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PAMPHILUS TO HERMIPPUS

It has been remarked, my HERMIPPUS, that though the anc�ent
ph�losophers conveyed most of the�r �nstruct�on �n the form of d�alogue, th�s
method of compos�t�on has been l�ttle pract�sed �n later ages, and has
seldom succeeded �n the hands of those who have attempted �t. Accurate
and regular argument, �ndeed, such as �s now expected of ph�losoph�cal
�nqu�rers, naturally throws a man �nto the method�cal and d�dact�c manner;
where he can �mmed�ately, w�thout preparat�on, expla�n the po�nt at wh�ch
he a�ms; and thence proceed, w�thout �nterrupt�on, to deduce the proofs on
wh�ch �t �s establ�shed. To del�ver a SYSTEM �n conversat�on, scarcely
appears natural; and wh�le the d�alogue-wr�ter des�res, by depart�ng from
the d�rect style of compos�t�on, to g�ve a freer a�r to h�s performance, and
avo�d the appearance of Author and Reader, he �s apt to run �nto a worse
�nconven�ence, and convey the �mage of Pedagogue and Pup�l. Or, �f he
carr�es on the d�spute �n the natural sp�r�t of good company, by throw�ng �n
a var�ety of top�cs, and preserv�ng a proper balance among the speakers, he
often loses so much t�me �n preparat�ons and trans�t�ons, that the reader w�ll



scarcely th�nk h�mself compensated, by all the graces of d�alogue, for the
order, brev�ty, and prec�s�on, wh�ch are sacr�f�ced to them.

There are some subjects, however, to wh�ch d�alogue-wr�t�ng �s
pecul�arly adapted, and where �t �s st�ll preferable to the d�rect and s�mple
method of compos�t�on.

Any po�nt of doctr�ne, wh�ch �s so obv�ous that �t scarcely adm�ts of
d�spute, but at the same t�me so �mportant that �t cannot be too often
�nculcated, seems to requ�re some such method of handl�ng �t; where the
novelty of the manner may compensate the tr�teness of the subject; where
the v�vac�ty of conversat�on may enforce the precept; and where the var�ety
of l�ghts, presented by var�ous personages and characters, may appear
ne�ther ted�ous nor redundant.

Any quest�on of ph�losophy, on the other hand, wh�ch �s so OBSCURE
and UNCERTAIN, that human reason can reach no f�xed determ�nat�on
w�th regard to �t; �f �t should be treated at all, seems to lead us naturally �nto
the style of d�alogue and conversat�on. Reasonable men may be allowed to
d�ffer, where no one can reasonably be pos�t�ve. Oppos�te sent�ments, even
w�thout any dec�s�on, afford an agreeable amusement; and �f the subject be
cur�ous and �nterest�ng, the book carr�es us, �n a manner, �nto company; and
un�tes the two greatest and purest pleasures of human l�fe, study and
soc�ety.

Happ�ly, these c�rcumstances are all to be found �n the subject of
NATURAL RELIGION. What truth so obv�ous, so certa�n, as the be�ng of a
God, wh�ch the most �gnorant ages have acknowledged, for wh�ch the most
ref�ned gen�uses have amb�t�ously str�ven to produce new proofs and
arguments? What truth so �mportant as th�s, wh�ch �s the ground of all our
hopes, the surest foundat�on of moral�ty, the f�rmest support of soc�ety, and
the only pr�nc�ple wh�ch ought never to be a moment absent from our
thoughts and med�tat�ons? But, �n treat�ng of th�s obv�ous and �mportant
truth, what obscure quest�ons occur concern�ng the nature of that D�v�ne
Be�ng, h�s attr�butes, h�s decrees, h�s plan of prov�dence? These have been
always subjected to the d�sputat�ons of men; concern�ng these human
reason has not reached any certa�n determ�nat�on. But these are top�cs so
�nterest�ng, that we cannot restra�n our restless �nqu�ry w�th regard to them;



though noth�ng but doubt, uncerta�nty, and contrad�ct�on, have as yet been
the result of our most accurate researches.

Th�s I had lately occas�on to observe, wh�le I passed, as usual, part of the
summer season w�th CLEANTHES, and was present at those conversat�ons
of h�s w�th PHILO and DEMEA, of wh�ch I gave you lately some �mperfect
account. Your cur�os�ty, you then told me, was so exc�ted, that I must, of
necess�ty, enter �nto a more exact deta�l of the�r reason�ngs, and d�splay
those var�ous systems wh�ch they advanced w�th regard to so del�cate a
subject as that of natural rel�g�on. The remarkable contrast �n the�r
characters st�ll further ra�sed your expectat�ons; wh�le you opposed the
accurate ph�losoph�cal turn of CLEANTHES to the careless scept�c�sm of
PHILO, or compared e�ther of the�r d�spos�t�ons w�th the r�g�d �nflex�ble
orthodoxy of DEMEA. My youth rendered me a mere aud�tor of the�r
d�sputes; and that cur�os�ty, natural to the early season of l�fe, has so deeply
�mpr�nted �n my memory the whole cha�n and connect�on of the�r
arguments, that, I hope, I shall not om�t or confound any cons�derable part
of them �n the rec�tal.

PART 1

After I jo�ned the company, whom I found s�tt�ng �n CLEANTHES's
l�brary, DEMEA pa�d CLEANTHES some compl�ments on the great care
wh�ch he took of my educat�on, and on h�s unwear�ed perseverance and
constancy �n all h�s fr�endsh�ps. The father of PAMPHILUS, sa�d he, was
your �nt�mate fr�end: The son �s your pup�l; and may �ndeed be regarded as
your adopted son, were we to judge by the pa�ns wh�ch you bestow �n
convey�ng to h�m every useful branch of l�terature and sc�ence. You are no
more want�ng, I am persuaded, �n prudence, than �n �ndustry. I shall,
therefore, commun�cate to you a max�m, wh�ch I have observed w�th regard
to my own ch�ldren, that I may learn how far �t agrees w�th your pract�ce.
The method I follow �n the�r educat�on �s founded on the say�ng of an
anc�ent, "That students of ph�losophy ought f�rst to learn log�cs, then eth�cs,



next phys�cs, last of all the nature of the gods." [Chrys�ppus apud Plut: de
repug: Sto�corum] Th�s sc�ence of natural theology, accord�ng to h�m, be�ng
the most profound and abstruse of any, requ�red the maturest judgement �n
�ts students; and none but a m�nd enr�ched w�th all the other sc�ences, can
safely be entrusted w�th �t.

Are you so late, says PHILO, �n teach�ng your ch�ldren the pr�nc�ples of
rel�g�on? Is there no danger of the�r neglect�ng, or reject�ng altogether those
op�n�ons of wh�ch they have heard so l�ttle dur�ng the whole course of the�r
educat�on? It �s only as a sc�ence, repl�ed DEMEA, subjected to human
reason�ng and d�sputat�on, that I postpone the study of Natural Theology. To
season the�r m�nds w�th early p�ety, �s my ch�ef care; and by cont�nual
precept and �nstruct�on, and I hope too by example, I �mpr�nt deeply on
the�r tender m�nds an hab�tual reverence for all the pr�nc�ples of rel�g�on.
Wh�le they pass through every other sc�ence, I st�ll remark the uncerta�nty
of each part; the eternal d�sputat�ons of men; the obscur�ty of all
ph�losophy; and the strange, r�d�culous conclus�ons, wh�ch some of the
greatest gen�uses have der�ved from the pr�nc�ples of mere human reason.
Hav�ng thus tamed the�r m�nd to a proper subm�ss�on and self-d�ff�dence, I
have no longer any scruple of open�ng to them the greatest myster�es of
rel�g�on; nor apprehend any danger from that assum�ng arrogance of
ph�losophy, wh�ch may lead them to reject the most establ�shed doctr�nes
and op�n�ons.

Your precaut�on, says PHILO, of season�ng your ch�ldren's m�nds early
w�th p�ety, �s certa�nly very reasonable; and no more than �s requ�s�te �n th�s
profane and �rrel�g�ous age. But what I ch�efly adm�re �n your plan of
educat�on, �s your method of draw�ng advantage from the very pr�nc�ples of
ph�losophy and learn�ng, wh�ch, by �nsp�r�ng pr�de and self-suff�c�ency,
have commonly, �n all ages, been found so destruct�ve to the pr�nc�ples of
rel�g�on. The vulgar, �ndeed, we may remark, who are unacqua�nted w�th
sc�ence and profound �nqu�ry, observ�ng the endless d�sputes of the learned,
have commonly a thorough contempt for ph�losophy; and r�vet themselves
the faster, by that means, �n the great po�nts of theology wh�ch have been
taught them. Those who enter a l�ttle �nto study and �nqu�ry, f�nd�ng many
appearances of ev�dence �n doctr�nes the newest and most extraord�nary,
th�nk noth�ng too d�ff�cult for human reason; and, presumptuously break�ng



through all fences, profane the �nmost sanctuar�es of the temple. But
CLEANTHES w�ll, I hope, agree w�th me, that, after we have abandoned
�gnorance, the surest remedy, there �s st�ll one exped�ent left to prevent th�s
profane l�berty. Let DEMEA's pr�nc�ples be �mproved and cult�vated: Let us
become thoroughly sens�ble of the weakness, bl�ndness, and narrow l�m�ts
of human reason: Let us duly cons�der �ts uncerta�nty and endless
contrar�et�es, even �n subjects of common l�fe and pract�ce: Let the errors
and dece�ts of our very senses be set before us; the �nsuperable d�ff�cult�es
wh�ch attend f�rst pr�nc�ples �n all systems; the contrad�ct�ons wh�ch adhere
to the very �deas of matter, cause and effect, extens�on, space, t�me, mot�on;
and �n a word, quant�ty of all k�nds, the object of the only sc�ence that can
fa�rly pretend to any certa�nty or ev�dence. When these top�cs are d�splayed
�n the�r full l�ght, as they are by some ph�losophers and almost all d�v�nes;
who can reta�n such conf�dence �n th�s fra�l faculty of reason as to pay any
regard to �ts determ�nat�ons �n po�nts so subl�me, so abstruse, so remote
from common l�fe and exper�ence? When the coherence of the parts of a
stone, or even that compos�t�on of parts wh�ch renders �t extended; when
these fam�l�ar objects, I say, are so �nexpl�cable, and conta�n c�rcumstances
so repugnant and contrad�ctory; w�th what assurance can we dec�de
concern�ng the or�g�n of worlds, or trace the�r h�story from etern�ty to
etern�ty?

Wh�le PHILO pronounced these words, I could observe a sm�le �n the
countenance both of DEMEA and CLEANTHES. That of DEMEA seemed
to �mply an unreserved sat�sfact�on �n the doctr�nes del�vered: But, �n
CLEANTHES's features, I could d�st�ngu�sh an a�r of f�nesse; as �f he
perce�ved some ra�llery or art�f�c�al mal�ce �n the reason�ngs of PHILO.

You propose then, PHILO, sa�d CLEANTHES, to erect rel�g�ous fa�th on
ph�losoph�cal scept�c�sm; and you th�nk, that �f certa�nty or ev�dence be
expelled from every other subject of �nqu�ry, �t w�ll all ret�re to these
theolog�cal doctr�nes, and there acqu�re a super�or force and author�ty.
Whether your scept�c�sm be as absolute and s�ncere as you pretend, we shall
learn by and by, when the company breaks up: We shall then see, whether
you go out at the door or the w�ndow; and whether you really doubt �f your
body has grav�ty, or can be �njured by �ts fall; accord�ng to popular op�n�on,
der�ved from our fallac�ous senses, and more fallac�ous exper�ence. And



th�s cons�derat�on, DEMEA, may, I th�nk, fa�rly serve to abate our �ll-w�ll to
th�s humorous sect of the scept�cs. If they be thoroughly �n earnest, they
w�ll not long trouble the world w�th the�r doubts, cav�ls, and d�sputes: If
they be only �n jest, they are, perhaps, bad ra�llers; but can never be very
dangerous, e�ther to the state, to ph�losophy, or to rel�g�on.

In real�ty, PHILO, cont�nued he, �t seems certa�n, that though a man, �n a
flush of humour, after �ntense reflect�on on the many contrad�ct�ons and
�mperfect�ons of human reason, may ent�rely renounce all bel�ef and
op�n�on, �t �s �mposs�ble for h�m to persevere �n th�s total scept�c�sm, or
make �t appear �n h�s conduct for a few hours. External objects press �n
upon h�m; pass�ons sol�c�t h�m; h�s ph�losoph�cal melancholy d�ss�pates;
and even the utmost v�olence upon h�s own temper w�ll not be able, dur�ng
any t�me, to preserve the poor appearance of scept�c�sm. And for what
reason �mpose on h�mself such a v�olence? Th�s �s a po�nt �n wh�ch �t w�ll
be �mposs�ble for h�m ever to sat�sfy h�mself, cons�stently w�th h�s scept�cal
pr�nc�ples. So that, upon the whole, noth�ng could be more r�d�culous than
the pr�nc�ples of the anc�ent PYRRHONIANS; �f �n real�ty they
endeavoured, as �s pretended, to extend, throughout, the same scept�c�sm
wh�ch they had learned from the declamat�ons of the�r schools, and wh�ch
they ought to have conf�ned to them.

In th�s v�ew, there appears a great resemblance between the sects of the
STOICS and PYRRHONIANS, though perpetual antagon�sts; and both of
them seem founded on th�s erroneous max�m, That what a man can perform
somet�mes, and �n some d�spos�t�ons, he can perform always, and �n every
d�spos�t�on. When the m�nd, by Sto�cal reflect�ons, �s elevated �nto a
subl�me enthus�asm of v�rtue, and strongly sm�t w�th any spec�es of honour
or publ�c good, the utmost bod�ly pa�n and suffer�ngs w�ll not preva�l over
such a h�gh sense of duty; and �t �s poss�ble, perhaps, by �ts means, even to
sm�le and exult �n the m�dst of tortures. If th�s somet�mes may be the case �n
fact and real�ty, much more may a ph�losopher, �n h�s school, or even �n h�s
closet, work h�mself up to such an enthus�asm, and support �n �mag�nat�on
the acutest pa�n or most calam�tous event wh�ch he can poss�bly conce�ve.
But how shall he support th�s enthus�asm �tself? The bent of h�s m�nd
relaxes, and cannot be recalled at pleasure; avocat�ons lead h�m astray;



m�sfortunes attack h�m unawares; and the ph�losopher s�nks by degrees �nto
the plebe�an.

I allow of your compar�son between the STOICS and SKEPTICS,
repl�ed PHILO. But you may observe, at the same t�me, that though the
m�nd cannot, �n Sto�c�sm, support the h�ghest fl�ghts of ph�losophy, yet,
even when �t s�nks lower, �t st�ll reta�ns somewhat of �ts former d�spos�t�on;
and the effects of the Sto�c's reason�ng w�ll appear �n h�s conduct �n
common l�fe, and through the whole tenor of h�s act�ons. The anc�ent
schools, part�cularly that of ZENO, produced examples of v�rtue and
constancy wh�ch seem aston�sh�ng to present t�mes.

Va�n W�sdom all and false Ph�losophy.
Yet w�th a pleas�ng sorcery could charm
Pa�n, for a wh�le, or angu�sh; and exc�te
Fallac�ous Hope, or arm the obdurate breast
W�th stubborn Pat�ence, as w�th tr�ple steel.

In l�ke manner, �f a man has accustomed h�mself to scept�cal
cons�derat�ons on the uncerta�nty and narrow l�m�ts of reason, he w�ll not
ent�rely forget them when he turns h�s reflect�on on other subjects; but �n all
h�s ph�losoph�cal pr�nc�ples and reason�ng, I dare not say �n h�s common
conduct, he w�ll be found d�fferent from those, who e�ther never formed any
op�n�ons �n the case, or have enterta�ned sent�ments more favourable to
human reason.

To whatever length any one may push h�s speculat�ve pr�nc�ples of
scept�c�sm, he must act, I own, and l�ve, and converse, l�ke other men; and
for th�s conduct he �s not obl�ged to g�ve any other reason, than the absolute
necess�ty he l�es under of so do�ng. If he ever carr�es h�s speculat�ons
further than th�s necess�ty constra�ns h�m, and ph�losoph�ses e�ther on
natural or moral subjects, he �s allured by a certa�n pleasure and sat�sfact�on
wh�ch he f�nds �n employ�ng h�mself after that manner. He cons�ders
bes�des, that every one, even �n common l�fe, �s constra�ned to have more or
less of th�s ph�losophy; that from our earl�est �nfancy we make cont�nual



advances �n form�ng more general pr�nc�ples of conduct and reason�ng; that
the larger exper�ence we acqu�re, and the stronger reason we are endued
w�th, we always render our pr�nc�ples the more general and comprehens�ve;
and that what we call ph�losophy �s noth�ng but a more regular and
method�cal operat�on of the same k�nd. To ph�losoph�se on such subjects, �s
noth�ng essent�ally d�fferent from reason�ng on common l�fe; and we may
only expect greater stab�l�ty, �f not greater truth, from our ph�losophy, on
account of �ts exacter and more scrupulous method of proceed�ng.

But when we look beyond human affa�rs and the propert�es of the
surround�ng bod�es: when we carry our speculat�ons �nto the two etern�t�es,
before and after the present state of th�ngs; �nto the creat�on and format�on
of the un�verse; the ex�stence and propert�es of sp�r�ts; the powers and
operat�ons of one un�versal Sp�r�t ex�st�ng w�thout beg�nn�ng and w�thout
end; omn�potent, omn�sc�ent, �mmutable, �nf�n�te, and �ncomprehens�ble:
We must be far removed from the smallest tendency to scept�c�sm not to be
apprehens�ve, that we have here got qu�te beyond the reach of our facult�es.
So long as we conf�ne our speculat�ons to trade, or morals, or pol�t�cs, or
cr�t�c�sm, we make appeals, every moment, to common sense and
exper�ence, wh�ch strengthen our ph�losoph�cal conclus�ons, and remove, at
least �n part, the susp�c�on wh�ch we so justly enterta�n w�th regard to every
reason�ng that �s very subtle and ref�ned. But, �n theolog�cal reason�ngs, we
have not th�s advantage; wh�le, at the same t�me, we are employed upon
objects, wh�ch, we must be sens�ble, are too large for our grasp, and of all
others, requ�re most to be fam�l�ar�sed to our apprehens�on. We are l�ke
fore�gners �n a strange country, to whom every th�ng must seem susp�c�ous,
and who are �n danger every moment of transgress�ng aga�nst the laws and
customs of the people w�th whom they l�ve and converse. We know not how
far we ought to trust our vulgar methods of reason�ng �n such a subject;
s�nce, even �n common l�fe, and �n that prov�nce wh�ch �s pecul�arly
appropr�ated to them, we cannot account for them, and are ent�rely gu�ded
by a k�nd of �nst�nct or necess�ty �n employ�ng them.

All scept�cs pretend, that, �f reason be cons�dered �n an abstract v�ew, �t
furn�shes �nv�nc�ble arguments aga�nst �tself; and that we could never reta�n
any conv�ct�on or assurance, on any subject, were not the scept�cal
reason�ngs so ref�ned and subtle, that they are not able to counterpo�se the



more sol�d and more natural arguments der�ved from the senses and
exper�ence. But �t �s ev�dent, whenever our arguments lose th�s advantage,
and run w�de of common l�fe, that the most ref�ned scept�c�sm comes to be
upon a foot�ng w�th them, and �s able to oppose and counterbalance them.
The one has no more we�ght than the other. The m�nd must rema�n �n
suspense between them; and �t �s that very suspense or balance, wh�ch �s the
tr�umph of scept�c�sm.

But I observe, says CLEANTHES, w�th regard to you, PHILO, and all
speculat�ve scept�cs, that your doctr�ne and pract�ce are as much at var�ance
�n the most abstruse po�nts of theory as �n the conduct of common l�fe.
Wherever ev�dence d�scovers �tself, you adhere to �t, notw�thstand�ng your
pretended scept�c�sm; and I can observe, too, some of your sect to be as
dec�s�ve as those who make greater profess�ons of certa�nty and assurance.
In real�ty, would not a man be r�d�culous, who pretended to reject
NEWTON's expl�cat�on of the wonderful phenomenon of the ra�nbow,
because that expl�cat�on g�ves a m�nute anatomy of the rays of l�ght; a
subject, forsooth, too ref�ned for human comprehens�on? And what would
you say to one, who, hav�ng noth�ng part�cular to object to the arguments of
COPERNICUS and GALILEO for the mot�on of the earth, should w�thhold
h�s assent, on that general pr�nc�ple, that these subjects were too
magn�f�cent and remote to be expla�ned by the narrow and fallac�ous reason
of mank�nd?

There �s �ndeed a k�nd of brut�sh and �gnorant scept�c�sm, as you well
observed, wh�ch g�ves the vulgar a general prejud�ce aga�nst what they do
not eas�ly understand, and makes them reject every pr�nc�ple wh�ch requ�res
elaborate reason�ng to prove and establ�sh �t. Th�s spec�es of scept�c�sm �s
fatal to knowledge, not to rel�g�on; s�nce we f�nd, that those who make
greatest profess�on of �t, g�ve often the�r assent, not only to the great truths
of The�sm and natural theology, but even to the most absurd tenets wh�ch a
trad�t�onal superst�t�on has recommended to them. They f�rmly bel�eve �n
w�tches, though they w�ll not bel�eve nor attend to the most s�mple
propos�t�on of Eucl�d. But the ref�ned and ph�losoph�cal scept�cs fall �nto an
�ncons�stence of an oppos�te nature. They push the�r researches �nto the
most abstruse corners of sc�ence; and the�r assent attends them �n every
step, proport�oned to the ev�dence wh�ch they meet w�th. They are even



obl�ged to acknowledge, that the most abstruse and remote objects are those
wh�ch are best expla�ned by ph�losophy. L�ght �s �n real�ty anatom�sed. The
true system of the heavenly bod�es �s d�scovered and ascerta�ned. But the
nour�shment of bod�es by food �s st�ll an �nexpl�cable mystery. The
cohes�on of the parts of matter �s st�ll �ncomprehens�ble. These scept�cs,
therefore, are obl�ged, �n every quest�on, to cons�der each part�cular
ev�dence apart, and proport�on the�r assent to the prec�se degree of ev�dence
wh�ch occurs. Th�s �s the�r pract�ce �n all natural, mathemat�cal, moral, and
pol�t�cal sc�ence. And why not the same, I ask, �n the theolog�cal and
rel�g�ous? Why must conclus�ons of th�s nature be alone rejected on the
general presumpt�on of the �nsuff�c�ency of human reason, w�thout any
part�cular d�scuss�on of the ev�dence? Is not such an unequal conduct a
pla�n proof of prejud�ce and pass�on?

Our senses, you say, are fallac�ous; our understand�ng erroneous; our
�deas, even of the most fam�l�ar objects, extens�on, durat�on, mot�on, full of
absurd�t�es and contrad�ct�ons. You defy me to solve the d�ff�cult�es, or
reconc�le the repugnanc�es wh�ch you d�scover �n them. I have not capac�ty
for so great an undertak�ng: I have not le�sure for �t: I perce�ve �t to be
superfluous. Your own conduct, �n every c�rcumstance, refutes your
pr�nc�ples, and shows the f�rmest rel�ance on all the rece�ved max�ms of
sc�ence, morals, prudence, and behav�our.

I shall never assent to so harsh an op�n�on as that of a celebrated wr�ter
[L'Arte de penser], who says, that the Scept�cs are not a sect of
ph�losophers: They are only a sect of l�ars. I may, however, aff�rm (I hope
w�thout offence), that they are a sect of jesters or ra�llers. But for my part,
whenever I f�nd myself d�sposed to m�rth and amusement, I shall certa�nly
choose my enterta�nment of a less perplex�ng and abstruse nature. A
comedy, a novel, or at most a h�story, seems a more natural recreat�on than
such metaphys�cal subtlet�es and abstract�ons.

In va�n would the scept�c make a d�st�nct�on between sc�ence and
common l�fe, or between one sc�ence and another. The arguments employed
�n all, �f just, are of a s�m�lar nature, and conta�n the same force and
ev�dence. Or �f there be any d�fference among them, the advantage l�es
ent�rely on the s�de of theology and natural rel�g�on. Many pr�nc�ples of



mechan�cs are founded on very abstruse reason�ng; yet no man who has any
pretens�ons to sc�ence, even no speculat�ve scept�c, pretends to enterta�n the
least doubt w�th regard to them. The COPERNICAN system conta�ns the
most surpr�s�ng paradox, and the most contrary to our natural concept�ons,
to appearances, and to our very senses: yet even monks and �nqu�s�tors are
now constra�ned to w�thdraw the�r oppos�t�on to �t. And shall PHILO, a man
of so l�beral a gen�us and extens�ve knowledge, enterta�n any general
und�st�ngu�shed scruples w�th regard to the rel�g�ous hypothes�s, wh�ch �s
founded on the s�mplest and most obv�ous arguments, and, unless �t meets
w�th art�f�c�al obstacles, has such easy access and adm�ss�on �nto the m�nd
of man?

And here we may observe, cont�nued he, turn�ng h�mself towards
DEMEA, a pretty cur�ous c�rcumstance �n the h�story of the sc�ences. After
the un�on of ph�losophy w�th the popular rel�g�on, upon the f�rst
establ�shment of Chr�st�an�ty, noth�ng was more usual, among all rel�g�ous
teachers, than declamat�ons aga�nst reason, aga�nst the senses, aga�nst every
pr�nc�ple der�ved merely from human research and �nqu�ry. All the top�cs of
the anc�ent academ�cs were adopted by the fathers; and thence propagated
for several ages �n every school and pulp�t throughout Chr�stendom. The
Reformers embraced the same pr�nc�ples of reason�ng, or rather
declamat�on; and all panegyr�cs on the excellency of fa�th, were sure to be
�nterlarded w�th some severe strokes of sat�re aga�nst natural reason. A
celebrated prelate [Monsr. Huet] too, of the Rom�sh commun�on, a man of
the most extens�ve learn�ng, who wrote a demonstrat�on of Chr�st�an�ty, has
also composed a treat�se, wh�ch conta�ns all the cav�ls of the boldest and
most determ�ned PYRRHONISM. LOCKE seems to have been the f�rst
Chr�st�an who ventured openly to assert, that fa�th was noth�ng but a spec�es
of reason; that rel�g�on was only a branch of ph�losophy; and that a cha�n of
arguments, s�m�lar to that wh�ch establ�shed any truth �n morals, pol�t�cs, or
phys�cs, was always employed �n d�scover�ng all the pr�nc�ples of theology,
natural and revealed. The �ll use wh�ch BAYLE and other l�bert�nes made of
the ph�losoph�cal scept�c�sm of the fathers and f�rst reformers, st�ll further
propagated the jud�c�ous sent�ment of Mr. LOCKE: And �t �s now �n a
manner avowed, by all pretenders to reason�ng and ph�losophy, that Athe�st
and Scept�c are almost synonymous. And as �t �s certa�n that no man �s �n



earnest when he professes the latter pr�nc�ple, I would fa�n hope that there
are as few who ser�ously ma�nta�n the former.

Don't you remember, sa�d PHILO, the excellent say�ng of LORD
BACON on th�s head? That a l�ttle ph�losophy, repl�ed CLEANTHES,
makes a man an Athe�st: A great deal converts h�m to rel�g�on. That �s a
very jud�c�ous remark too, sa�d PHILO. But what I have �n my eye �s
another passage, where, hav�ng ment�oned DAVID's fool, who sa�d �n h�s
heart there �s no God, th�s great ph�losopher observes, that the Athe�sts
nowadays have a double share of folly; for they are not contented to say �n
the�r hearts there �s no God, but they also utter that �mp�ety w�th the�r l�ps,
and are thereby gu�lty of mult�pl�ed �nd�scret�on and �mprudence. Such
people, though they were ever so much �n earnest, cannot, meth�nks, be
very form�dable.

But though you should rank me �n th�s class of fools, I cannot forbear
commun�cat�ng a remark that occurs to me, from the h�story of the rel�g�ous
and �rrel�g�ous scept�c�sm w�th wh�ch you have enterta�ned us. It appears to
me, that there are strong symptoms of pr�estcraft �n the whole progress of
th�s affa�r. Dur�ng �gnorant ages, such as those wh�ch followed the
d�ssolut�on of the anc�ent schools, the pr�ests perce�ved, that Athe�sm,
De�sm, or heresy of any k�nd, could only proceed from the presumptuous
quest�on�ng of rece�ved op�n�ons, and from a bel�ef that human reason was
equal to every th�ng. Educat�on had then a m�ghty �nfluence over the m�nds
of men, and was almost equal �n force to those suggest�ons of the senses
and common understand�ng, by wh�ch the most determ�ned scept�c must
allow h�mself to be governed. But at present, when the �nfluence of
educat�on �s much d�m�n�shed, and men, from a more open commerce of the
world, have learned to compare the popular pr�nc�ples of d�fferent nat�ons
and ages, our sagac�ous d�v�nes have changed the�r whole system of
ph�losophy, and talk the language of STOICS, PLATONISTS, and
PERIPATETICS, not that of PYRRHONIANS and ACADEMICS. If we
d�strust human reason, we have now no other pr�nc�ple to lead us �nto
rel�g�on. Thus, scept�cs �n one age, dogmat�sts �n another; wh�chever system
best su�ts the purpose of these reverend gentlemen, �n g�v�ng them an
ascendant over mank�nd, they are sure to make �t the�r favour�te pr�nc�ple,
and establ�shed tenet.



It �s very natural, sa�d CLEANTHES, for men to embrace those
pr�nc�ples, by wh�ch they f�nd they can best defend the�r doctr�nes; nor need
we have any recourse to pr�estcraft to account for so reasonable an
exped�ent. And, surely noth�ng can afford a stronger presumpt�on, that any
set of pr�nc�ples are true, and ought to be embraced, than to observe that
they tend to the conf�rmat�on of true rel�g�on, and serve to confound the
cav�ls of Athe�sts, L�bert�nes, and Freeth�nkers of all denom�nat�ons.

PART 2

I must own, CLEANTHES, sa�d DEMEA, that noth�ng can more
surpr�se me, than the l�ght �n wh�ch you have all along put th�s argument.
By the whole tenor of your d�scourse, one would �mag�ne that you were
ma�nta�n�ng the Be�ng of a God, aga�nst the cav�ls of Athe�sts and Inf�dels;
and were necess�tated to become a champ�on for that fundamental pr�nc�ple
of all rel�g�on. But th�s, I hope, �s not by any means a quest�on among us.
No man, no man at least of common sense, I am persuaded, ever enterta�ned
a ser�ous doubt w�th regard to a truth so certa�n and self-ev�dent. The
quest�on �s not concern�ng the be�ng, but the nature of God. Th�s, I aff�rm,
from the �nf�rm�t�es of human understand�ng, to be altogether
�ncomprehens�ble and unknown to us. The essence of that supreme M�nd,
h�s attr�butes, the manner of h�s ex�stence, the very nature of h�s durat�on;
these, and every part�cular wh�ch regards so d�v�ne a Be�ng, are myster�ous
to men. F�n�te, weak, and bl�nd creatures, we ought to humble ourselves �n
h�s august presence; and, consc�ous of our fra�lt�es, adore �n s�lence h�s
�nf�n�te perfect�ons, wh�ch eye hath not seen, ear hath not heard, ne�ther
hath �t entered �nto the heart of man to conce�ve. They are covered �n a deep
cloud from human cur�os�ty. It �s profaneness to attempt penetrat�ng through
these sacred obscur�t�es. And, next to the �mp�ety of deny�ng h�s ex�stence,
�s the temer�ty of pry�ng �nto h�s nature and essence, decrees and attr�butes.

But lest you should th�nk that my p�ety has here got the better of my
ph�losophy, I shall support my op�n�on, �f �t needs any support, by a very



great author�ty. I m�ght c�te all the d�v�nes, almost, from the foundat�on of
Chr�st�an�ty, who have ever treated of th�s or any other theolog�cal subject:
But I shall conf�ne myself, at present, to one equally celebrated for p�ety
and ph�losophy. It �s Father MALEBRANCHE, who, I remember, thus
expresses h�mself [Recherche de la Ver�te. L�v. 3. Chap.9]. "One ought not
so much," says he, "to call God a sp�r�t, �n order to express pos�t�vely what
he �s, as �n order to s�gn�fy that he �s not matter. He �s a Be�ng �nf�n�tely
perfect: Of th�s we cannot doubt. But �n the same manner as we ought not to
�mag�ne, even suppos�ng h�m corporeal, that he �s clothed w�th a human
body, as the ANTHROPOMORPHITES asserted, under colour that that
f�gure was the most perfect of any; so, ne�ther ought we to �mag�ne that the
sp�r�t of God has human �deas, or bears any resemblance to our sp�r�t, under
colour that we know noth�ng more perfect than a human m�nd. We ought
rather to bel�eve, that as he comprehends the perfect�ons of matter w�thout
be�ng mater�al.... he comprehends also the perfect�ons of created sp�r�ts
w�thout be�ng sp�r�t, �n the manner we conce�ve sp�r�t: That h�s true name �s,
He that �s; or, �n other words, Be�ng w�thout restr�ct�on, All Be�ng, the
Be�ng �nf�n�te and un�versal."

After so great an author�ty, DEMEA, repl�ed PHILO, as that wh�ch you
have produced, and a thousand more wh�ch you m�ght produce, �t would
appear r�d�culous �n me to add my sent�ment, or express my approbat�on of
your doctr�ne. But surely, where reasonable men treat these subjects, the
quest�on can never be concern�ng the Be�ng, but only the Nature, of the
De�ty. The former truth, as you well observe, �s unquest�onable and self-
ev�dent. Noth�ng ex�sts w�thout a cause; and the or�g�nal cause of th�s
un�verse (whatever �t be) we call God; and p�ously ascr�be to h�m every
spec�es of perfect�on. Whoever scruples th�s fundamental truth, deserves
every pun�shment wh�ch can be �nfl�cted among ph�losophers, to w�t, the
greatest r�d�cule, contempt, and d�sapprobat�on. But as all perfect�on �s
ent�rely relat�ve, we ought never to �mag�ne that we comprehend the
attr�butes of th�s d�v�ne Be�ng, or to suppose that h�s perfect�ons have any
analogy or l�keness to the perfect�ons of a human creature. W�sdom,
Thought, Des�gn, Knowledge; these we justly ascr�be to h�m; because these
words are honourable among men, and we have no other language or other
concept�ons by wh�ch we can express our adorat�on of h�m. But let us
beware, lest we th�nk that our �deas anyw�se correspond to h�s perfect�ons,



or that h�s attr�butes have any resemblance to these qual�t�es among men.
He �s �nf�n�tely super�or to our l�m�ted v�ew and comprehens�on; and �s
more the object of worsh�p �n the temple, than of d�sputat�on �n the schools.

In real�ty, CLEANTHES, cont�nued he, there �s no need of hav�ng
recourse to that affected scept�c�sm so d�spleas�ng to you, �n order to come
at th�s determ�nat�on. Our �deas reach no further than our exper�ence. We
have no exper�ence of d�v�ne attr�butes and operat�ons. I need not conclude
my syllog�sm. You can draw the �nference yourself. And �t �s a pleasure to
me (and I hope to you too) that just reason�ng and sound p�ety here concur
�n the same conclus�on, and both of them establ�sh the adorably myster�ous
and �ncomprehens�ble nature of the Supreme Be�ng.

Not to lose any t�me �n c�rcumlocut�ons, sa�d CLEANTHES, address�ng
h�mself to DEMEA, much less �n reply�ng to the p�ous declamat�ons of
PHILO; I shall br�efly expla�n how I conce�ve th�s matter. Look round the
world: contemplate the whole and every part of �t: You w�ll f�nd �t to be
noth�ng but one great mach�ne, subd�v�ded �nto an �nf�n�te number of lesser
mach�nes, wh�ch aga�n adm�t of subd�v�s�ons to a degree beyond what
human senses and facult�es can trace and expla�n. All these var�ous
mach�nes, and even the�r most m�nute parts, are adjusted to each other w�th
an accuracy wh�ch rav�shes �nto adm�rat�on all men who have ever
contemplated them. The cur�ous adapt�ng of means to ends, throughout all
nature, resembles exactly, though �t much exceeds, the product�ons of
human contr�vance; of human des�gns, thought, w�sdom, and �ntell�gence.
S�nce, therefore, the effects resemble each other, we are led to �nfer, by all
the rules of analogy, that the causes also resemble; and that the Author of
Nature �s somewhat s�m�lar to the m�nd of man, though possessed of much
larger facult�es, proport�oned to the grandeur of the work wh�ch he has
executed. By th�s argument a poster�or�, and by th�s argument alone, do we
prove at once the ex�stence of a De�ty, and h�s s�m�lar�ty to human m�nd and
�ntell�gence.

I shall be so free, CLEANTHES, sa�d DEMEA, as to tell you, that from
the beg�nn�ng, I could not approve of your conclus�on concern�ng the
s�m�lar�ty of the De�ty to men; st�ll less can I approve of the med�ums by
wh�ch you endeavour to establ�sh �t. What! No demonstrat�on of the Be�ng



of God! No abstract arguments! No proofs a pr�or�! Are these, wh�ch have
h�therto been so much �ns�sted on by ph�losophers, all fallacy, all soph�sm?
Can we reach no further �n th�s subject than exper�ence and probab�l�ty? I
w�ll not say that th�s �s betray�ng the cause of a De�ty: But surely, by th�s
affected candour, you g�ve advantages to Athe�sts, wh�ch they never could
obta�n by the mere d�nt of argument and reason�ng.

What I ch�efly scruple �n th�s subject, sa�d PHILO, �s not so much that
all rel�g�ous arguments are by CLEANTHES reduced to exper�ence, as that
they appear not to be even the most certa�n and �rrefragable of that �nfer�or
k�nd. That a stone w�ll fall, that f�re w�ll burn, that the earth has sol�d�ty, we
have observed a thousand and a thousand t�mes; and when any new �nstance
of th�s nature �s presented, we draw w�thout hes�tat�on the accustomed
�nference. The exact s�m�lar�ty of the cases g�ves us a perfect assurance of a
s�m�lar event; and a stronger ev�dence �s never des�red nor sought after. But
wherever you depart, �n the least, from the s�m�lar�ty of the cases, you
d�m�n�sh proport�onably the ev�dence; and may at last br�ng �t to a very
weak analogy, wh�ch �s confessedly l�able to error and uncerta�nty. After
hav�ng exper�enced the c�rculat�on of the blood �n human creatures, we
make no doubt that �t takes place �n TITIUS and MAEVIUS. But from �ts
c�rculat�on �n frogs and f�shes, �t �s only a presumpt�on, though a strong one,
from analogy, that �t takes place �n men and other an�mals. The analog�cal
reason�ng �s much weaker, when we �nfer the c�rculat�on of the sap �n
vegetables from our exper�ence that the blood c�rculates �n an�mals; and
those, who hast�ly followed that �mperfect analogy, are found, by more
accurate exper�ments, to have been m�staken.

If we see a house, CLEANTHES, we conclude, w�th the greatest
certa�nty, that �t had an arch�tect or bu�lder; because th�s �s prec�sely that
spec�es of effect wh�ch we have exper�enced to proceed from that spec�es of
cause. But surely you w�ll not aff�rm, that the un�verse bears such a
resemblance to a house, that we can w�th the same certa�nty �nfer a s�m�lar
cause, or that the analogy �s here ent�re and perfect. The d�ss�m�l�tude �s so
str�k�ng, that the utmost you can here pretend to �s a guess, a conjecture, a
presumpt�on concern�ng a s�m�lar cause; and how that pretens�on w�ll be
rece�ved �n the world, I leave you to cons�der.



It would surely be very �ll rece�ved, repl�ed CLEANTHES; and I should
be deservedly blamed and detested, d�d I allow, that the proofs of a De�ty
amounted to no more than a guess or conjecture. But �s the whole
adjustment of means to ends �n a house and �n the un�verse so sl�ght a
resemblance? The economy of f�nal causes? The order, proport�on, and
arrangement of every part? Steps of a sta�r are pla�nly contr�ved, that human
legs may use them �n mount�ng; and th�s �nference �s certa�n and �nfall�ble.
Human legs are also contr�ved for walk�ng and mount�ng; and th�s
�nference, I allow, �s not altogether so certa�n, because of the d�ss�m�lar�ty
wh�ch you remark; but does �t, therefore, deserve the name only of
presumpt�on or conjecture?

Good God! cr�ed DEMEA, �nterrupt�ng h�m, where are we? Zealous
defenders of rel�g�on allow, that the proofs of a De�ty fall short of perfect
ev�dence! And you, PHILO, on whose ass�stance I depended �n prov�ng the
adorable myster�ousness of the D�v�ne Nature, do you assent to all these
extravagant op�n�ons of CLEANTHES? For what other name can I g�ve
them? or, why spare my censure, when such pr�nc�ples are advanced,
supported by such an author�ty, before so young a man as PAMPHILUS?

You seem not to apprehend, repl�ed PHILO, that I argue w�th
CLEANTHES �n h�s own way; and, by show�ng h�m the dangerous
consequences of h�s tenets, hope at last to reduce h�m to our op�n�on. But
what st�cks most w�th you, I observe, �s the representat�on wh�ch
CLEANTHES has made of the argument a poster�or�; and f�nd�ng that that
argument �s l�kely to escape your hold and van�sh �nto a�r, you th�nk �t so
d�sgu�sed, that you can scarcely bel�eve �t to be set �n �ts true l�ght. Now,
however much I may d�ssent, �n other respects, from the dangerous
pr�nc�ples of CLEANTHES, I must allow that he has fa�rly represented that
argument; and I shall endeavour so to state the matter to you, that you w�ll
enterta�n no further scruples w�th regard to �t.

Were a man to abstract from every th�ng wh�ch he knows or has seen, he
would be altogether �ncapable, merely from h�s own �deas, to determ�ne
what k�nd of scene the un�verse must be, or to g�ve the preference to one
state or s�tuat�on of th�ngs above another. For as noth�ng wh�ch he clearly
conce�ves could be esteemed �mposs�ble or �mply�ng a contrad�ct�on, every



ch�mera of h�s fancy would be upon an equal foot�ng; nor could he ass�gn
any just reason why he adheres to one �dea or system, and rejects the others
wh�ch are equally poss�ble.

Aga�n; after he opens h�s eyes, and contemplates the world as �t really �s,
�t would be �mposs�ble for h�m at f�rst to ass�gn the cause of any one event,
much less of the whole of th�ngs, or of the un�verse. He m�ght set h�s fancy
a rambl�ng; and she m�ght br�ng h�m �n an �nf�n�te var�ety of reports and
representat�ons. These would all be poss�ble; but be�ng all equally poss�ble,
he would never of h�mself g�ve a sat�sfactory account for h�s preferr�ng one
of them to the rest. Exper�ence alone can po�nt out to h�m the true cause of
any phenomenon.

Now, accord�ng to th�s method of reason�ng, DEMEA, �t follows, (and
�s, �ndeed, tac�tly allowed by CLEANTHES h�mself,) that order,
arrangement, or the adjustment of f�nal causes, �s not of �tself any proof of
des�gn; but only so far as �t has been exper�enced to proceed from that
pr�nc�ple. For aught we can know a pr�or�, matter may conta�n the source or
spr�ng of order or�g�nally w�th�n �tself, as well as m�nd does; and there �s no
more d�ff�culty �n conce�v�ng, that the several elements, from an �nternal
unknown cause, may fall �nto the most exqu�s�te arrangement, than to
conce�ve that the�r �deas, �n the great un�versal m�nd, from a l�ke �nternal
unknown cause, fall �nto that arrangement. The equal poss�b�l�ty of both
these suppos�t�ons �s allowed. But, by exper�ence, we f�nd, (accord�ng to
CLEANTHES), that there �s a d�fference between them. Throw several
p�eces of steel together, w�thout shape or form; they w�ll never arrange
themselves so as to compose a watch. Stone, and mortar, and wood, w�thout
an arch�tect, never erect a house. But the �deas �n a human m�nd, we see, by
an unknown, �nexpl�cable economy, arrange themselves so as to form the
plan of a watch or house. Exper�ence, therefore, proves, that there �s an
or�g�nal pr�nc�ple of order �n m�nd, not �n matter. From s�m�lar effects we
�nfer s�m�lar causes. The adjustment of means to ends �s al�ke �n the
un�verse, as �n a mach�ne of human contr�vance. The causes, therefore, must
be resembl�ng.

I was from the beg�nn�ng scandal�sed, I must own, w�th th�s
resemblance, wh�ch �s asserted, between the De�ty and human creatures;



and must conce�ve �t to �mply such a degradat�on of the Supreme Be�ng as
no sound The�st could endure. W�th your ass�stance, therefore, DEMEA, I
shall endeavour to defend what you justly call the adorable myster�ousness
of the D�v�ne Nature, and shall refute th�s reason�ng of CLEANTHES,
prov�ded he allows that I have made a fa�r representat�on of �t.

When CLEANTHES had assented, PHILO, after a short pause,
proceeded �n the follow�ng manner.

That all �nferences, CLEANTHES, concern�ng fact, are founded on
exper�ence; and that all exper�mental reason�ngs are founded on the
suppos�t�on that s�m�lar causes prove s�m�lar effects, and s�m�lar effects
s�m�lar causes; I shall not at present much d�spute w�th you. But observe, I
entreat you, w�th what extreme caut�on all just reasoners proceed �n the
transferr�ng of exper�ments to s�m�lar cases. Unless the cases be exactly
s�m�lar, they repose no perfect conf�dence �n apply�ng the�r past observat�on
to any part�cular phenomenon. Every alterat�on of c�rcumstances occas�ons
a doubt concern�ng the event; and �t requ�res new exper�ments to prove
certa�nly, that the new c�rcumstances are of no moment or �mportance. A
change �n bulk, s�tuat�on, arrangement, age, d�spos�t�on of the a�r, or
surround�ng bod�es; any of these part�culars may be attended w�th the most
unexpected consequences: And unless the objects be qu�te fam�l�ar to us, �t
�s the h�ghest temer�ty to expect w�th assurance, after any of these changes,
an event s�m�lar to that wh�ch before fell under our observat�on. The slow
and del�berate steps of ph�losophers here, �f any where, are d�st�ngu�shed
from the prec�p�tate march of the vulgar, who, hurr�ed on by the smallest
s�m�l�tude, are �ncapable of all d�scernment or cons�derat�on.

But can you th�nk, CLEANTHES, that your usual phlegm and
ph�losophy have been preserved �n so w�de a step as you have taken, when
you compared to the un�verse houses, sh�ps, furn�ture, mach�nes, and, from
the�r s�m�lar�ty �n some c�rcumstances, �nferred a s�m�lar�ty �n the�r causes?
Thought, des�gn, �ntell�gence, such as we d�scover �n men and other
an�mals, �s no more than one of the spr�ngs and pr�nc�ples of the un�verse,
as well as heat or cold, attract�on or repuls�on, and a hundred others, wh�ch
fall under da�ly observat�on. It �s an act�ve cause, by wh�ch some part�cular
parts of nature, we f�nd, produce alterat�ons on other parts. But can a



conclus�on, w�th any propr�ety, be transferred from parts to the whole? Does
not the great d�sproport�on bar all compar�son and �nference? From
observ�ng the growth of a ha�r, can we learn any th�ng concern�ng the
generat�on of a man? Would the manner of a leaf's blow�ng, even though
perfectly known, afford us any �nstruct�on concern�ng the vegetat�on of a
tree?

But, allow�ng that we were to take the operat�ons of one part of nature
upon another, for the foundat�on of our judgement concern�ng the or�g�n of
the whole, (wh�ch never can be adm�tted,) yet why select so m�nute, so
weak, so bounded a pr�nc�ple, as the reason and des�gn of an�mals �s found
to be upon th�s planet? What pecul�ar pr�v�lege has th�s l�ttle ag�tat�on of the
bra�n wh�ch we call thought, that we must thus make �t the model of the
whole un�verse? Our part�al�ty �n our own favour does �ndeed present �t on
all occas�ons; but sound ph�losophy ought carefully to guard aga�nst so
natural an �llus�on.

So far from adm�tt�ng, cont�nued PHILO, that the operat�ons of a part
can afford us any just conclus�on concern�ng the or�g�n of the whole, I w�ll
not allow any one part to form a rule for another part, �f the latter be very
remote from the former. Is there any reasonable ground to conclude, that the
�nhab�tants of other planets possess thought, �ntell�gence, reason, or any
th�ng s�m�lar to these facult�es �n men? When nature has so extremely
d�vers�f�ed her manner of operat�on �n th�s small globe, can we �mag�ne that
she �ncessantly cop�es herself throughout so �mmense a un�verse? And �f
thought, as we may well suppose, be conf�ned merely to th�s narrow corner,
and has even there so l�m�ted a sphere of act�on, w�th what propr�ety can we
ass�gn �t for the or�g�nal cause of all th�ngs? The narrow v�ews of a peasant,
who makes h�s domest�c economy the rule for the government of k�ngdoms,
�s �n compar�son a pardonable soph�sm.

But were we ever so much assured, that a thought and reason,
resembl�ng the human, were to be found throughout the whole un�verse, and
were �ts act�v�ty elsewhere vastly greater and more command�ng than �t
appears �n th�s globe; yet I cannot see, why the operat�ons of a world
const�tuted, arranged, adjusted, can w�th any propr�ety be extended to a
world wh�ch �s �n �ts embryo state, and �s advanc�ng towards that



const�tut�on and arrangement. By observat�on, we know somewhat of the
economy, act�on, and nour�shment of a f�n�shed an�mal; but we must
transfer w�th great caut�on that observat�on to the growth of a foetus �n the
womb, and st�ll more to the format�on of an an�malcule �n the lo�ns of �ts
male parent. Nature, we f�nd, even from our l�m�ted exper�ence, possesses
an �nf�n�te number of spr�ngs and pr�nc�ples, wh�ch �ncessantly d�scover
themselves on every change of her pos�t�on and s�tuat�on. And what new
and unknown pr�nc�ples would actuate her �n so new and unknown a
s�tuat�on as that of the format�on of a un�verse, we cannot, w�thout the
utmost temer�ty, pretend to determ�ne.

A very small part of th�s great system, dur�ng a very short t�me, �s very
�mperfectly d�scovered to us; and do we thence pronounce dec�s�vely
concern�ng the or�g�n of the whole?

Adm�rable conclus�on! Stone, wood, br�ck, �ron, brass, have not, at th�s
t�me, �n th�s m�nute globe of earth, an order or arrangement w�thout human
art and contr�vance; therefore the un�verse could not or�g�nally atta�n �ts
order and arrangement, w�thout someth�ng s�m�lar to human art. But �s a
part of nature a rule for another part very w�de of the former? Is �t a rule for
the whole? Is a very small part a rule for the un�verse? Is nature �n one
s�tuat�on, a certa�n rule for nature �n another s�tuat�on vastly d�fferent from
the former?

And can you blame me, CLEANTHES, �f I here �m�tate the prudent
reserve of SIMONIDES, who, accord�ng to the noted story, be�ng asked by
HIERO, What God was? des�red a day to th�nk of �t, and then two days
more; and after that manner cont�nually prolonged the term, w�thout ever
br�ng�ng �n h�s def�n�t�on or descr�pt�on? Could you even blame me, �f I had
answered at f�rst, that I d�d not know, and was sens�ble that th�s subject lay
vastly beyond the reach of my facult�es? You m�ght cry out scept�c and
ra�ller, as much as you pleased: but hav�ng found, �n so many other subjects
much more fam�l�ar, the �mperfect�ons and even contrad�ct�ons of human
reason, I never should expect any success from �ts feeble conjectures, �n a
subject so subl�me, and so remote from the sphere of our observat�on. When
two spec�es of objects have always been observed to be conjo�ned together,
I can �nfer, by custom, the ex�stence of one wherever I see the ex�stence of



the other; and th�s I call an argument from exper�ence. But how th�s
argument can have place, where the objects, as �n the present case, are
s�ngle, �nd�v�dual, w�thout parallel, or spec�f�c resemblance, may be
d�ff�cult to expla�n. And w�ll any man tell me w�th a ser�ous countenance,
that an orderly un�verse must ar�se from some thought and art l�ke the
human, because we have exper�ence of �t? To ascerta�n th�s reason�ng, �t
were requ�s�te that we had exper�ence of the or�g�n of worlds; and �t �s not
suff�c�ent, surely, that we have seen sh�ps and c�t�es ar�se from human art
and contr�vance...

PHILO was proceed�ng �n th�s vehement manner, somewhat between jest
and earnest, as �t appeared to me, when he observed some s�gns of
�mpat�ence �n CLEANTHES, and then �mmed�ately stopped short. What I
had to suggest, sa�d CLEANTHES, �s only that you would not abuse terms,
or make use of popular express�ons to subvert ph�losoph�cal reason�ngs.
You know, that the vulgar often d�st�ngu�sh reason from exper�ence, even
where the quest�on relates only to matter of fact and ex�stence; though �t �s
found, where that reason �s properly analysed, that �t �s noth�ng but a
spec�es of exper�ence. To prove by exper�ence the or�g�n of the un�verse
from m�nd, �s not more contrary to common speech, than to prove the
mot�on of the earth from the same pr�nc�ple. And a cav�ller m�ght ra�se all
the same object�ons to the Copern�can system, wh�ch you have urged
aga�nst my reason�ngs. Have you other earths, m�ght he say, wh�ch you
have seen to move? Have...

Yes! cr�ed PHILO, �nterrupt�ng h�m, we have other earths. Is not the
moon another earth, wh�ch we see to turn round �ts centre? Is not Venus
another earth, where we observe the same phenomenon? Are not the
revolut�ons of the sun also a conf�rmat�on, from analogy, of the same
theory? All the planets, are they not earths, wh�ch revolve about the sun?
Are not the satell�tes moons, wh�ch move round Jup�ter and Saturn, and
along w�th these pr�mary planets round the sun? These analog�es and
resemblances, w�th others wh�ch I have not ment�oned, are the sole proofs
of the COPERNICAN system; and to you �t belongs to cons�der, whether
you have any analog�es of the same k�nd to support your theory.



In real�ty, CLEANTHES, cont�nued he, the modern system of astronomy
�s now so much rece�ved by all �nqu�rers, and has become so essent�al a part
even of our earl�est educat�on, that we are not commonly very scrupulous �n
exam�n�ng the reasons upon wh�ch �t �s founded. It �s now become a matter
of mere cur�os�ty to study the f�rst wr�ters on that subject, who had the full
force of prejud�ce to encounter, and were obl�ged to turn the�r arguments on
every s�de �n order to render them popular and conv�nc�ng. But �f we peruse
GALILEO's famous D�alogues concern�ng the system of the world, we shall
f�nd, that that great gen�us, one of the subl�mest that ever ex�sted, f�rst bent
all h�s endeavours to prove, that there was no foundat�on for the d�st�nct�on
commonly made between elementary and celest�al substances. The schools,
proceed�ng from the �llus�ons of sense, had carr�ed th�s d�st�nct�on very far;
and had establ�shed the latter substances to be �ngenerable, �ncorrupt�ble,
unalterable, �mpassable; and had ass�gned all the oppos�te qual�t�es to the
former. But GALILEO, beg�nn�ng w�th the moon, proved �ts s�m�lar�ty �n
every part�cular to the earth; �ts convex f�gure, �ts natural darkness when not
�llum�nated, �ts dens�ty, �ts d�st�nct�on �nto sol�d and l�qu�d, the var�at�ons of
�ts phases, the mutual �llum�nat�ons of the earth and moon, the�r mutual
ecl�pses, the �nequal�t�es of the lunar surface, &c. After many �nstances of
th�s k�nd, w�th regard to all the planets, men pla�nly saw that these bod�es
became proper objects of exper�ence; and that the s�m�lar�ty of the�r nature
enabled us to extend the same arguments and phenomena from one to the
other.

In th�s caut�ous proceed�ng of the astronomers, you may read your own
condemnat�on, CLEANTHES; or rather may see, that the subject �n wh�ch
you are engaged exceeds all human reason and �nqu�ry. Can you pretend to
show any such s�m�lar�ty between the fabr�c of a house, and the generat�on
of a un�verse? Have you ever seen nature �n any such s�tuat�on as resembles
the f�rst arrangement of the elements? Have worlds ever been formed under
your eye; and have you had le�sure to observe the whole progress of the
phenomenon, from the f�rst appearance of order to �ts f�nal consummat�on?
If you have, then c�te your exper�ence, and del�ver your theory.



PART 3

How the most absurd argument, repl�ed CLEANTHES, �n the hands of a
man of �ngenu�ty and �nvent�on, may acqu�re an a�r of probab�l�ty! Are you
not aware, PHILO, that �t became necessary for Copern�cus and h�s f�rst
d�sc�ples to prove the s�m�lar�ty of the terrestr�al and celest�al matter;
because several ph�losophers, bl�nded by old systems, and supported by
some sens�ble appearances, had den�ed th�s s�m�lar�ty? but that �t �s by no
means necessary, that The�sts should prove the s�m�lar�ty of the works of
Nature to those of Art; because th�s s�m�lar�ty �s self-ev�dent and
unden�able? The same matter, a l�ke form; what more �s requ�s�te to show
an analogy between the�r causes, and to ascerta�n the or�g�n of all th�ngs
from a d�v�ne purpose and �ntent�on? Your object�ons, I must freely tell you,
are no better than the abstruse cav�ls of those ph�losophers who den�ed
mot�on; and ought to be refuted �n the same manner, by �llustrat�ons,
examples, and �nstances, rather than by ser�ous argument and ph�losophy.

Suppose, therefore, that an art�culate vo�ce were heard �n the clouds,
much louder and more melod�ous than any wh�ch human art could ever
reach: Suppose, that th�s vo�ce were extended �n the same �nstant over all
nat�ons, and spoke to each nat�on �n �ts own language and d�alect: Suppose,
that the words del�vered not only conta�n a just sense and mean�ng, but
convey some �nstruct�on altogether worthy of a benevolent Be�ng, super�or
to mank�nd: Could you poss�bly hes�tate a moment concern�ng the cause of
th�s vo�ce? and must you not �nstantly ascr�be �t to some des�gn or purpose?
Yet I cannot see but all the same object�ons (�f they mer�t that appellat�on)
wh�ch l�e aga�nst the system of The�sm, may also be produced aga�nst th�s
�nference.

M�ght you not say, that all conclus�ons concern�ng fact were founded on
exper�ence: that when we hear an art�culate vo�ce �n the dark, and thence
�nfer a man, �t �s only the resemblance of the effects wh�ch leads us to
conclude that there �s a l�ke resemblance �n the cause: but that th�s
extraord�nary vo�ce, by �ts loudness, extent, and flex�b�l�ty to all languages,
bears so l�ttle analogy to any human vo�ce, that we have no reason to
suppose any analogy �n the�r causes: and consequently, that a rat�onal, w�se,
coherent speech proceeded, you know not whence, from some acc�dental



wh�stl�ng of the w�nds, not from any d�v�ne reason or �ntell�gence? You see
clearly your own object�ons �n these cav�ls, and I hope too you see clearly,
that they cannot poss�bly have more force �n the one case than �n the other.

But to br�ng the case st�ll nearer the present one of the un�verse, I shall
make two suppos�t�ons, wh�ch �mply not any absurd�ty or �mposs�b�l�ty.
Suppose that there �s a natural, un�versal, �nvar�able language, common to
every �nd�v�dual of human race; and that books are natural product�ons,
wh�ch perpetuate themselves �n the same manner w�th an�mals and
vegetables, by descent and propagat�on. Several express�ons of our pass�ons
conta�n a un�versal language: all brute an�mals have a natural speech,
wh�ch, however l�m�ted, �s very �ntell�g�ble to the�r own spec�es. And as
there are �nf�n�tely fewer parts and less contr�vance �n the f�nest
compos�t�on of eloquence, than �n the coarsest organ�sed body, the
propagat�on of an Il�ad or Aene�d �s an eas�er suppos�t�on than that of any
plant or an�mal.

Suppose, therefore, that you enter �nto your l�brary, thus peopled by
natural volumes, conta�n�ng the most ref�ned reason and most exqu�s�te
beauty; could you poss�bly open one of them, and doubt, that �ts or�g�nal
cause bore the strongest analogy to m�nd and �ntell�gence? When �t reasons
and d�scourses; when �t expostulates, argues, and enforces �ts v�ews and
top�cs; when �t appl�es somet�mes to the pure �ntellect, somet�mes to the
affect�ons; when �t collects, d�sposes, and adorns every cons�derat�on su�ted
to the subject; could you pers�st �n assert�ng, that all th�s, at the bottom, had
really no mean�ng; and that the f�rst format�on of th�s volume �n the lo�ns of
�ts or�g�nal parent proceeded not from thought and des�gn? Your obst�nacy, I
know, reaches not that degree of f�rmness: even your scept�cal play and
wantonness would be abashed at so glar�ng an absurd�ty.

But �f there be any d�fference, PHILO, between th�s supposed case and
the real one of the un�verse, �t �s all to the advantage of the latter. The
anatomy of an an�mal affords many stronger �nstances of des�gn than the
perusal of LIVY or TACITUS; and any object�on wh�ch you start �n the
former case, by carry�ng me back to so unusual and extraord�nary a scene as
the f�rst format�on of worlds, the same object�on has place on the
suppos�t�on of our vegetat�ng l�brary. Choose, then, your party, PHILO,



w�thout amb�gu�ty or evas�on; assert e�ther that a rat�onal volume �s no
proof of a rat�onal cause, or adm�t of a s�m�lar cause to all the works of
nature.

Let me here observe too, cont�nued CLEANTHES, that th�s rel�g�ous
argument, �nstead of be�ng weakened by that scept�c�sm so much affected
by you, rather acqu�res force from �t, and becomes more f�rm and
und�sputed. To exclude all argument or reason�ng of every k�nd, �s e�ther
affectat�on or madness. The declared profess�on of every reasonable scept�c
�s only to reject abstruse, remote, and ref�ned arguments; to adhere to
common sense and the pla�n �nst�ncts of nature; and to assent, wherever any
reasons str�ke h�m w�th so full a force that he cannot, w�thout the greatest
v�olence, prevent �t. Now the arguments for Natural Rel�g�on are pla�nly of
th�s k�nd; and noth�ng but the most perverse, obst�nate metaphys�cs can
reject them. Cons�der, anatom�se the eye; survey �ts structure and
contr�vance; and tell me, from your own feel�ng, �f the �dea of a contr�ver
does not �mmed�ately flow �n upon you w�th a force l�ke that of sensat�on.
The most obv�ous conclus�on, surely, �s �n favour of des�gn; and �t requ�res
t�me, reflect�on, and study, to summon up those fr�volous, though abstruse
object�ons, wh�ch can support Inf�del�ty. Who can behold the male and
female of each spec�es, the correspondence of the�r parts and �nst�ncts, the�r
pass�ons, and whole course of l�fe before and after generat�on, but must be
sens�ble, that the propagat�on of the spec�es �s �ntended by Nature? M�ll�ons
and m�ll�ons of such �nstances present themselves through every part of the
un�verse; and no language can convey a more �ntell�g�ble �rres�st�ble
mean�ng, than the cur�ous adjustment of f�nal causes. To what degree,
therefore, of bl�nd dogmat�sm must one have atta�ned, to reject such natural
and such conv�nc�ng arguments?

Some beaut�es �n wr�t�ng we may meet w�th, wh�ch seem contrary to
rules, and wh�ch ga�n the affect�ons, and an�mate the �mag�nat�on, �n
oppos�t�on to all the precepts of cr�t�c�sm, and to the author�ty of the
establ�shed masters of art. And �f the argument for The�sm be, as you
pretend, contrad�ctory to the pr�nc�ples of log�c; �ts un�versal, �ts �rres�st�ble
�nfluence proves clearly, that there may be arguments of a l�ke �rregular
nature. Whatever cav�ls may be urged, an orderly world, as well as a



coherent, art�culate speech, w�ll st�ll be rece�ved as an �ncontestable proof
of des�gn and �ntent�on.

It somet�mes happens, I own, that the rel�g�ous arguments have not the�r
due �nfluence on an �gnorant savage and barbar�an; not because they are
obscure and d�ff�cult, but because he never asks h�mself any quest�on w�th
regard to them. Whence ar�ses the cur�ous structure of an an�mal? From the
copulat�on of �ts parents. And these whence? From the�r parents? A few
removes set the objects at such a d�stance, that to h�m they are lost �n
darkness and confus�on; nor �s he actuated by any cur�os�ty to trace them
further. But th�s �s ne�ther dogmat�sm nor scept�c�sm, but stup�d�ty: a state
of m�nd very d�fferent from your s�ft�ng, �nqu�s�t�ve d�spos�t�on, my
�ngen�ous fr�end. You can trace causes from effects: You can compare the
most d�stant and remote objects: and your greatest errors proceed not from
barrenness of thought and �nvent�on, but from too luxur�ant a fert�l�ty,
wh�ch suppresses your natural good sense, by a profus�on of unnecessary
scruples and object�ons.

Here I could observe, HERMIPPUS, that PHILO was a l�ttle
embarrassed and confounded: But wh�le he hes�tated �n del�ver�ng an
answer, luck�ly for h�m, DEMEA broke �n upon the d�scourse, and saved
h�s countenance.

Your �nstance, CLEANTHES, sa�d he, drawn from books and language,
be�ng fam�l�ar, has, I confess, so much more force on that account: but �s
there not some danger too �n th�s very c�rcumstance; and may �t not render
us presumptuous, by mak�ng us �mag�ne we comprehend the De�ty, and
have some adequate �dea of h�s nature and attr�butes? When I read a
volume, I enter �nto the m�nd and �ntent�on of the author: I become h�m, �n a
manner, for the �nstant; and have an �mmed�ate feel�ng and concept�on of
those �deas wh�ch revolved �n h�s �mag�nat�on wh�le employed �n that
compos�t�on. But so near an approach we never surely can make to the
De�ty. H�s ways are not our ways. H�s attr�butes are perfect, but
�ncomprehens�ble. And th�s volume of nature conta�ns a great and
�nexpl�cable r�ddle, more than any �ntell�g�ble d�scourse or reason�ng.

The anc�ent PLATONISTS, you know, were the most rel�g�ous and
devout of all the Pagan ph�losophers; yet many of them, part�cularly



PLOTINUS, expressly declare, that �ntellect or understand�ng �s not to be
ascr�bed to the De�ty; and that our most perfect worsh�p of h�m cons�sts, not
�n acts of venerat�on, reverence, grat�tude, or love; but �n a certa�n
myster�ous self-ann�h�lat�on, or total ext�nct�on of all our facult�es. These
�deas are, perhaps, too far stretched; but st�ll �t must be acknowledged, that,
by represent�ng the De�ty as so �ntell�g�ble and comprehens�ble, and so
s�m�lar to a human m�nd, we are gu�lty of the grossest and most narrow
part�al�ty, and make ourselves the model of the whole un�verse.

All the sent�ments of the human m�nd, grat�tude, resentment, love,
fr�endsh�p, approbat�on, blame, p�ty, emulat�on, envy, have a pla�n reference
to the state and s�tuat�on of man, and are calculated for preserv�ng the
ex�stence and promot�ng the act�v�ty of such a be�ng �n such c�rcumstances.
It seems, therefore, unreasonable to transfer such sent�ments to a supreme
ex�stence, or to suppose h�m actuated by them; and the phenomena bes�des
of the un�verse w�ll not support us �n such a theory. All our �deas, der�ved
from the senses, are confessedly false and �llus�ve; and cannot therefore be
supposed to have place �n a supreme �ntell�gence: And as the �deas of
�nternal sent�ment, added to those of the external senses, compose the whole
furn�ture of human understand�ng, we may conclude, that none of the
mater�als of thought are �n any respect s�m�lar �n the human and �n the
d�v�ne �ntell�gence. Now, as to the manner of th�nk�ng; how can we make
any compar�son between them, or suppose them any w�se resembl�ng? Our
thought �s fluctuat�ng, uncerta�n, fleet�ng, success�ve, and compounded; and
were we to remove these c�rcumstances, we absolutely ann�h�late �ts
essence, and �t would �n such a case be an abuse of terms to apply to �t the
name of thought or reason. At least �f �t appear more p�ous and respectful
(as �t really �s) st�ll to reta�n these terms, when we ment�on the Supreme
Be�ng, we ought to acknowledge, that the�r mean�ng, �n that case, �s totally
�ncomprehens�ble; and that the �nf�rm�t�es of our nature do not perm�t us to
reach any �deas wh�ch �n the least correspond to the �neffable subl�m�ty of
the D�v�ne attr�butes.



PART 4

It seems strange to me, sa�d CLEANTHES, that you, DEMEA, who are
so s�ncere �n the cause of rel�g�on, should st�ll ma�nta�n the myster�ous,
�ncomprehens�ble nature of the De�ty, and should �ns�st so strenuously that
he has no manner of l�keness or resemblance to human creatures. The De�ty,
I can read�ly allow, possesses many powers and attr�butes of wh�ch we can
have no comprehens�on: But �f our �deas, so far as they go, be not just, and
adequate, and correspondent to h�s real nature, I know not what there �s �n
th�s subject worth �ns�st�ng on. Is the name, w�thout any mean�ng, of such
m�ghty �mportance? Or how do you myst�cs, who ma�nta�n the absolute
�ncomprehens�b�l�ty of the De�ty, d�ffer from Scept�cs or Athe�sts, who
assert, that the f�rst cause of all �s unknown and un�ntell�g�ble? The�r
temer�ty must be very great, �f, after reject�ng the product�on by a m�nd, I
mean a m�nd resembl�ng the human, (for I know of no other,) they pretend
to ass�gn, w�th certa�nty, any other spec�f�c �ntell�g�ble cause: And the�r
consc�ence must be very scrupulous �ndeed, �f they refuse to call the
un�versal unknown cause a God or De�ty; and to bestow on h�m as many
subl�me eulog�es and unmean�ng ep�thets as you shall please to requ�re of
them.

Who could �mag�ne, repl�ed DEMEA, that CLEANTHES, the calm
ph�losoph�cal CLEANTHES, would attempt to refute h�s antagon�sts by
aff�x�ng a n�ckname to them; and, l�ke the common b�gots and �nqu�s�tors of
the age, have recourse to �nvect�ve and declamat�on, �nstead of reason�ng?
Or does he not perce�ve, that these top�cs are eas�ly retorted, and that
Anthropomorph�te �s an appellat�on as �nv�d�ous, and �mpl�es as dangerous
consequences, as the ep�thet of Myst�c, w�th wh�ch he has honoured us? In
real�ty, CLEANTHES, cons�der what �t �s you assert when you represent the
De�ty as s�m�lar to a human m�nd and understand�ng. What �s the soul of
man? A compos�t�on of var�ous facult�es, pass�ons, sent�ments, �deas;
un�ted, �ndeed, �nto one self or person, but st�ll d�st�nct from each other.
When �t reasons, the �deas, wh�ch are the parts of �ts d�scourse, arrange
themselves �n a certa�n form or order; wh�ch �s not preserved ent�re for a
moment, but �mmed�ately g�ves place to another arrangement. New
op�n�ons, new pass�ons, new affect�ons, new feel�ngs ar�se, wh�ch
cont�nually d�vers�fy the mental scene, and produce �n �t the greatest var�ety



and most rap�d success�on �mag�nable. How �s th�s compat�ble w�th that
perfect �mmutab�l�ty and s�mpl�c�ty wh�ch all true The�sts ascr�be to the
De�ty? By the same act, say they, he sees past, present, and future: H�s love
and hatred, h�s mercy and just�ce, are one �nd�v�dual operat�on: He �s ent�re
�n every po�nt of space; and complete �n every �nstant of durat�on. No
success�on, no change, no acqu�s�t�on, no d�m�nut�on. What he �s �mpl�es
not �n �t any shadow of d�st�nct�on or d�vers�ty. And what he �s th�s moment
he ever has been, and ever w�ll be, w�thout any new judgement, sent�ment,
or operat�on. He stands f�xed �n one s�mple, perfect state: nor can you ever
say, w�th any propr�ety, that th�s act of h�s �s d�fferent from that other; or
that th�s judgement or �dea has been lately formed, and w�ll g�ve place, by
success�on, to any d�fferent judgement or �dea.

I can read�ly allow, sa�d CLEANTHES, that those who ma�nta�n the
perfect s�mpl�c�ty of the Supreme Be�ng, to the extent �n wh�ch you have
expla�ned �t, are complete Myst�cs, and chargeable w�th all the
consequences wh�ch I have drawn from the�r op�n�on. They are, �n a word,
Athe�sts, w�thout know�ng �t. For though �t be allowed, that the De�ty
possesses attr�butes of wh�ch we have no comprehens�on, yet ought we
never to ascr�be to h�m any attr�butes wh�ch are absolutely �ncompat�ble
w�th that �ntell�gent nature essent�al to h�m. A m�nd, whose acts and
sent�ments and �deas are not d�st�nct and success�ve; one, that �s wholly
s�mple, and totally �mmutable, �s a m�nd wh�ch has no thought, no reason,
no w�ll, no sent�ment, no love, no hatred; or, �n a word, �s no m�nd at all. It
�s an abuse of terms to g�ve �t that appellat�on; and we may as well speak of
l�m�ted extens�on w�thout f�gure, or of number w�thout compos�t�on.

Pray cons�der, sa�d PHILO, whom you are at present �nve�gh�ng aga�nst.
You are honour�ng w�th the appellat�on of Athe�st all the sound, orthodox
d�v�nes, almost, who have treated of th�s subject; and you w�ll at last be,
yourself, found, accord�ng to your reckon�ng, the only sound The�st �n the
world. But �f �dolaters be Athe�sts, as, I th�nk, may justly be asserted, and
Chr�st�an Theolog�ans the same, what becomes of the argument, so much
celebrated, der�ved from the un�versal consent of mank�nd?

But because I know you are not much swayed by names and author�t�es,
I shall endeavour to show you, a l�ttle more d�st�nctly, the �nconven�ences of



that Anthropomorph�sm, wh�ch you have embraced; and shall prove, that
there �s no ground to suppose a plan of the world to be formed �n the D�v�ne
m�nd, cons�st�ng of d�st�nct �deas, d�fferently arranged, �n the same manner
as an arch�tect forms �n h�s head the plan of a house wh�ch he �ntends to
execute.

It �s not easy, I own, to see what �s ga�ned by th�s suppos�t�on, whether
we judge of the matter by Reason or by Exper�ence. We are st�ll obl�ged to
mount h�gher, �n order to f�nd the cause of th�s cause, wh�ch you had
ass�gned as sat�sfactory and conclus�ve.

If Reason (I mean abstract reason, der�ved from �nqu�r�es a pr�or�) be not
al�ke mute w�th regard to all quest�ons concern�ng cause and effect, th�s
sentence at least �t w�ll venture to pronounce, That a mental world, or
un�verse of �deas, requ�res a cause as much, as does a mater�al world, or
un�verse of objects; and, �f s�m�lar �n �ts arrangement, must requ�re a s�m�lar
cause. For what �s there �n th�s subject, wh�ch should occas�on a d�fferent
conclus�on or �nference? In an abstract v�ew, they are ent�rely al�ke; and no
d�ff�culty attends the one suppos�t�on, wh�ch �s not common to both of
them.

Aga�n, when we w�ll needs force Exper�ence to pronounce some
sentence, even on these subjects wh�ch l�e beyond her sphere, ne�ther can
she perce�ve any mater�al d�fference �n th�s part�cular, between these two
k�nds of worlds; but f�nds them to be governed by s�m�lar pr�nc�ples, and to
depend upon an equal var�ety of causes �n the�r operat�ons. We have
spec�mens �n m�n�ature of both of them. Our own m�nd resembles the one; a
vegetable or an�mal body the other. Let exper�ence, therefore, judge from
these samples. Noth�ng seems more del�cate, w�th regard to �ts causes, than
thought; and as these causes never operate �n two persons after the same
manner, so we never f�nd two persons who th�nk exactly al�ke. Nor �ndeed
does the same person th�nk exactly al�ke at any two d�fferent per�ods of
t�me. A d�fference of age, of the d�spos�t�on of h�s body, of weather, of food,
of company, of books, of pass�ons; any of these part�culars, or others more
m�nute, are suff�c�ent to alter the cur�ous mach�nery of thought, and
commun�cate to �t very d�fferent movements and operat�ons. As far as we
can judge, vegetables and an�mal bod�es are not more del�cate �n the�r



mot�ons, nor depend upon a greater var�ety or more cur�ous adjustment of
spr�ngs and pr�nc�ples.

How, therefore, shall we sat�sfy ourselves concern�ng the cause of that
Be�ng whom you suppose the Author of Nature, or, accord�ng to your
system of Anthropomorph�sm, the �deal world, �nto wh�ch you trace the
mater�al? Have we not the same reason to trace that �deal world �nto another
�deal world, or new �ntell�gent pr�nc�ple? But �f we stop, and go no further;
why go so far? why not stop at the mater�al world? How can we sat�sfy
ourselves w�thout go�ng on �n �nf�n�tum? And, after all, what sat�sfact�on �s
there �n that �nf�n�te progress�on? Let us remember the story of the Ind�an
ph�losopher and h�s elephant. It was never more appl�cable than to the
present subject. If the mater�al world rests upon a s�m�lar �deal world, th�s
�deal world must rest upon some other; and so on, w�thout end. It were
better, therefore, never to look beyond the present mater�al world. By
suppos�ng �t to conta�n the pr�nc�ple of �ts order w�th�n �tself, we really
assert �t to be God; and the sooner we arr�ve at that D�v�ne Be�ng, so much
the better. When you go one step beyond the mundane system, you only
exc�te an �nqu�s�t�ve humour wh�ch �t �s �mposs�ble ever to sat�sfy.

To say, that the d�fferent �deas wh�ch compose the reason of the Supreme
Be�ng, fall �nto order of themselves, and by the�r own nature, �s really to
talk w�thout any prec�se mean�ng. If �t has a mean�ng, I would fa�n know,
why �t �s not as good sense to say, that the parts of the mater�al world fall
�nto order of themselves and by the�r own nature. Can the one op�n�on be
�ntell�g�ble, wh�le the other �s not so?

We have, �ndeed, exper�ence of �deas wh�ch fall �nto order of themselves,
and w�thout any known cause. But, I am sure, we have a much larger
exper�ence of matter wh�ch does the same; as, �n all �nstances of generat�on
and vegetat�on, where the accurate analys�s of the cause exceeds all human
comprehens�on. We have also exper�ence of part�cular systems of thought
and of matter wh�ch have no order; of the f�rst �n madness, of the second �n
corrupt�on. Why, then, should we th�nk, that order �s more essent�al to one
than the other? And �f �t requ�res a cause �n both, what do we ga�n by your
system, �n trac�ng the un�verse of objects �nto a s�m�lar un�verse of �deas?
The f�rst step wh�ch we make leads us on for ever. It were, therefore, w�se



�n us to l�m�t all our �nqu�r�es to the present world, w�thout look�ng further.
No sat�sfact�on can ever be atta�ned by these speculat�ons, wh�ch so far
exceed the narrow bounds of human understand�ng.



It was usual w�th the PERIPATETICS, you know, CLEANTHES, when
the cause of any phenomenon was demanded, to have recourse to the�r
facult�es or occult qual�t�es; and to say, for �nstance, that bread nour�shed by
�ts nutr�t�ve faculty, and senna purged by �ts purgat�ve. But �t has been
d�scovered, that th�s subterfuge was noth�ng but the d�sgu�se of �gnorance;
and that these ph�losophers, though less �ngenuous, really sa�d the same
th�ng w�th the scept�cs or the vulgar, who fa�rly confessed that they knew
not the cause of these phenomena. In l�ke manner, when �t �s asked, what
cause produces order �n the �deas of the Supreme Be�ng; can any other
reason be ass�gned by you, Anthropomorph�tes, than that �t �s a rat�onal
faculty, and that such �s the nature of the De�ty? But why a s�m�lar answer
w�ll not be equally sat�sfactory �n account�ng for the order of the world,
w�thout hav�ng recourse to any such �ntell�gent creator as you �ns�st on, may
be d�ff�cult to determ�ne. It �s only to say, that such �s the nature of mater�al
objects, and that they are all or�g�nally possessed of a faculty of order and
proport�on. These are only more learned and elaborate ways of confess�ng
our �gnorance; nor has the one hypothes�s any real advantage above the
other, except �n �ts greater conform�ty to vulgar prejud�ces.

You have d�splayed th�s argument w�th great emphas�s, repl�ed
CLEANTHES: You seem not sens�ble how easy �t �s to answer �t. Even �n
common l�fe, �f I ass�gn a cause for any event, �s �t any object�on, PHILO,
that I cannot ass�gn the cause of that cause, and answer every new quest�on
wh�ch may �ncessantly be started? And what ph�losophers could poss�bly
subm�t to so r�g�d a rule? ph�losophers, who confess ult�mate causes to be
totally unknown; and are sens�ble, that the most ref�ned pr�nc�ples �nto
wh�ch they trace the phenomena, are st�ll to them as �nexpl�cable as these
phenomena themselves are to the vulgar. The order and arrangement of
nature, the cur�ous adjustment of f�nal causes, the pla�n use and �ntent�on of
every part and organ; all these bespeak �n the clearest language an
�ntell�gent cause or author. The heavens and the earth jo�n �n the same
test�mony: The whole chorus of Nature ra�ses one hymn to the pra�ses of �ts
Creator. You alone, or almost alone, d�sturb th�s general harmony. You start
abstruse doubts, cav�ls, and object�ons: You ask me, what �s the cause of
th�s cause? I know not; I care not; that concerns not me. I have found a



De�ty; and here I stop my �nqu�ry. Let those go further, who are w�ser or
more enterpr�s�ng.

I pretend to be ne�ther, repl�ed PHILO: And for that very reason, I should
never perhaps have attempted to go so far; espec�ally when I am sens�ble,
that I must at last be contented to s�t down w�th the same answer, wh�ch,
w�thout further trouble, m�ght have sat�sf�ed me from the beg�nn�ng. If I am
st�ll to rema�n �n utter �gnorance of causes, and can absolutely g�ve an
expl�cat�on of noth�ng, I shall never esteem �t any advantage to shove off for
a moment a d�ff�culty, wh�ch, you acknowledge, must �mmed�ately, �n �ts
full force, recur upon me. Natural�sts �ndeed very justly expla�n part�cular
effects by more general causes, though these general causes themselves
should rema�n �n the end totally �nexpl�cable; but they never surely thought
�t sat�sfactory to expla�n a part�cular effect by a part�cular cause, wh�ch was
no more to be accounted for than the effect �tself. An �deal system, arranged
of �tself, w�thout a precedent des�gn, �s not a wh�t more expl�cable than a
mater�al one, wh�ch atta�ns �ts order �n a l�ke manner; nor �s there any more
d�ff�culty �n the latter suppos�t�on than �n the former.

PART 5

But to show you st�ll more �nconven�ences, cont�nued PHILO, �n your
Anthropomorph�sm, please to take a new survey of your pr�nc�ples. L�ke
effects prove l�ke causes. Th�s �s the exper�mental argument; and th�s, you
say too, �s the sole theolog�cal argument. Now, �t �s certa�n, that the l�ker the
effects are wh�ch are seen, and the l�ker the causes wh�ch are �nferred, the
stronger �s the argument. Every departure on e�ther s�de d�m�n�shes the
probab�l�ty, and renders the exper�ment less conclus�ve. You cannot doubt
of the pr�nc�ple; ne�ther ought you to reject �ts consequences.

All the new d�scover�es �n astronomy, wh�ch prove the �mmense
grandeur and magn�f�cence of the works of Nature, are so many add�t�onal
arguments for a De�ty, accord�ng to the true system of The�sm; but,



accord�ng to your hypothes�s of exper�mental The�sm, they become so
many object�ons, by remov�ng the effect st�ll further from all resemblance
to the effects of human art and contr�vance. For, �f LUCRETIUS[L�b. II.
1094], even follow�ng the old system of the world, could excla�m,

Qu�s regere �mmens� summam, qu�s habere profund�
Indu manu val�das pot�s est moderanter habenas?
Qu�s par�ter coelos omnes convertere? et omnes
Ign�bus aether��s terras suff�re feraces?
Omn�bus �nque loc�s esse omn� tempore praesto?

If TULLY [De. nat. Deor. L�b. I] esteemed th�s reason�ng so natural, as
to put �t �nto the mouth of h�s EPICUREAN:

"Qu�bus en�m ocul�s an�m� �ntuer� potu�t vester Plato fabr�cam �llam tant�
oper�s, qua constru� a Deo atque aed�f�car� mundum fac�t? quae mol�t�o?
quae ferramenta? qu� vectes? quae mach�nae? qu� m�n�str� tant� muner�s
fuerunt? quemadmodum autem obed�re et parere voluntat� arch�tect� aer,
�gn�s, aqua, terra potuerunt?"

If th�s argument, I say, had any force �n former ages, how much greater
must �t have at present, when the bounds of Nature are so �nf�n�tely
enlarged, and such a magn�f�cent scene �s opened to us? It �s st�ll more
unreasonable to form our �dea of so unl�m�ted a cause from our exper�ence
of the narrow product�ons of human des�gn and �nvent�on.

The d�scover�es by m�croscopes, as they open a new un�verse �n
m�n�ature, are st�ll object�ons, accord�ng to you, arguments, accord�ng to
me. The further we push our researches of th�s k�nd, we are st�ll led to �nfer
the un�versal cause of all to be vastly d�fferent from mank�nd, or from any
object of human exper�ence and observat�on.

And what say you to the d�scover�es �n anatomy, chem�stry, botany?...
These surely are no object�ons, repl�ed CLEANTHES; they only d�scover
new �nstances of art and contr�vance. It �s st�ll the �mage of m�nd reflected
on us from �nnumerable objects. Add, a m�nd l�ke the human, sa�d PHILO. I
know of no other, repl�ed CLEANTHES. And the l�ker the better, �ns�sted
PHILO. To be sure, sa�d CLEANTHES.



Now, CLEANTHES, sa�d PHILO, w�th an a�r of alacr�ty and tr�umph,
mark the consequences. F�rst, By th�s method of reason�ng, you renounce
all cla�m to �nf�n�ty �n any of the attr�butes of the De�ty. For, as the cause
ought only to be proport�oned to the effect, and the effect, so far as �t falls
under our cogn�sance, �s not �nf�n�te; what pretens�ons have we, upon your
suppos�t�ons, to ascr�be that attr�bute to the D�v�ne Be�ng? You w�ll st�ll
�ns�st, that, by remov�ng h�m so much from all s�m�lar�ty to human
creatures, we g�ve �n to the most arb�trary hypothes�s, and at the same t�me
weaken all proofs of h�s ex�stence.

Secondly, You have no reason, on your theory, for ascr�b�ng perfect�on to
the De�ty, even �n h�s f�n�te capac�ty, or for suppos�ng h�m free from every
error, m�stake, or �ncoherence, �n h�s undertak�ngs. There are many
�nexpl�cable d�ff�cult�es �n the works of Nature, wh�ch, �f we allow a perfect
author to be proved a pr�or�, are eas�ly solved, and become only seem�ng
d�ff�cult�es, from the narrow capac�ty of man, who cannot trace �nf�n�te
relat�ons. But accord�ng to your method of reason�ng, these d�ff�cult�es
become all real; and perhaps w�ll be �ns�sted on, as new �nstances of
l�keness to human art and contr�vance. At least, you must acknowledge, that
�t �s �mposs�ble for us to tell, from our l�m�ted v�ews, whether th�s system
conta�ns any great faults, or deserves any cons�derable pra�se, �f compared
to other poss�ble, and even real systems. Could a peasant, �f the Aene�d
were read to h�m, pronounce that poem to be absolutely faultless, or even
ass�gn to �t �ts proper rank among the product�ons of human w�t, he, who
had never seen any other product�on?

But were th�s world ever so perfect a product�on, �t must st�ll rema�n
uncerta�n, whether all the excellences of the work can justly be ascr�bed to
the workman. If we survey a sh�p, what an exalted �dea must we form of the
�ngenu�ty of the carpenter who framed so compl�cated, useful, and beaut�ful
a mach�ne? And what surpr�se must we feel, when we f�nd h�m a stup�d
mechan�c, who �m�tated others, and cop�ed an art, wh�ch, through a long
success�on of ages, after mult�pl�ed tr�als, m�stakes, correct�ons,
del�berat�ons, and controvers�es, had been gradually �mprov�ng? Many
worlds m�ght have been botched and bungled, throughout an etern�ty, ere
th�s system was struck out; much labour lost, many fru�tless tr�als made;
and a slow, but cont�nued �mprovement carr�ed on dur�ng �nf�n�te ages �n



the art of world-mak�ng. In such subjects, who can determ�ne, where the
truth; nay, who can conjecture where the probab�l�ty l�es, am�dst a great
number of hypotheses wh�ch may be proposed, and a st�ll greater wh�ch
may be �mag�ned?

And what shadow of an argument, cont�nued PHILO, can you produce,
from your hypothes�s, to prove the un�ty of the De�ty? A great number of
men jo�n �n bu�ld�ng a house or sh�p, �n rear�ng a c�ty, �n fram�ng a
commonwealth; why may not several de�t�es comb�ne �n contr�v�ng and
fram�ng a world? Th�s �s only so much greater s�m�lar�ty to human affa�rs.
By shar�ng the work among several, we may so much further l�m�t the
attr�butes of each, and get r�d of that extens�ve power and knowledge,
wh�ch must be supposed �n one de�ty, and wh�ch, accord�ng to you, can only
serve to weaken the proof of h�s ex�stence. And �f such fool�sh, such v�c�ous
creatures as man, can yet often un�te �n fram�ng and execut�ng one plan,
how much more those de�t�es or demons, whom we may suppose several
degrees more perfect!

To mult�ply causes w�thout necess�ty, �s �ndeed contrary to true
ph�losophy: but th�s pr�nc�ple appl�es not to the present case. Were one de�ty
antecedently proved by your theory, who were possessed of every attr�bute
requ�s�te to the product�on of the un�verse; �t would be needless, I own,
(though not absurd,) to suppose any other de�ty ex�stent. But wh�le �t �s st�ll
a quest�on, Whether all these attr�butes are un�ted �n one subject, or
d�spersed among several �ndependent be�ngs, by what phenomena �n nature
can we pretend to dec�de the controversy? Where we see a body ra�sed �n a
scale, we are sure that there �s �n the oppos�te scale, however concealed
from s�ght, some counterpo�s�ng we�ght equal to �t; but �t �s st�ll allowed to
doubt, whether that we�ght be an aggregate of several d�st�nct bod�es, or one
un�form un�ted mass. And �f the we�ght requ�s�te very much exceeds any
th�ng wh�ch we have ever seen conjo�ned �n any s�ngle body, the former
suppos�t�on becomes st�ll more probable and natural. An �ntell�gent be�ng of
such vast power and capac�ty as �s necessary to produce the un�verse, or, to
speak �n the language of anc�ent ph�losophy, so prod�g�ous an an�mal
exceeds all analogy, and even comprehens�on.



But further, CLEANTHES: men are mortal, and renew the�r spec�es by
generat�on; and th�s �s common to all l�v�ng creatures. The two great sexes
of male and female, says MILTON, an�mate the world. Why must th�s
c�rcumstance, so un�versal, so essent�al, be excluded from those numerous
and l�m�ted de�t�es? Behold, then, the theogony of anc�ent t�mes brought
back upon us.

And why not become a perfect Anthropomorph�te? Why not assert the
de�ty or de�t�es to be corporeal, and to have eyes, a nose, mouth, ears, &c.?
EPICURUS ma�nta�ned, that no man had ever seen reason but �n a human
f�gure; therefore the gods must have a human f�gure. And th�s argument,
wh�ch �s deservedly so much r�d�culed by CICERO, becomes, accord�ng to
you, sol�d and ph�losoph�cal.

In a word, CLEANTHES, a man who follows your hypothes�s �s able
perhaps to assert, or conjecture, that the un�verse, somet�me, arose from
someth�ng l�ke des�gn: but beyond that pos�t�on he cannot ascerta�n one
s�ngle c�rcumstance; and �s left afterwards to f�x every po�nt of h�s theology
by the utmost l�cense of fancy and hypothes�s. Th�s world, for aught he
knows, �s very faulty and �mperfect, compared to a super�or standard; and
was only the f�rst rude essay of some �nfant de�ty, who afterwards
abandoned �t, ashamed of h�s lame performance: �t �s the work only of some
dependent, �nfer�or de�ty; and �s the object of der�s�on to h�s super�ors: �t �s
the product�on of old age and dotage �n some superannuated de�ty; and ever
s�nce h�s death, has run on at adventures, from the f�rst �mpulse and act�ve
force wh�ch �t rece�ved from h�m. You justly g�ve s�gns of horror, DEMEA,
at these strange suppos�t�ons; but these, and a thousand more of the same
k�nd, are CLEANTHES's suppos�t�ons, not m�ne. From the moment the
attr�butes of the De�ty are supposed f�n�te, all these have place. And I
cannot, for my part, th�nk that so w�ld and unsettled a system of theology �s,
�n any respect, preferable to none at all.

These suppos�t�ons I absolutely d�sown, cr�ed CLEANTHES: they str�ke
me, however, w�th no horror, espec�ally when proposed �n that rambl�ng
way �n wh�ch they drop from you. On the contrary, they g�ve me pleasure,
when I see, that, by the utmost �ndulgence of your �mag�nat�on, you never
get r�d of the hypothes�s of des�gn �n the un�verse, but are obl�ged at every



turn to have recourse to �t. To th�s concess�on I adhere stead�ly; and th�s I
regard as a suff�c�ent foundat�on for rel�g�on.

PART 6

It must be a sl�ght fabr�c, �ndeed, sa�d DEMEA, wh�ch can be erected on
so totter�ng a foundat�on. Wh�le we are uncerta�n whether there �s one de�ty
or many; whether the de�ty or de�t�es, to whom we owe our ex�stence, be
perfect or �mperfect, subord�nate or supreme, dead or al�ve, what trust or
conf�dence can we repose �n them? What devot�on or worsh�p address to
them? What venerat�on or obed�ence pay them? To all the purposes of l�fe
the theory of rel�g�on becomes altogether useless: and even w�th regard to
speculat�ve consequences, �ts uncerta�nty, accord�ng to you, must render �t
totally precar�ous and unsat�sfactory.

To render �t st�ll more unsat�sfactory, sa�d PHILO, there occurs to me
another hypothes�s, wh�ch must acqu�re an a�r of probab�l�ty from the
method of reason�ng so much �ns�sted on by CLEANTHES. That l�ke
effects ar�se from l�ke causes: th�s pr�nc�ple he supposes the foundat�on of
all rel�g�on. But there �s another pr�nc�ple of the same k�nd, no less certa�n,
and der�ved from the same source of exper�ence; that where several known
c�rcumstances are observed to be s�m�lar, the unknown w�ll also be found
s�m�lar. Thus, �f we see the l�mbs of a human body, we conclude that �t �s
also attended w�th a human head, though h�d from us. Thus, �f we see,
through a ch�nk �n a wall, a small part of the sun, we conclude, that, were
the wall removed, we should see the whole body. In short, th�s method of
reason�ng �s so obv�ous and fam�l�ar, that no scruple can ever be made w�th
regard to �ts sol�d�ty.

Now, �f we survey the un�verse, so far as �t falls under our knowledge, �t
bears a great resemblance to an an�mal or organ�sed body, and seems
actuated w�th a l�ke pr�nc�ple of l�fe and mot�on. A cont�nual c�rculat�on of
matter �n �t produces no d�sorder: a cont�nual waste �n every part �s



�ncessantly repa�red: the closest sympathy �s perce�ved throughout the ent�re
system: and each part or member, �n perform�ng �ts proper off�ces, operates
both to �ts own preservat�on and to that of the whole. The world, therefore, I
�nfer, �s an an�mal; and the De�ty �s the SOUL of the world, actuat�ng �t, and
actuated by �t.

You have too much learn�ng, CLEANTHES, to be at all surpr�sed at th�s
op�n�on, wh�ch, you know, was ma�nta�ned by almost all the The�sts of
ant�qu�ty, and ch�efly preva�ls �n the�r d�scourses and reason�ngs. For
though, somet�mes, the anc�ent ph�losophers reason from f�nal causes, as �f
they thought the world the workmansh�p of God; yet �t appears rather the�r
favour�te not�on to cons�der �t as h�s body, whose organ�sat�on renders �t
subserv�ent to h�m. And �t must be confessed, that, as the un�verse
resembles more a human body than �t does the works of human art and
contr�vance, �f our l�m�ted analogy could ever, w�th any propr�ety, be
extended to the whole of nature, the �nference seems juster �n favour of the
anc�ent than the modern theory.

There are many other advantages, too, �n the former theory, wh�ch
recommended �t to the anc�ent theolog�ans. Noth�ng more repugnant to all
the�r not�ons, because noth�ng more repugnant to common exper�ence, than
m�nd w�thout body; a mere sp�r�tual substance, wh�ch fell not under the�r
senses nor comprehens�on, and of wh�ch they had not observed one s�ngle
�nstance throughout all nature. M�nd and body they knew, because they felt
both: an order, arrangement, organ�sat�on, or �nternal mach�nery, �n both,
they l�kew�se knew, after the same manner: and �t could not but seem
reasonable to transfer th�s exper�ence to the un�verse; and to suppose the
d�v�ne m�nd and body to be also coeval, and to have, both of them, order
and arrangement naturally �nherent �n them, and �nseparable from them.

Here, therefore, �s a new spec�es of Anthropomorph�sm, CLEANTHES,
on wh�ch you may del�berate; and a theory wh�ch seems not l�able to any
cons�derable d�ff�cult�es. You are too much super�or, surely, to systemat�cal
prejud�ces, to f�nd any more d�ff�culty �n suppos�ng an an�mal body to be,
or�g�nally, of �tself, or from unknown causes, possessed of order and
organ�sat�on, than �n suppos�ng a s�m�lar order to belong to m�nd. But the
vulgar prejud�ce, that body and m�nd ought always to accompany each



other, ought not, one should th�nk, to be ent�rely neglected; s�nce �t �s
founded on vulgar exper�ence, the only gu�de wh�ch you profess to follow
�n all these theolog�cal �nqu�r�es. And �f you assert, that our l�m�ted
exper�ence �s an unequal standard, by wh�ch to judge of the unl�m�ted extent
of nature; you ent�rely abandon your own hypothes�s, and must
thenceforward adopt our Myst�c�sm, as you call �t, and adm�t of the absolute
�ncomprehens�b�l�ty of the D�v�ne Nature.

Th�s theory, I own, repl�ed CLEANTHES, has never before occurred to
me, though a pretty natural one; and I cannot read�ly, upon so short an
exam�nat�on and reflect�on, del�ver any op�n�on w�th regard to �t. You are
very scrupulous, �ndeed, sa�d PHILO: were I to exam�ne any system of
yours, I should not have acted w�th half that caut�on and reserve, �n start�ng
object�ons and d�ff�cult�es to �t. However, �f any th�ng occur to you, you w�ll
obl�ge us by propos�ng �t.

Why then, repl�ed CLEANTHES, �t seems to me, that, though the world
does, �n many c�rcumstances, resemble an an�mal body; yet �s the analogy
also defect�ve �n many c�rcumstances the most mater�al: no organs of sense;
no seat of thought or reason; no one prec�se or�g�n of mot�on and act�on. In
short, �t seems to bear a stronger resemblance to a vegetable than to an
an�mal, and your �nference would be so far �nconclus�ve �n favour of the
soul of the world.

But, �n the next place, your theory seems to �mply the etern�ty of the
world; and that �s a pr�nc�ple, wh�ch, I th�nk, can be refuted by the strongest
reasons and probab�l�t�es. I shall suggest an argument to th�s purpose,
wh�ch, I bel�eve, has not been �ns�sted on by any wr�ter. Those, who reason
from the late or�g�n of arts and sc�ences, though the�r �nference wants not
force, may perhaps be refuted by cons�derat�ons der�ved from the nature of
human soc�ety, wh�ch �s �n cont�nual revolut�on, between �gnorance and
knowledge, l�berty and slavery, r�ches and poverty; so that �t �s �mposs�ble
for us, from our l�m�ted exper�ence, to foretell w�th assurance what events
may or may not be expected. Anc�ent learn�ng and h�story seem to have
been �n great danger of ent�rely per�sh�ng after the �nundat�on of the
barbarous nat�ons; and had these convuls�ons cont�nued a l�ttle longer, or
been a l�ttle more v�olent, we should not probably have now known what



passed �n the world a few centur�es before us. Nay, were �t not for the
superst�t�on of the Popes, who preserved a l�ttle jargon of Lat�n, �n order to
support the appearance of an anc�ent and un�versal church, that tongue must
have been utterly lost; �n wh�ch case, the Western world, be�ng totally
barbarous, would not have been �n a f�t d�spos�t�on for rece�v�ng the
GREEK language and learn�ng, wh�ch was conveyed to them after the
sack�ng of CONSTANTINOPLE. When learn�ng and books had been
ext�ngu�shed, even the mechan�cal arts would have fallen cons�derably to
decay; and �t �s eas�ly �mag�ned, that fable or trad�t�on m�ght ascr�be to them
a much later or�g�n than the true one. Th�s vulgar argument, therefore,
aga�nst the etern�ty of the world, seems a l�ttle precar�ous.

But here appears to be the foundat�on of a better argument. LUCULLUS
was the f�rst that brought cherry-trees from ASIA to EUROPE; though that
tree thr�ves so well �n many EUROPEAN cl�mates, that �t grows �n the
woods w�thout any culture. Is �t poss�ble, that throughout a whole etern�ty,
no EUROPEAN had ever passed �nto ASIA, and thought of transplant�ng so
del�c�ous a fru�t �nto h�s own country? Or �f the tree was once transplanted
and propagated, how could �t ever afterwards per�sh? Emp�res may r�se and
fall, l�berty and slavery succeed alternately, �gnorance and knowledge g�ve
place to each other; but the cherry-tree w�ll st�ll rema�n �n the woods of
GREECE, SPAIN, and ITALY, and w�ll never be affected by the revolut�ons
of human soc�ety.

It �s not two thousand years s�nce v�nes were transplanted �nto FRANCE,
though there �s no cl�mate �n the world more favourable to them. It �s not
three centur�es s�nce horses, cows, sheep, sw�ne, dogs, corn, were known �n
AMERICA. Is �t poss�ble, that dur�ng the revolut�ons of a whole etern�ty,
there never arose a COLUMBUS, who m�ght open the commun�cat�on
between EUROPE and that cont�nent? We may as well �mag�ne, that all
men would wear stock�ngs for ten thousand years, and never have the sense
to th�nk of garters to t�e them. All these seem conv�nc�ng proofs of the
youth, or rather �nfancy, of the world; as be�ng founded on the operat�on of
pr�nc�ples more constant and steady than those by wh�ch human soc�ety �s
governed and d�rected. Noth�ng less than a total convuls�on of the elements
w�ll ever destroy all the EUROPEAN an�mals and vegetables wh�ch are
now to be found �n the Western world.



And what argument have you aga�nst such convuls�ons? repl�ed PHILO.
Strong and almost �ncontestable proofs may be traced over the whole earth,
that every part of th�s globe has cont�nued for many ages ent�rely covered
w�th water. And though order were supposed �nseparable from matter, and
�nherent �n �t; yet may matter be suscept�ble of many and great revolut�ons,
through the endless per�ods of eternal durat�on. The �ncessant changes, to
wh�ch every part of �t �s subject, seem to �nt�mate some such general
transformat�ons; though, at the same t�me, �t �s observable, that all the
changes and corrupt�ons of wh�ch we have ever had exper�ence, are but
passages from one state of order to another; nor can matter ever rest �n total
deform�ty and confus�on. What we see �n the parts, we may �nfer �n the
whole; at least, that �s the method of reason�ng on wh�ch you rest your
whole theory. And were I obl�ged to defend any part�cular system of th�s
nature, wh�ch I never w�ll�ngly should do, I esteem none more plaus�ble
than that wh�ch ascr�bes an eternal �nherent pr�nc�ple of order to the world,
though attended w�th great and cont�nual revolut�ons and alterat�ons. Th�s at
once solves all d�ff�cult�es; and �f the solut�on, by be�ng so general, �s not
ent�rely complete and sat�sfactory, �t �s at least a theory that we must sooner
or later have recourse to, whatever system we embrace. How could th�ngs
have been as they are, were there not an or�g�nal �nherent pr�nc�ple of order
somewhere, �n thought or �n matter? And �t �s very �nd�fferent to wh�ch of
these we g�ve the preference. Chance has no place, on any hypothes�s,
scept�cal or rel�g�ous. Every th�ng �s surely governed by steady, �nv�olable
laws. And were the �nmost essence of th�ngs la�d open to us, we should then
d�scover a scene, of wh�ch, at present, we can have no �dea. Instead of
adm�r�ng the order of natural be�ngs, we should clearly see that �t was
absolutely �mposs�ble for them, �n the smallest art�cle, ever to adm�t of any
other d�spos�t�on.

Were any one �ncl�ned to rev�ve the anc�ent Pagan Theology, wh�ch
ma�nta�ned, as we learn from HESIOD, that th�s globe was governed by
30,000 de�t�es, who arose from the unknown powers of nature: you would
naturally object, CLEANTHES, that noth�ng �s ga�ned by th�s hypothes�s;
and that �t �s as easy to suppose all men an�mals, be�ngs more numerous, but
less perfect, to have sprung �mmed�ately from a l�ke or�g�n. Push the same
�nference a step further, and you w�ll f�nd a numerous soc�ety of de�t�es as
expl�cable as one un�versal de�ty, who possesses w�th�n h�mself the powers



and perfect�ons of the whole soc�ety. All these systems, then, of Scept�c�sm,
Polythe�sm, and The�sm, you must allow, on your pr�nc�ples, to be on a l�ke
foot�ng, and that no one of them has any advantage over the others. You
may thence learn the fallacy of your pr�nc�ples.

PART 7

But here, cont�nued PHILO, �n exam�n�ng the anc�ent system of the soul
of the world, there str�kes me, all on a sudden, a new �dea, wh�ch, �f just,
must go near to subvert all your reason�ng, and destroy even your f�rst
�nferences, on wh�ch you repose such conf�dence. If the un�verse bears a
greater l�keness to an�mal bod�es and to vegetables, than to the works of
human art, �t �s more probable that �ts cause resembles the cause of the
former than that of the latter, and �ts or�g�n ought rather to be ascr�bed to
generat�on or vegetat�on, than to reason or des�gn. Your conclus�on, even
accord�ng to your own pr�nc�ples, �s therefore lame and defect�ve.

Pray open up th�s argument a l�ttle further, sa�d DEMEA, for I do not
r�ghtly apprehend �t �n that conc�se manner �n wh�ch you have expressed �t.

Our fr�end CLEANTHES, repl�ed PHILO, as you have heard, asserts,
that s�nce no quest�on of fact can be proved otherw�se than by exper�ence,
the ex�stence of a De�ty adm�ts not of proof from any other med�um. The
world, says he, resembles the works of human contr�vance; therefore �ts
cause must also resemble that of the other. Here we may remark, that the
operat�on of one very small part of nature, to w�t man, upon another very
small part, to w�t that �nan�mate matter ly�ng w�th�n h�s reach, �s the rule by
wh�ch CLEANTHES judges of the or�g�n of the whole; and he measures
objects, so w�dely d�sproport�oned, by the same �nd�v�dual standard. But to
wa�ve all object�ons drawn from th�s top�c, I aff�rm, that there are other
parts of the un�verse (bes�des the mach�nes of human �nvent�on) wh�ch bear
st�ll a greater resemblance to the fabr�c of the world, and wh�ch, therefore,
afford a better conjecture concern�ng the un�versal or�g�n of th�s system.



These parts are an�mals and vegetables. The world pla�nly resembles more
an an�mal or a vegetable, than �t does a watch or a kn�tt�ng-loom. Its cause,
therefore, �t �s more probable, resembles the cause of the former. The cause
of the former �s generat�on or vegetat�on. The cause, therefore, of the world,
we may �nfer to be someth�ng s�m�lar or analogous to generat�on or
vegetat�on.

But how �s �t conce�vable, sa�d DEMEA, that the world can ar�se from
any th�ng s�m�lar to vegetat�on or generat�on?

Very eas�ly, repl�ed PHILO. In l�ke manner as a tree sheds �ts seed �nto
the ne�ghbour�ng f�elds, and produces other trees; so the great vegetable, the
world, or th�s planetary system, produces w�th�n �tself certa�n seeds, wh�ch,
be�ng scattered �nto the surround�ng chaos, vegetate �nto new worlds. A
comet, for �nstance, �s the seed of a world; and after �t has been fully
r�pened, by pass�ng from sun to sun, and star to star, �t �s at last tossed �nto
the unformed elements wh�ch every where surround th�s un�verse, and
�mmed�ately sprouts up �nto a new system.

Or �f, for the sake of var�ety (for I see no other advantage), we should
suppose th�s world to be an an�mal; a comet �s the egg of th�s an�mal: and �n
l�ke manner as an ostr�ch lays �ts egg �n the sand, wh�ch, w�thout any further
care, hatches the egg, and produces a new an�mal; so...

I understand you, says DEMEA: But what w�ld, arb�trary suppos�t�ons
are these! What data have you for such extraord�nary conclus�ons? And �s
the sl�ght, �mag�nary resemblance of the world to a vegetable or an an�mal
suff�c�ent to establ�sh the same �nference w�th regard to both? Objects,
wh�ch are �n general so w�dely d�fferent, ought they to be a standard for
each other?

R�ght, cr�es PHILO: Th�s �s the top�c on wh�ch I have all along �ns�sted. I
have st�ll asserted, that we have no data to establ�sh any system of
cosmogony. Our exper�ence, so �mperfect �n �tself, and so l�m�ted both �n
extent and durat�on, can afford us no probable conjecture concern�ng the
whole of th�ngs. But �f we must needs f�x on some hypothes�s; by what rule,
pray, ought we to determ�ne our cho�ce? Is there any other rule than the
greater s�m�lar�ty of the objects compared? And does not a plant or an



an�mal, wh�ch spr�ngs from vegetat�on or generat�on, bear a stronger
resemblance to the world, than does any art�f�c�al mach�ne, wh�ch ar�ses
from reason and des�gn?

But what �s th�s vegetat�on and generat�on of wh�ch you talk? sa�d
DEMEA. Can you expla�n the�r operat�ons, and anatom�se that f�ne �nternal
structure on wh�ch they depend?

As much, at least, repl�ed PHILO, as CLEANTHES can expla�n the
operat�ons of reason, or anatom�se that �nternal structure on wh�ch �t
depends. But w�thout any such elaborate d�squ�s�t�ons, when I see an
an�mal, I �nfer, that �t sprang from generat�on; and that w�th as great
certa�nty as you conclude a house to have been reared by des�gn. These
words, generat�on, reason, mark only certa�n powers and energ�es �n nature,
whose effects are known, but whose essence �s �ncomprehens�ble; and one
of these pr�nc�ples, more than the other, has no pr�v�lege for be�ng made a
standard to the whole of nature.

In real�ty, DEMEA, �t may reasonably be expected, that the larger the
v�ews are wh�ch we take of th�ngs, the better w�ll they conduct us �n our
conclus�ons concern�ng such extraord�nary and such magn�f�cent subjects.
In th�s l�ttle corner of the world alone, there are four pr�nc�ples, reason,
�nst�nct, generat�on, vegetat�on, wh�ch are s�m�lar to each other, and are the
causes of s�m�lar effects. What a number of other pr�nc�ples may we
naturally suppose �n the �mmense extent and var�ety of the un�verse, could
we travel from planet to planet, and from system to system, �n order to
exam�ne each part of th�s m�ghty fabr�c? Any one of these four pr�nc�ples
above ment�oned, (and a hundred others wh�ch l�e open to our conjecture,)
may afford us a theory by wh�ch to judge of the or�g�n of the world; and �t �s
a palpable and egreg�ous part�al�ty to conf�ne our v�ew ent�rely to that
pr�nc�ple by wh�ch our own m�nds operate. Were th�s pr�nc�ple more
�ntell�g�ble on that account, such a part�al�ty m�ght be somewhat excusable:
But reason, �n �ts �nternal fabr�c and structure, �s really as l�ttle known to us
as �nst�nct or vegetat�on; and, perhaps, even that vague, �ndeterm�nate word,
Nature, to wh�ch the vulgar refer every th�ng, �s not at the bottom more
�nexpl�cable. The effects of these pr�nc�ples are all known to us from
exper�ence; but the pr�nc�ples themselves, and the�r manner of operat�on,



are totally unknown; nor �s �t less �ntell�g�ble, or less conformable to
exper�ence, to say, that the world arose by vegetat�on, from a seed shed by
another world, than to say that �t arose from a d�v�ne reason or contr�vance,
accord�ng to the sense �n wh�ch CLEANTHES understands �t.

But meth�nks, sa�d DEMEA, �f the world had a vegetat�ve qual�ty, and
could sow the seeds of new worlds �nto the �nf�n�te chaos, th�s power would
be st�ll an add�t�onal argument for des�gn �n �ts author. For whence could
ar�se so wonderful a faculty but from des�gn? Or how can order spr�ng from
any th�ng wh�ch perce�ves not that order wh�ch �t bestows?

You need only look around you, repl�ed PHILO, to sat�sfy yourself w�th
regard to th�s quest�on. A tree bestows order and organ�sat�on on that tree
wh�ch spr�ngs from �t, w�thout know�ng the order; an an�mal �n the same
manner on �ts offspr�ng; a b�rd on �ts nest; and �nstances of th�s k�nd are
even more frequent �n the world than those of order, wh�ch ar�se from
reason and contr�vance. To say, that all th�s order �n an�mals and vegetables
proceeds ult�mately from des�gn, �s begg�ng the quest�on; nor can that great
po�nt be ascerta�ned otherw�se than by prov�ng, a pr�or�, both that order �s,
from �ts nature, �nseparably attached to thought; and that �t can never of
�tself, or from or�g�nal unknown pr�nc�ples, belong to matter.

But further, DEMEA; th�s object�on wh�ch you urge can never be made
use of by CLEANTHES, w�thout renounc�ng a defence wh�ch he has
already made aga�nst one of my object�ons. When I �nqu�red concern�ng the
cause of that supreme reason and �ntell�gence �nto wh�ch he resolves every
th�ng; he told me, that the �mposs�b�l�ty of sat�sfy�ng such �nqu�r�es could
never be adm�tted as an object�on �n any spec�es of ph�losophy. "We must
stop somewhere", says he; "nor �s �t ever w�th�n the reach of human
capac�ty to expla�n ult�mate causes, or show the last connect�ons of any
objects. It �s suff�c�ent, �f any steps, so far as we go, are supported by
exper�ence and observat�on." Now, that vegetat�on and generat�on, as well
as reason, are exper�enced to be pr�nc�ples of order �n nature, �s unden�able.
If I rest my system of cosmogony on the former, preferably to the latter, �t �s
at my cho�ce. The matter seems ent�rely arb�trary. And when CLEANTHES
asks me what �s the cause of my great vegetat�ve or generat�ve faculty, I am
equally ent�tled to ask h�m the cause of h�s great reason�ng pr�nc�ple. These



quest�ons we have agreed to forbear on both s�des; and �t �s ch�efly h�s
�nterest on the present occas�on to st�ck to th�s agreement. Judg�ng by our
l�m�ted and �mperfect exper�ence, generat�on has some pr�v�leges above
reason: for we see every day the latter ar�se from the former, never the
former from the latter.

Compare, I beseech you, the consequences on both s�des. The world, say
I, resembles an an�mal; therefore �t �s an an�mal, therefore �t arose from
generat�on. The steps, I confess, are w�de; yet there �s some small
appearance of analogy �n each step. The world, says CLEANTHES,
resembles a mach�ne; therefore �t �s a mach�ne, therefore �t arose from
des�gn. The steps are here equally w�de, and the analogy less str�k�ng. And
�f he pretends to carry on my hypothes�s a step further, and to �nfer des�gn
or reason from the great pr�nc�ple of generat�on, on wh�ch I �ns�st; I may,
w�th better author�ty, use the same freedom to push further h�s hypothes�s,
and �nfer a d�v�ne generat�on or theogony from h�s pr�nc�ple of reason. I
have at least some fa�nt shadow of exper�ence, wh�ch �s the utmost that can
ever be atta�ned �n the present subject. Reason, �n �nnumerable �nstances, �s
observed to ar�se from the pr�nc�ple of generat�on, and never to ar�se from
any other pr�nc�ple.

HESIOD, and all the anc�ent mytholog�sts, were so struck w�th th�s
analogy, that they un�versally expla�ned the or�g�n of nature from an an�mal
b�rth, and copulat�on. PLATO too, so far as he �s �ntell�g�ble, seems to have
adopted some such not�on �n h�s TIMAEUS.

The BRAHMINS assert, that the world arose from an �nf�n�te sp�der,
who spun th�s whole compl�cated mass from h�s bowels, and ann�h�lates
afterwards the whole or any part of �t, by absorb�ng �t aga�n, and resolv�ng �t
�nto h�s own essence. Here �s a spec�es of cosmogony, wh�ch appears to us
r�d�culous; because a sp�der �s a l�ttle contempt�ble an�mal, whose
operat�ons we are never l�kely to take for a model of the whole un�verse.
But st�ll here �s a new spec�es of analogy, even �n our globe. And were there
a planet wholly �nhab�ted by sp�ders, (wh�ch �s very poss�ble,) th�s �nference
would there appear as natural and �rrefragable as that wh�ch �n our planet
ascr�bes the or�g�n of all th�ngs to des�gn and �ntell�gence, as expla�ned by
CLEANTHES. Why an orderly system may not be spun from the belly as



well as from the bra�n, �t w�ll be d�ff�cult for h�m to g�ve a sat�sfactory
reason.

I must confess, PHILO, repl�ed CLEANTHES, that of all men l�v�ng, the
task wh�ch you have undertaken, of ra�s�ng doubts and object�ons, su�ts you
best, and seems, �n a manner, natural and unavo�dable to you. So great �s
your fert�l�ty of �nvent�on, that I am not ashamed to acknowledge myself
unable, on a sudden, to solve regularly such out-of-the-way d�ff�cult�es as
you �ncessantly start upon me: though I clearly see, �n general, the�r fallacy
and error. And I quest�on not, but you are yourself, at present, �n the same
case, and have not the solut�on so ready as the object�on: wh�le you must be
sens�ble, that common sense and reason are ent�rely aga�nst you; and that
such wh�ms�es as you have del�vered, may puzzle, but never can conv�nce
us.

PART 8

What you ascr�be to the fert�l�ty of my �nvent�on, repl�ed PHILO, �s
ent�rely ow�ng to the nature of the subject. In subjects adapted to the narrow
compass of human reason, there �s commonly but one determ�nat�on, wh�ch
carr�es probab�l�ty or conv�ct�on w�th �t; and to a man of sound judgement,
all other suppos�t�ons, but that one, appear ent�rely absurd and ch�mer�cal.
But �n such quest�ons as the present, a hundred contrad�ctory v�ews may
preserve a k�nd of �mperfect analogy; and �nvent�on has here full scope to
exert �tself. W�thout any great effort of thought, I bel�eve that I could, �n an
�nstant, propose other systems of cosmogony, wh�ch would have some fa�nt
appearance of truth, though �t �s a thousand, a m�ll�on to one, �f e�ther yours
or any one of m�ne be the true system.

For �nstance, what �f I should rev�ve the old EPICUREAN hypothes�s?
Th�s �s commonly, and I bel�eve justly, esteemed the most absurd system
that has yet been proposed; yet I know not whether, w�th a few alterat�ons,
�t m�ght not be brought to bear a fa�nt appearance of probab�l�ty. Instead of



suppos�ng matter �nf�n�te, as EPICURUS d�d, let us suppose �t f�n�te. A
f�n�te number of part�cles �s only suscept�ble of f�n�te transpos�t�ons: and �t
must happen, �n an eternal durat�on, that every poss�ble order or pos�t�on
must be tr�ed an �nf�n�te number of t�mes. Th�s world, therefore, w�th all �ts
events, even the most m�nute, has before been produced and destroyed, and
w�ll aga�n be produced and destroyed, w�thout any bounds and l�m�tat�ons.
No one, who has a concept�on of the powers of �nf�n�te, �n compar�son of
f�n�te, w�ll ever scruple th�s determ�nat�on.

But th�s supposes, sa�d DEMEA, that matter can acqu�re mot�on, w�thout
any voluntary agent or f�rst mover.

And where �s the d�ff�culty, repl�ed PHILO, of that suppos�t�on? Every
event, before exper�ence, �s equally d�ff�cult and �ncomprehens�ble; and
every event, after exper�ence, �s equally easy and �ntell�g�ble. Mot�on, �n
many �nstances, from grav�ty, from elast�c�ty, from electr�c�ty, beg�ns �n
matter, w�thout any known voluntary agent: and to suppose always, �n these
cases, an unknown voluntary agent, �s mere hypothes�s; and hypothes�s
attended w�th no advantages. The beg�nn�ng of mot�on �n matter �tself �s as
conce�vable a pr�or� as �ts commun�cat�on from m�nd and �ntell�gence.

Bes�des, why may not mot�on have been propagated by �mpulse through
all etern�ty, and the same stock of �t, or nearly the same, be st�ll upheld �n
the un�verse? As much �s lost by the compos�t�on of mot�on, as much �s
ga�ned by �ts resolut�on. And whatever the causes are, the fact �s certa�n,
that matter �s, and always has been, �n cont�nual ag�tat�on, as far as human
exper�ence or trad�t�on reaches. There �s not probably, at present, �n the
whole un�verse, one part�cle of matter at absolute rest.

And th�s very cons�derat�on too, cont�nued PHILO, wh�ch we have
stumbled on �n the course of the argument, suggests a new hypothes�s of
cosmogony, that �s not absolutely absurd and �mprobable. Is there a system,
an order, an economy of th�ngs, by wh�ch matter can preserve that perpetual
ag�tat�on wh�ch seems essent�al to �t, and yet ma�nta�n a constancy �n the
forms wh�ch �t produces? There certa�nly �s such an economy; for th�s �s
actually the case w�th the present world. The cont�nual mot�on of matter,
therefore, �n less than �nf�n�te transpos�t�ons, must produce th�s economy or
order; and by �ts very nature, that order, when once establ�shed, supports



�tself, for many ages, �f not to etern�ty. But wherever matter �s so po�sed,
arranged, and adjusted, as to cont�nue �n perpetual mot�on, and yet preserve
a constancy �n the forms, �ts s�tuat�on must, of necess�ty, have all the same
appearance of art and contr�vance wh�ch we observe at present. All the parts
of each form must have a relat�on to each other, and to the whole; and the
whole �tself must have a relat�on to the other parts of the un�verse; to the
element �n wh�ch the form subs�sts; to the mater�als w�th wh�ch �t repa�rs �ts
waste and decay; and to every other form wh�ch �s host�le or fr�endly. A
defect �n any of these part�culars destroys the form; and the matter of wh�ch
�t �s composed �s aga�n set loose, and �s thrown �nto �rregular mot�ons and
fermentat�ons, t�ll �t un�te �tself to some other regular form. If no such form
be prepared to rece�ve �t, and �f there be a great quant�ty of th�s corrupted
matter �n the un�verse, the un�verse �tself �s ent�rely d�sordered; whether �t
be the feeble embryo of a world �n �ts f�rst beg�nn�ngs that �s thus destroyed,
or the rotten carcass of one langu�sh�ng �n old age and �nf�rm�ty. In e�ther
case, a chaos ensues; t�ll f�n�te, though �nnumerable revolut�ons produce at
last some forms, whose parts and organs are so adjusted as to support the
forms am�dst a cont�nued success�on of matter.

Suppose (for we shall endeavour to vary the express�on), that matter
were thrown �nto any pos�t�on, by a bl�nd, ungu�ded force; �t �s ev�dent that
th�s f�rst pos�t�on must, �n all probab�l�ty, be the most confused and most
d�sorderly �mag�nable, w�thout any resemblance to those works of human
contr�vance, wh�ch, along w�th a symmetry of parts, d�scover an adjustment
of means to ends, and a tendency to self-preservat�on. If the actuat�ng force
cease after th�s operat�on, matter must rema�n for ever �n d�sorder, and
cont�nue an �mmense chaos, w�thout any proport�on or act�v�ty. But suppose
that the actuat�ng force, whatever �t be, st�ll cont�nues �n matter, th�s f�rst
pos�t�on w�ll �mmed�ately g�ve place to a second, wh�ch w�ll l�kew�se �n all
probab�l�ty be as d�sorderly as the f�rst, and so on through many success�ons
of changes and revolut�ons. No part�cular order or pos�t�on ever cont�nues a
moment unaltered. The or�g�nal force, st�ll rema�n�ng �n act�v�ty, g�ves a
perpetual restlessness to matter. Every poss�ble s�tuat�on �s produced, and
�nstantly destroyed. If a gl�mpse or dawn of order appears for a moment, �t
�s �nstantly hurr�ed away, and confounded, by that never-ceas�ng force
wh�ch actuates every part of matter.



Thus the un�verse goes on for many ages �n a cont�nued success�on of
chaos and d�sorder. But �s �t not poss�ble that �t may settle at last, so as not
to lose �ts mot�on and act�ve force (for that we have supposed �nherent �n �t),
yet so as to preserve an un�form�ty of appearance, am�dst the cont�nual
mot�on and fluctuat�on of �ts parts? Th�s we f�nd to be the case w�th the
un�verse at present. Every �nd�v�dual �s perpetually chang�ng, and every part
of every �nd�v�dual; and yet the whole rema�ns, �n appearance, the same.
May we not hope for such a pos�t�on, or rather be assured of �t, from the
eternal revolut�ons of ungu�ded matter; and may not th�s account for all the
appear�ng w�sdom and contr�vance wh�ch �s �n the un�verse? Let us
contemplate the subject a l�ttle, and we shall f�nd, that th�s adjustment, �f
atta�ned by matter of a seem�ng stab�l�ty �n the forms, w�th a real and
perpetual revolut�on or mot�on of parts, affords a plaus�ble, �f not a true
solut�on of the d�ff�culty.

It �s �n va�n, therefore, to �ns�st upon the uses of the parts �n an�mals or
vegetables, and the�r cur�ous adjustment to each other. I would fa�n know,
how an an�mal could subs�st, unless �ts parts were so adjusted? Do we not
f�nd, that �t �mmed�ately per�shes whenever th�s adjustment ceases, and that
�ts matter corrupt�ng tr�es some new form? It happens �ndeed, that the parts
of the world are so well adjusted, that some regular form �mmed�ately lays
cla�m to th�s corrupted matter: and �f �t were not so, could the world subs�st?
Must �t not d�ssolve as well as the an�mal, and pass through new pos�t�ons
and s�tuat�ons, t�ll �n great, but f�n�te success�on, �t falls at last �nto the
present or some such order?

It �s well, repl�ed CLEANTHES, you told us, that th�s hypothes�s was
suggested on a sudden, �n the course of the argument. Had you had le�sure
to exam�ne �t, you would soon have perce�ved the �nsuperable object�ons to
wh�ch �t �s exposed. No form, you say, can subs�st, unless �t possess those
powers and organs requ�s�te for �ts subs�stence: some new order or economy
must be tr�ed, and so on, w�thout �nterm�ss�on; t�ll at last some order, wh�ch
can support and ma�nta�n �tself, �s fallen upon. But accord�ng to th�s
hypothes�s, whence ar�se the many conven�ences and advantages wh�ch
men and all an�mals possess? Two eyes, two ears, are not absolutely
necessary for the subs�stence of the spec�es. Human race m�ght have been
propagated and preserved, w�thout horses, dogs, cows, sheep, and those



�nnumerable fru�ts and products wh�ch serve to our sat�sfact�on and
enjoyment. If no camels had been created for the use of man �n the sandy
deserts of AFRICA and ARABIA, would the world have been d�ssolved? If
no lodestone had been framed to g�ve that wonderful and useful d�rect�on to
the needle, would human soc�ety and the human k�nd have been
�mmed�ately ext�ngu�shed? Though the max�ms of Nature be �n general
very frugal, yet �nstances of th�s k�nd are far from be�ng rare; and any one
of them �s a suff�c�ent proof of des�gn, and of a benevolent des�gn, wh�ch
gave r�se to the order and arrangement of the un�verse.

At least, you may safely �nfer, sa�d PHILO, that the forego�ng hypothes�s
�s so far �ncomplete and �mperfect, wh�ch I shall not scruple to allow. But
can we ever reasonably expect greater success �n any attempts of th�s
nature? Or can we ever hope to erect a system of cosmogony, that w�ll be
l�able to no except�ons, and w�ll conta�n no c�rcumstance repugnant to our
l�m�ted and �mperfect exper�ence of the analogy of Nature? Your theory
�tself cannot surely pretend to any such advantage, even though you have
run �nto Anthropomorph�sm, the better to preserve a conform�ty to common
exper�ence. Let us once more put �t to tr�al. In all �nstances wh�ch we have
ever seen, �deas are cop�ed from real objects, and are ectypal, not
archetypal, to express myself �n learned terms: You reverse th�s order, and
g�ve thought the precedence. In all �nstances wh�ch we have ever seen,
thought has no �nfluence upon matter, except where that matter �s so
conjo�ned w�th �t as to have an equal rec�procal �nfluence upon �t. No
an�mal can move �mmed�ately any th�ng but the members of �ts own body;
and �ndeed, the equal�ty of act�on and react�on seems to be an un�versal law
of nature: But your theory �mpl�es a contrad�ct�on to th�s exper�ence. These
�nstances, w�th many more, wh�ch �t were easy to collect, (part�cularly the
suppos�t�on of a m�nd or system of thought that �s eternal, or, �n other
words, an an�mal �ngenerable and �mmortal); these �nstances, I say, may
teach all of us sobr�ety �n condemn�ng each other, and let us see, that as no
system of th�s k�nd ought ever to be rece�ved from a sl�ght analogy, so
ne�ther ought any to be rejected on account of a small �ncongru�ty. For that
�s an �nconven�ence from wh�ch we can justly pronounce no one to be
exempted.



All rel�g�ous systems, �t �s confessed, are subject to great and �nsuperable
d�ff�cult�es. Each d�sputant tr�umphs �n h�s turn; wh�le he carr�es on an
offens�ve war, and exposes the absurd�t�es, barbar�t�es, and pern�c�ous tenets
of h�s antagon�st. But all of them, on the whole, prepare a complete tr�umph
for the Scept�c; who tells them, that no system ought ever to be embraced
w�th regard to such subjects: For th�s pla�n reason, that no absurd�ty ought
ever to be assented to w�th regard to any subject. A total suspense of
judgement �s here our only reasonable resource. And �f every attack, as �s
commonly observed, and no defence, among Theolog�ans, �s successful;
how complete must be h�s v�ctory, who rema�ns always, w�th all mank�nd,
on the offens�ve, and has h�mself no f�xed stat�on or ab�d�ng c�ty, wh�ch he
�s ever, on any occas�on, obl�ged to defend?

PART 9

But �f so many d�ff�cult�es attend the argument a poster�or�, sa�d
DEMEA, had we not better adhere to that s�mple and subl�me argument a
pr�or�, wh�ch, by offer�ng to us �nfall�ble demonstrat�on, cuts off at once all
doubt and d�ff�culty? By th�s argument, too, we may prove the �nf�n�ty of
the D�v�ne attr�butes, wh�ch, I am afra�d, can never be ascerta�ned w�th
certa�nty from any other top�c. For how can an effect, wh�ch e�ther �s f�n�te,
or, for aught we know, may be so; how can such an effect, I say, prove an
�nf�n�te cause? The un�ty too of the D�v�ne Nature, �t �s very d�ff�cult, �f not
absolutely �mposs�ble, to deduce merely from contemplat�ng the works of
nature; nor w�ll the un�form�ty alone of the plan, even were �t allowed, g�ve
us any assurance of that attr�bute. Whereas the argument a pr�or� ...

You seem to reason, DEMEA, �nterposed CLEANTHES, as �f those
advantages and conven�ences �n the abstract argument were full proofs of
�ts sol�d�ty. But �t �s f�rst proper, �n my op�n�on, to determ�ne what argument
of th�s nature you choose to �ns�st on; and we shall afterwards, from �tself,
better than from �ts useful consequences, endeavour to determ�ne what
value we ought to put upon �t.



The argument, repl�ed DEMEA, wh�ch I would �ns�st on, �s the common
one. Whatever ex�sts must have a cause or reason of �ts ex�stence; �t be�ng
absolutely �mposs�ble for any th�ng to produce �tself, or be the cause of �ts
own ex�stence. In mount�ng up, therefore, from effects to causes, we must
e�ther go on �n trac�ng an �nf�n�te success�on, w�thout any ult�mate cause at
all; or must at last have recourse to some ult�mate cause, that �s necessar�ly
ex�stent: Now, that the f�rst suppos�t�on �s absurd, may be thus proved. In
the �nf�n�te cha�n or success�on of causes and effects, each s�ngle effect �s
determ�ned to ex�st by the power and eff�cacy of that cause wh�ch
�mmed�ately preceded; but the whole eternal cha�n or success�on, taken
together, �s not determ�ned or caused by any th�ng; and yet �t �s ev�dent that
�t requ�res a cause or reason, as much as any part�cular object wh�ch beg�ns
to ex�st �n t�me. The quest�on �s st�ll reasonable, why th�s part�cular
success�on of causes ex�sted from etern�ty, and not any other success�on, or
no success�on at all. If there be no necessar�ly ex�stent be�ng, any
suppos�t�on wh�ch can be formed �s equally poss�ble; nor �s there any more
absurd�ty �n Noth�ng's hav�ng ex�sted from etern�ty, than there �s �n that
success�on of causes wh�ch const�tutes the un�verse. What was �t, then,
wh�ch determ�ned Someth�ng to ex�st rather than Noth�ng, and bestowed
be�ng on a part�cular poss�b�l�ty, exclus�ve of the rest? External causes,
there are supposed to be none. Chance �s a word w�thout a mean�ng. Was �t
Noth�ng? But that can never produce any th�ng. We must, therefore, have
recourse to a necessar�ly ex�stent Be�ng, who carr�es the REASON of h�s
ex�stence �n h�mself, and who cannot be supposed not to ex�st, w�thout an
express contrad�ct�on. There �s, consequently, such a Be�ng; that �s, there �s
a De�ty.

I shall not leave �t to PHILO, sa�d CLEANTHES, though I know that the
start�ng object�ons �s h�s ch�ef del�ght, to po�nt out the weakness of th�s
metaphys�cal reason�ng. It seems to me so obv�ously �ll-grounded, and at
the same t�me of so l�ttle consequence to the cause of true p�ety and
rel�g�on, that I shall myself venture to show the fallacy of �t.

I shall beg�n w�th observ�ng, that there �s an ev�dent absurd�ty �n
pretend�ng to demonstrate a matter of fact, or to prove �t by any arguments a
pr�or�. Noth�ng �s demonstrable, unless the contrary �mpl�es a contrad�ct�on.
Noth�ng, that �s d�st�nctly conce�vable, �mpl�es a contrad�ct�on. Whatever



we conce�ve as ex�stent, we can also conce�ve as non-ex�stent. There �s no
be�ng, therefore, whose non-ex�stence �mpl�es a contrad�ct�on.
Consequently there �s no be�ng, whose ex�stence �s demonstrable. I propose
th�s argument as ent�rely dec�s�ve, and am w�ll�ng to rest the whole
controversy upon �t.

It �s pretended that the De�ty �s a necessar�ly ex�stent be�ng; and th�s
necess�ty of h�s ex�stence �s attempted to be expla�ned by assert�ng, that �f
we knew h�s whole essence or nature, we should perce�ve �t to be as
�mposs�ble for h�m not to ex�st, as for tw�ce two not to be four. But �t �s
ev�dent that th�s can never happen, wh�le our facult�es rema�n the same as at
present. It w�ll st�ll be poss�ble for us, at any t�me, to conce�ve the non-
ex�stence of what we formerly conce�ved to ex�st; nor can the m�nd ever l�e
under a necess�ty of suppos�ng any object to rema�n always �n be�ng; �n the
same manner as we l�e under a necess�ty of always conce�v�ng tw�ce two to
be four. The words, therefore, necessary ex�stence, have no mean�ng; or,
wh�ch �s the same th�ng, none that �s cons�stent.

But further, why may not the mater�al un�verse be the necessar�ly
ex�stent Be�ng, accord�ng to th�s pretended expl�cat�on of necess�ty? We
dare not aff�rm that we know all the qual�t�es of matter; and for aught we
can determ�ne, �t may conta�n some qual�t�es, wh�ch, were they known,
would make �ts non-ex�stence appear as great a contrad�ct�on as that tw�ce
two �s f�ve. I f�nd only one argument employed to prove, that the mater�al
world �s not the necessar�ly ex�stent Be�ng: and th�s argument �s der�ved
from the cont�ngency both of the matter and the form of the world. "Any
part�cle of matter," �t �s sa�d[]Dr. Clarke, "may be conce�ved to be
ann�h�lated; and any form may be conce�ved to be altered. Such an
ann�h�lat�on or alterat�on, therefore, �s not �mposs�ble." But �t seems a great
part�al�ty not to perce�ve, that the same argument extends equally to the
De�ty, so far as we have any concept�on of h�m; and that the m�nd can at
least �mag�ne h�m to be non-ex�stent, or h�s attr�butes to be altered. It must
be some unknown, �nconce�vable qual�t�es, wh�ch can make h�s non-
ex�stence appear �mposs�ble, or h�s attr�butes unalterable: And no reason
can be ass�gned, why these qual�t�es may not belong to matter. As they are
altogether unknown and �nconce�vable, they can never be proved
�ncompat�ble w�th �t.



Add to th�s, that �n trac�ng an eternal success�on of objects, �t seems
absurd to �nqu�re for a general cause or f�rst author. How can any th�ng, that
ex�sts from etern�ty, have a cause, s�nce that relat�on �mpl�es a pr�or�ty �n
t�me, and a beg�nn�ng of ex�stence?

In such a cha�n, too, or success�on of objects, each part �s caused by that
wh�ch preceded �t, and causes that wh�ch succeeds �t. Where then �s the
d�ff�culty? But the whole, you say, wants a cause. I answer, that the un�t�ng
of these parts �nto a whole, l�ke the un�t�ng of several d�st�nct countr�es �nto
one k�ngdom, or several d�st�nct members �nto one body, �s performed
merely by an arb�trary act of the m�nd, and has no �nfluence on the nature of
th�ngs. D�d I show you the part�cular causes of each �nd�v�dual �n a
collect�on of twenty part�cles of matter, I should th�nk �t very unreasonable,
should you afterwards ask me, what was the cause of the whole twenty.
Th�s �s suff�c�ently expla�ned �n expla�n�ng the cause of the parts.

Though the reason�ngs wh�ch you have urged, CLEANTHES, may well
excuse me, sa�d PHILO, from start�ng any further d�ff�cult�es, yet I cannot
forbear �ns�st�ng st�ll upon another top�c. It �s observed by ar�thmet�c�ans,
that the products of 9, compose always e�ther 9, or some lesser product of 9,
�f you add together all the characters of wh�ch any of the former products �s
composed. Thus, of 18, 27, 36, wh�ch are products of 9, you make 9 by
add�ng 1 to 8, 2 to 7, 3 to 6. Thus, 369 �s a product also of 9; and �f you add
3, 6, and 9, you make 18, a lesser product of 9. To a superf�c�al observer, so
wonderful a regular�ty may be adm�red as the effect e�ther of chance or
des�gn: but a sk�lful algebra�st �mmed�ately concludes �t to be the work of
necess�ty, and demonstrates, that �t must for ever result from the nature of
these numbers. Is �t not probable, I ask, that the whole economy of the
un�verse �s conducted by a l�ke necess�ty, though no human algebra can
furn�sh a key wh�ch solves the d�ff�culty? And �nstead of adm�r�ng the order
of natural be�ngs, may �t not happen, that, could we penetrate �nto the
�nt�mate nature of bod�es, we should clearly see why �t was absolutely
�mposs�ble they could ever adm�t of any other d�spos�t�on? So dangerous �s
�t to �ntroduce th�s �dea of necess�ty �nto the present quest�on! and so
naturally does �t afford an �nference d�rectly oppos�te to the rel�g�ous
hypothes�s!



But dropp�ng all these abstract�ons, cont�nued PHILO, and conf�n�ng
ourselves to more fam�l�ar top�cs, I shall venture to add an observat�on, that
the argument a pr�or� has seldom been found very conv�nc�ng, except to
people of a metaphys�cal head, who have accustomed themselves to abstract
reason�ng, and who, f�nd�ng from mathemat�cs, that the understand�ng
frequently leads to truth through obscur�ty, and, contrary to f�rst
appearances, have transferred the same hab�t of th�nk�ng to subjects where
�t ought not to have place. Other people, even of good sense and the best
�ncl�ned to rel�g�on, feel always some def�c�ency �n such arguments, though
they are not perhaps able to expla�n d�st�nctly where �t l�es; a certa�n proof
that men ever d�d, and ever w�ll der�ve the�r rel�g�on from other sources
than from th�s spec�es of reason�ng.

PART 10

It �s my op�n�on, I own, repl�ed DEMEA, that each man feels, �n a
manner, the truth of rel�g�on w�th�n h�s own breast, and, from a
consc�ousness of h�s �mbec�l�ty and m�sery, rather than from any reason�ng,
�s led to seek protect�on from that Be�ng, on whom he and all nature �s
dependent. So anx�ous or so ted�ous are even the best scenes of l�fe, that
futur�ty �s st�ll the object of all our hopes and fears. We �ncessantly look
forward, and endeavour, by prayers, adorat�on, and sacr�f�ce, to appease
those unknown powers, whom we f�nd, by exper�ence, so able to affl�ct and
oppress us. Wretched creatures that we are! what resource for us am�dst the
�nnumerable �lls of l�fe, d�d not rel�g�on suggest some methods of
atonement, and appease those terrors w�th wh�ch we are �ncessantly ag�tated
and tormented?

I am �ndeed persuaded, sa�d PHILO, that the best, and �ndeed the only
method of br�ng�ng every one to a due sense of rel�g�on, �s by just
representat�ons of the m�sery and w�ckedness of men. And for that purpose
a talent of eloquence and strong �magery �s more requ�s�te than that of
reason�ng and argument. For �s �t necessary to prove what every one feels



w�th�n h�mself? It �s only necessary to make us feel �t, �f poss�ble, more
�nt�mately and sens�bly.

The people, �ndeed, repl�ed DEMEA, are suff�c�ently conv�nced of th�s
great and melancholy truth. The m�ser�es of l�fe; the unhapp�ness of man;
the general corrupt�ons of our nature; the unsat�sfactory enjoyment of
pleasures, r�ches, honours; these phrases have become almost proverb�al �n
all languages. And who can doubt of what all men declare from the�r own
�mmed�ate feel�ng and exper�ence?

In th�s po�nt, sa�d PHILO, the learned are perfectly agreed w�th the
vulgar; and �n all letters, sacred and profane, the top�c of human m�sery has
been �ns�sted on w�th the most pathet�c eloquence that sorrow and
melancholy could �nsp�re. The poets, who speak from sent�ment, w�thout a
system, and whose test�mony has therefore the more author�ty, abound �n
�mages of th�s nature. From Homer down to Dr. Young, the whole �nsp�red
tr�be have ever been sens�ble, that no other representat�on of th�ngs would
su�t the feel�ng and observat�on of each �nd�v�dual.

As to author�t�es, repl�ed DEMEA, you need not seek them. Look round
th�s l�brary of CLEANTHES. I shall venture to aff�rm, that, except authors
of part�cular sc�ences, such as chem�stry or botany, who have no occas�on to
treat of human l�fe, there �s scarce one of those �nnumerable wr�ters, from
whom the sense of human m�sery has not, �n some passage or other,
extorted a compla�nt and confess�on of �t. At least, the chance �s ent�rely on
that s�de; and no one author has ever, so far as I can recollect, been so
extravagant as to deny �t.

There you must excuse me, sa�d PHILO: LEIBNIZ has den�ed �t; and �s
perhaps the f�rst [That sent�ment had been ma�nta�ned by Dr. K�ng and
some few others before Le�bn�z; though by none of so great a fame as that
German ph�losopher] who ventured upon so bold and paradox�cal an
op�n�on; at least, the f�rst who made �t essent�al to h�s ph�losoph�cal system.

And by be�ng the f�rst, repl�ed DEMEA, m�ght he not have been sens�ble
of h�s error? For �s th�s a subject �n wh�ch ph�losophers can propose to make
d�scover�es espec�ally �n so late an age? And can any man hope by a s�mple



den�al (for the subject scarcely adm�ts of reason�ng), to bear down the
un�ted test�mony of mank�nd, founded on sense and consc�ousness?

And why should man, added he, pretend to an exempt�on from the lot of
all other an�mals? The whole earth, bel�eve me, PHILO, �s cursed and
polluted. A perpetual war �s k�ndled amongst all l�v�ng creatures. Necess�ty,
hunger, want, st�mulate the strong and courageous: Fear, anx�ety, terror,
ag�tate the weak and �nf�rm. The f�rst entrance �nto l�fe g�ves angu�sh to the
new-born �nfant and to �ts wretched parent: Weakness, �mpotence, d�stress,
attend each stage of that l�fe: and �t �s at last f�n�shed �n agony and horror.

Observe too, says PHILO, the cur�ous art�f�ces of Nature, �n order to
emb�tter the l�fe of every l�v�ng be�ng. The stronger prey upon the weaker,
and keep them �n perpetual terror and anx�ety. The weaker too, �n the�r turn,
often prey upon the stronger, and vex and molest them w�thout relaxat�on.
Cons�der that �nnumerable race of �nsects, wh�ch e�ther are bred on the body
of each an�mal, or, fly�ng about, �nf�x the�r st�ngs �n h�m. These �nsects have
others st�ll less than themselves, wh�ch torment them. And thus on each
hand, before and beh�nd, above and below, every an�mal �s surrounded w�th
enem�es, wh�ch �ncessantly seek h�s m�sery and destruct�on.

Man alone, sa�d DEMEA, seems to be, �n part, an except�on to th�s rule.
For by comb�nat�on �n soc�ety, he can eas�ly master l�ons, t�gers, and bears,
whose greater strength and ag�l�ty naturally enable them to prey upon h�m.

On the contrary, �t �s here ch�efly, cr�ed PHILO, that the un�form and
equal max�ms of Nature are most apparent. Man, �t �s true, can, by
comb�nat�on, surmount all h�s real enem�es, and become master of the
whole an�mal creat�on: but does he not �mmed�ately ra�se up to h�mself
�mag�nary enem�es, the demons of h�s fancy, who haunt h�m w�th
superst�t�ous terrors, and blast every enjoyment of l�fe? H�s pleasure, as he
�mag�nes, becomes, �n the�r eyes, a cr�me: h�s food and repose g�ve them
umbrage and offence: h�s very sleep and dreams furn�sh new mater�als to
anx�ous fear: and even death, h�s refuge from every other �ll, presents only
the dread of endless and �nnumerable woes. Nor does the wolf molest more
the t�m�d flock, than superst�t�on does the anx�ous breast of wretched
mortals.



Bes�des, cons�der, DEMEA: Th�s very soc�ety, by wh�ch we surmount
those w�ld beasts, our natural enem�es; what new enem�es does �t not ra�se
to us? What woe and m�sery does �t not occas�on? Man �s the greatest
enemy of man. Oppress�on, �njust�ce, contempt, contumely, v�olence,
sed�t�on, war, calumny, treachery, fraud; by these they mutually torment
each other; and they would soon d�ssolve that soc�ety wh�ch they had
formed, were �t not for the dread of st�ll greater �lls, wh�ch must attend the�r
separat�on.

But though these external �nsults, sa�d DEMEA, from an�mals, from
men, from all the elements, wh�ch assault us, form a fr�ghtful catalogue of
woes, they are noth�ng �n compar�son of those wh�ch ar�se w�th�n ourselves,
from the d�stempered cond�t�on of our m�nd and body. How many l�e under
the l�nger�ng torment of d�seases? Hear the pathet�c enumerat�on of the
great poet.

Intest�ne stone and ulcer, col�c-pangs,
Demon�ac frenzy, mop�ng melancholy,
And moon-struck madness, p�n�ng atrophy,
Marasmus, and w�de-wast�ng pest�lence.
D�re was the toss�ng, deep the groans: despa�r
Tended the s�ck, bus�est from couch to couch.
And over them tr�umphant death h�s dart
Shook: but delay'd to str�ke, though oft �nvok'd
W�th vows, as the�r ch�ef good and f�nal hope.

The d�sorders of the m�nd, cont�nued DEMEA, though more secret, are
not perhaps less d�smal and vexat�ous. Remorse, shame, angu�sh, rage,
d�sappo�ntment, anx�ety, fear, deject�on, despa�r; who has ever passed
through l�fe w�thout cruel �nroads from these tormentors? How many have
scarcely ever felt any better sensat�ons? Labour and poverty, so abhorred by
every one, are the certa�n lot of the far greater number; and those few
pr�v�leged persons, who enjoy ease and opulence, never reach contentment
or true fel�c�ty. All the goods of l�fe un�ted would not make a very happy
man; but all the �lls un�ted would make a wretch �ndeed; and any one of



them almost (and who can be free from every one?) nay often the absence
of one good (and who can possess all?) �s suff�c�ent to render l�fe �nel�g�ble.

Were a stranger to drop on a sudden �nto th�s world, I would show h�m,
as a spec�men of �ts �lls, a hosp�tal full of d�seases, a pr�son crowded w�th
malefactors and debtors, a f�eld of battle strewed w�th carcasses, a fleet
founder�ng �n the ocean, a nat�on langu�sh�ng under tyranny, fam�ne, or
pest�lence. To turn the gay s�de of l�fe to h�m, and g�ve h�m a not�on of �ts
pleasures; wh�ther should I conduct h�m? to a ball, to an opera, to court? He
m�ght justly th�nk, that I was only show�ng h�m a d�vers�ty of d�stress and
sorrow.

There �s no evad�ng such str�k�ng �nstances, sa�d PHILO, but by
apolog�es, wh�ch st�ll further aggravate the charge. Why have all men, I ask,
�n all ages, compla�ned �ncessantly of the m�ser�es of l�fe?... They have no
just reason, says one: these compla�nts proceed only from the�r
d�scontented, rep�n�ng, anx�ous d�spos�t�on...And can there poss�bly, I reply,
be a more certa�n foundat�on of m�sery, than such a wretched temper?

But �f they were really as unhappy as they pretend, says my antagon�st,
why do they rema�n �n l�fe?...

Not sat�sf�ed w�th l�fe, afra�d of death.

Th�s �s the secret cha�n, say I, that holds us. We are terr�f�ed, not br�bed
to the cont�nuance of our ex�stence.

It �s only a false del�cacy, he may �ns�st, wh�ch a few ref�ned sp�r�ts
�ndulge, and wh�ch has spread these compla�nts among the whole race of
mank�nd. . . . And what �s th�s del�cacy, I ask, wh�ch you blame? Is �t any
th�ng but a greater sens�b�l�ty to all the pleasures and pa�ns of l�fe? and �f
the man of a del�cate, ref�ned temper, by be�ng so much more al�ve than the
rest of the world, �s only so much more unhappy, what judgement must we
form �n general of human l�fe?

Let men rema�n at rest, says our adversary, and they w�ll be easy. They
are w�ll�ng art�f�cers of the�r own m�sery. . . . No! reply I: an anx�ous



languor follows the�r repose; d�sappo�ntment, vexat�on, trouble, the�r
act�v�ty and amb�t�on.

I can observe someth�ng l�ke what you ment�on �n some others, repl�ed
CLEANTHES: but I confess I feel l�ttle or noth�ng of �t �n myself, and hope
that �t �s not so common as you represent �t.

If you feel not human m�sery yourself, cr�ed DEMEA, I congratulate you
on so happy a s�ngular�ty. Others, seem�ngly the most prosperous, have not
been ashamed to vent the�r compla�nts �n the most melancholy stra�ns. Let
us attend to the great, the fortunate emperor, CHARLES V, when, t�red w�th
human grandeur, he res�gned all h�s extens�ve dom�n�ons �nto the hands of
h�s son. In the last harangue wh�ch he made on that memorable occas�on, he
publ�cly avowed, that the greatest prosper�t�es wh�ch he had ever enjoyed,
had been m�xed w�th so many advers�t�es, that he m�ght truly say he had
never enjoyed any sat�sfact�on or contentment. But d�d the ret�red l�fe, �n
wh�ch he sought for shelter, afford h�m any greater happ�ness? If we may
cred�t h�s son's account, h�s repentance commenced the very day of h�s
res�gnat�on.

CICERO's fortune, from small beg�nn�ngs, rose to the greatest lustre and
renown; yet what pathet�c compla�nts of the �lls of l�fe do h�s fam�l�ar
letters, as well as ph�losoph�cal d�scourses, conta�n? And su�tably to h�s
own exper�ence, he �ntroduces CATO, the great, the fortunate CATO,
protest�ng �n h�s old age, that had he a new l�fe �n h�s offer, he would reject
the present.

Ask yourself, ask any of your acqua�ntance, whether they would l�ve
over aga�n the last ten or twenty years of the�r l�fe. No! but the next twenty,
they say, w�ll be better:

And from the dregs of l�fe, hope to rece�ve
What the f�rst spr�ghtly runn�ng could not g�ve.



Thus at last they f�nd (such �s the greatness of human m�sery, �t
reconc�les even contrad�ct�ons), that they compla�n at once of the shortness
of l�fe, and of �ts van�ty and sorrow.

And �s �t poss�ble, CLEANTHES, sa�d PHILO, that after all these
reflect�ons, and �nf�n�tely more, wh�ch m�ght be suggested, you can st�ll
persevere �n your Anthropomorph�sm, and assert the moral attr�butes of the
De�ty, h�s just�ce, benevolence, mercy, and rect�tude, to be of the same
nature w�th these v�rtues �n human creatures? H�s power we allow �s
�nf�n�te: whatever he w�lls �s executed: but ne�ther man nor any other
an�mal �s happy: therefore he does not w�ll the�r happ�ness. H�s w�sdom �s
�nf�n�te: He �s never m�staken �n choos�ng the means to any end: But the
course of Nature tends not to human or an�mal fel�c�ty: therefore �t �s not
establ�shed for that purpose. Through the whole compass of human
knowledge, there are no �nferences more certa�n and �nfall�ble than these. In
what respect, then, do h�s benevolence and mercy resemble the benevolence
and mercy of men?

EPICURUS's old quest�ons are yet unanswered. Is he w�ll�ng to prevent
ev�l, but not able? then �s he �mpotent. Is he able, but not w�ll�ng? then �s he
malevolent. Is he both able and w�ll�ng? whence then �s ev�l?

You ascr�be, CLEANTHES (and I bel�eve justly), a purpose and
�ntent�on to Nature. But what, I beseech you, �s the object of that cur�ous
art�f�ce and mach�nery, wh�ch she has d�splayed �n all an�mals? The
preservat�on alone of �nd�v�duals, and propagat�on of the spec�es. It seems
enough for her purpose, �f such a rank be barely upheld �n the un�verse,
w�thout any care or concern for the happ�ness of the members that compose
�t. No resource for th�s purpose: no mach�nery, �n order merely to g�ve
pleasure or ease: no fund of pure joy and contentment: no �ndulgence,
w�thout some want or necess�ty accompany�ng �t. At least, the few
phenomena of th�s nature are overbalanced by oppos�te phenomena of st�ll
greater �mportance.

Our sense of mus�c, harmony, and �ndeed beauty of all k�nds, g�ves
sat�sfact�on, w�thout be�ng absolutely necessary to the preservat�on and
propagat�on of the spec�es. But what rack�ng pa�ns, on the other hand, ar�se
from gouts, gravels, megr�ms, toothaches, rheumat�sms, where the �njury to



the an�mal mach�nery �s e�ther small or �ncurable? M�rth, laughter, play,
frol�c, seem gratu�tous sat�sfact�ons, wh�ch have no further tendency:
spleen, melancholy, d�scontent, superst�t�on, are pa�ns of the same nature.
How then does the D�v�ne benevolence d�splay �tself, �n the sense of you
Anthropomorph�tes? None but we Myst�cs, as you were pleased to call us,
can account for th�s strange m�xture of phenomena, by der�v�ng �t from
attr�butes, �nf�n�tely perfect, but �ncomprehens�ble.

And have you at last, sa�d CLEANTHES sm�l�ng, betrayed your
�ntent�ons, PHILO? Your long agreement w�th DEMEA d�d �ndeed a l�ttle
surpr�se me; but I f�nd you were all the wh�le erect�ng a concealed battery
aga�nst me. And I must confess, that you have now fallen upon a subject
worthy of your noble sp�r�t of oppos�t�on and controversy. If you can make
out the present po�nt, and prove mank�nd to be unhappy or corrupted, there
�s an end at once of all rel�g�on. For to what purpose establ�sh the natural
attr�butes of the De�ty, wh�le the moral are st�ll doubtful and uncerta�n?

You take umbrage very eas�ly, repl�ed DEMEA, at op�n�ons the most
�nnocent, and the most generally rece�ved, even amongst the rel�g�ous and
devout themselves: and noth�ng can be more surpr�s�ng than to f�nd a top�c
l�ke th�s, concern�ng the w�ckedness and m�sery of man, charged w�th no
less than Athe�sm and profaneness. Have not all p�ous d�v�nes and
preachers, who have �ndulged the�r rhetor�c on so fert�le a subject; have
they not eas�ly, I say, g�ven a solut�on of any d�ff�cult�es wh�ch may attend
�t? Th�s world �s but a po�nt �n compar�son of the un�verse; th�s l�fe but a
moment �n compar�son of etern�ty. The present ev�l phenomena, therefore,
are rect�f�ed �n other reg�ons, and �n some future per�od of ex�stence. And
the eyes of men, be�ng then opened to larger v�ews of th�ngs, see the whole
connect�on of general laws; and trace w�th adorat�on, the benevolence and
rect�tude of the De�ty, through all the mazes and �ntr�cac�es of h�s
prov�dence.

No! repl�ed CLEANTHES, No! These arb�trary suppos�t�ons can never
be adm�tted, contrary to matter of fact, v�s�ble and uncontroverted. Whence
can any cause be known but from �ts known effects? Whence can any
hypothes�s be proved but from the apparent phenomena? To establ�sh one
hypothes�s upon another, �s bu�ld�ng ent�rely �n the a�r; and the utmost we



ever atta�n, by these conjectures and f�ct�ons, �s to ascerta�n the bare
poss�b�l�ty of our op�n�on; but never can we, upon such terms, establ�sh �ts
real�ty.



The only method of support�ng D�v�ne benevolence, and �t �s what I
w�ll�ngly embrace, �s to deny absolutely the m�sery and w�ckedness of man.
Your representat�ons are exaggerated; your melancholy v�ews mostly
f�ct�t�ous; your �nferences contrary to fact and exper�ence. Health �s more
common than s�ckness; pleasure than pa�n; happ�ness than m�sery. And for
one vexat�on wh�ch we meet w�th, we atta�n, upon computat�on, a hundred
enjoyments.

Adm�tt�ng your pos�t�on, repl�ed PHILO, wh�ch yet �s extremely
doubtful, you must at the same t�me allow, that �f pa�n be less frequent than
pleasure, �t �s �nf�n�tely more v�olent and durable. One hour of �t �s often
able to outwe�gh a day, a week, a month of our common �ns�p�d
enjoyments; and how many days, weeks, and months, are passed by several
�n the most acute torments? Pleasure, scarcely �n one �nstance, �s ever able
to reach ecstasy and rapture; and �n no one �nstance can �t cont�nue for any
t�me at �ts h�ghest p�tch and alt�tude. The sp�r�ts evaporate, the nerves relax,
the fabr�c �s d�sordered, and the enjoyment qu�ckly degenerates �nto fat�gue
and uneas�ness. But pa�n often, good God, how often! r�ses to torture and
agony; and the longer �t cont�nues, �t becomes st�ll more genu�ne agony and
torture. Pat�ence �s exhausted, courage langu�shes, melancholy se�zes us,
and noth�ng term�nates our m�sery but the removal of �ts cause, or another
event, wh�ch �s the sole cure of all ev�l, but wh�ch, from our natural folly,
we regard w�th st�ll greater horror and consternat�on.

But not to �ns�st upon these top�cs, cont�nued PHILO, though most
obv�ous, certa�n, and �mportant; I must use the freedom to admon�sh you,
CLEANTHES, that you have put the controversy upon a most dangerous
�ssue, and are unawares �ntroduc�ng a total scept�c�sm �nto the most
essent�al art�cles of natural and revealed theology. What! no method of
f�x�ng a just foundat�on for rel�g�on, unless we allow the happ�ness of
human l�fe, and ma�nta�n a cont�nued ex�stence even �n th�s world, w�th all
our present pa�ns, �nf�rm�t�es, vexat�ons, and foll�es, to be el�g�ble and
des�rable! But th�s �s contrary to every one's feel�ng and exper�ence: It �s
contrary to an author�ty so establ�shed as noth�ng can subvert. No dec�s�ve
proofs can ever be produced aga�nst th�s author�ty; nor �s �t poss�ble for you
to compute, est�mate, and compare, all the pa�ns and all the pleasures �n the



l�ves of all men and of all an�mals: And thus, by your rest�ng the whole
system of rel�g�on on a po�nt, wh�ch, from �ts very nature, must for ever be
uncerta�n, you tac�tly confess, that that system �s equally uncerta�n.

But allow�ng you what never w�ll be bel�eved, at least what you never
poss�bly can prove, that an�mal, or at least human happ�ness, �n th�s l�fe,
exceeds �ts m�sery, you have yet done noth�ng: For th�s �s not, by any
means, what we expect from �nf�n�te power, �nf�n�te w�sdom, and �nf�n�te
goodness. Why �s there any m�sery at all �n the world? Not by chance
surely. From some cause then. Is �t from the �ntent�on of the De�ty? But he
�s perfectly benevolent. Is �t contrary to h�s �ntent�on? But he �s alm�ghty.
Noth�ng can shake the sol�d�ty of th�s reason�ng, so short, so clear, so
dec�s�ve; except we assert, that these subjects exceed all human capac�ty,
and that our common measures of truth and falsehood are not appl�cable to
them; a top�c wh�ch I have all along �ns�sted on, but wh�ch you have, from
the beg�nn�ng, rejected w�th scorn and �nd�gnat�on.

But I w�ll be contented to ret�re st�ll from th�s entrenchment, for I deny
that you can ever force me �n �t. I w�ll allow, that pa�n or m�sery �n man �s
compat�ble w�th �nf�n�te power and goodness �n the De�ty, even �n your
sense of these attr�butes: What are you advanced by all these concess�ons?
A mere poss�ble compat�b�l�ty �s not suff�c�ent. You must prove these pure,
unm�xed, and uncontrollable attr�butes from the present m�xed and
confused phenomena, and from these alone. A hopeful undertak�ng! Were
the phenomena ever so pure and unm�xed, yet be�ng f�n�te, they would be
�nsuff�c�ent for that purpose. How much more, where they are also so
jarr�ng and d�scordant!

Here, CLEANTHES, I f�nd myself at ease �n my argument. Here I
tr�umph. Formerly, when we argued concern�ng the natural attr�butes of
�ntell�gence and des�gn, I needed all my scept�cal and metaphys�cal subtlety
to elude your grasp. In many v�ews of the un�verse, and of �ts parts,
part�cularly the latter, the beauty and f�tness of f�nal causes str�ke us w�th
such �rres�st�ble force, that all object�ons appear (what I bel�eve they really
are) mere cav�ls and soph�sms; nor can we then �mag�ne how �t was ever
poss�ble for us to repose any we�ght on them. But there �s no v�ew of human
l�fe, or of the cond�t�on of mank�nd, from wh�ch, w�thout the greatest



v�olence, we can �nfer the moral attr�butes, or learn that �nf�n�te
benevolence, conjo�ned w�th �nf�n�te power and �nf�n�te w�sdom, wh�ch we
must d�scover by the eyes of fa�th alone. It �s your turn now to tug the
labour�ng oar, and to support your ph�losoph�cal subtlet�es aga�nst the
d�ctates of pla�n reason and exper�ence.

PART 11

I scruple not to allow, sa�d CLEANTHES, that I have been apt to suspect
the frequent repet�t�on of the word �nf�n�te, wh�ch we meet w�th �n all
theolog�cal wr�ters, to savour more of panegyr�c than of ph�losophy; and
that any purposes of reason�ng, and even of rel�g�on, would be better
served, were we to rest contented w�th more accurate and more moderate
express�ons. The terms, adm�rable, excellent, superlat�vely great, w�se, and
holy; these suff�c�ently f�ll the �mag�nat�ons of men; and any th�ng beyond,
bes�des that �t leads �nto absurd�t�es, has no �nfluence on the affect�ons or
sent�ments. Thus, �n the present subject, �f we abandon all human analogy,
as seems your �ntent�on, DEMEA, I am afra�d we abandon all rel�g�on, and
reta�n no concept�on of the great object of our adorat�on. If we preserve
human analogy, we must for ever f�nd �t �mposs�ble to reconc�le any
m�xture of ev�l �n the un�verse w�th �nf�n�te attr�butes; much less can we
ever prove the latter from the former. But suppos�ng the Author of Nature to
be f�n�tely perfect, though far exceed�ng mank�nd, a sat�sfactory account
may then be g�ven of natural and moral ev�l, and every untoward
phenomenon be expla�ned and adjusted. A less ev�l may then be chosen, �n
order to avo�d a greater; �nconven�ences be subm�tted to, �n order to reach a
des�rable end; and �n a word, benevolence, regulated by w�sdom, and
l�m�ted by necess�ty, may produce just such a world as the present. You,
PHILO, who are so prompt at start�ng v�ews, and reflect�ons, and analog�es,
I would gladly hear, at length, w�thout �nterrupt�on, your op�n�on of th�s
new theory; and �f �t deserve our attent�on, we may afterwards, at more
le�sure, reduce �t �nto form.



My sent�ments, repl�ed PHILO, are not worth be�ng made a mystery of;
and therefore, w�thout any ceremony, I shall del�ver what occurs to me w�th
regard to the present subject. It must, I th�nk, be allowed, that �f a very
l�m�ted �ntell�gence, whom we shall suppose utterly unacqua�nted w�th the
un�verse, were assured, that �t were the product�on of a very good, w�se, and
powerful Be�ng, however f�n�te, he would, from h�s conjectures, form
beforehand a d�fferent not�on of �t from what we f�nd �t to be by exper�ence;
nor would he ever �mag�ne, merely from these attr�butes of the cause, of
wh�ch he �s �nformed, that the effect could be so full of v�ce and m�sery and
d�sorder, as �t appears �n th�s l�fe. Suppos�ng now, that th�s person were
brought �nto the world, st�ll assured that �t was the workmansh�p of such a
subl�me and benevolent Be�ng; he m�ght, perhaps, be surpr�sed at the
d�sappo�ntment; but would never retract h�s former bel�ef, �f founded on any
very sol�d argument; s�nce such a l�m�ted �ntell�gence must be sens�ble of
h�s own bl�ndness and �gnorance, and must allow, that there may be many
solut�ons of those phenomena, wh�ch w�ll for ever escape h�s
comprehens�on. But suppos�ng, wh�ch �s the real case w�th regard to man,
that th�s creature �s not antecedently conv�nced of a supreme �ntell�gence,
benevolent, and powerful, but �s left to gather such a bel�ef from the
appearances of th�ngs; th�s ent�rely alters the case, nor w�ll he ever f�nd any
reason for such a conclus�on. He may be fully conv�nced of the narrow
l�m�ts of h�s understand�ng; but th�s w�ll not help h�m �n form�ng an
�nference concern�ng the goodness of super�or powers, s�nce he must form
that �nference from what he knows, not from what he �s �gnorant of. The
more you exaggerate h�s weakness and �gnorance, the more d�ff�dent you
render h�m, and g�ve h�m the greater susp�c�on that such subjects are
beyond the reach of h�s facult�es. You are obl�ged, therefore, to reason w�th
h�m merely from the known phenomena, and to drop every arb�trary
suppos�t�on or conjecture.

D�d I show you a house or palace, where there was not one apartment
conven�ent or agreeable; where the w�ndows, doors, f�res, passages, sta�rs,
and the whole economy of the bu�ld�ng, were the source of no�se,
confus�on, fat�gue, darkness, and the extremes of heat and cold; you would
certa�nly blame the contr�vance, w�thout any further exam�nat�on. The
arch�tect would �n va�n d�splay h�s subtlety, and prove to you, that �f th�s
door or that w�ndow were altered, greater �lls would ensue. What he says



may be str�ctly true: The alterat�on of one part�cular, wh�le the other parts of
the bu�ld�ng rema�n, may only augment the �nconven�ences. But st�ll you
would assert �n general, that, �f the arch�tect had had sk�ll and good
�ntent�ons, he m�ght have formed such a plan of the whole, and m�ght have
adjusted the parts �n such a manner, as would have remed�ed all or most of
these �nconven�ences. H�s �gnorance, or even your own �gnorance of such a
plan, w�ll never conv�nce you of the �mposs�b�l�ty of �t. If you f�nd any
�nconven�ences and deform�t�es �n the bu�ld�ng, you w�ll always, w�thout
enter�ng �nto any deta�l, condemn the arch�tect.

In short, I repeat the quest�on: Is the world, cons�dered �n general, and as
�t appears to us �n th�s l�fe, d�fferent from what a man, or such a l�m�ted
be�ng, would, beforehand, expect from a very powerful, w�se, and
benevolent De�ty? It must be strange prejud�ce to assert the contrary. And
from thence I conclude, that however cons�stent the world may be, allow�ng
certa�n suppos�t�ons and conjectures, w�th the �dea of such a De�ty, �t can
never afford us an �nference concern�ng h�s ex�stence. The cons�stence �s
not absolutely den�ed, only the �nference. Conjectures, espec�ally where
�nf�n�ty �s excluded from the D�v�ne attr�butes, may perhaps be suff�c�ent to
prove a cons�stence, but can never be foundat�ons for any �nference.

There seem to be four c�rcumstances, on wh�ch depend all, or the
greatest part of the �lls, that molest sens�ble creatures; and �t �s not
�mposs�ble but all these c�rcumstances may be necessary and unavo�dable.
We know so l�ttle beyond common l�fe, or even of common l�fe, that, w�th
regard to the economy of a un�verse, there �s no conjecture, however w�ld,
wh�ch may not be just; nor any one, however plaus�ble, wh�ch may not be
erroneous. All that belongs to human understand�ng, �n th�s deep �gnorance
and obscur�ty, �s to be scept�cal, or at least caut�ous, and not to adm�t of any
hypothes�s whatever, much less of any wh�ch �s supported by no appearance
of probab�l�ty. Now, th�s I assert to be the case w�th regard to all the causes
of ev�l, and the c�rcumstances on wh�ch �t depends. None of them appear to
human reason �n the least degree necessary or unavo�dable; nor can we
suppose them such, w�thout the utmost l�cense of �mag�nat�on.

The f�rst c�rcumstance wh�ch �ntroduces ev�l, �s that contr�vance or
economy of the an�mal creat�on, by wh�ch pa�ns, as well as pleasures, are



employed to exc�te all creatures to act�on, and make them v�g�lant �n the
great work of self-preservat�on. Now pleasure alone, �n �ts var�ous degrees,
seems to human understand�ng suff�c�ent for th�s purpose. All an�mals
m�ght be constantly �n a state of enjoyment: but when urged by any of the
necess�t�es of nature, such as th�rst, hunger, wear�ness; �nstead of pa�n, they
m�ght feel a d�m�nut�on of pleasure, by wh�ch they m�ght be prompted to
seek that object wh�ch �s necessary to the�r subs�stence. Men pursue
pleasure as eagerly as they avo�d pa�n; at least they m�ght have been so
const�tuted. It seems, therefore, pla�nly poss�ble to carry on the bus�ness of
l�fe w�thout any pa�n. Why then �s any an�mal ever rendered suscept�ble of
such a sensat�on? If an�mals can be free from �t an hour, they m�ght enjoy a
perpetual exempt�on from �t; and �t requ�red as part�cular a contr�vance of
the�r organs to produce that feel�ng, as to endow them w�th s�ght, hear�ng,
or any of the senses. Shall we conjecture, that such a contr�vance was
necessary, w�thout any appearance of reason? and shall we bu�ld on that
conjecture as on the most certa�n truth?

But a capac�ty of pa�n would not alone produce pa�n, were �t not for the
second c�rcumstance, v�z. the conduct�ng of the world by general laws; and
th�s seems now�se necessary to a very perfect Be�ng. It �s true, �f everyth�ng
were conducted by part�cular vol�t�ons, the course of nature would be
perpetually broken, and no man could employ h�s reason �n the conduct of
l�fe. But m�ght not other part�cular vol�t�ons remedy th�s �nconven�ence? In
short, m�ght not the De�ty exterm�nate all �ll, wherever �t were to be found;
and produce all good, w�thout any preparat�on, or long progress of causes
and effects?

Bes�des, we must cons�der, that, accord�ng to the present economy of the
world, the course of nature, though supposed exactly regular, yet to us
appears not so, and many events are uncerta�n, and many d�sappo�nt our
expectat�ons. Health and s�ckness, calm and tempest, w�th an �nf�n�te
number of other acc�dents, whose causes are unknown and var�able, have a
great �nfluence both on the fortunes of part�cular persons and on the
prosper�ty of publ�c soc�et�es; and �ndeed all human l�fe, �n a manner,
depends on such acc�dents. A be�ng, therefore, who knows the secret
spr�ngs of the un�verse, m�ght eas�ly, by part�cular vol�t�ons, turn all these
acc�dents to the good of mank�nd, and render the whole world happy,



w�thout d�scover�ng h�mself �n any operat�on. A fleet, whose purposes were
salutary to soc�ety, m�ght always meet w�th a fa�r w�nd. Good pr�nces enjoy
sound health and long l�fe. Persons born to power and author�ty, be framed
w�th good tempers and v�rtuous d�spos�t�ons. A few such events as these,
regularly and w�sely conducted, would change the face of the world; and
yet would no more seem to d�sturb the course of nature, or confound human
conduct, than the present economy of th�ngs, where the causes are secret,
and var�able, and compounded. Some small touches g�ven to CALIGULA's
bra�n �n h�s �nfancy, m�ght have converted h�m �nto a TRAJAN. One wave,
a l�ttle h�gher than the rest, by bury�ng CAESAR and h�s fortune �n the
bottom of the ocean, m�ght have restored l�berty to a cons�derable part of
mank�nd. There may, for aught we know, be good reasons why Prov�dence
�nterposes not �n th�s manner; but they are unknown to us; and though the
mere suppos�t�on, that such reasons ex�st, may be suff�c�ent to save the
conclus�on concern�ng the D�v�ne attr�butes, yet surely �t can never be
suff�c�ent to establ�sh that conclus�on.

If every th�ng �n the un�verse be conducted by general laws, and �f
an�mals be rendered suscept�ble of pa�n, �t scarcely seems poss�ble but some
�ll must ar�se �n the var�ous shocks of matter, and the var�ous concurrence
and oppos�t�on of general laws; but th�s �ll would be very rare, were �t not
for the th�rd c�rcumstance, wh�ch I proposed to ment�on, v�z. the great
frugal�ty w�th wh�ch all powers and facult�es are d�str�buted to every
part�cular be�ng. So well adjusted are the organs and capac�t�es of all
an�mals, and so well f�tted to the�r preservat�on, that, as far as h�story or
trad�t�on reaches, there appears not to be any s�ngle spec�es wh�ch has yet
been ext�ngu�shed �n the un�verse. Every an�mal has the requ�s�te
endowments; but these endowments are bestowed w�th so scrupulous an
economy, that any cons�derable d�m�nut�on must ent�rely destroy the
creature. Wherever one power �s �ncreased, there �s a proport�onal
abatement �n the others. An�mals wh�ch excel �n sw�ftness are commonly
defect�ve �n force. Those wh�ch possess both are e�ther �mperfect �n some of
the�r senses, or are oppressed w�th the most crav�ng wants. The human
spec�es, whose ch�ef excellency �s reason and sagac�ty, �s of all others the
most necess�tous, and the most def�c�ent �n bod�ly advantages; w�thout
clothes, w�thout arms, w�thout food, w�thout lodg�ng, w�thout any
conven�ence of l�fe, except what they owe to the�r own sk�ll and �ndustry. In



short, nature seems to have formed an exact calculat�on of the necess�t�es of
her creatures; and, l�ke a r�g�d master, has afforded them l�ttle more powers
or endowments than what are str�ctly suff�c�ent to supply those necess�t�es.
An �ndulgent parent would have bestowed a large stock, �n order to guard
aga�nst acc�dents, and secure the happ�ness and welfare of the creature �n
the most unfortunate concurrence of c�rcumstances. Every course of l�fe
would not have been so surrounded w�th prec�p�ces, that the least departure
from the true path, by m�stake or necess�ty, must �nvolve us �n m�sery and
ru�n. Some reserve, some fund, would have been prov�ded to ensure
happ�ness; nor would the powers and the necess�t�es have been adjusted
w�th so r�g�d an economy. The Author of Nature �s �nconce�vably powerful:
h�s force �s supposed great, �f not altogether �nexhaust�ble: nor �s there any
reason, as far as we can judge, to make h�m observe th�s str�ct frugal�ty �n
h�s deal�ngs w�th h�s creatures. It would have been better, were h�s power
extremely l�m�ted, to have created fewer an�mals, and to have endowed
these w�th more facult�es for the�r happ�ness and preservat�on. A bu�lder �s
never esteemed prudent, who undertakes a plan beyond what h�s stock w�ll
enable h�m to f�n�sh.

In order to cure most of the �lls of human l�fe, I requ�re not that man
should have the w�ngs of the eagle, the sw�ftness of the stag, the force of the
ox, the arms of the l�on, the scales of the crocod�le or rh�noceros; much less
do I demand the sagac�ty of an angel or cherub�m. I am contented to take an
�ncrease �n one s�ngle power or faculty of h�s soul. Let h�m be endowed
w�th a greater propens�ty to �ndustry and labour; a more v�gorous spr�ng and
act�v�ty of m�nd; a more constant bent to bus�ness and appl�cat�on. Let the
whole spec�es possess naturally an equal d�l�gence w�th that wh�ch many
�nd�v�duals are able to atta�n by hab�t and reflect�on; and the most benef�c�al
consequences, w�thout any allay of �ll, �s the �mmed�ate and necessary result
of th�s endowment. Almost all the moral, as well as natural ev�ls of human
l�fe, ar�se from �dleness; and were our spec�es, by the or�g�nal const�tut�on
of the�r frame, exempt from th�s v�ce or �nf�rm�ty, the perfect cult�vat�on of
land, the �mprovement of arts and manufactures, the exact execut�on of
every off�ce and duty, �mmed�ately follow; and men at once may fully reach
that state of soc�ety, wh�ch �s so �mperfectly atta�ned by the best regulated
government. But as �ndustry �s a power, and the most valuable of any,
Nature seems determ�ned, su�tably to her usual max�ms, to bestow �t on



men w�th a very spar�ng hand; and rather to pun�sh h�m severely for h�s
def�c�ency �n �t, than to reward h�m for h�s atta�nments. She has so contr�ved
h�s frame, that noth�ng but the most v�olent necess�ty can obl�ge h�m to
labour; and she employs all h�s other wants to overcome, at least �n part, the
want of d�l�gence, and to endow h�m w�th some share of a faculty of wh�ch
she has thought f�t naturally to bereave h�m. Here our demands may be
allowed very humble, and therefore the more reasonable. If we requ�red the
endowments of super�or penetrat�on and judgement, of a more del�cate taste
of beauty, of a n�cer sens�b�l�ty to benevolence and fr�endsh�p; we m�ght be
told, that we �mp�ously pretend to break the order of Nature; that we want to
exalt ourselves �nto a h�gher rank of be�ng; that the presents wh�ch we
requ�re, not be�ng su�table to our state and cond�t�on, would only be
pern�c�ous to us. But �t �s hard; I dare to repeat �t, �t �s hard, that be�ng
placed �n a world so full of wants and necess�t�es, where almost every be�ng
and element �s e�ther our foe or refuses �ts ass�stance ... we should also have
our own temper to struggle w�th, and should be depr�ved of that faculty
wh�ch can alone fence aga�nst these mult�pl�ed ev�ls.

The fourth c�rcumstance, whence ar�ses the m�sery and �ll of the
un�verse, �s the �naccurate workmansh�p of all the spr�ngs and pr�nc�ples of
the great mach�ne of nature. It must be acknowledged, that there are few
parts of the un�verse, wh�ch seem not to serve some purpose, and whose
removal would not produce a v�s�ble defect and d�sorder �n the whole. The
parts hang all together; nor can one be touched w�thout affect�ng the rest, �n
a greater or less degree. But at the same t�me, �t must be observed, that none
of these parts or pr�nc�ples, however useful, are so accurately adjusted, as to
keep prec�sely w�th�n those bounds �n wh�ch the�r ut�l�ty cons�sts; but they
are, all of them, apt, on every occas�on, to run �nto the one extreme or the
other. One would �mag�ne, that th�s grand product�on had not rece�ved the
last hand of the maker; so l�ttle f�n�shed �s every part, and so coarse are the
strokes w�th wh�ch �t �s executed. Thus, the w�nds are requ�s�te to convey
the vapours along the surface of the globe, and to ass�st men �n nav�gat�on:
but how oft, r�s�ng up to tempests and hurr�canes, do they become
pern�c�ous? Ra�ns are necessary to nour�sh all the plants and an�mals of the
earth: but how often are they defect�ve? how often excess�ve? Heat �s
requ�s�te to all l�fe and vegetat�on; but �s not always found �n the due
proport�on. On the m�xture and secret�on of the humours and ju�ces of the



body depend the health and prosper�ty of the an�mal: but the parts perform
not regularly the�r proper funct�on. What more useful than all the pass�ons
of the m�nd, amb�t�on, van�ty, love, anger? But how oft do they break the�r
bounds, and cause the greatest convuls�ons �n soc�ety? There �s noth�ng so
advantageous �n the un�verse, but what frequently becomes pern�c�ous, by
�ts excess or defect; nor has Nature guarded, w�th the requ�s�te accuracy,
aga�nst all d�sorder or confus�on. The �rregular�ty �s never perhaps so great
as to destroy any spec�es; but �s often suff�c�ent to �nvolve the �nd�v�duals �n
ru�n and m�sery.

On the concurrence, then, of these four c�rcumstances, does all or the
greatest part of natural ev�l depend. Were all l�v�ng creatures �ncapable of
pa�n, or were the world adm�n�stered by part�cular vol�t�ons, ev�l never
could have found access �nto the un�verse: and were an�mals endowed w�th
a large stock of powers and facult�es, beyond what str�ct necess�ty requ�res;
or were the several spr�ngs and pr�nc�ples of the un�verse so accurately
framed as to preserve always the just temperament and med�um; there must
have been very l�ttle �ll �n compar�son of what we feel at present. What then
shall we pronounce on th�s occas�on? Shall we say that these c�rcumstances
are not necessary, and that they m�ght eas�ly have been altered �n the
contr�vance of the un�verse? Th�s dec�s�on seems too presumptuous for
creatures so bl�nd and �gnorant. Let us be more modest �n our conclus�ons.
Let us allow, that, �f the goodness of the De�ty (I mean a goodness l�ke the
human) could be establ�shed on any tolerable reasons a pr�or�, these
phenomena, however untoward, would not be suff�c�ent to subvert that
pr�nc�ple; but m�ght eas�ly, �n some unknown manner, be reconc�lable to �t.
But let us st�ll assert, that as th�s goodness �s not antecedently establ�shed,
but must be �nferred from the phenomena, there can be no grounds for such
an �nference, wh�le there are so many �lls �n the un�verse, and wh�le these
�lls m�ght so eas�ly have been remed�ed, as far as human understand�ng can
be allowed to judge on such a subject. I am Scept�c enough to allow, that
the bad appearances, notw�thstand�ng all my reason�ngs, may be compat�ble
w�th such attr�butes as you suppose; but surely they can never prove these
attr�butes. Such a conclus�on cannot result from Scept�c�sm, but must ar�se
from the phenomena, and from our conf�dence �n the reason�ngs wh�ch we
deduce from these phenomena.



Look round th�s un�verse. What an �mmense profus�on of be�ngs,
an�mated and organ�sed, sens�ble and act�ve! You adm�re th�s prod�g�ous
var�ety and fecund�ty. But �nspect a l�ttle more narrowly these l�v�ng
ex�stences, the only be�ngs worth regard�ng. How host�le and destruct�ve to
each other! How �nsuff�c�ent all of them for the�r own happ�ness! How
contempt�ble or od�ous to the spectator! The whole presents noth�ng but the
�dea of a bl�nd Nature, �mpregnated by a great v�v�fy�ng pr�nc�ple, and
pour�ng forth from her lap, w�thout d�scernment or parental care, her
ma�med and abort�ve ch�ldren!

Here the MANICHAEAN system occurs as a proper hypothes�s to solve
the d�ff�culty: and no doubt, �n some respects, �t �s very spec�ous, and has
more probab�l�ty than the common hypothes�s, by g�v�ng a plaus�ble
account of the strange m�xture of good and �ll wh�ch appears �n l�fe. But �f
we cons�der, on the other hand, the perfect un�form�ty and agreement of the
parts of the un�verse, we shall not d�scover �n �t any marks of the combat of
a malevolent w�th a benevolent be�ng. There �s �ndeed an oppos�t�on of
pa�ns and pleasures �n the feel�ngs of sens�ble creatures: but are not all the
operat�ons of Nature carr�ed on by an oppos�t�on of pr�nc�ples, of hot and
cold, mo�st and dry, l�ght and heavy? The true conclus�on �s, that the
or�g�nal Source of all th�ngs �s ent�rely �nd�fferent to all these pr�nc�ples;
and has no more regard to good above �ll, than to heat above cold, or to
drought above mo�sture, or to l�ght above heavy.

There may four hypotheses be framed concern�ng the f�rst causes of the
un�verse: that they are endowed w�th perfect goodness; that they have
perfect mal�ce; that they are oppos�te, and have both goodness and mal�ce;
that they have ne�ther goodness nor mal�ce. M�xed phenomena can never
prove the two former unm�xed pr�nc�ples; and the un�form�ty and stead�ness
of general laws seem to oppose the th�rd. The fourth, therefore, seems by
far the most probable.

What I have sa�d concern�ng natural ev�l w�ll apply to moral, w�th l�ttle
or no var�at�on; and we have no more reason to �nfer, that the rect�tude of
the Supreme Be�ng resembles human rect�tude, than that h�s benevolence
resembles the human. Nay, �t w�ll be thought, that we have st�ll greater
cause to exclude from h�m moral sent�ments, such as we feel them; s�nce



moral ev�l, �n the op�n�on of many, �s much more predom�nant above moral
good than natural ev�l above natural good.

But even though th�s should not be allowed, and though the v�rtue wh�ch
�s �n mank�nd should be acknowledged much super�or to the v�ce, yet so
long as there �s any v�ce at all �n the un�verse, �t w�ll very much puzzle you
Anthropomorph�tes, how to account for �t. You must ass�gn a cause for �t,
w�thout hav�ng recourse to the f�rst cause. But as every effect must have a
cause, and that cause another, you must e�ther carry on the progress�on �n
�nf�n�tum, or rest on that or�g�nal pr�nc�ple, who �s the ult�mate cause of all
th�ngs...

Hold! hold! cr�ed DEMEA: Wh�ther does your �mag�nat�on hurry you? I
jo�ned �n all�ance w�th you, �n order to prove the �ncomprehens�ble nature of
the D�v�ne Be�ng, and refute the pr�nc�ples of CLEANTHES, who would
measure every th�ng by human rule and standard. But I now f�nd you
runn�ng �nto all the top�cs of the greatest l�bert�nes and �nf�dels, and
betray�ng that holy cause wh�ch you seem�ngly espoused. Are you secretly,
then, a more dangerous enemy than CLEANTHES h�mself?

And are you so late �n perce�v�ng �t? repl�ed CLEANTHES. Bel�eve me,
DEMEA, your fr�end PHILO, from the beg�nn�ng, has been amus�ng
h�mself at both our expense; and �t must be confessed, that the �njud�c�ous
reason�ng of our vulgar theology has g�ven h�m but too just a handle of
r�d�cule. The total �nf�rm�ty of human reason, the absolute
�ncomprehens�b�l�ty of the D�v�ne Nature, the great and un�versal m�sery,
and st�ll greater w�ckedness of men; these are strange top�cs, surely, to be so
fondly cher�shed by orthodox d�v�nes and doctors. In ages of stup�d�ty and
�gnorance, �ndeed, these pr�nc�ples may safely be espoused; and perhaps no
v�ews of th�ngs are more proper to promote superst�t�on, than such as
encourage the bl�nd amazement, the d�ff�dence, and melancholy of
mank�nd. But at present...

Blame not so much, �nterposed PHILO, the �gnorance of these reverend
gentlemen. They know how to change the�r style w�th the t�mes. Formerly �t
was a most popular theolog�cal top�c to ma�nta�n, that human l�fe was
van�ty and m�sery, and to exaggerate all the �lls and pa�ns wh�ch are
�nc�dent to men. But of late years, d�v�nes, we f�nd, beg�n to retract th�s



pos�t�on; and ma�nta�n, though st�ll w�th some hes�tat�on, that there are more
goods than ev�ls, more pleasures than pa�ns, even �n th�s l�fe. When rel�g�on
stood ent�rely upon temper and educat�on, �t was thought proper to
encourage melancholy; as �ndeed mank�nd never have recourse to super�or
powers so read�ly as �n that d�spos�t�on. But as men have now learned to
form pr�nc�ples, and to draw consequences, �t �s necessary to change the
batter�es, and to make use of such arguments as w�ll endure at least some
scrut�ny and exam�nat�on. Th�s var�at�on �s the same (and from the same
causes) w�th that wh�ch I formerly remarked w�th regard to Scept�c�sm.

Thus PHILO cont�nued to the last h�s sp�r�t of oppos�t�on, and h�s
censure of establ�shed op�n�ons. But I could observe that DEMEA d�d not at
all rel�sh the latter part of the d�scourse; and he took occas�on soon after, on
some pretence or other, to leave the company.

PART 12

After DEMEA's departure, CLEANTHES and PHILO cont�nued the
conversat�on �n the follow�ng manner. Our fr�end, I am afra�d, sa�d
CLEANTHES, w�ll have l�ttle �ncl�nat�on to rev�ve th�s top�c of d�scourse,
wh�le you are �n company; and to tell truth, PHILO, I should rather w�sh to
reason w�th e�ther of you apart on a subject so subl�me and �nterest�ng. Your
sp�r�t of controversy, jo�ned to your abhorrence of vulgar superst�t�on,
carr�es you strange lengths, when engaged �n an argument; and there �s
noth�ng so sacred and venerable, even �n your own eyes, wh�ch you spare
on that occas�on.

I must confess, repl�ed PHILO, that I am less caut�ous on the subject of
Natural Rel�g�on than on any other; both because I know that I can never,
on that head, corrupt the pr�nc�ples of any man of common sense; and
because no one, I am conf�dent, �n whose eyes I appear a man of common
sense, w�ll ever m�stake my �ntent�ons. You, �n part�cular, CLEANTHES,
w�th whom I l�ve �n unreserved �nt�macy; you are sens�ble, that



notw�thstand�ng the freedom of my conversat�on, and my love of s�ngular
arguments, no one has a deeper sense of rel�g�on �mpressed on h�s m�nd, or
pays more profound adorat�on to the D�v�ne Be�ng, as he d�scovers h�mself
to reason, �n the �nexpl�cable contr�vance and art�f�ce of nature. A purpose,
an �ntent�on, a des�gn, str�kes every where the most careless, the most stup�d
th�nker; and no man can be so hardened �n absurd systems, as at all t�mes to
reject �t. That Nature does noth�ng �n va�n, �s a max�m establ�shed �n all the
schools, merely from the contemplat�on of the works of Nature, w�thout any
rel�g�ous purpose; and, from a f�rm conv�ct�on of �ts truth, an anatom�st,
who had observed a new organ or canal, would never be sat�sf�ed t�ll he had
also d�scovered �ts use and �ntent�on. One great foundat�on of the
Copern�can system �s the max�m, That Nature acts by the s�mplest methods,
and chooses the most proper means to any end; and astronomers often,
w�thout th�nk�ng of �t, lay th�s strong foundat�on of p�ety and rel�g�on. The
same th�ng �s observable �n other parts of ph�losophy: And thus all the
sc�ences almost lead us �nsens�bly to acknowledge a f�rst �ntell�gent Author;
and the�r author�ty �s often so much the greater, as they do not d�rectly
profess that �ntent�on.

It �s w�th pleasure I hear GALEN reason concern�ng the structure of the
human body. The anatomy of a man, says he [De format�one foetus],
d�scovers above 600 d�fferent muscles; and whoever duly cons�ders these,
w�ll f�nd, that, �n each of them, Nature must have adjusted at least ten
d�fferent c�rcumstances, �n order to atta�n the end wh�ch she proposed;
proper f�gure, just magn�tude, r�ght d�spos�t�on of the several ends, upper
and lower pos�t�on of the whole, the due �nsert�on of the several nerves,
ve�ns, and arter�es: So that, �n the muscles alone, above 6000 several v�ews
and �ntent�ons must have been formed and executed. The bones he
calculates to be 284: The d�st�nct purposes a�med at �n the structure of each,
above forty. What a prod�g�ous d�splay of art�f�ce, even �n these s�mple and
homogeneous parts! But �f we cons�der the sk�n, l�gaments, vessels,
glandules, humours, the several l�mbs and members of the body; how must
our aston�shment r�se upon us, �n proport�on to the number and �ntr�cacy of
the parts so art�f�c�ally adjusted! The further we advance �n these
researches, we d�scover new scenes of art and w�sdom: But descry st�ll, at a
d�stance, further scenes beyond our reach; �n the f�ne �nternal structure of
the parts, �n the economy of the bra�n, �n the fabr�c of the sem�nal vessels.



All these art�f�ces are repeated �n every d�fferent spec�es of an�mal, w�th
wonderful var�ety, and w�th exact propr�ety, su�ted to the d�fferent �ntent�ons
of Nature �n fram�ng each spec�es. And �f the �nf�del�ty of GALEN, even
when these natural sc�ences were st�ll �mperfect, could not w�thstand such
str�k�ng appearances, to what p�tch of pert�nac�ous obst�nacy must a
ph�losopher �n th�s age have atta�ned, who can now doubt of a Supreme
Intell�gence!

Could I meet w�th one of th�s spec�es (who, I thank God, are very rare), I
would ask h�m: Suppos�ng there were a God, who d�d not d�scover h�mself
�mmed�ately to our senses, were �t poss�ble for h�m to g�ve stronger proofs
of h�s ex�stence, than what appear on the whole face of Nature? What
�ndeed could such a D�v�ne Be�ng do, but copy the present economy of
th�ngs; render many of h�s art�f�ces so pla�n, that no stup�d�ty could m�stake
them; afford gl�mpses of st�ll greater art�f�ces, wh�ch demonstrate h�s
prod�g�ous super�or�ty above our narrow apprehens�ons; and conceal
altogether a great many from such �mperfect creatures? Now, accord�ng to
all rules of just reason�ng, every fact must pass for und�sputed, when �t �s
supported by all the arguments wh�ch �ts nature adm�ts of; even though
these arguments be not, �n themselves, very numerous or forc�ble: How
much more, �n the present case, where no human �mag�nat�on can compute
the�r number, and no understand�ng est�mate the�r cogency!

I shall further add, sa�d CLEANTHES, to what you have so well urged,
that one great advantage of the pr�nc�ple of The�sm, �s, that �t �s the only
system of cosmogony wh�ch can be rendered �ntell�g�ble and complete, and
yet can throughout preserve a strong analogy to what we every day see and
exper�ence �n the world. The compar�son of the un�verse to a mach�ne of
human contr�vance, �s so obv�ous and natural, and �s just�f�ed by so many
�nstances of order and des�gn �n Nature, that �t must �mmed�ately str�ke all
unprejud�ced apprehens�ons, and procure un�versal approbat�on. Whoever
attempts to weaken th�s theory, cannot pretend to succeed by establ�sh�ng �n
�ts place any other that �s prec�se and determ�nate: It �s suff�c�ent for h�m �f
he start doubts and d�ff�cult�es; and by remote and abstract v�ews of th�ngs,
reach that suspense of judgement, wh�ch �s here the utmost boundary of h�s
w�shes. But, bes�des that th�s state of m�nd �s �n �tself unsat�sfactory, �t can
never be stead�ly ma�nta�ned aga�nst such str�k�ng appearances as



cont�nually engage us �nto the rel�g�ous hypothes�s. A false, absurd system,
human nature, from the force of prejud�ce, �s capable of adher�ng to w�th
obst�nacy and perseverance: But no system at all, �n oppos�t�on to a theory
supported by strong and obv�ous reason, by natural propens�ty, and by early
educat�on, I th�nk �t absolutely �mposs�ble to ma�nta�n or defend.

So l�ttle, repl�ed PHILO, do I esteem th�s suspense of judgement �n the
present case to be poss�ble, that I am apt to suspect there enters somewhat
of a d�spute of words �nto th�s controversy, more than �s usually �mag�ned.
That the works of Nature bear a great analogy to the product�ons of art, �s
ev�dent; and accord�ng to all the rules of good reason�ng, we ought to �nfer,
�f we argue at all concern�ng them, that the�r causes have a proport�onal
analogy. But as there are also cons�derable d�fferences, we have reason to
suppose a proport�onal d�fference �n the causes; and �n part�cular, ought to
attr�bute a much h�gher degree of power and energy to the supreme cause,
than any we have ever observed �n mank�nd. Here then the ex�stence of a
DEITY �s pla�nly ascerta�ned by reason: and �f we make �t a quest�on,
whether, on account of these analog�es, we can properly call h�m a m�nd or
�ntell�gence, notw�thstand�ng the vast d�fference wh�ch may reasonably be
supposed between h�m and human m�nds; what �s th�s but a mere verbal
controversy? No man can deny the analog�es between the effects: To
restra�n ourselves from �nqu�r�ng concern�ng the causes �s scarcely poss�ble.
From th�s �nqu�ry, the leg�t�mate conclus�on �s, that the causes have also an
analogy: And �f we are not contented w�th call�ng the f�rst and supreme
cause a GOD or DEITY, but des�re to vary the express�on; what can we call
h�m but MIND or THOUGHT, to wh�ch he �s justly supposed to bear a
cons�derable resemblance?

All men of sound reason are d�sgusted w�th verbal d�sputes, wh�ch
abound so much �n ph�losoph�cal and theolog�cal �nqu�r�es; and �t �s found,
that the only remedy for th�s abuse must ar�se from clear def�n�t�ons, from
the prec�s�on of those �deas wh�ch enter �nto any argument, and from the
str�ct and un�form use of those terms wh�ch are employed. But there �s a
spec�es of controversy, wh�ch, from the very nature of language and of
human �deas, �s �nvolved �n perpetual amb�gu�ty, and can never, by any
precaut�on or any def�n�t�ons, be able to reach a reasonable certa�nty or
prec�s�on. These are the controvers�es concern�ng the degrees of any qual�ty



or c�rcumstance. Men may argue to all etern�ty, whether HANNIBAL be a
great, or a very great, or a superlat�vely great man, what degree of beauty
CLEOPATRA possessed, what ep�thet of pra�se LIVY or THUCYDIDES �s
ent�tled to, w�thout br�ng�ng the controversy to any determ�nat�on. The
d�sputants may here agree �n the�r sense, and d�ffer �n the terms, or v�ce
versa; yet never be able to def�ne the�r terms, so as to enter �nto each other's
mean�ng: Because the degrees of these qual�t�es are not, l�ke quant�ty or
number, suscept�ble of any exact mensurat�on, wh�ch may be the standard �n
the controversy. That the d�spute concern�ng The�sm �s of th�s nature, and
consequently �s merely verbal, or perhaps, �f poss�ble, st�ll more �ncurably
amb�guous, w�ll appear upon the sl�ghtest �nqu�ry. I ask the The�st, �f he
does not allow, that there �s a great and �mmeasurable, because
�ncomprehens�ble d�fference between the human and the d�v�ne m�nd: The
more p�ous he �s, the more read�ly w�ll he assent to the aff�rmat�ve, and the
more w�ll he be d�sposed to magn�fy the d�fference: He w�ll even assert, that
the d�fference �s of a nature wh�ch cannot be too much magn�f�ed. I next
turn to the Athe�st, who, I assert, �s only nom�nally so, and can never
poss�bly be �n earnest; and I ask h�m, whether, from the coherence and
apparent sympathy �n all the parts of th�s world, there be not a certa�n
degree of analogy among all the operat�ons of Nature, �n every s�tuat�on and
�n every age; whether the rott�ng of a turn�p, the generat�on of an an�mal,
and the structure of human thought, be not energ�es that probably bear some
remote analogy to each other: It �s �mposs�ble he can deny �t: He w�ll
read�ly acknowledge �t. Hav�ng obta�ned th�s concess�on, I push h�m st�ll
further �n h�s retreat; and I ask h�m, �f �t be not probable, that the pr�nc�ple
wh�ch f�rst arranged, and st�ll ma�nta�ns order �n th�s un�verse, bears not
also some remote �nconce�vable analogy to the other operat�ons of nature,
and, among the rest, to the economy of human m�nd and thought. However
reluctant, he must g�ve h�s assent. Where then, cry I to both these
antagon�sts, �s the subject of your d�spute? The The�st allows, that the
or�g�nal �ntell�gence �s very d�fferent from human reason: The Athe�st
allows, that the or�g�nal pr�nc�ple of order bears some remote analogy to �t.
W�ll you quarrel, Gentlemen, about the degrees, and enter �nto a
controversy, wh�ch adm�ts not of any prec�se mean�ng, nor consequently of
any determ�nat�on? If you should be so obst�nate, I should not be surpr�sed
to f�nd you �nsens�bly change s�des; wh�le the The�st, on the one hand,
exaggerates the d�ss�m�lar�ty between the Supreme Be�ng, and fra�l,



�mperfect, var�able, fleet�ng, and mortal creatures; and the Athe�st, on the
other, magn�f�es the analogy among all the operat�ons of Nature, �n every
per�od, every s�tuat�on, and every pos�t�on. Cons�der then, where the real
po�nt of controversy l�es; and �f you cannot lay as�de your d�sputes,
endeavour, at least, to cure yourselves of your an�mos�ty.

And here I must also acknowledge, CLEANTHES, that as the works of
Nature have a much greater analogy to the effects of our art and
contr�vance, than to those of our benevolence and just�ce, we have reason to
�nfer, that the natural attr�butes of the De�ty have a greater resemblance to
those of men, than h�s moral have to human v�rtues. But what �s the
consequence? Noth�ng but th�s, that the moral qual�t�es of man are more
defect�ve �n the�r k�nd than h�s natural ab�l�t�es. For, as the Supreme Be�ng
�s allowed to be absolutely and ent�rely perfect, whatever d�ffers most from
h�m, departs the furthest from the supreme standard of rect�tude and
perfect�on.

It seems ev�dent that the d�spute between the Skept�cs and Dogmat�sts �s
ent�rely verbal, or at least regards only the degrees of doubt and assurance
wh�ch we ought to �ndulge w�th regard to all reason�ng; and such d�sputes
are commonly, at the bottom, verbal, and adm�t not of any prec�se
determ�nat�on. No ph�losoph�cal Dogmat�st den�es that there are d�ff�cult�es
both w�th regard to the senses and to all sc�ence, and that these d�ff�cult�es
are �n a regular, log�cal method, absolutely �nsolvable. No Skept�c den�es
that we l�e under an absolute necess�ty, notw�thstand�ng these d�ff�cult�es, of
th�nk�ng, and bel�ev�ng, and reason�ng, w�th regard to all k�nds of subjects,
and even of frequently assent�ng w�th conf�dence and secur�ty. The only
d�fference, then, between these sects, �f they mer�t that name, �s, that the
Scept�c, from hab�t, capr�ce, or �ncl�nat�on, �ns�sts most on the d�ff�cult�es;
the Dogmat�st, for l�ke reasons, on the necess�ty.

These, CLEANTHES, are my unfe�gned sent�ments on th�s subject; and
these sent�ments, you know, I have ever cher�shed and ma�nta�ned. But �n
proport�on to my venerat�on for true rel�g�on, �s my abhorrence of vulgar
superst�t�ons; and I �ndulge a pecul�ar pleasure, I confess, �n push�ng such
pr�nc�ples, somet�mes �nto absurd�ty, somet�mes �nto �mp�ety. And you are



sens�ble, that all b�gots, notw�thstand�ng the�r great avers�on to the latter
above the former, are commonly equally gu�lty of both.

My �ncl�nat�on, repl�ed CLEANTHES, l�es, I own, a contrary way.
Rel�g�on, however corrupted, �s st�ll better than no rel�g�on at all. The
doctr�ne of a future state �s so strong and necessary a secur�ty to morals, that
we never ought to abandon or neglect �t. For �f f�n�te and temporary rewards
and pun�shments have so great an effect, as we da�ly f�nd; how much
greater must be expected from such as are �nf�n�te and eternal?

How happens �t then, sa�d PHILO, �f vulgar superst�t�on be so salutary to
soc�ety, that all h�story abounds so much w�th accounts of �ts pern�c�ous
consequences on publ�c affa�rs? Fact�ons, c�v�l wars, persecut�ons,
subvers�ons of government, oppress�on, slavery; these are the d�smal
consequences wh�ch always attend �ts prevalency over the m�nds of men. If
the rel�g�ous sp�r�t be ever ment�oned �n any h�stor�cal narrat�on, we are sure
to meet afterwards w�th a deta�l of the m�ser�es wh�ch attend �t. And no
per�od of t�me can be happ�er or more prosperous, than those �n wh�ch �t �s
never regarded or heard of.

The reason of th�s observat�on, repl�ed CLEANTHES, �s obv�ous. The
proper off�ce of rel�g�on �s to regulate the heart of men, human�se the�r
conduct, �nfuse the sp�r�t of temperance, order, and obed�ence; and as �ts
operat�on �s s�lent, and only enforces the mot�ves of moral�ty and just�ce, �t
�s �n danger of be�ng overlooked, and confounded w�th these other mot�ves.
When �t d�st�ngu�shes �tself, and acts as a separate pr�nc�ple over men, �t has
departed from �ts proper sphere, and has become only a cover to fact�on and
amb�t�on.

And so w�ll all rel�g�on, sa�d PHILO, except the ph�losoph�cal and
rat�onal k�nd. Your reason�ngs are more eas�ly eluded than my facts. The
�nference �s not just, because f�n�te and temporary rewards and pun�shments
have so great �nfluence, that therefore such as are �nf�n�te and eternal must
have so much greater. Cons�der, I beseech you, the attachment wh�ch we
have to present th�ngs, and the l�ttle concern wh�ch we d�scover for objects
so remote and uncerta�n. When d�v�nes are decla�m�ng aga�nst the common
behav�our and conduct of the world, they always represent th�s pr�nc�ple as
the strongest �mag�nable (wh�ch �ndeed �t �s); and descr�be almost all human



k�nd as ly�ng under the �nfluence of �t, and sunk �nto the deepest lethargy
and unconcern about the�r rel�g�ous �nterests. Yet these same d�v�nes, when
they refute the�r speculat�ve antagon�sts, suppose the mot�ves of rel�g�on to
be so powerful, that, w�thout them, �t were �mposs�ble for c�v�l soc�ety to
subs�st; nor are they ashamed of so palpable a contrad�ct�on. It �s certa�n,
from exper�ence, that the smallest gra�n of natural honesty and benevolence
has more effect on men's conduct, than the most pompous v�ews suggested
by theolog�cal theor�es and systems. A man's natural �ncl�nat�on works
�ncessantly upon h�m; �t �s for ever present to the m�nd, and m�ngles �tself
w�th every v�ew and cons�derat�on: whereas rel�g�ous mot�ves, where they
act at all, operate only by starts and bounds; and �t �s scarcely poss�ble for
them to become altogether hab�tual to the m�nd. The force of the greatest
grav�ty, say the ph�losophers, �s �nf�n�tely small, �n compar�son of that of the
least �mpulse: yet �t �s certa�n, that the smallest grav�ty w�ll, �n the end,
preva�l above a great �mpulse; because no strokes or blows can be repeated
w�th such constancy as attract�on and grav�tat�on.

Another advantage of �ncl�nat�on: It engages on �ts s�de all the w�t and
�ngenu�ty of the m�nd; and when set �n oppos�t�on to rel�g�ous pr�nc�ples,
seeks every method and art of elud�ng them: In wh�ch �t �s almost always
successful. Who can expla�n the heart of man, or account for those strange
salvos and excuses, w�th wh�ch people sat�sfy themselves, when they follow
the�r �ncl�nat�ons �n oppos�t�on to the�r rel�g�ous duty? Th�s �s well
understood �n the world; and none but fools ever repose less trust �n a man,
because they hear, that from study and ph�losophy, he has enterta�ned some
speculat�ve doubts w�th regard to theolog�cal subjects. And when we have
to do w�th a man, who makes a great profess�on of rel�g�on and devot�on,
has th�s any other effect upon several, who pass for prudent, than to put
them on the�r guard, lest they be cheated and dece�ved by h�m?

We must further cons�der, that ph�losophers, who cult�vate reason and
reflect�on, stand less �n need of such mot�ves to keep them under the
restra�nt of morals; and that the vulgar, who alone may need them, are
utterly �ncapable of so pure a rel�g�on as represents the De�ty to be pleased
w�th noth�ng but v�rtue �n human behav�our. The recommendat�ons to the
D�v�n�ty are generally supposed to be e�ther fr�volous observances, or
rapturous ecstas�es, or a b�goted credul�ty. We need not run back �nto



ant�qu�ty, or wander �nto remote reg�ons, to f�nd �nstances of th�s
degeneracy. Amongst ourselves, some have been gu�lty of that
atroc�ousness, unknown to the Egypt�an and Grec�an superst�t�ons, of
decla�m�ng �n express terms, aga�nst moral�ty; and represent�ng �t as a sure
forfe�ture of the D�v�ne favour, �f the least trust or rel�ance be la�d upon �t.

But even though superst�t�on or enthus�asm should not put �tself �n d�rect
oppos�t�on to moral�ty; the very d�vert�ng of the attent�on, the ra�s�ng up a
new and fr�volous spec�es of mer�t, the preposterous d�str�but�on wh�ch �t
makes of pra�se and blame, must have the most pern�c�ous consequences,
and weaken extremely men's attachment to the natural mot�ves of just�ce
and human�ty.

Such a pr�nc�ple of act�on l�kew�se, not be�ng any of the fam�l�ar mot�ves
of human conduct, acts only by �ntervals on the temper; and must be roused
by cont�nual efforts, �n order to render the p�ous zealot sat�sf�ed w�th h�s
own conduct, and make h�m fulf�l h�s devot�onal task. Many rel�g�ous
exerc�ses are entered �nto w�th seem�ng fervour, where the heart, at the t�me,
feels cold and langu�d: A hab�t of d�ss�mulat�on �s by degrees contracted;
and fraud and falsehood become the predom�nant pr�nc�ple. Hence the
reason of that vulgar observat�on, that the h�ghest zeal �n rel�g�on and the
deepest hypocr�sy, so far from be�ng �ncons�stent, are often or commonly
un�ted �n the same �nd�v�dual character.

The bad effects of such hab�ts, even �n common l�fe, are eas�ly �mag�ned;
but where the �nterests of rel�g�on are concerned, no moral�ty can be
forc�ble enough to b�nd the enthus�ast�c zealot. The sacredness of the cause
sanct�f�es every measure wh�ch can be made use of to promote �t.

The steady attent�on alone to so �mportant an �nterest as that of eternal
salvat�on, �s apt to ext�ngu�sh the benevolent affect�ons, and beget a narrow,
contracted self�shness. And when such a temper �s encouraged, �t eas�ly
eludes all the general precepts of char�ty and benevolence.

Thus, the mot�ves of vulgar superst�t�on have no great �nfluence on
general conduct; nor �s the�r operat�on favourable to moral�ty, �n the
�nstances where they predom�nate.



Is there any max�m �n pol�t�cs more certa�n and �nfall�ble, than that both
the number and author�ty of pr�ests should be conf�ned w�th�n very narrow
l�m�ts; and that the c�v�l mag�strate ought, for ever, to keep h�s fasces and
axes from such dangerous hands? But �f the sp�r�t of popular rel�g�on were
so salutary to soc�ety, a contrary max�m ought to preva�l. The greater
number of pr�ests, and the�r greater author�ty and r�ches, w�ll always
augment the rel�g�ous sp�r�t. And though the pr�ests have the gu�dance of
th�s sp�r�t, why may we not expect a super�or sanct�ty of l�fe, and greater
benevolence and moderat�on, from persons who are set apart for rel�g�on,
who are cont�nually �nculcat�ng �t upon others, and who must themselves
�mb�be a greater share of �t? Whence comes �t then, that, �n fact, the utmost
a w�se mag�strate can propose w�th regard to popular rel�g�ons, �s, as far as
poss�ble, to make a sav�ng game of �t, and to prevent the�r pern�c�ous
consequences w�th regard to soc�ety? Every exped�ent wh�ch he tr�es for so
humble a purpose �s surrounded w�th �nconven�ences. If he adm�ts only one
rel�g�on among h�s subjects, he must sacr�f�ce, to an uncerta�n prospect of
tranqu�ll�ty, every cons�derat�on of publ�c l�berty, sc�ence, reason, �ndustry,
and even h�s own �ndependency. If he g�ves �ndulgence to several sects,
wh�ch �s the w�ser max�m, he must preserve a very ph�losoph�cal
�nd�fference to all of them, and carefully restra�n the pretens�ons of the
preva�l�ng sect; otherw�se he can expect noth�ng but endless d�sputes,
quarrels, fact�ons, persecut�ons, and c�v�l commot�ons.

True rel�g�on, I allow, has no such pern�c�ous consequences: but we must
treat of rel�g�on, as �t has commonly been found �n the world; nor have I
any th�ng to do w�th that speculat�ve tenet of The�sm, wh�ch, as �t �s a
spec�es of ph�losophy, must partake of the benef�c�al �nfluence of that
pr�nc�ple, and at the same t�me must l�e under a l�ke �nconven�ence, of be�ng
always conf�ned to very few persons.

Oaths are requ�s�te �n all courts of jud�cature; but �t �s a quest�on whether
the�r author�ty ar�ses from any popular rel�g�on. It �s the solemn�ty and
�mportance of the occas�on, the regard to reputat�on, and the reflect�ng on
the general �nterests of soc�ety, wh�ch are the ch�ef restra�nts upon mank�nd.
Custom-house oaths and pol�t�cal oaths are but l�ttle regarded even by some
who pretend to pr�nc�ples of honesty and rel�g�on; and a Quaker's
asseverat�on �s w�th us justly put upon the same foot�ng w�th the oath of any



other person. I know, that POLYBIUS [L�b. v�. cap. 54.] ascr�bes the �nfamy
of GREEK fa�th to the prevalency of the EPICUREAN ph�losophy: but I
know also, that Pun�c fa�th had as bad a reputat�on �n anc�ent t�mes as Ir�sh
ev�dence has �n modern; though we cannot account for these vulgar
observat�ons by the same reason. Not to ment�on that Greek fa�th was
�nfamous before the r�se of the Ep�curean ph�losophy; and EURIPIDES
[Iph�gen�a �n Taur�de], �n a passage wh�ch I shall po�nt out to you, has
glanced a remarkable stroke of sat�re aga�nst h�s nat�on, w�th regard to th�s
c�rcumstance.

Take care, PHILO, repl�ed CLEANTHES, take care: push not matters
too far: allow not your zeal aga�nst false rel�g�on to underm�ne your
venerat�on for the true. Forfe�t not th�s pr�nc�ple, the ch�ef, the only great
comfort �n l�fe; and our pr�nc�pal support am�dst all the attacks of adverse
fortune. The most agreeable reflect�on, wh�ch �t �s poss�ble for human
�mag�nat�on to suggest, �s that of genu�ne The�sm, wh�ch represents us as
the workmansh�p of a Be�ng perfectly good, w�se, and powerful; who
created us for happ�ness; and who, hav�ng �mplanted �n us �mmeasurable
des�res of good, w�ll prolong our ex�stence to all etern�ty, and w�ll transfer
us �nto an �nf�n�te var�ety of scenes, �n order to sat�sfy those des�res, and
render our fel�c�ty complete and durable. Next to such a Be�ng h�mself (�f
the compar�son be allowed), the happ�est lot wh�ch we can �mag�ne, �s that
of be�ng under h�s guard�ansh�p and protect�on.

These appearances, sa�d PHILO, are most engag�ng and allur�ng; and
w�th regard to the true ph�losopher, they are more than appearances. But �t
happens here, as �n the former case, that, w�th regard to the greater part of
mank�nd, the appearances are dece�tful, and that the terrors of rel�g�on
commonly preva�l above �ts comforts.

It �s allowed, that men never have recourse to devot�on so read�ly as
when dejected w�th gr�ef or depressed w�th s�ckness. Is not th�s a proof, that
the rel�g�ous sp�r�t �s not so nearly all�ed to joy as to sorrow?

But men, when affl�cted, f�nd consolat�on �n rel�g�on, repl�ed
CLEANTHES. Somet�mes, sa�d PHILO: but �t �s natural to �mag�ne, that
they w�ll form a not�on of those unknown be�ngs, su�tably to the present
gloom and melancholy of the�r temper, when they betake themselves to the



contemplat�on of them. Accord�ngly, we f�nd the tremendous �mages to
predom�nate �n all rel�g�ons; and we ourselves, after hav�ng employed the
most exalted express�on �n our descr�pt�ons of the De�ty, fall �nto the flattest
contrad�ct�on �n aff�rm�ng that the damned are �nf�n�tely super�or �n number
to the elect.

I shall venture to aff�rm, that there never was a popular rel�g�on, wh�ch
represented the state of departed souls �n such a l�ght, as would render �t
el�g�ble for human k�nd that there should be such a state. These f�ne models
of rel�g�on are the mere product of ph�losophy. For as death l�es between the
eye and the prospect of futur�ty, that event �s so shock�ng to Nature, that �t
must throw a gloom on all the reg�ons wh�ch l�e beyond �t; and suggest to
the general�ty of mank�nd the �dea of CERBERUS and FURIES; dev�ls, and
torrents of f�re and br�mstone.

It �s true, both fear and hope enter �nto rel�g�on; because both these
pass�ons, at d�fferent t�mes, ag�tate the human m�nd, and each of them
forms a spec�es of d�v�n�ty su�table to �tself. But when a man �s �n a cheerful
d�spos�t�on, he �s f�t for bus�ness, or company, or enterta�nment of any k�nd;
and he naturally appl�es h�mself to these, and th�nks not of rel�g�on. When
melancholy and dejected, he has noth�ng to do but brood upon the terrors of
the �nv�s�ble world, and to plunge h�mself st�ll deeper �n affl�ct�on. It may
�ndeed happen, that after he has, �n th�s manner, engraved the rel�g�ous
op�n�ons deep �nto h�s thought and �mag�nat�on, there may arr�ve a change
of health or c�rcumstances, wh�ch may restore h�s good humour, and ra�s�ng
cheerful prospects of futur�ty, make h�m run �nto the other extreme of joy
and tr�umph. But st�ll �t must be acknowledged, that, as terror �s the pr�mary
pr�nc�ple of rel�g�on, �t �s the pass�on wh�ch always predom�nates �n �t, and
adm�ts but of short �ntervals of pleasure.

Not to ment�on, that these f�ts of excess�ve, enthus�ast�c joy, by
exhaust�ng the sp�r�ts, always prepare the way for equal f�ts of superst�t�ous
terror and deject�on; nor �s there any state of m�nd so happy as the calm and
equable. But th�s state �t �s �mposs�ble to support, where a man th�nks that
he l�es �n such profound darkness and uncerta�nty, between an etern�ty of
happ�ness and an etern�ty of m�sery. No wonder that such an op�n�on
d�sjo�nts the ord�nary frame of the m�nd, and throws �t �nto the utmost



confus�on. And though that op�n�on �s seldom so steady �n �ts operat�on as
to �nfluence all the act�ons; yet �t �s apt to make a cons�derable breach �n the
temper, and to produce that gloom and melancholy so remarkable �n all
devout people.

It �s contrary to common sense to enterta�n apprehens�ons or terrors upon
account of any op�n�on whatsoever, or to �mag�ne that we run any r�sk
hereafter, by the freest use of our reason. Such a sent�ment �mpl�es both an
absurd�ty and an �ncons�stency. It �s an absurd�ty to bel�eve that the De�ty
has human pass�ons, and one of the lowest of human pass�ons, a restless
appet�te for applause. It �s an �ncons�stency to bel�eve, that, s�nce the De�ty
has th�s human pass�on, he has not others also; and, �n part�cular, a
d�sregard to the op�n�ons of creatures so much �nfer�or.

To know God, says SENECA, �s to worsh�p h�m. All other worsh�p �s
�ndeed absurd, superst�t�ous, and even �mp�ous. It degrades h�m to the low
cond�t�on of mank�nd, who are del�ghted w�th entreaty, sol�c�tat�on,
presents, and flattery. Yet �s th�s �mp�ety the smallest of wh�ch superst�t�on
�s gu�lty. Commonly, �t depresses the De�ty far below the cond�t�on of
mank�nd; and represents h�m as a capr�c�ous DEMON, who exerc�ses h�s
power w�thout reason and w�thout human�ty! And were that D�v�ne Be�ng
d�sposed to be offended at the v�ces and foll�es of s�lly mortals, who are h�s
own workmansh�p, �ll would �t surely fare w�th the votar�es of most popular
superst�t�ons. Nor would any of human race mer�t h�s favour, but a very
few, the ph�losoph�cal The�sts, who enterta�n, or rather �ndeed endeavour to
enterta�n, su�table not�ons of h�s D�v�ne perfect�ons: As the only persons
ent�tled to h�s compass�on and �ndulgence would be the ph�losoph�cal
Scept�cs, a sect almost equally rare, who, from a natural d�ff�dence of the�r
own capac�ty, suspend, or endeavour to suspend, all judgement w�th regard
to such subl�me and such extraord�nary subjects.

If the whole of Natural Theology, as some people seem to ma�nta�n,
resolves �tself �nto one s�mple, though somewhat amb�guous, at least
undef�ned propos�t�on, That the cause or causes of order �n the un�verse
probably bear some remote analogy to human �ntell�gence: If th�s
propos�t�on be not capable of extens�on, var�at�on, or more part�cular
expl�cat�on: If �t affords no �nference that affects human l�fe, or can be the



source of any act�on or forbearance: And �f the analogy, �mperfect as �t �s,
can be carr�ed no further than to the human �ntell�gence, and cannot be
transferred, w�th any appearance of probab�l�ty, to the other qual�t�es of the
m�nd; �f th�s really be the case, what can the most �nqu�s�t�ve,
contemplat�ve, and rel�g�ous man do more than g�ve a pla�n, ph�losoph�cal
assent to the propos�t�on, as often as �t occurs, and bel�eve that the
arguments on wh�ch �t �s establ�shed exceed the object�ons wh�ch l�e aga�nst
�t? Some aston�shment, �ndeed, w�ll naturally ar�se from the greatness of the
object; some melancholy from �ts obscur�ty; some contempt of human
reason, that �t can g�ve no solut�on more sat�sfactory w�th regard to so
extraord�nary and magn�f�cent a quest�on. But bel�eve me, CLEANTHES,
the most natural sent�ment wh�ch a well-d�sposed m�nd w�ll feel on th�s
occas�on, �s a long�ng des�re and expectat�on that Heaven would be pleased
to d�ss�pate, at least allev�ate, th�s profound �gnorance, by afford�ng some
more part�cular revelat�on to mank�nd, and mak�ng d�scover�es of the
nature, attr�butes, and operat�ons of the D�v�ne object of our fa�th. A person,
seasoned w�th a just sense of the �mperfect�ons of natural reason, w�ll fly to
revealed truth w�th the greatest av�d�ty: Wh�le the haughty Dogmat�st,
persuaded that he can erect a complete system of Theology by the mere
help of ph�losophy, d�sda�ns any further a�d, and rejects th�s advent�t�ous
�nstructor. To be a ph�losoph�cal Scept�c �s, �n a man of letters, the f�rst and
most essent�al step towards be�ng a sound, bel�ev�ng Chr�st�an; a
propos�t�on wh�ch I would w�ll�ngly recommend to the attent�on of
PAMPHILUS: And I hope CLEANTHES w�ll forg�ve me for �nterpos�ng so
far �n the educat�on and �nstruct�on of h�s pup�l.

CLEANTHES and PHILO pursued not th�s conversat�on much further:
and as noth�ng ever made greater �mpress�on on me, than all the reason�ngs
of that day, so I confess, that, upon a ser�ous rev�ew of the whole, I cannot
but th�nk, that PHILO's pr�nc�ples are more probable than DEMEA's; but
that those of CLEANTHES approach st�ll nearer to the truth.
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