor
poss�bly could be real. You would �n va�n object to me the d�ff�culty,
and almost �mposs�b�l�ty of dece�v�ng the world �n an affa�r of such
consequence; the w�sdom and sol�d judgement of that renowned
queen; w�th the l�ttle or no advantage wh�ch she could reap from so
poor an art�f�ce: All th�s m�ght aston�sh me; but I would st�ll reply, that
the knavery and folly of men are such common phenomena, that I
should rather bel�eve the most extraord�nary events to ar�se from
the�r concurrence, than adm�t of so s�gnal a v�olat�on of the laws of
nature.

But should th�s m�racle be ascr�bed to any new system of rel�g�on;
men, �n all ages, have been so much �mposed on by r�d�culous
stor�es of that k�nd, that th�s very c�rcumstance would be a full proof
of a cheat, and suff�c�ent, w�th all men of sense, not only to make
them reject the fact, but even reject �t w�thout farther exam�nat�on.
Though the Be�ng to whom the m�racle �s ascr�bed, be, �n th�s case,
Alm�ghty, �t does not, upon that account, become a wh�t more
probable; s�nce �t �s �mposs�ble for us to know the attr�butes or
act�ons of such a Be�ng, otherw�se than from the exper�ence wh�ch
we have of h�s product�ons, �n the usual course of nature. Th�s st�ll
reduces us to past observat�on, and obl�ges us to compare the
�nstances of the v�olat�on of truth �n the test�mony of men, w�th those
of the v�olat�on of the laws of nature by m�racles, �n order to judge
wh�ch of them �s most l�kely and probable. As the v�olat�ons of truth
are more common �n the test�mony concern�ng rel�g�ous m�racles,
than �n that concern�ng any other matter of fact; th�s must d�m�n�sh
very much the author�ty of the former test�mony, and make us form a
general resolut�on, never to lend any attent�on to �t, w�th whatever
spec�ous pretence �t may be covered.

Lord Bacon seems to have embraced the same pr�nc�ples of
reason�ng. 'We ought,' says he, 'to make a collect�on or part�cular



h�story of all monsters and prod�g�ous b�rths or product�ons, and �n a
word of every th�ng new, rare, and extraord�nary �n nature. But th�s
must be done w�th the most severe scrut�ny, lest we depart from
truth. Above all, every relat�on must be cons�dered as susp�c�ous,
wh�ch depends �n any degree upon rel�g�on, as the prod�g�es of L�vy:
And no less so, every th�ng that �s to be found �n the wr�ters of
natural mag�c or alch�my, or such authors, who seem, all of them, to
have an unconquerable appet�te for falsehood and fable26.'

100. I am the better pleased w�th the method of reason�ng here
del�vered, as I th�nk �t may serve to confound those dangerous
fr�ends or d�sgu�sed enem�es to the Chr�st�an Rel�g�on, who have
undertaken to defend �t by the pr�nc�ples of human reason. Our most
holy rel�g�on �s founded on Fa�th, not on reason; and �t �s a sure
method of expos�ng �t to put �t to such a tr�al as �t �s, by no means,
f�tted to endure. To make th�s more ev�dent, let us exam�ne those
m�racles, related �n scr�pture; and not to lose ourselves �n too w�de a
f�eld, let us conf�ne ourselves to such as we f�nd �n the Pentateuch,
wh�ch we shall exam�ne, accord�ng to the pr�nc�ples of these
pretended Chr�st�ans, not as the word or test�mony of God h�mself,
but as the product�on of a mere human wr�ter and h�stor�an. Here
then we are f�rst to cons�der a book, presented to us by a barbarous
and �gnorant people, wr�tten �n an age when they were st�ll more
barbarous, and �n all probab�l�ty long after the facts wh�ch �t relates,
corroborated by no concurr�ng test�mony, and resembl�ng those
fabulous accounts, wh�ch every nat�on g�ves of �ts or�g�n. Upon
read�ng th�s book, we f�nd �t full of prod�g�es and m�racles. It g�ves an
account of a state of the world and of human nature ent�rely d�fferent
from the present: Of our fall from that state: Of the age of man,
extended to near a thousand years: Of the destruct�on of the world
by a deluge: Of the arb�trary cho�ce of one people, as the favour�tes
of heaven; and that people the countrymen of the author: Of the�r
del�verance from bondage by prod�g�es the most aston�sh�ng
�mag�nable: I des�re any one to lay h�s hand upon h�s heart, and after
a ser�ous cons�derat�on declare, whether he th�nks that the falsehood
of such a book, supported by such a test�mony, would be more
extraord�nary and m�raculous than all the m�racles �t relates; wh�ch �s,



however, necessary to make �t be rece�ved, accord�ng to the
measures of probab�l�ty above establ�shed.

101. What we have sa�d of m�racles may be appl�ed, w�thout any
var�at�on, to prophec�es; and �ndeed, all prophec�es are real m�racles,
and as such only, can be adm�tted as proofs of any revelat�on. If �t
d�d not exceed the capac�ty of human nature to foretell future events,
�t would be absurd to employ any prophecy as an argument for a
d�v�ne m�ss�on or author�ty from heaven. So that, upon the whole, we
may conclude, that the Chr�st�an Rel�g�on not only was at f�rst
attended w�th m�racles, but even at th�s day cannot be bel�eved by
any reasonable person w�thout one. Mere reason �s �nsuff�c�ent to
conv�nce us of �ts verac�ty: And whoever �s moved by Fa�th to assent
to �t, �s consc�ous of a cont�nued m�racle �n h�s own person, wh�ch
subverts all the pr�nc�ples of h�s understand�ng, and g�ves h�m a
determ�nat�on to bel�eve what �s most contrary to custom and
exper�ence.



SECTION XI.

OF A PARTICULAR PROVIDENCE AND OF A
FUTURE STATE.

102. I was lately engaged �n conversat�on w�th a fr�end who loves
scept�cal paradoxes; where, though he advanced many pr�nc�ples, of
wh�ch I can by no means approve, yet as they seem to be cur�ous,
and to bear some relat�on to the cha�n of reason�ng carr�ed on
throughout th�s enqu�ry, I shall here copy them from my memory as
accurately as I can, �n order to subm�t them to the judgement of the
reader.

Our conversat�on began w�th my adm�r�ng the s�ngular good fortune
of ph�losophy, wh�ch, as �t requ�res ent�re l�berty above all other
pr�v�leges, and ch�efly flour�shes from the free oppos�t�on of
sent�ments and argumentat�on, rece�ved �ts f�rst b�rth �n an age and
country of freedom and tolerat�on, and was never cramped, even �n
�ts most extravagant pr�nc�ples, by any creeds, concess�ons, or penal
statutes. For, except the ban�shment of Protagoras, and the death of
Socrates, wh�ch last event proceeded partly from other mot�ves,
there are scarcely any �nstances to be met w�th, �n anc�ent h�story, of
th�s b�gotted jealousy, w�th wh�ch the present age �s so much
�nfested. Ep�curus l�ved at Athens to an advanced age, �n peace and
tranqu�ll�ty: Ep�cureans27 were even adm�tted to rece�ve the
sacerdotal character, and to off�c�ate at the altar, �n the most sacred
r�tes of the establ�shed rel�g�on: And the publ�c encouragement28 of
pens�ons and salar�es was afforded equally, by the w�sest of all the
Roman emperors29, to the professors of every sect of ph�losophy.
How requ�s�te such k�nd of treatment was to ph�losophy, �n her early
youth, w�ll eas�ly be conce�ved, �f we reflect, that, even at present,
when she may be supposed more hardy and robust, she bears w�th



much d�ff�culty the �nclemency of the seasons, and those harsh
w�nds of calumny and persecut�on, wh�ch blow upon her.

You adm�re, says my fr�end, as the s�ngular good fortune of
ph�losophy, what seems to result from the natural course of th�ngs,
and to be unavo�dable �n every age and nat�on. Th�s pert�nac�ous
b�gotry, of wh�ch you compla�n, as so fatal to ph�losophy, �s really her
offspr�ng, who, after ally�ng w�th superst�t�on, separates h�mself
ent�rely from the �nterest of h�s parent, and becomes her most
�nveterate enemy and persecutor. Speculat�ve dogmas of rel�g�on,
the present occas�ons of such fur�ous d�spute, could not poss�bly be
conce�ved or adm�tted �n the early ages of the world; when mank�nd,
be�ng wholly �ll�terate, formed an �dea of rel�g�on more su�table to
the�r weak apprehens�on, and composed the�r sacred tenets of such
tales ch�efly as were the objects of trad�t�onal bel�ef, more than of
argument or d�sputat�on. After the f�rst alarm, therefore, was over,
wh�ch arose from the new paradoxes and pr�nc�ples of the
ph�losophers; these teachers seem ever after, dur�ng the ages of
ant�qu�ty, to have l�ved �n great harmony w�th the establ�shed
superst�t�on, and to have made a fa�r part�t�on of mank�nd between
them; the former cla�m�ng all the learned and w�se, the latter
possess�ng all the vulgar and �ll�terate.

103. It seems then, say I, that you leave pol�t�cs ent�rely out of the
quest�on, and never suppose, that a w�se mag�strate can justly be
jealous of certa�n tenets of ph�losophy, such as those of Ep�curus,
wh�ch, deny�ng a d�v�ne ex�stence, and consequently a prov�dence
and a future state, seem to loosen, �n a great measure, the t�es of
moral�ty, and may be supposed, for that reason, pern�c�ous to the
peace of c�v�l soc�ety.

I know, repl�ed he, that �n fact these persecut�ons never, �n any age,
proceeded from calm reason, or from exper�ence of the pern�c�ous
consequences of ph�losophy; but arose ent�rely from pass�on and
prejud�ce. But what �f I should advance farther, and assert, that �f
Ep�curus had been accused before the people, by any of the
sycophants or �nformers of those days, he could eas�ly have



defended h�s cause, and proved h�s pr�nc�ples of ph�losophy to be as
salutary as those of h�s adversar�es, who endeavoured, w�th such
zeal, to expose h�m to the publ�c hatred and jealousy?

I w�sh, sa�d I, you would try your eloquence upon so extraord�nary a
top�c, and make a speech for Ep�curus, wh�ch m�ght sat�sfy, not the
mob of Athens, �f you w�ll allow that anc�ent and pol�te c�ty to have
conta�ned any mob, but the more ph�losoph�cal part of h�s aud�ence,
such as m�ght be supposed capable of comprehend�ng h�s
arguments.

The matter would not be d�ff�cult, upon such cond�t�ons, repl�ed he:
And �f you please, I shall suppose myself Ep�curus for a moment,
and make you stand for the Athen�an people, and shall del�ver you
such an harangue as w�ll f�ll all the urn w�th wh�te beans, and leave
not a black one to grat�fy the mal�ce of my adversar�es.

Very well: Pray proceed upon these suppos�t�ons.

104. I come h�ther, O ye Athen�ans, to just�fy �n your assembly what I
ma�nta�ned �n my school, and I f�nd myself �mpeached by fur�ous
antagon�sts, �nstead of reason�ng w�th calm and d�spass�onate
enqu�rers. Your del�berat�ons, wh�ch of r�ght should be d�rected to
quest�ons of publ�c good, and the �nterest of the commonwealth, are
d�verted to the d�squ�s�t�ons of speculat�ve ph�losophy; and these
magn�f�cent, but perhaps fru�tless enqu�r�es, take place of your more
fam�l�ar but more useful occupat�ons. But so far as �n me l�es, I w�ll
prevent th�s abuse. We shall not here d�spute concern�ng the or�g�n
and government of worlds. We shall only enqu�re how far such
quest�ons concern the publ�c �nterest. And �f I can persuade you, that
they are ent�rely �nd�fferent to the peace of soc�ety and secur�ty of
government, I hope that you w�ll presently send us back to our
schools, there to exam�ne, at le�sure, the quest�on the most subl�me,
but at the same t�me, the most speculat�ve of all ph�losophy.

The rel�g�ous ph�losophers, not sat�sf�ed w�th the trad�t�on of your
forefathers, and doctr�ne of your pr�ests (�n wh�ch I w�ll�ngly
acqu�esce), �ndulge a rash cur�os�ty, �n try�ng how far they can



establ�sh rel�g�on upon the pr�nc�ples of reason; and they thereby
exc�te, �nstead of sat�sfy�ng, the doubts, wh�ch naturally ar�se from a
d�l�gent and scrut�nous enqu�ry. They pa�nt, �n the most magn�f�cent
colours, the order, beauty, and w�se arrangement of the un�verse;
and then ask, �f such a glor�ous d�splay of �ntell�gence could proceed
from the fortu�tous concourse of atoms, or �f chance could produce
what the greatest gen�us can never suff�c�ently adm�re. I shall not
exam�ne the justness of th�s argument. I shall allow �t to be as sol�d
as my antagon�sts and accusers can des�re. It �s suff�c�ent, �f I can
prove, from th�s very reason�ng, that the quest�on �s ent�rely
speculat�ve, and that, when, �n my ph�losoph�cal d�squ�s�t�ons, I deny
a prov�dence and a future state, I underm�ne not the foundat�ons of
soc�ety, but advance pr�nc�ples, wh�ch they themselves, upon the�r
own top�cs, �f they argue cons�stently, must allow to be sol�d and
sat�sfactory.

105. You then, who are my accusers, have acknowledged, that the
ch�ef or sole argument for a d�v�ne ex�stence (wh�ch I never
quest�oned) �s der�ved from the order of nature; where there appear
such marks of �ntell�gence and des�gn, that you th�nk �t extravagant
to ass�gn for �ts cause, e�ther chance, or the bl�nd and ungu�ded
force of matter. You allow, that th�s �s an argument drawn from
effects to causes. From the order of the work, you �nfer, that there
must have been project and forethought �n the workman. If you
cannot make out th�s po�nt, you allow, that your conclus�on fa�ls; and
you pretend not to establ�sh the conclus�on �n a greater lat�tude than
the phenomena of nature w�ll just�fy. These are your concess�ons. I
des�re you to mark the consequences.

When we �nfer any part�cular cause from an effect, we must
proport�on the one to the other, and can never be allowed to ascr�be
to the cause any qual�t�es, but what are exactly suff�c�ent to produce
the effect. A body of ten ounces ra�sed �n any scale may serve as a
proof, that the counterbalanc�ng we�ght exceeds ten ounces; but can
never afford a reason that �t exceeds a hundred. If the cause,
ass�gned for any effect, be not suff�c�ent to produce �t, we must e�ther
reject that cause, or add to �t such qual�t�es as w�ll g�ve �t a just



proport�on to the effect. But �f we ascr�be to �t farther qual�t�es, or
aff�rm �t capable of produc�ng other effects, we can only �ndulge the
l�cence of conjecture, and arb�trar�ly suppose the ex�stence of
qual�t�es and energ�es, w�thout reason or author�ty.

The same rule holds, whether the cause ass�gned be brute
unconsc�ous matter, or a rat�onal �ntell�gent be�ng. If the cause be
known only by the effect, we never ought to ascr�be to �t any
qual�t�es, beyond what are prec�sely requ�s�te to produce the effect:
Nor can we, by any rules of just reason�ng, return back from the
cause, and �nfer other effects from �t, beyond those by wh�ch alone �t
�s known to us. No one, merely from the s�ght of one of Zeux�s's
p�ctures, could know, that he was also a statuary or arch�tect, and
was an art�st no less sk�lful �n stone and marble than �n colours. The
talents and taste, d�splayed �n the part�cular work before us; these
we may safely conclude the workman to be possessed of. The cause
must be proport�oned to the effect; and �f we exactly and prec�sely
proport�on �t, we shall never f�nd �n �t any qual�t�es, that po�nt farther,
or afford an �nference concern�ng any other des�gn or performance.
Such qual�t�es must be somewhat beyond what �s merely requ�s�te
for produc�ng the effect, wh�ch we exam�ne.

106. Allow�ng, therefore, the gods to be the authors of the ex�stence
or order of the un�verse; �t follows, that they possess that prec�se
degree of power, �ntell�gence, and benevolence, wh�ch appears �n
the�r workmansh�p; but noth�ng farther can ever be proved, except
we call �n the ass�stance of exaggerat�on and flattery to supply the
defects of argument and reason�ng. So far as the traces of any
attr�butes, at present, appear, so far may we conclude these
attr�butes to ex�st. The suppos�t�on of farther attr�butes �s mere
hypothes�s; much more the suppos�t�on, that, �n d�stant reg�ons of
space or per�ods of t�me, there has been, or w�ll be, a more
magn�f�cent d�splay of these attr�butes, and a scheme of
adm�n�strat�on more su�table to such �mag�nary v�rtues. We can
never be allowed to mount up from the un�verse, the effect, to
Jup�ter, the cause; and then descend downwards, to �nfer any new
effect from that cause; as �f the present effects alone were not



ent�rely worthy of the glor�ous attr�butes, wh�ch we ascr�be to that
de�ty. The knowledge of the cause be�ng der�ved solely from the
effect, they must be exactly adjusted to each other; and the one can
never refer to anyth�ng farther, or be the foundat�on of any new
�nference and conclus�on.

You f�nd certa�n phenomena �n nature. You seek a cause or author.
You �mag�ne that you have found h�m. You afterwards become so
enamoured of th�s offspr�ng of your bra�n, that you �mag�ne �t
�mposs�ble, but he must produce someth�ng greater and more
perfect than the present scene of th�ngs, wh�ch �s so full of �ll and
d�sorder. You forget, that th�s superlat�ve �ntell�gence and
benevolence are ent�rely �mag�nary, or, at least, w�thout any
foundat�on �n reason; and that you have no ground to ascr�be to h�m
any qual�t�es, but what you see he has actually exerted and
d�splayed �n h�s product�ons. Let your gods, therefore, O
ph�losophers, be su�ted to the present appearances of nature: and
presume not to alter these appearances by arb�trary suppos�t�ons, �n
order to su�t them to the attr�butes, wh�ch you so fondly ascr�be to
your de�t�es.

107. When pr�ests and poets, supported by your author�ty, O
Athen�ans, talk of a golden or s�lver age, wh�ch preceded the present
state of v�ce and m�sery, I hear them w�th attent�on and w�th
reverence. But when ph�losophers, who pretend to neglect author�ty,
and to cult�vate reason, hold the same d�scourse, I pay them not, I
own, the same obsequ�ous subm�ss�on and p�ous deference. I ask;
who carr�ed them �nto the celest�al reg�ons, who adm�tted them �nto
the counc�ls of the gods, who opened to them the book of fate, that
they thus rashly aff�rm, that the�r de�t�es have executed, or w�ll
execute, any purpose beyond what has actually appeared? If they
tell me, that they have mounted on the steps or by the gradual
ascent of reason, and by draw�ng �nferences from effects to causes, I
st�ll �ns�st, that they have a�ded the ascent of reason by the w�ngs of
�mag�nat�on; otherw�se they could not thus change the�r manner of
�nference, and argue from causes to effects; presum�ng, that a more
perfect product�on than the present world would be more su�table to



such perfect be�ngs as the gods, and forgett�ng that they have no
reason to ascr�be to these celest�al be�ngs any perfect�on or any
attr�bute, but what can be found �n the present world.

Hence all the fru�tless �ndustry to account for the �ll appearances of
nature, and save the honour of the gods; wh�le we must
acknowledge the real�ty of that ev�l and d�sorder, w�th wh�ch the
world so much abounds. The obst�nate and �ntractable qual�t�es of
matter, we are told, or the observance of general laws, or some such
reason, �s the sole cause, wh�ch controlled the power and
benevolence of Jup�ter, and obl�ged h�m to create mank�nd and every
sens�ble creature so �mperfect and so unhappy. These attr�butes
then, are, �t seems, beforehand, taken for granted, �n the�r greatest
lat�tude. And upon that suppos�t�on, I own that such conjectures may,
perhaps, be adm�tted as plaus�ble solut�ons of the �ll phenomena. But
st�ll I ask; Why take these attr�butes for granted, or why ascr�be to
the cause any qual�t�es but what actually appear �n the effect? Why
torture your bra�n to just�fy the course of nature upon suppos�t�ons,
wh�ch, for aught you know, may be ent�rely �mag�nary, and of wh�ch
there are to be found no traces �n the course of nature?

The rel�g�ous hypothes�s, therefore, must be cons�dered only as a
part�cular method of account�ng for the v�s�ble phenomena of the
un�verse: but no just reasoner w�ll ever presume to �nfer from �t any
s�ngle fact, and alter or add to the phenomena, �n any s�ngle
part�cular. If you th�nk, that the appearances of th�ngs prove such
causes, �t �s allowable for you to draw an �nference concern�ng the
ex�stence of these causes. In such compl�cated and subl�me
subjects, every one should be �ndulged �n the l�berty of conjecture
and argument. But here you ought to rest. If you come backward,
and argu�ng from your �nferred causes, conclude, that any other fact
has ex�sted, or w�ll ex�st, �n the course of nature, wh�ch may serve as
a fuller d�splay of part�cular attr�butes; I must admon�sh you, that you
have departed from the method of reason�ng, attached to the present
subject, and have certa�nly added someth�ng to the attr�butes of the
cause, beyond what appears �n the effect; otherw�se you could



never, w�th tolerable sense or propr�ety, add anyth�ng to the effect, �n
order to render �t more worthy of the cause.

108. Where, then, �s the od�ousness of that doctr�ne, wh�ch I teach �n
my school, or rather, wh�ch I exam�ne �n my gardens? Or what do
you f�nd �n th�s whole quest�on, where�n the secur�ty of good morals,
or the peace and order of soc�ety, �s �n the least concerned?

I deny a prov�dence, you say, and supreme governor of the world,
who gu�des the course of events, and pun�shes the v�c�ous w�th
�nfamy and d�sappo�ntment, and rewards the v�rtuous w�th honour
and success, �n all the�r undertak�ngs. But surely, I deny not the
course �tself of events, wh�ch l�es open to every one's �nqu�ry and
exam�nat�on. I acknowledge, that, �n the present order of th�ngs,
v�rtue �s attended w�th more peace of m�nd than v�ce, and meets w�th
a more favourable recept�on from the world. I am sens�ble, that,
accord�ng to the past exper�ence of mank�nd, fr�endsh�p �s the ch�ef
joy of human l�fe, and moderat�on the only source of tranqu�ll�ty and
happ�ness. I never balance between the v�rtuous and the v�c�ous
course of l�fe; but am sens�ble, that, to a well-d�sposed m�nd, every
advantage �s on the s�de of the former. And what can you say more,
allow�ng all your suppos�t�ons and reason�ngs? You tell me, �ndeed,
that th�s d�spos�t�on of th�ngs proceeds from �ntell�gence and des�gn.
But whatever �t proceeds from, the d�spos�t�on �tself, on wh�ch
depends our happ�ness or m�sery, and consequently our conduct
and deportment �n l�fe �s st�ll the same. It �s st�ll open for me, as well
as you, to regulate my behav�our, by my exper�ence of past events.
And �f you aff�rm, that, wh�le a d�v�ne prov�dence �s allowed, and a
supreme d�str�but�ve just�ce �n the un�verse, I ought to expect some
more part�cular reward of the good, and pun�shment of the bad,
beyond the ord�nary course of events; I here f�nd the same fallacy,
wh�ch I have before endeavoured to detect. You pers�st �n �mag�n�ng,
that, �f we grant that d�v�ne ex�stence, for wh�ch you so earnestly
contend, you may safely �nfer consequences from �t, and add
someth�ng to the exper�enced order of nature, by argu�ng from the
attr�butes wh�ch you ascr�be to your gods. You seem not to
remember, that all your reason�ngs on th�s subject can only be drawn



from effects to causes; and that every argument, deducted from
causes to effects, must of necess�ty be a gross soph�sm; s�nce �t �s
�mposs�ble for you to know anyth�ng of the cause, but what you have
antecedently, not �nferred, but d�scovered to the full, �n the effect.

109. But what must a ph�losopher th�nk of those va�n reasoners, who,
�nstead of regard�ng the present scene of th�ngs as the sole object of
the�r contemplat�on, so far reverse the whole course of nature, as to
render th�s l�fe merely a passage to someth�ng farther; a porch,
wh�ch leads to a greater, and vastly d�fferent bu�ld�ng; a prologue,
wh�ch serves only to �ntroduce the p�ece, and g�ve �t more grace and
propr�ety? Whence, do you th�nk, can such ph�losophers der�ve the�r
�dea of the gods? From the�r own conce�t and �mag�nat�on surely. For
�f they der�ved �t from the present phenomena, �t would never po�nt to
anyth�ng farther, but must be exactly adjusted to them. That the
d�v�n�ty may poss�bly be endowed w�th attr�butes, wh�ch we have
never seen exerted; may be governed by pr�nc�ples of act�on, wh�ch
we cannot d�scover to be sat�sf�ed: all th�s w�ll freely be allowed. But
st�ll th�s �s mere poss�b�l�ty and hypothes�s. We never can have
reason to �nfer any attr�butes, or any pr�nc�ples of act�on �n h�m, but
so far as we know them to have been exerted and sat�sf�ed.

Are there any marks of a d�str�but�ve just�ce �n the world? If you
answer �n the aff�rmat�ve, I conclude, that, s�nce just�ce here exerts
�tself, �t �s sat�sf�ed. If you reply �n the negat�ve, I conclude, that you
have then no reason to ascr�be just�ce, �n our sense of �t, to the gods.
If you hold a med�um between aff�rmat�on and negat�on, by say�ng,
that the just�ce of the gods, at present, exerts �tself �n part, but not �n
�ts full extent; I answer, that you have no reason to g�ve �t any
part�cular extent, but only so far as you see �t, at present, exert �tself.

110. Thus I br�ng the d�spute, O Athen�ans, to a short �ssue w�th my
antagon�sts. The course of nature l�es open to my contemplat�on as
well as to the�rs. The exper�enced tra�n of events �s the great
standard, by wh�ch we all regulate our conduct. Noth�ng else can be
appealed to �n the f�eld, or �n the senate. Noth�ng else ought ever to
be heard of �n the school, or �n the closet. In va�n would our l�m�ted



understand�ng break through those boundar�es, wh�ch are too
narrow for our fond �mag�nat�on. Wh�le we argue from the course of
nature, and �nfer a part�cular �ntell�gent cause, wh�ch f�rst bestowed,
and st�ll preserves order �n the un�verse, we embrace a pr�nc�ple,
wh�ch �s both uncerta�n and useless. It �s uncerta�n; because the
subject l�es ent�rely beyond the reach of human exper�ence. It �s
useless; because our knowledge of th�s cause be�ng der�ved ent�rely
from the course of nature, we can never, accord�ng to the rules of
just reason�ng, return back from the cause w�th any new �nference,
or mak�ng add�t�ons to the common and exper�enced course of
nature, establ�sh any new pr�nc�ples of conduct and behav�our.

111. I observe (sa�d I, f�nd�ng he had f�n�shed h�s harangue) that you
neglect not the art�f�ce of the demagogues of old; and as you were
pleased to make me stand for the people, you �ns�nuate yourself �nto
my favour by embrac�ng those pr�nc�ples, to wh�ch, you know, I have
always expressed a part�cular attachment. But allow�ng you to make
exper�ence (as �ndeed I th�nk you ought) the only standard of our
judgement concern�ng th�s, and all other quest�ons of fact; I doubt
not but, from the very same exper�ence, to wh�ch you appeal, �t may
be poss�ble to refute th�s reason�ng, wh�ch you have put �nto the
mouth of Ep�curus. If you saw, for �nstance, a half-f�n�shed bu�ld�ng,
surrounded w�th heaps of br�ck and stone and mortar, and all the
�nstruments of masonry; could you not �nfer from the effect, that �t
was a work of des�gn and contr�vance? And could you not return
aga�n, from th�s �nferred cause, to �nfer new add�t�ons to the effect,
and conclude, that the bu�ld�ng would soon be f�n�shed, and rece�ve
all the further �mprovements, wh�ch art could bestow upon �t? If you
saw upon the sea-shore the pr�nt of one human foot, you would
conclude, that a man had passed that way, and that he had also left
the traces of the other foot, though effaced by the roll�ng of the sands
or �nundat�on of the waters. Why then do you refuse to adm�t the
same method of reason�ng w�th regard to the order of nature?
Cons�der the world and the present l�fe only as an �mperfect bu�ld�ng,
from wh�ch you can �nfer a super�or �ntell�gence; and argu�ng from
that super�or �ntell�gence, wh�ch can leave noth�ng �mperfect; why
may you not �nfer a more f�n�shed scheme or plan, wh�ch w�ll rece�ve



�ts complet�on �n some d�stant po�nt of space or t�me? Are not these
methods of reason�ng exactly s�m�lar? And under what pretence can
you embrace the one, wh�le you reject the other?

112. The �nf�n�te d�fference of the subjects, repl�ed he, �s a suff�c�ent
foundat�on for th�s d�fference �n my conclus�ons. In works of human
art and contr�vance, �t �s allowable to advance from the effect to the
cause, and return�ng back from the cause, to form new �nferences
concern�ng the effect, and exam�ne the alterat�ons, wh�ch �t has
probably undergone, or may st�ll undergo. But what �s the foundat�on
of th�s method of reason�ng? Pla�nly th�s; that man �s a be�ng, whom
we know by exper�ence, whose mot�ves and des�gns we are
acqua�nted w�th, and whose projects and �ncl�nat�ons have a certa�n
connex�on and coherence, accord�ng to the laws wh�ch nature has
establ�shed for the government of such a creature. When, therefore,
we f�nd, that any work has proceeded from the sk�ll and �ndustry of
man; as we are otherw�se acqua�nted w�th the nature of the an�mal,
we can draw a hundred �nferences concern�ng what may be
expected from h�m; and these �nferences w�ll all be founded �n
exper�ence and observat�on. But d�d we know man only from the
s�ngle work or product�on wh�ch we exam�ne, �t were �mposs�ble for
us to argue �n th�s manner; because our knowledge of all the
qual�t�es, wh�ch we ascr�be to h�m, be�ng �n that case der�ved from
the product�on, �t �s �mposs�ble they could po�nt to anyth�ng farther, or
be the foundat�on of any new �nference. The pr�nt of a foot �n the
sand can only prove, when cons�dered alone, that there was some
f�gure adapted to �t, by wh�ch �t was produced: but the pr�nt of a
human foot proves l�kew�se, from our other exper�ence, that there
was probably another foot, wh�ch also left �ts �mpress�on, though
effaced by t�me or other acc�dents. Here we mount from the effect to
the cause; and descend�ng aga�n from the cause, �nfer alterat�ons �n
the effect; but th�s �s not a cont�nuat�on of the same s�mple cha�n of
reason�ng. We comprehend �n th�s case a hundred other
exper�ences and observat�ons, concern�ng the usual f�gure and
members of that spec�es of an�mal, w�thout wh�ch th�s method of
argument must be cons�dered as fallac�ous and soph�st�cal.



113. The case �s not the same w�th our reason�ngs from the works of
nature. The De�ty �s known to us only by h�s product�ons, and �s a
s�ngle be�ng �n the un�verse, not comprehended under any spec�es
or genus, from whose exper�enced attr�butes or qual�t�es, we can, by
analogy, �nfer any attr�bute or qual�ty �n h�m. As the un�verse shews
w�sdom and goodness, we �nfer w�sdom and goodness. As �t shews
a part�cular degree of these perfect�ons, we �nfer a part�cular degree
of them, prec�sely adapted to the effect wh�ch we exam�ne. But
farther attr�butes or farther degrees of the same attr�butes, we can
never be author�sed to �nfer or suppose, by any rules of just
reason�ng. Now, w�thout some such l�cence of suppos�t�on, �t �s
�mposs�ble for us to argue from the cause, or �nfer any alterat�on �n
the effect, beyond what has �mmed�ately fallen under our
observat�on. Greater good produced by th�s Be�ng must st�ll prove a
greater degree of goodness: a more �mpart�al d�str�but�on of rewards
and pun�shments must proceed from a greater regard to just�ce and
equ�ty. Every supposed add�t�on to the works of nature makes an
add�t�on to the attr�butes of the Author of nature; and consequently,
be�ng ent�rely unsupported by any reason or argument, can never be
adm�tted but as mere conjecture and hypothes�s30.

The great source of our m�stake �n th�s subject, and of the
unbounded l�cence of conjecture, wh�ch we �ndulge, �s, that we tac�tly
cons�der ourselves, as �n the place of the Supreme Be�ng, and
conclude, that he w�ll, on every occas�on, observe the same conduct,
wh�ch we ourselves, �n h�s s�tuat�on, would have embraced as
reasonable and el�g�ble. But, bes�des that the ord�nary course of
nature may conv�nce us, that almost everyth�ng �s regulated by
pr�nc�ples and max�ms very d�fferent from ours; bes�des th�s, I say, �t
must ev�dently appear contrary to all rules of analogy to reason, from
the �ntent�ons and projects of men, to those of a Be�ng so d�fferent,
and so much super�or. In human nature, there �s a certa�n
exper�enced coherence of des�gns and �ncl�nat�ons; so that when,
from any fact, we have d�scovered one �ntent�on of any man, �t may
often be reasonable, from exper�ence, to �nfer another, and draw a
long cha�n of conclus�ons concern�ng h�s past or future conduct. But
th�s method of reason�ng can never have place w�th regard to a



Be�ng, so remote and �ncomprehens�ble, who bears much less
analogy to any other be�ng �n the un�verse than the sun to a waxen
taper, and who d�scovers h�mself only by some fa�nt traces or
outl�nes, beyond wh�ch we have no author�ty to ascr�be to h�m any
attr�bute or perfect�on. What we �mag�ne to be a super�or perfect�on,
may really be a defect. Or were �t ever so much a perfect�on, the
ascr�b�ng of �t to the Supreme Be�ng, where �t appears not to have
been really exerted, to the full, �n h�s works, savours more of flattery
and panegyr�c, than of just reason�ng and sound ph�losophy. All the
ph�losophy, therefore, �n the world, and all the rel�g�on, wh�ch �s
noth�ng but a spec�es of ph�losophy, w�ll never be able to carry us
beyond the usual course of exper�ence, or g�ve us measures of
conduct and behav�our d�fferent from those wh�ch are furn�shed by
reflect�ons on common l�fe. No new fact can ever be �nferred from
the rel�g�ous hypothes�s; no event foreseen or foretold; no reward or
pun�shment expected or dreaded, beyond what �s already known by
pract�ce and observat�on. So that my apology for Ep�curus w�ll st�ll
appear sol�d and sat�sfactory; nor have the pol�t�cal �nterests of
soc�ety any connex�on w�th the ph�losoph�cal d�sputes concern�ng
metaphys�cs and rel�g�on.

114. There �s st�ll one c�rcumstance, repl�ed I, wh�ch you seem to
have overlooked. Though I should allow your prem�ses, I must deny
your conclus�on. You conclude, that rel�g�ous doctr�nes and
reason�ngs can have no �nfluence on l�fe, because they ought to
have no �nfluence; never cons�der�ng, that men reason not �n the
same manner you do, but draw many consequences from the bel�ef
of a d�v�ne Ex�stence, and suppose that the De�ty w�ll �nfl�ct
pun�shments on v�ce, and bestow rewards on v�rtue, beyond what
appear �n the ord�nary course of nature. Whether th�s reason�ng of
the�rs be just or not, �s no matter. Its �nfluence on the�r l�fe and
conduct must st�ll be the same. And, those, who attempt to d�sabuse
them of such prejud�ces, may, for aught I know, be good reasoners,
but I cannot allow them to be good c�t�zens and pol�t�c�ans; s�nce
they free men from one restra�nt upon the�r pass�ons, and make the
�nfr�ngement of the laws of soc�ety, �n one respect, more easy and
secure.



After all, I may, perhaps, agree to your general conclus�on �n favour
of l�berty, though upon d�fferent prem�ses from those, on wh�ch you
endeavour to found �t. I th�nk, that the state ought to tolerate every
pr�nc�ple of ph�losophy; nor �s there an �nstance, that any government
has suffered �n �ts pol�t�cal �nterests by such �ndulgence. There �s no
enthus�asm among ph�losophers; the�r doctr�nes are not very allur�ng
to the people; and no restra�nt can be put upon the�r reason�ngs, but
what must be of dangerous consequence to the sc�ences, and even
to the state, by pav�ng the way for persecut�on and oppress�on �n
po�nts, where the general�ty of mank�nd are more deeply �nterested
and concerned.

115. But there occurs to me (cont�nued I) w�th regard to your ma�n
top�c, a d�ff�culty, wh�ch I shall just propose to you w�thout �ns�st�ng on
�t; lest �t lead �nto reason�ngs of too n�ce and del�cate a nature. In a
word, I much doubt whether �t be poss�ble for a cause to be known
only by �ts effect (as you have all along supposed) or to be of so
s�ngular and part�cular a nature as to have no parallel and no
s�m�lar�ty w�th any other cause or object, that has ever fallen under
our observat�on. It �s only when two spec�es of objects are found to
be constantly conjo�ned, that we can �nfer the one from the other;
and were an effect presented, wh�ch was ent�rely s�ngular, and could
not be comprehended under any known spec�es, I do not see, that
we could form any conjecture or �nference at all concern�ng �ts
cause. If exper�ence and observat�on and analogy be, �ndeed, the
only gu�des wh�ch we can reasonably follow �n �nferences of th�s
nature; both the effect and cause must bear a s�m�lar�ty and
resemblance to other effects and causes, wh�ch we know, and wh�ch
we have found, �n many �nstances, to be conjo�ned w�th each other. I
leave �t to your own reflect�on to pursue the consequences of th�s
pr�nc�ple. I shall just observe, that, as the antagon�sts of Ep�curus
always suppose the un�verse, an effect qu�te s�ngular and
unparalleled, to be the proof of a De�ty, a cause no less s�ngular and
unparalleled; your reason�ngs, upon that suppos�t�on, seem, at least,
to mer�t our attent�on. There �s, I own, some d�ff�culty, how we can
ever return from the cause to the effect, and, reason�ng from our



�deas of the former, �nfer any alterat�on on the latter, or any add�t�on
to �t.



SECTION XII.

OF THE ACADEMICAL OR SCEPTICAL
PHILOSOPHY.

PART I.

116. There �s not a greater number of ph�losoph�cal reason�ngs,
d�splayed upon any subject, than those, wh�ch prove the ex�stence of
a De�ty, and refute the fallac�es of Athe�sts; and yet the most
rel�g�ous ph�losophers st�ll d�spute whether any man can be so
bl�nded as to be a speculat�ve athe�st. How shall we reconc�le these
contrad�ct�ons? The kn�ghts-errant, who wandered about to clear the
world of dragons and g�ants, never enterta�ned the least doubt w�th
regard to the ex�stence of these monsters.

The Scept�c �s another enemy of rel�g�on, who naturally provokes the
�nd�gnat�on of all d�v�nes and graver ph�losophers; though �t �s
certa�n, that no man ever met w�th any such absurd creature, or
conversed w�th a man, who had no op�n�on or pr�nc�ple concern�ng
any subject, e�ther of act�on or speculat�on. Th�s begets a very
natural quest�on; What �s meant by a scept�c? And how far �t �s
poss�ble to push these ph�losoph�cal pr�nc�ples of doubt and
uncerta�nty?

There �s a spec�es of scept�c�sm, antecedent to all study and
ph�losophy, wh�ch �s much �nculcated by Des Cartes and others, as a
sovere�gn preservat�ve aga�nst error and prec�p�tate judgement. It
recommends an un�versal doubt, not only of all our former op�n�ons
and pr�nc�ples, but also of our very facult�es; of whose verac�ty, say
they, we must assure ourselves, by a cha�n of reason�ng, deduced
from some or�g�nal pr�nc�ple, wh�ch cannot poss�bly be fallac�ous or
dece�tful. But ne�ther �s there any such or�g�nal pr�nc�ple, wh�ch has a



prerogat�ve above others, that are self-ev�dent and conv�nc�ng: or �f
there were, could we advance a step beyond �t, but by the use of
those very facult�es, of wh�ch we are supposed to be already
d�ff�dent. The Cartes�an doubt, therefore, were �t ever poss�ble to be
atta�ned by any human creature (as �t pla�nly �s not) would be ent�rely
�ncurable; and no reason�ng could ever br�ng us to a state of
assurance and conv�ct�on upon any subject.

It must, however, be confessed, that th�s spec�es of scept�c�sm, when
more moderate, may be understood �n a very reasonable sense, and
�s a necessary preparat�ve to the study of ph�losophy, by preserv�ng
a proper �mpart�al�ty �n our judgements, and wean�ng our m�nd from
all those prejud�ces, wh�ch we may have �mb�bed from educat�on or
rash op�n�on. To beg�n w�th clear and self-ev�dent pr�nc�ples, to
advance by t�morous and sure steps, to rev�ew frequently our
conclus�ons, and exam�ne accurately all the�r consequences; though
by these means we shall make both a slow and a short progress �n
our systems; are the only methods, by wh�ch we can ever hope to
reach truth, and atta�n a proper stab�l�ty and certa�nty �n our
determ�nat�ons.

117. There �s another spec�es of scept�c�sm, consequent to sc�ence
and enqu�ry, when men are supposed to have d�scovered, e�ther the
absolute fallac�ousness of the�r mental facult�es, or the�r unf�tness to
reach any f�xed determ�nat�on �n all those cur�ous subjects of
speculat�on, about wh�ch they are commonly employed. Even our
very senses are brought �nto d�spute, by a certa�n spec�es of
ph�losophers; and the max�ms of common l�fe are subjected to the
same doubt as the most profound pr�nc�ples or conclus�ons of
metaphys�cs and theology. As these paradox�cal tenets (�f they may
be called tenets) are to be met w�th �n some ph�losophers, and the
refutat�on of them �n several, they naturally exc�te our cur�os�ty, and
make us enqu�re �nto the arguments, on wh�ch they may be founded.

I need not �ns�st upon the more tr�te top�cs, employed by the scept�cs
�n all ages, aga�nst the ev�dence of sense; such as those wh�ch are
der�ved from the �mperfect�on and fallac�ousness of our organs, on



numberless occas�ons; the crooked appearance of an oar �n water;
the var�ous aspects of objects, accord�ng to the�r d�fferent d�stances;
the double �mages wh�ch ar�se from the press�ng one eye; w�th many
other appearances of a l�ke nature. These scept�cal top�cs, �ndeed,
are only suff�c�ent to prove, that the senses alone are not �mpl�c�tly to
be depended on; but that we must correct the�r ev�dence by reason,
and by cons�derat�ons, der�ved from the nature of the med�um, the
d�stance of the object, and the d�spos�t�on of the organ, �n order to
render them, w�th�n the�r sphere, the proper cr�ter�a of truth and
falsehood. There are other more profound arguments aga�nst the
senses, wh�ch adm�t not of so easy a solut�on.

118. It seems ev�dent, that men are carr�ed, by a natural �nst�nct or
prepossess�on, to repose fa�th �n the�r senses; and that, w�thout any
reason�ng, or even almost before the use of reason, we always
suppose an external un�verse, wh�ch depends not on our percept�on,
but would ex�st, though we and every sens�ble creature were absent
or ann�h�lated. Even the an�mal creat�on are governed by a l�ke
op�n�on, and preserve th�s bel�ef of external objects, �n all the�r
thoughts, des�gns, and act�ons.

It seems also ev�dent, that, when men follow th�s bl�nd and powerful
�nst�nct of nature, they always suppose the very �mages, presented
by the senses, to be the external objects, and never enterta�n any
susp�c�on, that the one are noth�ng but representat�ons of the other.
Th�s very table, wh�ch we see wh�te, and wh�ch we feel hard, �s
bel�eved to ex�st, �ndependent of our percept�on, and to be
someth�ng external to our m�nd, wh�ch perce�ves �t. Our presence
bestows not be�ng on �t: our absence does not ann�h�late �t. It
preserves �ts ex�stence un�form and ent�re, �ndependent of the
s�tuat�on of �ntell�gent be�ngs, who perce�ve or contemplate �t.

But th�s un�versal and pr�mary op�n�on of all men �s soon destroyed
by the sl�ghtest ph�losophy, wh�ch teaches us, that noth�ng can ever
be present to the m�nd but an �mage or percept�on, and that the
senses are only the �nlets, through wh�ch these �mages are
conveyed, w�thout be�ng able to produce any �mmed�ate �ntercourse



between the m�nd and the object. The table, wh�ch we see, seems to
d�m�n�sh, as we remove farther from �t: but the real table, wh�ch
ex�sts �ndependent of us, suffers no alterat�on: �t was, therefore,
noth�ng but �ts �mage, wh�ch was present to the m�nd. These are the
obv�ous d�ctates of reason; and no man, who reflects, ever doubted,
that the ex�stences, wh�ch we cons�der, when we say, th�s house and
that tree, are noth�ng but percept�ons �n the m�nd, and fleet�ng cop�es
or representat�ons of other ex�stences, wh�ch rema�n un�form and
�ndependent.

119. So far, then, are we necess�tated by reason�ng to contrad�ct or
depart from the pr�mary �nst�ncts of nature, and to embrace a new
system w�th regard to the ev�dence of our senses. But here
ph�losophy f�nds herself extremely embarrassed, when she would
just�fy th�s new system, and obv�ate the cav�ls and object�ons of the
scept�cs. She can no longer plead the �nfall�ble and �rres�st�ble
�nst�nct of nature: for that led us to a qu�te d�fferent system, wh�ch �s
acknowledged fall�ble and even erroneous. And to just�fy th�s
pretended ph�losoph�cal system, by a cha�n of clear and conv�nc�ng
argument, or even any appearance of argument, exceeds the power
of all human capac�ty.

By what argument can �t be proved, that the percept�ons of the m�nd
must be caused by external objects, ent�rely d�fferent from them,
though resembl�ng them (�f that be poss�ble) and could not ar�se
e�ther from the energy of the m�nd �tself, or from the suggest�on of
some �nv�s�ble and unknown sp�r�t, or from some other cause st�ll
more unknown to us? It �s acknowledged, that, �n fact, many of these
percept�ons ar�se not from anyth�ng external, as �n dreams,
madness, and other d�seases. And noth�ng can be more �nexpl�cable
than the manner, �n wh�ch body should so operate upon m�nd as
ever to convey an �mage of �tself to a substance, supposed of so
d�fferent, and even contrary a nature.

It �s a quest�on of fact, whether the percept�ons of the senses be
produced by external objects, resembl�ng them: how shall th�s
quest�on be determ�ned? By exper�ence surely; as all other



quest�ons of a l�ke nature. But here exper�ence �s, and must be
ent�rely s�lent. The m�nd has never anyth�ng present to �t but the
percept�ons, and cannot poss�bly reach any exper�ence of the�r
connex�on w�th objects. The suppos�t�on of such a connex�on �s,
therefore, w�thout any foundat�on �n reason�ng.

120. To have recourse to the verac�ty of the supreme Be�ng, �n order
to prove the verac�ty of our senses, �s surely mak�ng a very
unexpected c�rcu�t. If h�s verac�ty were at all concerned �n th�s matter,
our senses would be ent�rely �nfall�ble; because �t �s not poss�ble that
he can ever dece�ve. Not to ment�on, that, �f the external world be
once called �n quest�on, we shall be at a loss to f�nd arguments, by
wh�ch we may prove the ex�stence of that Be�ng or any of h�s
attr�butes.

121. Th�s �s a top�c, therefore, �n wh�ch the profounder and more
ph�losoph�cal scept�cs w�ll always tr�umph, when they endeavour to
�ntroduce an un�versal doubt �nto all subjects of human knowledge
and enqu�ry. Do you follow the �nst�ncts and propens�t�es of nature,
may they say, �n assent�ng to the verac�ty of sense? But these lead
you to bel�eve that the very percept�on or sens�ble �mage �s the
external object. Do you d�scla�m th�s pr�nc�ple, �n order to embrace a
more rat�onal op�n�on, that the percept�ons are only representat�ons
of someth�ng external? You here depart from your natural
propens�t�es and more obv�ous sent�ments; and yet are not able to
sat�sfy your reason, wh�ch can never f�nd any conv�nc�ng argument
from exper�ence to prove, that the percept�ons are connected w�th
any external objects.

122. There �s another scept�cal top�c of a l�ke nature, der�ved from the
most profound ph�losophy; wh�ch m�ght mer�t our attent�on, were �t
requ�s�te to d�ve so deep, �n order to d�scover arguments and
reason�ngs, wh�ch can so l�ttle serve to any ser�ous purpose. It �s
un�versally allowed by modern enqu�rers, that all the sens�ble
qual�t�es of objects, such as hard, soft, hot, cold, wh�te, black, &c. are
merely secondary, and ex�st not �n the objects themselves, but are
percept�ons of the m�nd, w�thout any external archetype or model,



wh�ch they represent. If th�s be allowed, w�th regard to secondary
qual�t�es, �t must also follow, w�th regard to the supposed pr�mary
qual�t�es of extens�on and sol�d�ty; nor can the latter be any more
ent�tled to that denom�nat�on than the former. The �dea of extens�on
�s ent�rely acqu�red from the senses of s�ght and feel�ng; and �f all the
qual�t�es, perce�ved by the senses, be �n the m�nd, not �n the object,
the same conclus�on must reach the �dea of extens�on, wh�ch �s
wholly dependent on the sens�ble �deas or the �deas of secondary
qual�t�es. Noth�ng can save us from th�s conclus�on, but the
assert�ng, that the �deas of those pr�mary qual�t�es are atta�ned by
Abstract�on, an op�n�on, wh�ch, �f we exam�ne �t accurately, we shall
f�nd to be un�ntell�g�ble, and even absurd. An extens�on, that �s
ne�ther tang�ble nor v�s�ble, cannot poss�bly be conce�ved: and a
tang�ble or v�s�ble extens�on, wh�ch �s ne�ther hard nor soft, black nor
wh�te, �s equally beyond the reach of human concept�on. Let any
man try to conce�ve a tr�angle �n general, wh�ch �s ne�ther Isosceles
nor Scalenum, nor has any part�cular length or proport�on of s�des;
and he w�ll soon perce�ve the absurd�ty of all the scholast�c not�ons
w�th regard to abstract�on and general �deas.31

123. Thus the f�rst ph�losoph�cal object�on to the ev�dence of sense or
to the op�n�on of external ex�stence cons�sts �n th�s, that such an
op�n�on, �f rested on natural �nst�nct, �s contrary to reason, and �f
referred to reason, �s contrary to natural �nst�nct, and at the same
t�me carr�es no rat�onal ev�dence w�th �t, to conv�nce an �mpart�al
enqu�rer. The second object�on goes farther, and represents th�s
op�n�on as contrary to reason: at least, �f �t be a pr�nc�ple of reason,
that all sens�ble qual�t�es are �n the m�nd, not �n the object. Bereave
matter of all �ts �ntell�g�ble qual�t�es, both pr�mary and secondary, you
�n a manner ann�h�late �t, and leave only a certa�n unknown,
�nexpl�cable someth�ng, as the cause of our percept�ons; a not�on so
�mperfect, that no scept�c w�ll th�nk �t worth wh�le to contend aga�nst
�t.

PART II.



124. It may seem a very extravagant attempt of the scept�cs to
destroy reason by argument and rat�oc�nat�on; yet �s th�s the grand
scope of all the�r enqu�r�es and d�sputes. They endeavour to f�nd
object�ons, both to our abstract reason�ngs, and to those wh�ch
regard matter of fact and ex�stence.

The ch�ef object�on aga�nst all abstract reason�ngs �s der�ved from
the �deas of space and t�me; �deas, wh�ch, �n common l�fe and to a
careless v�ew, are very clear and �ntell�g�ble, but when they pass
through the scrut�ny of the profound sc�ences (and they are the ch�ef
object of these sc�ences) afford pr�nc�ples, wh�ch seem full of
absurd�ty and contrad�ct�on. No pr�estly dogmas, �nvented on
purpose to tame and subdue the rebell�ous reason of mank�nd, ever
shocked common sense more than the doctr�ne of the �nf�n�t�ve
d�v�s�b�l�ty of extens�on, w�th �ts consequences; as they are
pompously d�splayed by all geometr�c�ans and metaphys�c�ans, w�th
a k�nd of tr�umph and exultat�on. A real quant�ty, �nf�n�tely less than
any f�n�te quant�ty, conta�n�ng quant�t�es �nf�n�tely less than �tself, and
so on �n �nf�n�tum; th�s �s an ed�f�ce so bold and prod�g�ous, that �t �s
too we�ghty for any pretended demonstrat�on to support, because �t
shocks the clearest and most natural pr�nc�ples of human reason.32

But what renders the matter more extraord�nary, �s, that these
seem�ngly absurd op�n�ons are supported by a cha�n of reason�ng,
the clearest and most natural; nor �s �t poss�ble for us to allow the
prem�ses w�thout adm�tt�ng the consequences. Noth�ng can be more
conv�nc�ng and sat�sfactory than all the conclus�ons concern�ng the
propert�es of c�rcles and tr�angles; and yet, when these are once
rece�ved, how can we deny, that the angle of contact between a
c�rcle and �ts tangent �s �nf�n�tely less than any rect�l�neal angle, that
as you may �ncrease the d�ameter of the c�rcle �n �nf�n�tum, th�s angle
of contact becomes st�ll less, even �n �nf�n�tum, and that the angle of
contact between other curves and the�r tangents may be �nf�n�tely
less than those between any c�rcle and �ts tangent, and so on, �n
�nf�n�tum? The demonstrat�on of these pr�nc�ples seems as
unexcept�onable as that wh�ch proves the three angles of a tr�angle
to be equal to two r�ght ones, though the latter op�n�on be natural and
easy, and the former b�g w�th contrad�ct�on and absurd�ty. Reason



here seems to be thrown �nto a k�nd of amazement and suspence,
wh�ch, w�thout the suggest�ons of any scept�c, g�ves her a d�ff�dence
of herself, and of the ground on wh�ch she treads. She sees a full
l�ght, wh�ch �llum�nates certa�n places; but that l�ght borders upon the
most profound darkness. And between these she �s so dazzled and
confounded, that she scarcely can pronounce w�th certa�nty and
assurance concern�ng any one object.

125. The absurd�ty of these bold determ�nat�ons of the abstract
sc�ences seems to become, �f poss�ble, st�ll more palpable w�th
regard to t�me than extens�on. An �nf�n�te number of real parts of
t�me, pass�ng �n success�on, and exhausted one after another,
appears so ev�dent a contrad�ct�on, that no man, one should th�nk,
whose judgement �s not corrupted, �nstead of be�ng �mproved, by the
sc�ences, would ever be able to adm�t of �t.

Yet st�ll reason must rema�n restless, and unqu�et, even w�th regard
to that scept�c�sm, to wh�ch she �s dr�ven by these seem�ng
absurd�t�es and contrad�ct�ons. How any clear, d�st�nct �dea can
conta�n c�rcumstances, contrad�ctory to �tself, or to any other clear,
d�st�nct �dea, �s absolutely �ncomprehens�ble; and �s, perhaps, as
absurd as any propos�t�on, wh�ch can be formed. So that noth�ng can
be more scept�cal, or more full of doubt and hes�tat�on, than th�s
scept�c�sm �tself, wh�ch ar�ses from some of the paradox�cal
conclus�ons of geometry or the sc�ence of quant�ty.33

126. The scept�cal object�ons to moral ev�dence, or to the reason�ngs
concern�ng matter of fact, are e�ther popular or ph�losoph�cal. The
popular object�ons are der�ved from the natural weakness of human
understand�ng; the contrad�ctory op�n�ons, wh�ch have been
enterta�ned �n d�fferent ages and nat�ons; the var�at�ons of our
judgement �n s�ckness and health, youth and old age, prosper�ty and
advers�ty; the perpetual contrad�ct�on of each part�cular man's
op�n�ons and sent�ments; w�th many other top�cs of that k�nd. It �s
needless to �ns�st farther on th�s head. These object�ons are but
weak. For as, �n common l�fe, we reason every moment concern�ng
fact and ex�stence, and cannot poss�bly subs�st, w�thout cont�nually



employ�ng th�s spec�es of argument, any popular object�ons, der�ved
from thence, must be �nsuff�c�ent to destroy that ev�dence. The great
subverter of Pyrrhon�sm or the excess�ve pr�nc�ples of scept�c�sm �s
act�on, and employment, and the occupat�ons of common l�fe. These
pr�nc�ples may flour�sh and tr�umph �n the schools; where �t �s,
�ndeed, d�ff�cult, �f not �mposs�ble, to refute them. But as soon as they
leave the shade, and by the presence of the real objects, wh�ch
actuate our pass�ons and sent�ments, are put �n oppos�t�on to the
more powerful pr�nc�ples of our nature, they van�sh l�ke smoke, and
leave the most determ�ned scept�c �n the same cond�t�on as other
mortals.

127. The scept�c, therefore, had better keep w�th�n h�s proper sphere,
and d�splay those ph�losoph�cal object�ons, wh�ch ar�se from more
profound researches. Here he seems to have ample matter of
tr�umph; wh�le he justly �ns�sts, that all our ev�dence for any matter of
fact, wh�ch l�es beyond the test�mony of sense or memory, �s der�ved
ent�rely from the relat�on of cause and effect; that we have no other
�dea of th�s relat�on than that of two objects, wh�ch have been
frequently conjo�ned together; that we have no argument to conv�nce
us, that objects, wh�ch have, �n our exper�ence, been frequently
conjo�ned, w�ll l�kew�se, �n other �nstances, be conjo�ned �n the same
manner; and that noth�ng leads us to th�s �nference but custom or a
certa�n �nst�nct of our nature; wh�ch �t �s �ndeed d�ff�cult to res�st, but
wh�ch, l�ke other �nst�ncts, may be fallac�ous and dece�tful. Wh�le the
scept�c �ns�sts upon these top�cs, he shows h�s force, or rather,
�ndeed, h�s own and our weakness; and seems, for the t�me at least,
to destroy all assurance and conv�ct�on. These arguments m�ght be
d�splayed at greater length, �f any durable good or benef�t to soc�ety
could ever be expected to result from them.

128. For here �s the ch�ef and most confound�ng object�on to
excess�ve scept�c�sm, that no durable good can ever result from �t;
wh�le �t rema�ns �n �ts full force and v�gour. We need only ask such a
scept�c, What h�s mean�ng �s? And what he proposes by all these
cur�ous researches? He �s �mmed�ately at a loss, and knows not
what to answer. A Copern�can or Ptolema�c, who supports each h�s



d�fferent system of astronomy, may hope to produce a conv�ct�on,
wh�ch w�ll rema�n constant and durable, w�th h�s aud�ence. A Sto�c or
Ep�curean d�splays pr�nc�ples, wh�ch may not be durable, but wh�ch
have an effect on conduct and behav�our. But a Pyrrhon�an cannot
expect, that h�s ph�losophy w�ll have any constant �nfluence on the
m�nd: or �f �t had, that �ts �nfluence would be benef�c�al to soc�ety. On
the contrary, he must acknowledge, �f he w�ll acknowledge anyth�ng,
that all human l�fe must per�sh, were h�s pr�nc�ples un�versally and
stead�ly to preva�l. All d�scourse, all act�on would �mmed�ately cease;
and men rema�n �n a total lethargy, t�ll the necess�t�es of nature,
unsat�sf�ed, put an end to the�r m�serable ex�stence. It �s true; so fatal
an event �s very l�ttle to be dreaded. Nature �s always too strong for
pr�nc�ple. And though a Pyrrhon�an may throw h�mself or others �nto
a momentary amazement and confus�on by h�s profound reason�ngs;
the f�rst and most tr�v�al event �n l�fe w�ll put to fl�ght all h�s doubts and
scruples, and leave h�m the same, �n every po�nt of act�on and
speculat�on, w�th the ph�losophers of every other sect, or w�th those
who never concerned themselves �n any ph�losoph�cal researches.
When he awakes from h�s dream, he w�ll be the f�rst to jo�n �n the
laugh aga�nst h�mself, and to confess, that all h�s object�ons are
mere amusement, and can have no other tendency than to show the
wh�ms�cal cond�t�on of mank�nd, who must act and reason and
bel�eve; though they are not able, by the�r most d�l�gent enqu�ry, to
sat�sfy themselves concern�ng the foundat�on of these operat�ons, or
to remove the object�ons, wh�ch may be ra�sed aga�nst them.

PART III.

129. There �s, �ndeed, a more m�t�gated scept�c�sm or academ�cal
ph�losophy, wh�ch may be both durable and useful, and wh�ch may,
�n part, be the result of th�s Pyrrhon�sm, or excess�ve scept�c�sm,
when �ts und�st�ngu�shed doubts are, �n some measure, corrected by
common sense and reflect�on. The greater part of mank�nd are
naturally apt to be aff�rmat�ve and dogmat�cal �n the�r op�n�ons; and
wh�le they see objects only on one s�de, and have no �dea of any
counterpo�s�ng argument, they throw themselves prec�p�tately �nto
the pr�nc�ples, to wh�ch they are �ncl�ned; nor have they any



�ndulgence for those who enterta�n oppos�te sent�ments. To hes�tate
or balance perplexes the�r understand�ng, checks the�r pass�on, and
suspends the�r act�on. They are, therefore, �mpat�ent t�ll they escape
from a state, wh�ch to them �s so uneasy: and they th�nk, that they
could never remove themselves far enough from �t, by the v�olence
of the�r aff�rmat�ons and obst�nacy of the�r bel�ef. But could such
dogmat�cal reasoners become sens�ble of the strange �nf�rm�t�es of
human understand�ng, even �n �ts most perfect state, and when most
accurate and caut�ous �n �ts determ�nat�ons; such a reflect�on would
naturally �nsp�re them w�th more modesty and reserve, and d�m�n�sh
the�r fond op�n�on of themselves, and the�r prejud�ce aga�nst
antagon�sts. The �ll�terate may reflect on the d�spos�t�on of the
learned, who, am�dst all the advantages of study and reflect�on, are
commonly st�ll d�ff�dent �n the�r determ�nat�ons: and �f any of the
learned be �ncl�ned, from the�r natural temper, to haught�ness and
obst�nacy, a small t�ncture of Pyrrhon�sm m�ght abate the�r pr�de, by
show�ng them, that the few advantages, wh�ch they may have
atta�ned over the�r fellows, are but �ncons�derable, �f compared w�th
the un�versal perplex�ty and confus�on, wh�ch �s �nherent �n human
nature. In general, there �s a degree of doubt, and caut�on, and
modesty, wh�ch, �n all k�nds of scrut�ny and dec�s�on, ought for ever
to accompany a just reasoner.

130. Another spec�es of m�t�gated scept�c�sm wh�ch may be of
advantage to mank�nd, and wh�ch may be the natural result of the
Pyrrhon�an doubts and scruples, �s the l�m�tat�on of our enqu�r�es to
such subjects as are best adapted to the narrow capac�ty of human
understand�ng. The �mag�nat�on of man �s naturally subl�me,
del�ghted w�th whatever �s remote and extraord�nary, and runn�ng,
w�thout control, �nto the most d�stant parts of space and t�me �n order
to avo�d the objects, wh�ch custom has rendered too fam�l�ar to �t. A
correct Judgement observes a contrary method, and avo�d�ng all
d�stant and h�gh enqu�r�es, conf�nes �tself to common l�fe, and to such
subjects as fall under da�ly pract�ce and exper�ence; leav�ng the
more subl�me top�cs to the embell�shment of poets and orators, or to
the arts of pr�ests and pol�t�c�ans. To br�ng us to so salutary a
determ�nat�on, noth�ng can be more serv�ceable, than to be once



thoroughly conv�nced of the force of the Pyrrhon�an doubt, and of the
�mposs�b�l�ty, that anyth�ng, but the strong power of natural �nst�nct,
could free us from �t. Those who have a propens�ty to ph�losophy, w�ll
st�ll cont�nue the�r researches; because they reflect, that, bes�des the
�mmed�ate pleasure, attend�ng such an occupat�on, ph�losoph�cal
dec�s�ons are noth�ng but the reflect�ons of common l�fe, method�zed
and corrected. But they w�ll never be tempted to go beyond common
l�fe, so long as they cons�der the �mperfect�on of those facult�es
wh�ch they employ, the�r narrow reach, and the�r �naccurate
operat�ons. Wh�le we cannot g�ve a sat�sfactory reason, why we
bel�eve, after a thousand exper�ments, that a stone w�ll fall, or f�re
burn; can we ever sat�sfy ourselves concern�ng any determ�nat�on,
wh�ch we may form, w�th regard to the or�g�n of worlds, and the
s�tuat�on of nature, from, and to etern�ty?



Th�s narrow l�m�tat�on, �ndeed, of our enqu�r�es, �s, �n every respect,
so reasonable, that �t suff�ces to make the sl�ghtest exam�nat�on �nto
the natural powers of the human m�nd and to compare them w�th
the�r objects, �n order to recommend �t to us. We shall then f�nd what
are the proper subjects of sc�ence and enqu�ry.

131. It seems to me, that the only objects of the abstract sc�ence or of
demonstrat�on are quant�ty and number, and that all attempts to
extend th�s more perfect spec�es of knowledge beyond these bounds
are mere soph�stry and �llus�on. As the component parts of quant�ty
and number are ent�rely s�m�lar, the�r relat�ons become �ntr�cate and
�nvolved; and noth�ng can be more cur�ous, as well as useful, than to
trace, by a var�ety of med�ums, the�r equal�ty or �nequal�ty, through
the�r d�fferent appearances. But as all other �deas are clearly d�st�nct
and d�fferent from each other, we can never advance farther, by our
utmost scrut�ny, than to observe th�s d�vers�ty, and, by an obv�ous
reflect�on, pronounce one th�ng not to be another. Or �f there be any
d�ff�culty �n these dec�s�ons, �t proceeds ent�rely from the
undeterm�nate mean�ng of words, wh�ch �s corrected by juster
def�n�t�ons. That the square of the hypothenuse �s equal to the
squares of the other two s�des, cannot be known, let the terms be
ever so exactly def�ned, w�thout a tra�n of reason�ng and enqu�ry. But
to conv�nce us of th�s propos�t�on, that where there �s no property,
there can be no �njust�ce, �t �s only necessary to def�ne the terms,
and expla�n �njust�ce to be a v�olat�on of property. Th�s propos�t�on �s,
�ndeed, noth�ng but a more �mperfect def�n�t�on. It �s the same case
w�th all those pretended syllog�st�cal reason�ngs, wh�ch may be found
�n every other branch of learn�ng, except the sc�ences of quant�ty and
number; and these may safely, I th�nk, be pronounced the only
proper objects of knowledge and demonstrat�on.

132. All other enqu�r�es of men regard only matter of fact and
ex�stence; and these are ev�dently �ncapable of demonstrat�on.
Whatever �s may not be. No negat�on of a fact can �nvolve a
contrad�ct�on. The non-ex�stence of any be�ng, w�thout except�on, �s
as clear and d�st�nct an �dea as �ts ex�stence. The propos�t�on, wh�ch



aff�rms �t not to be, however false, �s no less conce�vable and
�ntell�g�ble, than that wh�ch aff�rms �t to be. The case �s d�fferent w�th
the sc�ences, properly so called. Every propos�t�on, wh�ch �s not true,
�s there confused and un�ntell�g�ble. That the cube root of 64 �s equal
to the half of 10, �s a false propos�t�on, and can never be d�st�nctly
conce�ved. But that Caesar, or the angel Gabr�el, or any be�ng never
ex�sted, may be a false propos�t�on, but st�ll �s perfectly conce�vable,
and �mpl�es no contrad�ct�on.

The ex�stence, therefore, of any be�ng can only be proved by
arguments from �ts cause or �ts effect; and these arguments are
founded ent�rely on exper�ence. If we reason a pr�or�, anyth�ng may
appear able to produce anyth�ng. The fall�ng of a pebble may, for
aught we know, ext�ngu�sh the sun; or the w�sh of a man control the
planets �n the�r orb�ts. It �s only exper�ence, wh�ch teaches us the
nature and bounds of cause and effect, and enables us to �nfer the
ex�stence of one object from that of another34. Such �s the foundat�on
of moral reason�ng, wh�ch forms the greater part of human
knowledge, and �s the source of all human act�on and behav�our.

Moral reason�ngs are e�ther concern�ng part�cular or general facts.
All del�berat�ons �n l�fe regard the former; as also all d�squ�s�t�ons �n
h�story, chronology, geography, and astronomy.

The sc�ences, wh�ch treat of general facts, are pol�t�cs, natural
ph�losophy, phys�c, chem�stry, &c. where the qual�t�es, causes and
effects of a whole spec�es of objects are enqu�red �nto.

D�v�n�ty or Theology, as �t proves the ex�stence of a De�ty, and the
�mmortal�ty of souls, �s composed partly of reason�ngs concern�ng
part�cular, partly concern�ng general facts. It has a foundat�on �n
reason, so far as �t �s supported by exper�ence. But �ts best and most
sol�d foundat�on �s fa�th and d�v�ne revelat�on.

Morals and cr�t�c�sm are not so properly objects of the understand�ng
as of taste and sent�ment. Beauty, whether moral or natural, �s felt,
more properly than perce�ved. Or �f we reason concern�ng �t, and
endeavour to f�x �ts standard, we regard a new fact, to w�t, the



general tastes of mank�nd, or some such fact, wh�ch may be the
object of reason�ng and enqu�ry.

When we run over l�brar�es, persuaded of these pr�nc�ples, what
havoc must we make? If we take �n our hand any volume; of d�v�n�ty
or school metaphys�cs, for �nstance; let us ask, Does �t conta�n any
abstract reason�ng concern�ng quant�ty or number? No. Does �t
conta�n any exper�mental reason�ng concern�ng matter of fact and
ex�stence? No. Comm�t �t then to the flames: for �t can conta�n
noth�ng but soph�stry and �llus�on.



FOOTNOTES.
Footnote 1: (return)

It �s probable that no more was meant by those, who den�ed
�nnate �deas, than that all �deas were cop�es of our �mpress�ons;
though �t must be confessed, that the terms, wh�ch they
employed, were not chosen w�th such caut�on, nor so exactly
def�ned, as to prevent all m�stakes about the�r doctr�ne. For what
�s meant by �nnate? If �nnate be equ�valent to natural, then all the
percept�ons and �deas of the m�nd must be allowed to be �nnate or
natural, �n whatever sense we take the latter word, whether �n
oppos�t�on to what �s uncommon, art�f�c�al, or m�raculous. If by
�nnate be meant, contemporary to our b�rth, the d�spute seems to
be fr�volous; nor �s �t worth wh�le to enqu�re at what t�me th�nk�ng
beg�ns, whether before, at, or after our b�rth. Aga�n, the word �dea,
seems to be commonly taken �n a very loose sense, by LOCKE
and others; as stand�ng for any of our percept�ons, our sensat�ons
and pass�ons, as well as thoughts. Now �n th�s sense, I should
des�re to know, what can be meant by assert�ng, that self-love, or
resentment of �njur�es, or the pass�on between the sexes �s not
�nnate?

But adm�tt�ng these terms, �mpress�ons and �deas, �n the sense
above expla�ned, and understand�ng by �nnate, what �s or�g�nal or
cop�ed from no precedent percept�on, then may we assert that all
our �mpress�ons are �nnate, and our �deas not �nnate.

To be �ngenuous, I must own �t to be my op�n�on, that LOCKE was
betrayed �nto th�s quest�on by the schoolmen, who, mak�ng use of
undef�ned terms, draw out the�r d�sputes to a ted�ous length,
w�thout ever touch�ng the po�nt �n quest�on. A l�ke amb�gu�ty and
c�rcumlocut�on seem to run through that ph�losopher's reason�ngs
on th�s as well as most other subjects.

Footnote 2: (return)

Resemblance.



Footnote 3: (return)

Cont�gu�ty.

Footnote 4: (return)

Cause and effect.

Footnote 5: (return)

For �nstance, Contrast or Contrar�ety �s also a connex�on among
Ideas: but �t may, perhaps, be cons�dered as a m�xture of
Causat�on and Resemblance. Where two objects are contrary, the
one destroys the other; that �s, the cause of �ts ann�h�lat�on, and
the �dea of the ann�h�lat�on of an object, �mpl�es the �dea of �ts
former ex�stence.

Footnote 6: (return)

The word, Power, �s here used �n a loose and popular sense. The
more accurate expl�cat�on of �t would g�ve add�t�onal ev�dence to
th�s argument. See Sect. 7.

Footnote 7: (return)

Noth�ng �s more useful than for wr�ters, even, on moral, pol�t�cal,
or phys�cal subjects, to d�st�ngu�sh between reason and
exper�ence, and to suppose, that these spec�es of argumentat�on
are ent�rely d�fferent from each other. The former are taken for the
mere result of our �ntellectual facult�es, wh�ch, by cons�der�ng
pr�or� the nature of th�ngs, and exam�n�ng the effects, that must
follow from the�r operat�on, establ�sh part�cular pr�nc�ples of
sc�ence and ph�losophy. The latter are supposed to be der�ved
ent�rely from sense and observat�on, by wh�ch we learn what has
actually resulted from the operat�on of part�cular objects, and are
thence able to �nfer, what w�ll, for the future, result from them.
Thus, for �nstance, the l�m�tat�ons and restra�nts of c�v�l
government, and a legal const�tut�on, may be defended, e�ther
from reason, wh�ch reflect�ng on the great fra�lty and corrupt�on of
human nature, teaches, that no man can safely be trusted w�th
unl�m�ted author�ty; or from exper�ence and h�story, wh�ch �nform
us of the enormous abuses, that amb�t�on, �n every age and
country, has been found to make of so �mprudent a conf�dence.



The same d�st�nct�on between reason and exper�ence �s
ma�nta�ned �n all our del�berat�ons concern�ng the conduct of l�fe;
wh�le the exper�enced statesman, general, phys�c�an, or merchant
�s trusted and followed; and the unpract�sed nov�ce, w�th whatever
natural talents endowed, neglected and desp�sed. Though �t be
allowed, that reason may form very plaus�ble conjectures w�th
regard to the consequences of such a part�cular conduct �n such
part�cular c�rcumstances; �t �s st�ll supposed �mperfect, w�thout the
ass�stance of exper�ence, wh�ch �s alone able to g�ve stab�l�ty and
certa�nty to the max�ms, der�ved from study and reflect�on.

But notw�thstand�ng that th�s d�st�nct�on be thus un�versally
rece�ved, both �n the act�ve speculat�ve scenes of l�fe, I shall not
scruple to pronounce, that �t �s, at bottom, erroneous, at least,
superf�c�al.

If we exam�ne those arguments, wh�ch, �n any of the sc�ences
above ment�oned, are supposed to be the mere effects of
reason�ng and reflect�on, they w�ll be found to term�nate, at last, �n
some general pr�nc�ple or conclus�on, for wh�ch we can ass�gn no
reason but observat�on and exper�ence. The only d�fference
between them and those max�ms, wh�ch are vulgarly esteemed
the result of pure exper�ence, �s, that the former cannot be
establ�shed w�thout some process of thought, and some reflect�on
on what we have observed, �n order to d�st�ngu�sh �ts
c�rcumstances, and trace �ts consequences: Whereas �n the latter,
the exper�enced event �s exactly and fully fam�l�ar to that wh�ch we
�nfer as the result of any part�cular s�tuat�on. The h�story of a
TIBERIUS or a NERO makes us dread a l�ke tyranny, were our
monarchs freed from the restra�nts of laws and senates: But the
observat�on of any fraud or cruelty �n pr�vate l�fe �s suff�c�ent, w�th
the a�d of a l�ttle thought, to g�ve us the same apprehens�on; wh�le
�t serves as an �nstance of the general corrupt�on of human
nature, and shows us the danger wh�ch we must �ncur by repos�ng
an ent�re conf�dence �n mank�nd. In both cases, �t �s exper�ence
wh�ch �s ult�mately the foundat�on of our �nference and conclus�on.

There �s no man so young and unexper�enced, as not to have
formed, from observat�on, many general and just max�ms
concern�ng human affa�rs and the conduct of l�fe; but �t must be
confessed, that, when a man comes to put these �n pract�ce, he
w�ll be extremely l�able to error, t�ll t�me and farther exper�ence
both enlarge these max�ms, and teach h�m the�r proper use and



appl�cat�on. In every s�tuat�on or �nc�dent, there are many
part�cular and seem�ngly m�nute c�rcumstances, wh�ch the man of
greatest talent �s, at f�rst, apt to overlook, though on them the
justness of h�s conclus�ons, and consequently the prudence of h�s
conduct, ent�rely depend. Not to ment�on, that, to a young
beg�nner, the general observat�ons and max�ms occur not always
on the proper occas�ons, nor can be �mmed�ately appl�ed w�th due
calmness and d�st�nct�on. The truth �s, an unexper�enced reasoner
could be no reasoner at all, were he absolutely unexper�enced;
and when we ass�gn that character to any one, we mean �t only �n
a comparat�ve sense, and suppose h�m possessed of exper�ence,
�n a smaller and more �mperfect degree.

Footnote 8: (return)

'Naturane nob�s, �nqu�t, datum d�cam, an errore quodam, ut, cum
ea loca v�deamus, �n qu�bus memor�a d�gnos v�ros acceper�mus
multum esse versatos, mag�s moveamur, quam s�quando eorum
�psorum aut facta aud�amus aut scr�ptum al�quod legamus? Velut
ego nunc moveor. Ven�t en�m m�h� Plato �n mentem, quera
accep�mus pr�mum h�c d�sputare sol�tum: cu�us et�am �ll� hortul�
prop�nqu� non memor�am solum m�h� afferunt, sed �psum v�dentur
�n conspectu meo h�c ponere. H�c Speus�ppus, h�c Xenocrates, h�c
e�us aud�tor Polemo; cu�us �psa �lla sess�o fu�t, quam v�demus.
Equ�dem et�am cur�am nostram, Host�l�am d�co, non hanc novam,
quae m�h� m�nor esse v�detur postquam est ma�or, solebam
�ntuens, Sc�p�onem, Catonem, Lael�um, nostrum vero �n pr�m�s
avum cog�tare. Tanta v�s admon�t�on�s est �n loc�s; ut non s�ne
causa ex h�s memor�ae deducta s�t d�sc�pl�na.'

C�cero de F�n�bus. L�b. v.

Footnote 9: (return)

Mr. Locke d�v�des all arguments �nto demonstrat�ve and probable.
In th�s v�ew, we must say, that �t �s only probable all men must d�e,
or that the sun w�ll r�se to-morrow. But to conform our language
more to common use, we ought to d�v�de arguments �nto
demonstrat�ons, proofs, and probab�l�t�es. By proofs mean�ng such
arguments from exper�ence as leave no room for doubt or
oppos�t�on.

Footnote 10: (return)



Sect�on II.

Footnote 11: (return)

Mr. Locke, �n h�s chapter of power, says that, f�nd�ng from
exper�ence, that there are several new product�ons �n nature, 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. But no reason�ng can ever g�ve us a new, or�g�nal, s�mple
�dea; as th�s ph�losopher h�mself confesses. Th�s, therefore, can
never be the or�g�n of that �dea.

Footnote 12: (return)

It may be pretended, that the res�stance wh�ch we meet w�th �n
bod�es, obl�g�ng us frequently to exert our force, and call up all our
power, th�s g�ves us the �dea of force and power. It �s th�s n�sus, or
strong endeavour, of wh�ch we are consc�ous, that �s the or�g�nal
�mpress�on from wh�ch th�s �dea �s cop�ed. But, f�rst, we attr�bute
power to a vast number of objects, where we never can suppose
th�s res�stance or exert�on of force to take place; to the Supreme
Be�ng, who never meets w�th any res�stance; to the m�nd �n �ts
command over �ts �deas and l�mbs, �n common th�nk�ng and
mot�on, where the effect follows �mmed�ately upon the w�ll, w�thout
any exert�on or summon�ng up of force; to �nan�mate matter, wh�ch
�s not capable of th�s sent�ment. Secondly, Th�s sent�ment of an
endeavour to overcome res�stance has no known connex�on w�th
any event: What follows �t, we know by exper�ence; but could not
know �t pr�or�. It must, however, be confessed, that the an�mal
n�sus, wh�ch we exper�ence, though �t can afford no accurate
prec�se �dea of power, enters very much �nto that vulgar,
�naccurate �dea, wh�ch �s formed of �t.

Footnote 13: (return)

[Greek: theos apo maechanaes.]

Footnote 14: (return)

Sect�on XII.

Footnote 15: (return)



I need not exam�ne at length the v�s �nert�ae wh�ch �s so much
talked of �n the new ph�losophy, and wh�ch �s ascr�bed to matter.
We f�nd by exper�ence, that a body at rest or �n mot�on cont�nues
for ever �n �ts present state, t�ll put from �t by some new cause;
and that a body �mpelled takes as much mot�on from the �mpell�ng
body as �t acqu�res �tself. These are facts. When we call th�s a v�s
�nert�ae, we only mark these facts, w�thout pretend�ng to have any
�dea of the �nert power; �n the same manner as, when we talk of
grav�ty, we mean certa�n effects, w�thout comprehend�ng that
act�ve power. It was never the mean�ng of S�r ISAAC NEWTON to
rob second causes of all force or energy; though some of h�s
followers have endeavoured to establ�sh that theory upon h�s
author�ty. On the contrary, that great ph�losopher had recourse to
an ether�al act�ve flu�d to expla�n h�s un�versal attract�on; though
he was so caut�ous and modest as to allow, that �t was a mere
hypothes�s, not to be �ns�sted on, w�thout more exper�ments. I
must confess, that there �s someth�ng �n the fate of op�n�ons a l�ttle
extraord�nary. DES CARTES �ns�nuated that doctr�ne of the
un�versal and sole eff�cacy of the De�ty, w�thout �ns�st�ng on �t.
MALEBRANCHE and other CARTESIANS made �t the foundat�on
of all the�r ph�losophy. It had, however, no author�ty �n England.
LOCKE, CLARKE, and CUDWORTH, never so much as take
not�ce of �t, but suppose all along, that matter has a real, though
subord�nate and der�ved power. By what means has �t become so
prevalent among our modern metaphys�c�ans?

Footnote 16: (return)

Accord�ng to these expl�cat�ons and def�n�t�ons, the �dea of power
�s relat�ve as much as that of cause; and both have a reference to
an effect, or some other event constantly conjo�ned w�th the
former. When we cons�der the unknown c�rcumstance of an
object, by wh�ch the degree or quant�ty of �ts effect �s f�xed and
determ�ned, we call that �ts power: And accord�ngly, �t �s allowed
by all ph�losophers, that the effect �s the measure of the power.
But �f they had any �dea of power, as �t �s �n �tself, why could not
they Measure �t �n �tself? The d�spute whether the force of a body
�n mot�on be as �ts veloc�ty, or the square of �ts veloc�ty; th�s
d�spute, I say, need not be dec�ded by compar�ng �ts effects �n
equal or unequal t�mes; but by a d�rect mensurat�on and
compar�son.



As to the frequent use of the words, Force, Power, Energy, &c.,
wh�ch every where occur �n common conversat�on, as well as �n
ph�losophy; that �s no proof, that we are acqua�nted, �n any
�nstance, w�th the connect�ng pr�nc�ple between cause and effect,
or can account ult�mately for the product�on of one th�ng to
another. These words, as commonly used, have very loose
mean�ngs annexed to them; and the�r �deas are very uncerta�n
and confused. No an�mal can put external bod�es �n mot�on
w�thout the sent�ment of a n�sus or endeavour; and every an�mal
has a sent�ment or feel�ng from the stroke or blow of an external
object, that �s �n mot�on. These sensat�ons, wh�ch are merely
an�mal, and from wh�ch we can pr�or� draw no �nference, we are
apt to transfer to �nan�mate objects, and to suppose, that they
have some such feel�ngs, whenever they transfer or rece�ve
mot�on. W�th regard to energ�es, wh�ch are exerted, w�thout our
annex�ng to them any �dea of commun�cated mot�on, we cons�der
only the constant exper�enced conjunct�on of the events; and as
we feel a customary connex�on between the �deas, we transfer
that feel�ng to the objects; as noth�ng �s more usual than to apply
to external bod�es every �nternal sensat�on, wh�ch they occas�on.

Footnote 17: (return)

The prevalence of the doctr�ne of l�berty may be accounted for,
from another cause, v�z. a false sensat�on or seem�ng exper�ence
wh�ch we have, or may have, of l�berty or �nd�fference, �n many of
our act�ons. The necess�ty of any act�on, whether of matter or of
m�nd, �s not, properly speak�ng, 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 �t
cons�sts ch�efly �n the determ�nat�on of h�s thoughts to �nfer the
ex�stence of that act�on from some preced�ng objects; as l�berty,
when opposed to necess�ty, �s noth�ng but the want of that
determ�nat�on, and a certa�n looseness or �nd�fference, wh�ch we
feel, �n pass�ng, or not pass�ng, from the �dea of one object to that
of any succeed�ng one. Now we may observe, that, though, �n
reflect�ng on human act�ons, we seldom feel such a looseness, or
�nd�fference, but are commonly able to �nfer them w�th
cons�derable certa�nty from the�r mot�ves, and from the
d�spos�t�ons of the agent; yet �t frequently happens, that, �n
perform�ng the act�ons themselves, we are sens�ble of someth�ng
l�ke �t: And as all resembl�ng objects are read�ly taken for each
other, th�s has been employed as a demonstrat�ve and even
�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 (or a VelleÃ¯ty, as �t �s called �n
the schools) even on that s�de, on wh�ch �t d�d not settle. Th�s
�mage, or fa�nt mot�on, we persuade ourselves, could, at that t�me,
have been compleated �nto the th�ng �tself; because, should that
be den�ed, we f�nd, upon a second tr�al, that, at present, �t can.
We cons�der not, that the fantast�cal des�re of shew�ng l�berty, �s
here the mot�ve of our act�ons. And �t seems certa�n, that,
however we may �mag�ne we feel a l�berty w�th�n ourselves, 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.

Footnote 18: (return)

Thus, �f a cause be def�ned, that wh�ch produces any th�ng; �t �s
easy to observe, that produc�ng �s synonymous to caus�ng. In l�ke
manner, �f a cause be def�ned, that by wh�ch any th�ng ex�sts; th�s
�s l�able to the same object�on. For what �s meant by these words,
by wh�ch? Had �t been sa�d, that a cause �s that after wh�ch any
th�ng constantly ex�sts; we should have understood the terms. For
th�s �s, �ndeed, all we know of the matter. And th�s constancy
forms the very essence of necess�ty, nor have we any other �dea
of �t.

Footnote 19: (return)

S�nce all reason�ngs concern�ng facts or causes �s der�ved merely
from custom, �t may be asked how �t happens, that men so much
surpass an�mals �n reason�ng, and one man so much surpasses
another? Has not the same custom the same �nfluence on all?

We shall here endeavour br�efly to expla�n the great d�fference �n
human understand�ngs: After wh�ch the reason of the d�fference
between men and an�mals w�ll eas�ly be comprehended.

1. When we have l�ved any t�me, and have been accustomed to
the un�form�ty of nature, we acqu�re a general hab�t, by wh�ch we
always transfer the known to the unknown, and conce�ve the latter



to resemble the former. By means of th�s general hab�tual
pr�nc�ple, we regard even one exper�ment as the foundat�on of
reason�ng, and expect a s�m�lar event w�th some degree of
certa�nty, where the exper�ment has been made accurately, and
free from all fore�gn c�rcumstances. It �s therefore cons�dered as a
matter of great �mportance to observe the consequences of
th�ngs; and as one man may very much surpass another �n
attent�on and memory and observat�on, th�s w�ll make a very great
d�fference �n the�r reason�ng.

2. Where there �s a compl�cat�on of causes to produce any effect,
one m�nd may be much larger than another, and better able to
comprehend the whole system of objects, and to �nfer justly the�r
consequences.

3. One man �s able to carry on a cha�n of consequences to a
greater length than another.

4. Few men can th�nk long w�thout runn�ng �nto a confus�on of
�deas, and m�stak�ng one for another; and there are var�ous
degrees of th�s �nf�rm�ty.

5. The c�rcumstance, on wh�ch the effect depends, �s frequently
�nvolved �n other c�rcumstances, wh�ch are fore�gn and extr�ns�c.
The separat�on of �t often requ�res great attent�on, accuracy, and
subt�lty.

6. The form�ng of general max�ms from part�cular observat�on �s a
very n�ce operat�on; and noth�ng �s more usual, from haste or a
narrowness of m�nd, wh�ch sees not on all s�des, than to comm�t
m�stakes �n th�s part�cular.

7. When we reason from analog�es, the man, who has the greater
exper�ence or the greater prompt�tude of suggest�ng analog�es,
w�ll be the better reasoner.

8. Byasses from prejud�ce, educat�on, pass�on, party, &c. hang
more upon one m�nd than another.

9. After we have acqu�red a conf�dence �n human test�mony,
books and conversat�on enlarge much more the sphere of one
man's exper�ence and thought than those of another.



It would be easy to d�scover many other c�rcumstances that make
a d�fference �n the understand�ngs of men.

Footnote 20: (return)

Plutarch, �n v�ta Caton�s.

Footnote 21: (return)

No Ind�an, �t �s ev�dent, could have exper�ence that water d�d not
freeze �n cold cl�mates. Th�s �s plac�ng nature �n a s�tuat�on qu�te
unknown to h�m; and �t �s �mposs�ble for h�m to tell a pr�or� what
w�ll result from �t. It �s mak�ng a new exper�ment, the consequence
of wh�ch �s always uncerta�n. One may somet�mes conjecture from
analogy what w�ll follow; but st�ll th�s �s but conjecture. And �t must
be confessed, that, �n the present case of freez�ng, the event
follows contrary to the rules of analogy, and �s such as a rat�onal
Ind�an would not look for. The operat�ons of cold upon water are
not gradual, accord�ng to the degrees of cold; but whenever �t
comes to the freez�ng po�nt, the water passes �n a moment, from
the utmost l�qu�d�ty to perfect hardness. Such an event, therefore,
may be denom�nated extraord�nary, and requ�res a pretty strong
test�mony, to render �t cred�ble to people �n a warm cl�mate: But
st�ll �t �s not m�raculous, nor contrary to un�form exper�ence of the
course of nature �n cases where all the c�rcumstances are the
same. The �nhab�tants of Sumatra have always seen water flu�d �n
the�r own cl�mate, and the freez�ng of the�r r�vers ought to be
deemed a prod�gy: But they never saw water �n Muscovy dur�ng
the w�nter; and therefore they cannot reasonably be pos�t�ve what
would there be the consequence.

Footnote 22: (return)

Somet�mes an event may not, �n �tself, seem to be contrary to the
laws of nature, and yet, �f �t were real, �t m�ght, by reason of some
c�rcumstances, be denom�nated a m�racle; because, �n fact, �t �s
contrary to these laws. Thus �f a person, cla�m�ng a d�v�ne
author�ty, should command a s�ck person to be well, a healthful
man to fall down dead, the clouds to pour ra�n, the w�nds to blow,
�n short, should order many natural events, wh�ch �mmed�ately
follow upon h�s command; these m�ght justly be esteemed
m�racles, because they are really, �n th�s case, contrary to the
laws of nature. For �f any susp�c�on rema�n, that the event and
command concurred by acc�dent, there �s no m�racle and no



transgress�on of the laws of nature. If th�s susp�c�on be removed,
there �s ev�dently a m�racle, and a transgress�on of these laws;
because noth�ng can be more contrary to nature than that the
vo�ce or command of a man should have such an �nfluence. A
m�racle may be accurately def�ned, a transgress�on of a law of
nature by a part�cular vol�t�on of the De�ty, or by the �nterpos�t�on of
some �nv�s�ble agent. A m�racle may e�ther be d�scoverable by
men or not. Th�s alters not �ts nature and essence. The ra�s�ng of
a house or sh�p �nto the a�r �s a v�s�ble m�racle. The ra�s�ng of a
feather, when the w�nd wants ever so l�ttle of a force requ�s�te for
that purpose, �s as real a m�racle, though not so sens�ble w�th
regard to us.

Footnote 23: (return)

H�st. l�b. �v. cap. 81. Sueton�us g�ves nearly the same account �n
v�ta Vesp.

Footnote 24: (return)

Th�s book was wr�t by Mons. Montgeron, counsellor or judge of
the parl�ament of Par�s, a man of f�gure and character, who was
also a martyr to the cause, and �s now sa�d to be somewhere �n a
dungeon on account of h�s book.

There �s another book �n three volumes (called Recue�l des
M�racles de l'Abb(c) Par�s) g�v�ng an account of many of these
m�racles, and accompan�ed w�th prefatory d�scourses, wh�ch are
very well wr�tten. There runs, however, through the whole of these
a r�d�culous compar�son between the m�racles of our Sav�our and
those of the Abbh(c); where�n �t �s asserted, that the ev�dence for
the latter �s equal to that for the former: As �f the test�mony of men
could ever be put �n the balance w�th that of God h�mself, who
conducted the pen of the �nsp�red wr�ters. If these wr�ters, �ndeed,
were to be cons�dered merely as human test�mony, the French
author �s very moderate �n h�s compar�son; s�nce he m�ght, w�th
some appearance of reason, pretend, that the Jansen�st m�racles
much surpass the other �n ev�dence and author�ty. The follow�ng
c�rcumstances are drawn from authent�c papers, �nserted �n the
above-ment�oned book.

Many of the m�racles of Abb(c) Par�s were proved �mmed�ately by
w�tnesses before the off�c�al�ty or b�shop's court at Par�s, under the



eye of card�nal Noa�lles, whose character for �ntegr�ty and
capac�ty was never contested even by h�s enem�es.

H�s successor �n the archb�shopr�c was an enemy to the
Jansen�sts, and for that reason promoted to the see by the court.
Yet 22 rectors or curu(c)s of Par�s, w�th �nf�n�te earnestness, press
h�m to exam�ne those m�racles, wh�ch they assert to be known to
the whole world, and und�sputably certa�n: But he w�sely forbore.

The Mol�n�st party had tr�ed to d�scred�t these m�racles �n one
�nstance, that of Mademo�selle le Franc. But, bes�des that the�r
proceed�ngs were �n many respects the most �rregular �n the
world, part�cularly �n c�t�ng only a few of the Jansen�st w�tnesses,
whom they tampered w�th: Bes�des th�s, I say, they soon found
themselves overwhelmed by a cloud of new w�tnesses, one
hundred and twenty �n number, most of them persons of cred�t
and substance �n Par�s, who gave oath for the m�racle. Th�s was
accompan�ed w�th a solemn and earnest appeal to the parl�ament.
But the parl�ament were forb�dden by author�ty to meddle �n the
affa�r. It was at last observed, that where men are heated by zeal
and enthus�asm, there �s no degree of human test�mony so strong
as may not be procured for the greatest absurd�ty: And those who
w�ll be so s�lly as to exam�ne the affa�r by that med�um, and seek
part�cular flaws �n the test�mony, are almost sure to be
confounded. It must be a m�serable �mposture, �ndeed, that does
not preva�l �n that contest.

All who have been �n France about that t�me have heard of the
reputat�on of Mons. Heraut, the l�eutenant de Pol�ce, whose
v�g�lance, penetrat�on, act�v�ty, and extens�ve �ntell�gence have
been much talked of. Th�s mag�strate, who by the nature of h�s
off�ce �s almost absolute, was vested w�th full powers, on purpose
to suppress or d�scred�t these m�racles; and he frequently se�zed
�mmed�ately, and exam�ned the w�tnesses and subjects of them:
But never could reach any th�ng sat�sfactory aga�nst them.

In the case of Mademo�selle Th�baut he sent the famous De Sylva
to exam�ne her; whose ev�dence �s very cur�ous. The phys�c�an
declares, that �t was �mposs�ble she could have been so �ll as was
proved by w�tnesses; because �t was �mposs�ble she could, �n so
short a t�me, have recovered so perfectly as he found her. He
reasoned, l�ke a man of sense, from natural causes; but the



oppos�te party told h�m, that the whole was a m�racle, and that h�s
ev�dence was the very best proof of �t.

The Mol�n�sts were �n a sad d�lemma. They durst not assert the
absolute �nsuff�c�ency of human ev�dence, to prove a m�racle.
They were obl�ged to say, that these m�racles were wrought by
w�tchcraft and the dev�l. But they were told, that th�s was the
resource of the Jews of old.

No Jansen�st was ever embarrassed to account for the cessat�on
of the m�racles, when the church-yard was shut up by the k�ng's
ed�ct. It was the touch of the tomb, wh�ch produced these
extraord�nary effects; and when no one could approach the tomb,
no effects could be expected. God, �ndeed, could have thrown
down the walls �n a moment; but he �s master of h�s own graces
and works, and �t belongs not to us to account for them. He d�d
not throw down the walls of every c�ty l�ke those of Jer�cho, on the
sound�ng of the rams horns, nor break up the pr�son of every
apostle, l�ke that of St. Paul.

No less a man, than the Due de Chat�llon, a duke and peer of
France, of the h�ghest rank and fam�ly, g�ves ev�dence of a
m�raculous cure, performed upon a servant of h�s, who had l�ved
several years �n h�s house w�th a v�s�ble and palpable �nf�rm�ty. I
shall conclude w�th observ�ng, that no clergy are more celebrated
for str�ctness of l�fe and manners than the secular clergy of
France, part�cularly the rectors or cur(c)s of Par�s, who bear
test�mony to these �mpostures. The learn�ng, gen�us, and prob�ty
of the gentlemen, and the auster�ty of the nuns of Port-Royal,
have been much celebrated all over Europe. Yet they all g�ve
ev�dence for a m�racle, wrought on the n�ece of the famous
Pascal, whose sanct�ty of l�fe, as well as extraord�nary capac�ty, �s
well known. The famous Rac�ne g�ves an account of th�s m�racle
�n h�s famous h�story of Port-Royal, and fort�f�es �t w�th all the
proofs, wh�ch a mult�tude of nuns, pr�ests, phys�c�ans, and men of
the world, all of them of undoubted cred�t, could bestow upon �t.
Several men of letters, part�cularly the b�shop of Tournay, thought
th�s m�racle so certa�n, as to employ �t �n the refutat�on of athe�sts
and free-th�nkers. The queen-regent of France, who was
extremely prejud�ced aga�nst the Port-Royal, sent her own
phys�c�an to exam�ne the m�racle, who returned an absolute
convert. In short, the supernatural cure was so uncontestable, that
�t saved, for a t�me, that famous monastery from the ru�n w�th



wh�ch �t was threatened by the Jesu�ts. Had �t been a cheat, �t had
certa�nly been detected by such sagac�ous and powerful
antagon�sts, and must have hastened the ru�n of the contr�vers.
Our d�v�nes, who can bu�ld up a form�dable castle from such
desp�cable mater�als; what a prod�g�ous fabr�c could they have
reared from these and many other c�rcumstances, wh�ch I have
not ment�oned! How often would the great names of Pascal,
Rac�ne, Amaud, N�cole, have resounded �n our ears? But �f they
be w�se, they had better adopt the m�racle, as be�ng more worth, a
thousand t�mes, than all the rest of the collect�on. Bes�des, �t may
serve very much to the�r purpose. For that m�racle was really
performed by the touch of an authent�c holy pr�ckle of the holy
thorn, wh�ch composed the holy crown, wh�ch, &c.

Footnote 25: (return)

Lucret.

Footnote 26: (return)

Nov. Org. l�b. ��. aph. 29.

Footnote 27: (return)

Luc�an� [Greek: symp. ae Lap�tha�].

Footnote 28: (return)

Luc�an� [Greek: eunouchos].

Footnote 29: (return)

Luc�an� and D�o.

Footnote 30: (return)

In general, �t may, I th�nk, be establ�shed as a max�m, that where
any cause �s known only by �ts part�cular effects, �t must be
�mposs�ble to �nfer any new effects from that cause; s�nce the
qual�t�es, wh�ch are requ�s�te to produce these new effects along
w�th the former, must e�ther be d�fferent, or super�or, or of more
extens�ve operat�on, than those wh�ch s�mply produced the effect,
whence alone the cause �s supposed to be known to us. We can
never, therefore, have any reason to suppose the ex�stence of
these qual�t�es. To say, that the new effects proceed only from a



cont�nuat�on of the same energy, wh�ch �s already known from the
f�rst effects, w�ll not remove the d�ff�culty. For even grant�ng th�s to
be the case (wh�ch can seldom be supposed), the very
cont�nuat�on and exert�on of a l�ke energy (for �t �s �mposs�ble �t
can be absolutely the same), I say, th�s exert�on of a l�ke energy,
�n a d�fferent per�od of space and t�me, �s a very arb�trary
suppos�t�on, and what there cannot poss�bly be any traces of �n
the effects, from wh�ch all our knowledge of the cause �s or�g�nally
der�ved. Let the �nferred cause be exactly proport�oned (as �t
should be) to the known effect; and �t �s �mposs�ble that �t can
possess any qual�t�es, from wh�ch new or d�fferent effects can be
�nferred.

Footnote 31: (return)

Th�s argument �s drawn from Dr. Berkeley; and �ndeed most of the
wr�t�ngs of that very �ngen�ous author form the best lessons of
scept�c�sm, wh�ch are to be found e�ther among the anc�ent or
modern ph�losopher, Bayle not excepted. He professes, however,
�n h�s t�tle-page (and undoubtedly w�th great truth) to have
composed h�s book aga�nst the scept�cs as well as aga�nst the
athe�sts and free-th�nkers. But that all h�s arguments, though
otherw�se �ntended, are, �n real�ty, merely scept�cal, appears from
th�s, that they adm�t of no answer and produce no conv�ct�on.
The�r only effect �s to cause that momentary amazement and
�rresolut�on and confus�on, wh�ch �s the result of scept�c�sm.

Footnote 32: (return)

Whatever d�sputes there may be about mathemat�cal po�nts, we
must allow that there are phys�cal po�nts; that �s, parts of
extens�on, wh�ch cannot be d�v�ded or lessened, e�ther by the eye
or �mag�nat�on. These �mages, then, wh�ch are present to the
fancy or senses, are absolutely �nd�v�s�ble, and consequently must
be allowed by mathemat�c�ans to be �nf�n�tely less than any real
part of extens�on; and yet noth�ng appears more certa�n to reason,
than that an �nf�n�te number of them composes an �nf�n�te
extens�on. How much more an �nf�n�te number of those �nf�n�tely
small parts of extens�on, wh�ch are st�ll supposed �nf�n�tely
d�v�s�ble.

Footnote 33: (return)



It seems to me not �mposs�ble to avo�d these absurd�t�es and
contrad�ct�ons, �f �t be adm�tted, that there �s no such th�ng as
abstract or general �deas, properly speak�ng; but that all general
�deas are, �n real�ty, part�cular ones, attached to a general term,
wh�ch recalls, upon occas�on, other part�cular ones, that resemble,
�n certa�n c�rcumstances, the �dea, present to the m�nd. Thus
when the term Horse �s pronounced, we �mmed�ately f�gure to
ourselves the �dea of a black or a wh�te an�mal, of a part�cular s�ze
or f�gure: But as that term �s also usually appl�ed to an�mals of
other colours, f�gures and s�zes, these �deas, though not actually
present to the �mag�nat�on, are eas�ly recalled; and our reason�ng
and conclus�on proceed �n the same way, as �f they were actually
present. If th�s be adm�tted (as seems reasonable) �t follows that
all the �deas of quant�ty, upon wh�ch mathemat�c�ans reason, are
noth�ng but part�cular, and such as are suggested by the senses
and �mag�nat�on, and consequently, cannot be �nf�n�tely d�v�s�ble. It
�s suff�c�ent to have dropped th�s h�nt at present, w�thout
prosecut�ng �t any farther. It certa�nly concerns all lovers of
sc�ence not to expose themselves to the r�d�cule and contempt of
the �gnorant by the�r conclus�ons; and th�s seems the read�est
solut�on of these d�ff�cult�es.

Footnote 34: (return)

That �mp�ous max�m of the anc�ent ph�losophy, Ex n�h�lo, n�h�l f�t,
by wh�ch the creat�on of matter was excluded, ceases to be a
max�m, accord�ng to th�s ph�losophy. Not only the w�ll of the
supreme Be�ng may create matter; but, for aught we know a pr�or�,
the w�ll of any other be�ng m�ght create �t, or any other cause, that
the most wh�ms�cal �mag�nat�on can ass�gn.



INDEX.



Abstract�on

not source of �deas of pr�mary qual�t�es, 122.

Academ�c

ph�losophy, 34.

Act�on

and ph�losophy, 1, 4, 34, 128;

Add�t�on

4.

Analogy

a spec�es of, the foundat�on of all reason�ng about
matter of fact, 82;

An�mals

the reason of, 83-85;
learn from exper�ence and draw �nferences, 83;

wh�ch can only be founded on custom, 84;
cause of d�fference between men and an�mals, 84 n.

Ant�qu�ty

62.

Appearances



to senses must be corrected by reason, 117.

A pr�or�

25, 36 n, 89 n, 132, 132 n.

Ar�stotle

4.

Assoc�at�on

of �deas, three pr�nc�ples of, 18-19, 41-44 (v. Cause C).

Athe�sm

116.

Bacon

99.

Bel�ef

(v. Cause C, 39-45);
and chance, 46.

Berkeley

really a scept�c, 122 n.

B�gotry

102.



Body

and soul, mystery of un�on of, 52;
vol�t�on and movements of, 52.

Real ex�stence of (v. Scept�c�sm, B, 118-123).

Cause

f�rst (v. God, Necess�ty, 78-81; Prov�dence, 102-115,
132 n).

a pr�nc�ple of assoc�at�on of �deas, 19, 43;
sole foundat�on of reason�ngs about matter of fact or

real ex�stence, 22.

A. Knowledge of Causes ar�ses from exper�ence not
from Reason, 23-33.

Reason�ngs a pr�or� g�ve no knowledge of cause and
effect, 23 f.;

�mposs�ble to see the effect �n the cause s�nce they are
totally d�fferent, 25;

natural ph�losophy never pretends to ass�gn ult�mate
causes, but only to reduce causes to a few general

causes, e.g. grav�ty, 26;
geometry appl�es laws obta�ned by exper�ence, 27.

Conclus�ons from exper�ence not based on any
process of the understand�ng, 28;

yet we �nfer �n the future a s�m�lar connex�on between
known qual�t�es of th�ngs and the�r secret powers, to
that wh�ch we assumed �n the past. On what �s th�s

�nference based? 29;
demonstrat�ve reason�ng has no place here, and all

exper�mental reason�ng assumes the resemblance of
the future to the past, and so cannot prove �t w�thout



be�ng c�rcular, 30, 32;
�f reason�ng were the bas�s of th�s bel�ef, there would

be no need for the mult�pl�cat�on of �nstances or of long
exper�ence, 31;

yet conclus�ons about matter of fact are affected by
exper�ence even �n beasts and ch�ldren, so that they

cannot be founded on abstruse reason�ng, 33;
to expla�n our �nferences from exper�ence a pr�nc�ple �s
requ�red of equal we�ght and author�ty w�th reason, 34.

B. Custom enables us to �nfer ex�stence of one object
from the appearance of another, 35-38.

Exper�ence enables us to ascr�be a more than arb�trary
connex�on to objects, 35;

we are determ�ned to th�s by custom or hab�t wh�ch �s
the great gu�de of human l�fe, 36;

but our �nference must be based on some fact present
to the senses or memory, 37;

the customary conjunct�on between such an object and
some other object produces an operat�on of the soul

wh�ch �s as unavo�dable as love, 38;
an�mals also �nfer one event from another by custom,

82-84;
and �n man as �n an�mals exper�mental reason�ng

depends on a spec�es of �nst�nct or mechan�cal power
that acts �n us unknown to ourselves, 85.

C. Bel�ef, 39-45.
Bel�ef d�ffers from f�ct�on or the loose rever�es of the

fancy by some feel�ng annexed to �t, 39;
bel�ef cannot be def�ned, but may be descr�bed as a
more l�vely, forc�ble, f�rm, steady concept�on of an

object than can be atta�ned by the �mag�nat�on alone,
40;

�t �s produced by the pr�nc�ples of assoc�at�on, v�z.
resemblance, 41;



cont�gu�ty, 42;
causat�on, 43;

by a k�nd of pre-establ�shed harmony between the
course of nature and our �deas, 44;

th�s operat�on of our m�nds necessary to our
subs�stence and so entrusted by nature to �nst�nct

rather than to reason�ng, 45.

Probab�l�ty, 46-7.

Bel�ef produced by a major�ty of chances by an
�nexpl�cable contr�vance of Nature, 46 (cf. 87-8);

probab�l�ty of causes: the fa�lure of a cause ascr�bed to
a secret counteract�ng cause, 47 (cf. 67);

�t �s un�versally allowed that chance when str�ctly
exam�ned �s a mere negat�ve word, 74.

D. Power, 49-57.

Power, force, energy, necessary connex�on must e�ther
be def�ned by analys�s or expla�ned by product�on of

the �mpress�on from wh�ch they are cop�ed, 49;
from the f�rst appearance of an object we cannot

foretell �ts effect: we cannot see the power of a s�ngle
body: we only see sequence, 50.

Is the �dea of power der�ved from an �nternal
�mpress�on and �s �t an �dea of reflect�on? 51;

�t �s not der�ved, as Locke sa�d, from reason�ng about
power of product�on �n nature, 50 n;

nor from consc�ousness of �nfluence of w�ll over bod�ly
organs, 52;

nor from effort to overcome res�stance, 52 n (cf. 60 n);
nor from �nfluence of w�ll over m�nd, 53;

many ph�losophers appeal to an �nv�s�ble �ntell�gent
pr�nc�ple, to a vol�t�on of the supreme be�ng, and regard
causes as only occas�ons and our mental concept�ons



as revelat�ons, 54-5;
thus d�m�n�sh�ng the grandeur of God, 56;

th�s theory too bold and beyond ver�f�cat�on by our
facult�es, and �s no explanat�on, 57;

v�s �nert�ae, 57 n.

In s�ngle �nstances we only see sequence of loose
events wh�ch are conjo�ned and never connected, 58;

the �dea of necessary connex�on only ar�ses from a
number of s�m�lar �nstances, and the only d�fference
between such a number and a s�ngle �nstance �s that
the former produces a hab�t of expect�ng the usual

attendant, 59, 61.
Th�s customary trans�t�on �s the �mpress�on from wh�ch

we form the �dea of necessary connex�on.

E. Reason�ng from effect to cause and conversely,
105-115 (v. Prov�dence).

In argu�ng from effect to cause we must not �nfer more
qual�t�es �n the cause than are requ�red to produce the
effect, nor reason backwards from an �nferred cause to

new effects, 105-8;
we can reason back from cause to new effects �n the

case of human acts by analogy wh�ch rests on
prev�ous knowledge, 111-2;

when the effect �s ent�rely s�ngular and does not belong
to any spec�es we cannot �nfer �ts cause at all, 115.

F. Def�n�t�ons of Cause, 60 (cf. 74 n).

Ceremon�es

41.

Chance



�gnorance of causes, 46;
has no ex�stence, 74 (v. Cause B).

C�cero

4.

C�rcle

�n reason�ng, 30.

Clarke

37 n.

Colour

pecul�ar�ty of �deas of, 16.

Cont�gu�ty

19, 42.

Contrad�ct�on

the test of demonstrat�on, 132.

Contrar�ety

19 n.

Contrary

of matter of fact always poss�ble, 21, 132.



Creat�on

132 n.

Cr�t�c�sm

132.

Cudworth

57 n, 158 n.

Custom

when strongest conceals �tself, 24;
an ult�mate pr�nc�ple of all conclus�ons from

exper�ence, 36, 127;
and bel�ef, 39-45;

g�ves r�se to �nferences of an�mals, 84.

Def�n�t�on

only appl�cable to complex �deas, 49;
need of, 131;
of cause, 60.

Demonstrat�ve

opp. �ntu�t�ve, 20;
reason�ng, 30;

conf�ned to quant�ty and number, 131;
�mposs�ble to demonstrate a fact s�nce no negat�on of

a fact can �nvolve a contrad�ct�on, 132.

Descartes



57 n.;
h�s un�versal doubt antecedent to study �f str�ctly taken

�s �ncurable, s�nce even from an �ndub�table f�rst
pr�nc�ple no advance can be made except by the

facult�es wh�ch we doubt, 116;
h�s appeal to the verac�ty of God �s useless, 120 (v.

Scept�c�sm, 116-132).

Des�gn

argument from, 105 f. (v. Prov�dence).

D�v�s�b�l�ty

of mathemat�cal and phys�cal po�nts, 124.

Doubt

Cartes�an, 116, 120 (v. Scept�c�sm A).

Ep�ctetus

34.

Ep�curean

ph�losophy, defence of, 102-15;
den�al of prov�dence and future state �s harmless, 104

(v. Prov�dence).

Eucl�d

truths �n, do not depend on ex�stence of c�rcles or
tr�angles, 20.



Ev�dence

moral and natural, 70;
value of human, 82-9 (v. M�racles).

Ev�l

doctr�ne of necess�ty e�ther makes God the cause of
ev�l or den�es ex�stence of ev�l as regards the whole,

78-81.

Ex�stence

external and percept�on, 118-9 (v. Scept�c�sm, B, 116-
32).

Ex n�h�lo n�h�l

132 n.

Exper�ence

(v. Cause A, 23-33);
oppos�t�on of reason and exper�ence usual, but really

erroneous and superf�c�al, 36 n.

Infall�ble, may be regarded as proof, 87 (v. M�racles);
all the ph�losophy and rel�g�on �n the world cannot carry

us beyond the usual course of exper�ence, 113.

Extens�on

50;
a supposed pr�mary qual�ty, 122.



Fa�th

101, 132.

F�ct�on

and fact (v. Cause C), 39 f.

Future

�nference to, from past, 29 (v. Cause A).

General

�deas, do not really ex�st, but only part�cular �deas
attached to a general term, 125 n.

Geography

mental, 8.

Geometry

propos�t�ons of certa�n, as depend�ng only on relat�ons
of �deas not on ex�stence of objects, 20;

g�ves no knowledge of ult�mate causes: only appl�es
laws d�scovered by exper�ence, 27.

God

�dea of, 14;
no �dea of except what we learn from reflect�on on our

own facult�es, 57;
theory that God �s cause of all mot�on and thought,
causes be�ng only occas�ons of h�s vol�t�on, 54-57;



by doctr�ne of necess�ty e�ther there are no bad act�ons
or God �s the cause of ev�l, 78-81.

Verac�ty of, appealed to, 120.

And creat�on of matter, 132 n.

v. Prov�dence, 102-115; Scept�c�sm, 116-132.

Golden

age, 107.

Grav�ty

26.

Hab�t

(v. Custom, Cause B).

H�story

use of, 65.

Human

nature, �nconstancy a constant character of, 68.

Ideas

A. Or�g�n of, 11-17.

Percept�ons d�v�ded �nto �mpress�ons and �deas, 11-12;
the m�nd can only compound the mater�als der�ved



from outward or �nward sent�ment, 13 (cf. 53);
all �deas resolvable �nto s�mple �deas cop�ed from

precedent feel�ngs, 14;
def�c�ency �n an organ of sensat�on produces

def�c�ency �n correspond�ng �dea, 15-16;
suspected �deas to be tested by ask�ng for the
�mpress�on from wh�ch �t �s der�ved, 17 (cf. 49);

�dea of reflect�on, 51;
general �deas, 135 n;

�nnate �deas, 19 n;
power of w�ll over �deas, 53.

B. Assoc�at�on of, 18-19.

Ideas �ntroduce each other w�th a certa�n degree of
method and regular�ty, 18;

only three pr�nc�ples of assoc�at�on, v�z. Resemblance,
Cont�gu�ty, and Cause or Effect, 19;

contrar�ety, 19 n;
product�on of bel�ef by these pr�nc�ples, 41-43.

C. Correspondence of �deas and course of nature, 44;
relat�ons of �deas one of two poss�ble objects of

enqu�ry, 20;
such relat�ons d�scoverable by the mere operat�on of

thought, 20, 131;
no demonstrat�on poss�ble except �n case of �deas of

quant�ty or number, 131.

Imag�nat�on

11, 39;
and bel�ef, 40.

Impress�ons



all our more l�vely percept�ons, 12;
the test of �deas, 17, 49.

Incest

pecul�ar turp�tude of expla�ned, 12.

Inconce�vab�l�ty

of the negat�ve, 132 (cf. 20).

Inert�a

57 n.

Inference

and s�m�lar�ty, 30, 115 (v. Cause).

Inf�n�te

d�v�s�b�l�ty, 124 f.

Instances

mult�pl�cat�on of not requ�red by reason, 31.

Inst�nct

more trustworthy than reason�ng, 45;
the bas�s of all exper�mental reason�ng, 85;

the bas�s of real�sm, 118, 121.

Intu�t�ve



opp. med�ate reason�ng, 2.

La Bruyere

4.

L�berty

(v. Necess�ty, 62-97).
Def�n�t�on of hypothet�cal l�berty, 73.

Necessary to moral�ty, 77.

Locke

4, 40 n, 50 n, 57 n.
H�s loose use of '�deas,' 19 n;

betrayed �nto fr�volous d�sputes about �nnate �deas by
the School-men, 19 n;

d�st�nct�on of pr�mary and secondary qual�t�es, 122.

Malebranche

4, 57 n..

Man

a reasonable and act�ve be�ng, 4.

Marr�age

rules of, based on and vary w�th ut�l�ty, 118.

Mathemat�cs



�deas of, clear and determ�nate, hence the�r super�or�ty
to moral and metaphys�cal sc�ences, 48;

the�r d�ff�culty, 48.

Mathemat�cal and phys�cal po�nts, 124 n.

Matter

necess�ty of, 64;
creat�on of, 132 n (v. Scept�c�sm A).

Matter-of-fact

contrary of, always poss�ble, 21;
arguments to new, based only on cause and effect, 22.

Metaphys�cs

not a sc�ence, 5-6;
how �nfer�or and super�or to mathemat�cs, 48.

M�nd

mental geography, 8;
secret spr�ngs and pr�nc�ples of, 9;

can only m�x and compound mater�als g�ven by �nward
and outward sent�ment, 13;

power of w�ll over, 53.

M�racles.

86-101.

Bel�ef �n human ev�dence d�m�n�shes accord�ng as the
event w�tnessed �s unusual or extraord�nary, 89;

d�fference between extraord�nary and m�raculous, 89 n;



�f the ev�dence for a m�racle amounted to proof we
should have one proof opposed by another proof, for

the proof aga�nst a m�racle �s as complete as poss�ble;
an event �s not m�raculous unless there �s a un�form

exper�ence, that �s a proof, aga�nst �t, 90;
def�n�t�on of m�racle, 90 n;

hence no test�mony �s suff�c�ent to establ�sh a m�racle
unless �ts falsehood would be more m�raculous than

the event �t establ�shes, 91;
as a fact the ev�dence for a m�racle has never

amounted to proof, 92;
the pass�on for the wonderful �n human nature, 93;
prevalence of m�racles �n savage and early per�ods

and the�r d�m�nut�on w�th c�v�l�zat�on, 94;
the ev�dence for m�racles �n matters of rel�g�on

opposed by the almost �nf�n�te number of w�tnesses for
r�val rel�g�ons, 95;

value of human test�mony d�m�n�shed by temptat�on to
pose as a prophet or apostle, 97;

no test�mony for a m�racle has ever amounted to a
probab�l�ty, much less to a proof, and �f �t d�d amount to
a proof �t would be opposed by another perfect proof,

98;
so a m�racle can never be proved so as to be the

foundat�on of a system of rel�g�on, 99;
a conclus�on wh�ch confounds those who base the

Chr�st�an rel�g�on on reason, not on fa�th, 100;
the Chr�st�an rel�g�on cannot be bel�eved w�thout a
m�racle wh�ch w�ll subvert the pr�nc�ple of a man's

understand�ng and g�ve h�m a determ�nat�on to bel�eve
what �s most contrary to custom and exper�ence, 101.

Moral

ev�l (q.v.) 80.

Moral sc�ence



30;
�nfer�or to mathemat�cs, 48;

scept�cal object�ons to, 126-7.

Moral ev�dence eas�ly comb�ned w�th natural, 70.

Mot�on

50.

Nature

des�gn �n, 105 f. (v. Prov�dence),
and the course of our �deas, 44.

State of, a ph�losoph�cal f�ct�on, 151, 151 n.

Necessary

connex�on (v. Cause).

Necess�ty

two def�n�t�ons of, 75.

A. and L�berty, 62-81;
the controversy �s based on amb�gu�ty, and all mank�nd
have always been of the same op�n�on on th�s subject,

63;
our �dea of the necess�ty of matter ar�ses solely from

observed un�form�ty and consequent �nference,
c�rcumstances wh�ch are allowed by all men to ex�st �n

respect of human act�on, 64;
h�story and knowledge of human nature assume such

un�form�ty, 65,
wh�ch does not exclude var�ety due to educat�on and



progress, 66;
�rregular act�ons to be expla�ned by secret operat�on of

contrary causes, 67;
the �nconstancy of human act�on, �ts constant

character, as of w�nds and weather, 68;
we all acknowledge and draw �nferences from the

regular conjunct�on of mot�ves and act�ons, 69;
h�story, pol�t�cs, and morals show th�s, and the

poss�b�l�ty of comb�n�ng moral and natural ev�dence
shows that they have a common or�g�n, 70;

the reluctance to acknowledge the necess�ty of act�ons
due to a l�nger�ng bel�ef that we can see real connex�on

beh�nd mere conjunct�on, 71;
we should beg�n w�th the exam�nat�on not of the soul

and w�ll but of brute matter, 72;
the prevalence of the l�berty doctr�ne due to a false
sensat�on of l�berty and a false exper�ment, 72 n;

though th�s quest�on �s the most content�ous of all,
mank�nd has always agreed �n the doctr�ne of l�berty, �f
we mean by �t that hypothet�cal l�berty wh�ch cons�sts

�n a power of act�ng or not act�ng accord�ng to the
determ�nat�ons of our w�ll, and wh�ch can be ascr�bed

to every one who �s not a pr�soner, 73;
l�berty when opposed to necess�ty, and not merely to

constra�nt, �s the same as chance, 74.

B. Both necess�ty and l�berty are necessary to moral�ty,
th�s doctr�ne of necess�ty only alters our v�ew of matter

and so �s at least �nnocent, 75;
rewards and pun�shments �mply the un�form �nfluence
of mot�ves, and connex�on of character and act�on: �f

necess�ty be den�ed, a man may comm�t any cr�me and
be no worse for �t, 76;

l�berty also essent�al to moral�ty, 77.

Object�on that doctr�ne of necess�ty and of a regular
cha�n of causes e�ther makes God the cause of ev�l, or



abol�shes ev�l �n act�ons, 78;
Sto�c answer, that the whole system �s good, �s

spec�ous but �neffectual �n pract�ce, 79;
no speculat�ve argument can counteract the �mpulse of

our natural sent�ments to blame certa�n act�ons, 80;
how God can be the cause of all act�ons w�thout be�ng

the author of moral ev�l �s a mystery w�th wh�ch
ph�losophy cannot deal, 81.

Negat�ve

�nconce�vab�l�ty of, 132.

Newton

57 n.

N�sus

52 n, 60 n.

Number

the object of demonstrat�on, 131.

Occas�onal causes

theory of, 55.

Parallel�sm

between thought and course of nature, 44-5.

Percept�on



and external objects, 119 f. (v. Scept�c�sm, Impress�on,
Idea).

Ph�losophy

moral, two branches of, abstruse and pract�cal, 1-5;
grat�f�es �nnocent cur�os�ty, 6;

metaphys�cs tr�es to deal w�th matters �naccess�ble to
human understand�ng, 6.

True, must lay down l�m�ts of understand�ng, 7 (cf.
113);

a large part of, cons�sts �n mental geography, 8;
may hope to resolve pr�nc�ples of m�nd �nto st�ll more

general pr�nc�ples, 9.

Natural, only staves off our �gnorance a l�ttle longer, as
moral or metaphys�cal ph�losophy serves only to

d�scover larger port�ons of �t, 26;
academ�cal, or scept�cal, flatters no b�as or pass�on
except love of truth, and so has few part�sans, 34;

though �t destroy speculat�on, cannot destroy act�on,
for nature steps �n and asserts her r�ghts, 34;

moral, �nfer�or to mathemat�cs �n clearness of �deas,
super�or �n shortness of arguments, 48.

Controvers�es �n, due to amb�gu�ty of terms, 62.

D�sputes �n, not be settled by appeal to dangerous
consequences of a doctr�ne, 75.

Speculat�ve, ent�rely �nd�fferent to the peace of soc�ety
and secur�ty of government, 104 (cf. 114).

All the ph�losophy �n the world, and all the rel�g�on �n
the world, wh�ch �s noth�ng but a spec�es of ph�losophy,

can never carry us beyond the usual course of



exper�ence, 113.

Happ�ness of, to have or�g�nated �n an age and country
of freedom and tolerat�on, 102.

Po�nts

phys�cal, �nd�v�s�ble, 124 n.

Power

50 f, 60 n. (v. Cause D).

Probab�l�ty

46 f. (v. Cause, B).

Probable

arguments, 38, 46 n.

Product�on

50 n.

Prom�ses

not the foundat�on of just�ce, 257.

Proof

46 n, 86-101 (v. M�racles, Demonstrat�ve).

Prov�dence



102-115 (v. God).

The sole argument for a d�v�ne ex�stence �s from the
marks of des�gn �n nature; must not �nfer greater power

�n the cause than �s necessary to produce the
observed effects, nor argue from such an �nferred

cause to any new effects wh�ch have not been
observed, 105;

so must not �nfer �n God more power, w�sdom, and
benevolence than appears �n nature, 106;

so �t �s unnecessary to try and save the honour of the
Gods by assum�ng the �ntractab�l�ty of matter or the

observance of general laws, 107;
to argue from effects to unknown causes, and then
from these causes to unknown effects, �s a gross

soph�sm, 108.

From �mperfect exerc�se of just�ce �n th�s world we
cannot �nfer �ts perfect exerc�se �n a future world, 109;

we must regulate our conduct solely by the
exper�enced tra�n of events, 110;

�n case of human works of art we can �nfer the perfect
from the �mperfect, but that �s because we know man

by exper�ence and also know other �nstances of h�s art,
111-112;

but �n the case of God we only know h�m by h�s
product�ons, and do not know any class of be�ngs to

wh�ch he belongs, 113;
and the un�verse, h�s product�on, �s ent�rely s�ngular

and does not belong to a known spec�es of th�ngs, 115.

Pun�shment

requ�res doctr�nes of necess�ty and l�berty, 76 (v.
Necess�ty).

Pyrrhon�sm



126.

Qual�t�es

pr�mary and secondary, 122.

Quant�ty

and number, the only objects of demonstrat�on, the
parts of them be�ng ent�rely s�m�lar, 131.

Real

presence, 86.

Real�ty

and thought, 44.

Real�sm

of the vulgar, 118.

Reason

(a) opp. �ntu�t�on, 29;
opp. exper�ence, 28, 36 n.

(b) Corrects sympathy and senses, 117.
No match for nature, 34.

Fallac�ous, compared w�th �nst�nct, 45.

Of men and an�mals, 84 n.



(c) attempts to destroy, by reason�ng, 124;
object�ons to abstract reason�ng, 124 f. (v. Scept�c�sm).

(d) Reason�ng.

Two k�nds of, demonstrat�ve and moral, 30, 46 n, 132;
moral, d�v�ded �nto general and part�cular, 132;

produces demonstrat�ons, proofs, and probab�l�t�es, 46
n.

Probable (v. Cause, 28-32).

Relat�ons

of �deas, d�scoverable by the mere operat�on of
thought, �ndependently of the ex�stence of any object,

20.

Rel�g�on

a k�nd of ph�losophy, 113 (v. M�racles, Prov�dence).

Resemblance

19, 41 (v. S�m�lar�ty).

Res�stance

and �dea of power, 53 n.

Scept�c�sm

A. antecedent to study and ph�losophy, such as
Descartes' un�versal doubt of our facult�es, would be
�ncurable: �n a more moderate sense �t �s useful, 116

(cf. 129-30);



extravagant attempts of, to destroy reason by
reason�ng, 124.

No such absurd creature as a man who has no op�n�on
about anyth�ng at all, 116;

adm�ts of no answer and produces no conv�ct�on, 122
n. (cf. 34, 126, 128).

B. As to the Senses, 117-123.

The ord�nary cr�t�c�sms of our senses only show that
they have to be corrected by Reason, 117;

more profound arguments show that the vulgar bel�ef
�n external objects �s baseless, and that the objects we

see are noth�ng but percept�ons wh�ch are fleet�ng
cop�es of other ex�stences, 118;

even th�s ph�losophy �s hard to just�fy; �t appeals
ne�ther to natural �nst�nct, nor to exper�ence, for

exper�ence tells noth�ng of objects wh�ch percept�ons
resemble, 119;

the appeal to the verac�ty of God �s useless, 120;
and scept�c�sm �s here tr�umphant, 121.

The d�st�nct�on between pr�mary and secondary
qual�t�es �s useless, for the supposed pr�mary qual�t�es

are only percept�ons, 122;
and Berkeley's theory that �deas of pr�mary qual�t�es

are obta�ned by abstract�on �s �mposs�ble, 122, 122 n;
�f matter �s depr�ved of both pr�mary and secondary

qual�t�es there �s noth�ng left except a mere someth�ng
wh�ch �s not worth argu�ng about, 123.

C. As to Reason, 124-130.

Attempt to destroy Reason by reason�ng extravagant,
124;

object�on to abstract reason�ng because �t asserts



�nf�n�te d�v�s�b�l�ty of extens�on wh�ch �s shock�ng to
common sense, 124,

and �nf�n�te d�v�s�b�l�ty of t�me, 125;
yet the �deas attacked are so clear and d�st�nct that

scept�c�sm becomes scept�cal about �tself, 125.

Popular object�ons to moral reason�ng about matter of
fact, based on weakness of understand�ng, var�at�on of
judgement, and d�sagreement among men, confuted

by act�on, 126;
ph�losoph�cal object�ons, that we only exper�ence

conjunct�on and that �nference �s based on custom,
127;

excess�ve scept�c�sm refuted by �ts uselessness and
put to fl�ght by the most tr�v�al event �n l�fe, 128.

M�t�gated scept�c�sm or academ�cal ph�losophy useful
as a correct�ve and as produc�ng caut�on and modesty,

129;
and as l�m�t�ng understand�ng to proper objects, 130;

all reason�ng wh�ch �s not e�ther abstract, about
quant�ty and number, or exper�mental, about matters of

fact, �s soph�stry and �llus�on, 132.

D, In Rel�g�on (v. M�racles, Prov�dence).

Sc�ences

132 (v. Reason, (d); Scept�c�sm, C).

Secret

powers, 39;
counteract�ng causes, 47, 67.

Senses



outward and �nward sensat�on suppl�es all the
mater�als of th�nk�ng--must be corrected by reason,

117.

Scept�c�sm concern�ng, 117 (v. Scept�c�sm, B).

S�m�lar�ty

bas�s of all arguments from exper�ence, 31 (cf. 115).

Sol�d�ty

50;
a supposed pr�mary qual�ty, 122.

Soul

and body, 52.

Space

and t�me, 124 f.

Spec�es

an effect wh�ch belongs to no spec�es does not adm�t
of �nference to �ts cause, 115 (cf. 113).

Sto�cs

34, 79.

Superst�t�on

6 (v. Prov�dence).



Theology

sc�ence of, 132 (v. God, Prov�dence).

T�llotson

argument aga�nst real presence, 86.

T�me

and space, 124 f.

Truth

8, 17 (v. Scept�c�sm).

Understand�ng

l�m�ts of human, 7;
operat�ons of, to be class�f�ed, 8;

opp. exper�ence, 28;
weakness of, 126 (v. Reason, Scept�c�sm).

Voluntar�ness

as ground of d�st�nct�on between v�rtues and talents,
130.

Whole

theory that everyth�ng �s good as regards 'the whole,'
79 80.

W�ll



compounds mater�als g�ven by senses, 13;
�nfluence of over organs of body can never g�ve us the
�dea of power; for we are not consc�ous of any power

�n our w�ll, only of sequence of mot�ons on w�ll, 52;
so w�th power of w�ll over our m�nds �n ra�s�ng up new

�deas, 53.

Of God, cannot be used to expla�n mot�on, 57.

Freedom of (v. Necess�ty).
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