THE
5
1

WORKS
OF

J O H N LOCKE,
IN NINE VOLUMES.

---cL.

THE TWELFTH EDITIOS.

VOLUME THE THIRD.

LONDON:

,

C. Baldwlo, Printer,

New Bridge Streef, Londoa

C O N T E N T S
OF THIS

V 0 L U M E.
PAGE

A LETTER to the Right Rev. Edward Lord Bishop of
Worcester, concerning some Passages relating to Mr.
Locke’s Essay of Human Understanding, in a late
Discourse of his Lordship’s in Vindication of the
1
Trinity..
Mr. Locke’s Reply to the Bishop of Worcester’s Answer
to his Letter .................................... 97
An Answer to Remarks upon an Essay concerning Human
Understanding
1%
Mr. Locke’s Reply to the Bishop of Worcester’s Answer
to his second Letter
191
Index.

........................................
..................................

..............................

A

L E T T E R
TO THE RIGHT REVEREND

EDWARD,
LORD BISHOP OF WORCESTER,
COSCEHHING SOME PASSAGES RELATISO TO

MR. LOCKE’S ESSAY OF HUMAN UNDERSTANDING.

IN A

LATE DISCOURSE OF HIS LORDSHIP’S, IN VINDICATION
OF THE TRINITY.
#

’T’OL. 111.

B

..

A

L E.T T E R
TO THE RIGHT REVEREND

EDWARD,
LORD BISHOP OF WORCESTER.

M Y LORD,

I CANNOT but look upon it as a great honour, that
your lordship, who are so thoroughly acquainted with
the incomparable writings of antiquity, and know so
well how to entertain yourself with the great men in
the commonwealth of letters, should a t any time take
into your hand my mean papers: and so far bestow
any of your valuabIe minutes on my Essay of Human
Understanding; as to let the world see you have thought
my notions worth your lordship's consideration. My
aim in that, as well as every thing else written by me,
k i n g purely to follow truth as far as I could discover
it, I think myself beholden to whoever shows me my
mistakes, as to one who, concurring in my design, helps
me forward in my way.
Your lordship has been pleased to favour me with
some thoughts of yours in this kind, in your late learned
'' Discourse, in Vindication of the Doctrine of the
B2
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Trinity ;*’ and, I hope, I may say, have gone a little
out of your way to do me that kindness : for the obligation is thereby the greater. And if your lordship
has brought in the mention of my book in a chapter,
intitled, ‘‘ Objections against the Trinity, in Point of
Reason, answered ;” when, in my whole Essay, I think
there is not to be found any thing like an objection
against the Trinity : I have the more to acknowledge
t o your lordship, who would not let the foreignness of
the subject hinder your lordship from endeavouring to
set me right, as to some errours your lordship apprehends in my book ; when other writers using some notions like mine, gave you that which was occasion
enough for you to do me the favour to take notice of
what you dislike in my Essay.
Your lordship’s name is of so great authority in the
learned world, that I who pro€ess myself more ready,
upon conviction, to recant, than I was at first to publish, my mistakes, cannot pay that respect is due to it,
without telling the reasons why I still retain any of my
notions, after your lordship’s having appeared dissatisfied
with them. This must be my apology, and I hope such
a one as your lordship will allow, for my examining
what you have printed against several passages in my
book, and my showing the reasons why it has not prevailed with me to quit them.
That your lordship’s reasonings may lose none of
their force by my misapprehending or misrepresenting
them (a way too familiarly used in writings that have
any appearance of controversy), I shall crave leave to
give the reader your lordship’s arguments in the full
strength of your own expressions ; that so in them he
may have the advantage to see the deficiency of my
pnswers, in any point where I shall be so unfortunate
as not to perceive, or not to follow, the light your lordship affords me.
Your lordship having in the two cr three preceding
pages, justly, as 1 think, found fault with the account of
reason, given by theunitarians and a late writer, in those
passages you quote out of them ; and then coming to the
nature of substance, and relating what that author has
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said concerning the mind‘s getting of simple ideas, and
those simple ideas being the sole matter and foundation.
of all our reasonings ; your lordship thus concludes,
Then it follows, that we can have no foundation of
c c reasoning, where there can be no such ideas from
ct sensation or reflection.”
Now this is the case of substance; it is not introcc mitted by the senses, nor depends upon the operation
cc of the mind ; and so it cannot be within the compass
<‘ of our reason. And therefore I do not wonder, that
cc the gentlemen of this new way of reasoning have
cc almost discarded substarice out of the reasonable part
of the world. For they not only tell us, &c.” .
This, as I remember, is the first place where your
lordship is pleased to quote any thing out of my Essay
cc of Human Understanding,” which your lordship does
in these words following :
“ That we can have no idea of it by sensation or
‘ c reflection : but that nothing is signified by it, only an
And
cc uncertain supposition of me know not what.”
therefore it is parallelrd, more than once, with the
Indian philosopher’s ‘‘ He-knew-not-what ; which supported the tortoise, that supported the elephant, that
cc supported the earth : so substance was found out only
IC
to support accidents. And that when we talk of
substances, we talk like children : who, being asked
a question about somewhat which they knew not,
readily give this satisfactory answer, that it is something.”
These Ivords of mine your lordship brings to prove,
that I ani one of the gentlemen of this new way of
reasoning, that have almost discarded substance out
cc of the reasonable part of the world.”
An accusation
which your lordship will pardon me, if I do not readily
know what to plead to, because I do not understand
what is ‘ 6 almost to discard substance out of the rea‘‘ soneble part of the world.” If your lordship means
by it, that I deny or doubt that there is in the world
any such thing as substance, that your lordship will acquit me of, when your lordship looks again into that
%
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chapter, which you have cited more than once, where
yaur lordship will find these words :
c' When we talk 01' think of any partiHuman unaterstanding, " cular sort of corporeal substances, as horse,
B.5. c. 23.
stone, &c. though the idea we have of
$ 4.
" either of theiu be but the complication OP
'' collection of those several simple ideas of sensible
6' qualities which we used to find united in the thing
called horse or stone ; y6t because we cannot conceive
'6 how they should subsist alone, nor one in another, we
'6 suppose them existing in, and supported by some
'6 common subject, which support we denote by the
name substance; though it be certain we have no
'
6 clear and distinct idea of that thing we suppose a
6' support."
And again,
('The same happens concerning the ope§ 5.
"rations of the mind, viz. thinking, reason" ing, fearing, &c. which we considering not to subsist
6c of themselves, nor apprehending how they can belong
" to body, or be produced by it, we are apt to think
" these the actions of some other substance, which we
'6 call spirit : whereby yet it is evident, that having no
( 6 other idea or notion of matter, but something wherein
"those many sensible qualities which affect our senses,
" do subsist ; by supposing a substance, wherein think'' ing, knowing, doubting, and a power of moving, &c.
6' do subsist, we have as clear a notion of the nature or
'6 substance of spirit, as we have of body ; the one being
'csupposed to be (without knowing what it is) the
" substratum to those simple ideas we have from without ; and the other supposed (with a like ignorance
'6 of what it is) to he the substratum to those opera'(tions, which we experiment in ourselves within."
And again,
'' Whatever therefore be the secret nature
§ 6.
'(of substance in general, all the ideas we have
6' of particular distinct substances are nothing but seve'6 ral combinations of simple ideas, co-existing in such,
$6 though unknown, cause of their union, as makes the
4~ whole subsist of itself.''
((

6'

6'

$6

&hop

of Wwiwten

Y

Aad I further say in the same taction, 6' That w&r
suppose these combinations to lest in, and to be adherent to that unknown, common subject, which in'< heres not in any thing else. And that our complex
ideas of substances, besides all those simple ideas they
" are made up of, have always the confused idea of
something to which they belong, and in which they
" subsist : and therefore when we speak of any sort of
('substance, we say it is a thing having such and such
' 6 qualities ; a body is a thing that is extended, figured,
('and capable of motion ; a spirit, a thing capable of
'(thinking."
These, and the like fashions of speaking, intimate,
that the substance is supposed always something, besides
the extension, figure, solidity, motion, thinking, or
other observable idea, though we know not what it io.
Our idea of body, I say, is an extended, B, c. %3,
cc solid substance ; and our idea of our souls 5 29,
('is of a substance that thinks." So that
as long as there is any such thing as body or spirit in the
world, I have done nothing towards the discarding substance out of the reasonable part of the world. Nay, as
long as there is any simple idea or sensible quality left,
according to my way of arguing, substance cannot be
discarded ; because all simple ideas, all sensible qualities,
carry with them a supposition of a substratum to exist
in, and of a substance wherein they inhere : and of this
that whole chapter is so full, that I challenge any one
who reads it to think I have almost, or one jot discarded substance out of the reasonable part of the world.
And of this man, horse, sun, water, iron, diamond, &c.
which I have mentioned of distinct sorts of substancesy
will be my witnesses as long as any such thing remains
in being ; of which I say, cc that the ideas h. ii, ~~,
" of substances
are such combinations of 8 6.
" simple ideas, as are taken to represent
distinct, particular things, subsisting by themselves,
" in which the supposed or confused idea of substance
'(is always the first arid chief."
If by almost discarding substance out of the swuable
part of the world your lordship means, that I h i r e ,&
'(
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stroyed,’ and almost discarded the true idea we have of
B. ii. e. 23. it, by calling it a substratum, a suppsi§ 1.
“tion of we know not what support of
§ 2.
*‘ such qualities as are capable of producing
§ 3.
‘‘ simple ideas in us; an obscure and re23.5. c. 13.
‘(
lative idea : that without knowing what
§ 19.
$6 it is, it is that which supports accidents ;
cc so that of substance we have no idea of what it is, but
‘‘ only a confused and obscure one, of what it does ;” I
must confess this, and the like I have said of our idea of
substance : and should be very glad to be convinced by
y6ur lordship, or any body else, that I have spoken too
meanly of it. He that would show me a more clear and
distinct idea of substance, would do me a kindness I
should thank him for.’ But this is the best I can hitherto
find, either in my own thoughts, or in the books of
logicians : for their account or idea of it is, that it is
6‘ Ens,”
or ‘c res per se subsistens et substans accidentibus; ” which in effect is no more, but that substance is
a being or thing; or, in short, something they know not
what, or of which they have no clearer idea, than that it
is something which supports accidents, or other simple
ideas or modes, and is not supported itself as a mode or
an accident. So that I do not see but Burgersdicius,
Sanderson, and the whole tribe of logicians, must be
reckoned with u the gentlemen of this new way of
‘‘ reasoning, who have almost discarded substance out
(c of the reasonable part of the world.”
But supposing, my lord, that I, or these gentlemen,
logicians of note in the schools, should own, that t e
have a very imperfect, obscure, inadequate idea of substance: would it not be a little too hard to charge us
with discarding substance out of the world? For what
almost discarding, and’ reasonable part of the world,
signify3I must confess I do not clearly comprehend : but
let almost, and reasonable part, signify here what they
will, for I dare say your lordship meant something by
them, would not your lordship think you were a little
too hardly dealt with, if for acknowledging yourself to
,have 8 very imperfect and inadequate idea of God, or of
several other things which, in this very treatise, you
‘(
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confess our understanding% come short in and cannot
comprehend, you should be accused to be one of these
gentlemen that have almost discarded God, or those
other mysterious things, whereof you contend we have
very imperfect and inadequate ideas, out of the reasonable world? For I suppose your lordship means by
almost discarding out of the reasonable world something
that is blameable, for it seems not to be inserted for a
commendation ; and yet I think he deserves no blame,
who owns the having imperfect, inadequate, obscure
ideas, where he has no better : however, if it be inferred
from thence, that either he almost excludes those things
out of being, or out of rational discourse, if that be
meant by the reasonable world ; for the first of these
will not hold, because the being of things in the world
depends not on our ideas : the latter indeed is true, in
some degree, but is no fault; far it is certain, that
where we have imperfect, inadequate, confused, obscure
ideas, we caunot discourse and reason about those things
so well, fully, and clearly, as if we had perfect, adequate,
clear and distinct ideas.
Your lordship, I must own, with great reason, takes
notice that I paralleled, more than once, our idea of
substance with the Indian philosopher's he-knew-notwhat, which supported the tortoise, &c.
This repetition is, I confess, a fault in exact writing:
but 1 have acknowledged and excused it in these words
in my preface, '' I am not ignorant how little I herein
('consult my own reputation, when I knowingly let my
" Essay go with a fault so apt to disgust the most judiIC cious, who are always the nicest readers." And there
further add, cc that I did not publish my Essay for such
'' great masters of knowledge as your lordship ; but
" fitted it to men of my own size, to whom repetitions
" might be sometimes useful."
It would not therefore
have been besides pour lordship's generosity (who were
not intended to be provoked by the repetition) to have
passed by such a fault as this, in one who pretends not
heyond the lower rank of writers. But I see your lordship would have me exact and without any faults; and I
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wish I could be so, the better to deserve your lordship's
approbation.
My saying, '' that when we talk of substance, we
" talk like children ; who being asked a question about
something, which they know not, readily give this
" satistFctory aywer,
that it is something ;" your
lordship seems mightily to lay to heart, in these words
that follow :
6G If this be the truth of the case, we must still talk
like children, and I know not how it can Be remedied.
66 For if we cannot come at a rational idea of substance,
Cc we can have no principle of certainty to go upon in
this debate."
If your lordship has any better and distincter idea of
substance than mine is, which I have given an account
of, your lordship is not at all concerned in what I have
there said. But those whose idea of substance, whether
a rational or not rational idea, is like mine, something
he-knows-not-what, must in that, with me, talk like
children, when they speak of something they know not
what. For a philosopher that says, that which supports
accidents is something he-knows-not-what ; and a
countryman that says, the foundation of the church at
Harlem is supported by something he-knows-not-what ;
and a child that stands in the dark upon his mother's
muff, and says he stands upon something he-knows-notwhat ; in this respect talk all three alike. But if the
country-man knows, that the foundation of the church at
Harlem is supported by a rock, as the houses about
Bristol are ; or by gravel, as the houses about London
are ; or by wooden piles, as the houses in Amsterdam
are ; it is plain, that then having a clear and distinct
idea of the thing that supports the church, he does not
talk of this matter as a child ; nor will he of the support
of accidents, when he has a clearer and more distinct
idea of it, than that it is barely something. But as
long as we think like children, in cases where our ideas
are no clearer nor distincter than theirs, I agree with
your lordship, that I know not how it can be remedied,
but that we must talk like them.
'(
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Your lordship’s next paragraph begins thus : 1 do
6‘ not say, that we can have a clear idea of substance,
“either by sensation or reflection; but from hence I
argue, that this is a very insufficient distribution of
the ideas necessary to reason.”
Your lordship here argues against a proposition that
I know nobody that holds : I am sure the author of the
Essay of Human Understanding never thought, nor in
that Essay hath any where said, that the ideas that come
into the mind by sensation and reflection, are all the ideas
that are necessary to reason, or that reason is exercised
about ; for then he must have laid by all the ideas of
simple and mixed modes and relations, and the complex
ideas of the species of substances, about which he has
spent so many chapters; and must have denied that
these complex ideas are the objects of men’s thoughts or
reasonings, which he is far enough from. All that he
has said about sensation and reflection is, that all our
simple ideas are received by them, and that these simple
ideas are the foundation of all our knowledge, for as
much as all our coinplex, relative, and general ideas are
made by the mind, abstracting, enlarging, comparing,
compounding, and referring, &c. these simple ideas, and
their several combinations, one to another ; whereby
complex and general ideas are formed of modes, relations, and the several species of substances, all which
are made use of by reason, as well as the other faculties
of the mind.
I therefore agree with your lordship, that the ideas of
sensation or reflection is a very insufficient distribution
of the ideas necessary to reason. Only my agreement
with your lordship had been more intire to the whole
sentence, if your lordship had rather said, ideas made use
of by reason ; because I do not well know what is meant
by ideas necessary to reason. For reason being a faculty
of the mind, nothing, in my poor opinion, can properly
be said to be necessary to that faculty, but what is required to its being. As nothing is necessary to sight in
a man, but such a constitution of the body and organ,
that a man may have the power of seeing ; so I submit
it to your lordship, whether any thing can properly be
((
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said to be necessary to reason in a man, but such a constitution of body or mind, or both, as may give him
the power of reasoning. Indeed such a particular sort
of objects or instruments may be sometimes said to lie
necessary to the eye, but it is never said in reference to
the faculty of seeing, but in reference to some particular
end of seeing ; and then a microscope and a mite may
be necessary to the eye, if the end proposed be to know
the shape and parts of that animal. And so if a man
would reaion about substance, then the idea of substance is necessary to his reason: but yet I doubt not
Iwt that many a rational creature has been, who, in all
his life, never bethought himself of any necessity his
reason had of an idea of substance.
Your lordship’s next words are ; li for besides these,
sb there must be some general ideas which the mind doth
form, not by mere comparing those ideas it has got
c 6 from sense or reflection, but by forining distinct gecL neral notions of things from particular ideas.”
Here, again, I perfectly agree with your lordship, that
besides the particular ideas received from sensation and
reflection, the mind ‘‘ forms general ideas, not by mere
comparing those ideas it has got by sensation and re“ flection;” for this I do not remember I ever said.
But this I say, ideas become general, by
B. iii. c. 3. cc separating froin them the circumstances
8 6‘‘ of time and place, and any other ideas
I Cthat may determine them to this or that particular
‘(existence. By this way of abstraction they are made,
B. i. c. 11. “ &c.” And to the same purpose I explain
§ 9.
myself in another place.
Your lordship says, cc the mind forms general ideas,
cc by forming general notions of things from particular
c6 ideas.”
And I sap, the mind forms general ideas,
cc abstracting from particular ones.” So that there is no
difference that I perceive between us in this matter, but
only a little in expression.
It follows, “ and amongst these general notions, or
‘6 rational ideas, substance is one of the first ; because
‘c we find, that we can have no true conceptions of any
(6 modes,or accidents (no matter which) but we must
‘6

6c
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conceive a substratum, or subject wherein they are.
'(Since it is a repugnancy to our first conceptions of
I' things,
that modes or accidents should subsist by
'' themselves ; and therefore the rational idea of sub'' stance is one of the first and most natural ideas in our
6' minds."
Whether the general idea of substance be one of the
first or most natural ideas in our minds, I will not dispute with your lordship, as not being, I think, very
material to the matter in hand. But as to the idea of
substance, what it is, and how we come by it, your
lordship says, ('it is a repugnancy to our conceptions of
'' things, that modes and accidents should subsist by
" themselves ; and therefore we must conceive a sub'' stratum wherein they are."
And, I say, c c because we cannot con- B. ii. c, 123,
('ceive how simple ideas of sensible quali- 8
' I ties should subsist alone, or one in another,
('we suppose them existing in, and supported by, some
'' comnion subject." Which I, with your
lordship, call also substratum.
What can be more consonant to itself, than what your
lordship and I have said in these two passages is consonant to one another? Whereupon, my lord, g'ive me
leave, I beseech you, to boast to the world, that what I
have said concerning our general idea of substance, and
the way how we come by it, has the honour to be contimed by your lordship's authority. And that from
hence I may be sure the saying, [that the general idea
we have of substance is, that it is a substratum or s u p
port to modes or accidents, wherein they do subsist : and
that the mind forms it, because it cannot conceive how
they should subsist of themselves,] has no objection in it
against the Trinity ; for then your lordship w i l l not, I
know, be of that opinion, nor own it in a chapter where
you are answering objections against the Trinity ; however my words, which amount to no more, have been (I
know not how) brought into that chapter : though what
they have to do there, I must confess to your lordship,
I do not yet see.
~
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In the next words your lordship says, '(but we are
still told, that our understanding can have no other
'' ideas but either from sensation or reflection."
T h e words of that section your lordship quotes, are
these: '' the understanding seems to me,
B.ii. c. 1. " not to have the least glimmering of any
8 5.
'' ideas, which it doth not receive from one
'6 of these two.
External objects furnish the mind
*' with the ideas of sensible qualities, which are all those
''different perceptions they produce in us: and the
*' mind furnishes the understanding with ideas of its
6' own operations.
These, when we have taken a full
I' survey of them, and their several modes, and the
'6 coinpositions made out of then), we shall find to contain all our own stock of ideas ; and that we have no'' thing in our minds which did not come in one of those
6' two ways.
Let any one examine his own thoughts,
'' and thoroughly search into his own uuderstanding,
6' and then let him tell me, whether all the original
6c ideas he has there, are any other than of the objects
" of his senses, or of the operations of his mind, con'' sidered as objects of his reflection ? and how great a
*' mass of knowledge soever he imagines to be lodged
" there, he will, upon taking a strict view, see, that he
'(has not any idea in his mind but what one of these
" two have imprinted, though, perhaps, with infinite
variety compounded and enlarged by the understand'' ing, as we shall see hereafter."
These words seem to me to signify something difTerent from what your lordship has cited out of them ; and
if they do not, were intended, I am sure, by me, to
signify all those complex ideas of modes, relations, and
specific substances, which how the mind itself forms out
of simple ideas, I have showed in the following part of
my book ; and intended to refer to it by these words,
'' as we shall see hereafter," with which I close that
paragraph. But if by ideas your lordship signifies simple
ideas, in the words you have set down, 1 grant then they
contain my sense, viz. " that our understandings can
'(have (that is, in the natural exercise of our faculties)
'1
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no other simple ideas, but either from Bemation or
reflection.”
Your lordship goes on : (‘and [we are still told] that
6 L herein chiefly lies the excellency of mankind above
“ brutes, that these cannot abstract and enlarge ideas,
‘(as men do.”
Had your lordship done me the favour to have quoted
the place in my book, from whence you had taken these
words, I should not have been at a loss to find them.
Those in my book, which I can remember any where
come nearest to them, run thus :
(‘This, I think, I may be positive in, that the
‘‘ power of abstracting is not at all in brutes ; and that
u the having of general ideas is that which puts a perfect
“ distinction betwixt man and brutes ; and
ii* c. *I“ is an excellency which the faculties of
$ 10.
cc brutes do by no means attain to.”
Though, speaking of the faculties of the human
understanding, I took occasion, by the by, to conjecture
how far brutes partook with men in any of the intellectual faculties : yet it never entered into my thoughts,
on that occasion, to compare the utmost perfections of
human nature with that of brutes, and therefore was far
from saying, cc herein chiefly lies the excellency of
(‘mankind above brutes, that these cannot abstract
“ and enlarge their ideas, as men do.”
For it seems
to me an absurdity I would not willingly be guilty of,
to say, that the excellency of mankind lies chiefly, or
‘‘ any ways in this, that brutes cannot abstract.” For
brutes not being able to do any thing, cannot be any
excellency of mankind. T h e ability of mankind does
not lie in the impotency or disabilities of brutes. If
your lordship had charged me to have said, that herein
lies one excellency of mankind above brutes, viz. that
men can, and brutes cannot abstract; I must have
owned it to be my sense; but what I ought to sap to
what your lordship approved or disapproved of in it, I
shall better understand, when I know to what purpose
your lordship was pleased to cite it.
The immediately following paragraph runs thus :
‘I but how comes the general idea of substance to be
‘g
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fram,ed in our minds? " Is this by

ci abstracting and
enlarging simple ideas ? " no, but it is
B. ii.c 23. cc by a complication of many simple ideas
4.
4c together : because
not imagining how
'(these simple ideas can subsist by themselves, we
'' accustom ourselves to suppose some substratum
( 6 wherein they do subsist, and from whence they do
'' result, which therefore we call substance." And
is this all indeed, that is to be said for the being of
substance, '' that we accustom ourselves to suppose a
L~ substratum ? "
Is that custom grounded upon true
reason, or not? If not, then accidents or modes must
'6 subsist of themselves, and these simple ideas need no
tortoise to support them : for figures and colours, &c.
Cc would do well enough for themselves, but for some
" fancies men have accustomed themselves to."
Herein your lordship seems to charge me with two
faults; one, that I make '' the general idea of substance
" to be framed, not by abstracting and enlarging simple
'' ideas, but by a complication of many simple ideas
('together: " the other, as if I had said, the being of'
substance had no other foundation but the fancies of
men.
As to the first of these, I beg leave to remind your
lordship, that I say in more places than one, and particularly those above quoted, where ex professo I treat of
abstraction and general ideas, that they are all made by
abstracting ; and therefore could not be understood to
mean, that that of substance was made any other way ;
however my pen might have slipped, or the negligence
of expression, where I might have something else than
the general idea of substance in view, make me seem
to say so.
That I was not speaking of the general idea of substance in the passage your lordship quotes, is manifest
from the title of that chapter, which is, ';of the comic plex ideas of substance.''
And the first section of it,
which your lordship cites for those words you have set
down, stands thus :
B. ii, c. 25,
" The mind being, as I have declared,
§ 1.
IC
furnished with a great n u m b of the
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simple ideas conireyed in by the senses, as they are
found in exterior things, or by reflections on its own
'6 operations : takes notice also, that a certain number
of these simple ideas go constantly together ; which
being presumed to belong to one thing, and words
being suited to common apprehension, and made use
of for quick dispatch, are called, so united in one
cc subject, by one name; which, by inadvertency, we
'' are apt afterward to talk of, and consider as one sim'(ple idea, which indeed is a complication of inany ideas
'' together : because, as I have said, not imagining how
'' these simple ideas can subsist by themselves, we accustom ourselves to suppose some substratum, wherein
" they do subsist, and from which they do result ; which
therefore we call substance."
In which words, I do not observe any that deny the
general idea of substance to be made by abstraction;
nor any that say, " it is made by a complication of
ci many simple ideas together."
But speaking in that
place of the ideas of distinct substances, such as man,
horset gold, 85c. I say they are made up of certain
combinations of simple ideas ; which combinations are
looked upon, each of them, as one simple idea, though
they are many; and we call it by one name of substance, though made up of modes, from the custom of
supposing a substratutn, wherein that combination does
subsist. So that in this paragraph I o d y give an account of the idea of distinct substances, such as oak,
elephant, iron, &c. how, though they are made up of
distinct complications of modes, yet they are looked on
as one idea, called by one name, as making distinct
sorts of substances.
But that my notion of sullstance in general is quite
different from these, and has no such combination of
simple ideas in it, is evident from the immediately
following words, where I say; the idea B. ii. c. 23.
cc of pure substance in general is only a 8 2,
'' supposition of we know not what support
" of such qualities as are capable of producing simple
" ideas in us."
And these two I plainly distinguish all
along, particularly where I say, 6c whatever therefore
4'

'6

66

6'

6c
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'' be the secret

and abstract nature of substance in general, all the ideas we have of
'6 particular distinct substances, are nothing but several
4 combinations of simple ideas, co-existing in such,
though unknown, cause of their union, as inakes the
'
6 whole subsist of itself."
T h e other thing laid to my charge, is, as if I took the
being of substance t o be doubtful, or rendered it SO by
the imperfect and ill-grounded idea I have given of it.
T o which I beg leave to say, that I ground not the being,
but the idea of substance, on our accustoming ourselves
t o suppose some substratum ; for it is of the idea alone I
speak there, and not of the being of substance. And
having every whcre affirmed and built upon it, that a
man is a substance ; I cannot be supposed to question or
doubt of the being of substance, till I can question or
doubt of my own being. Further I say, '' that sensa'' tion convinces us that there are solid
B. ii. c. 23.
" extended substances : and reflection, that
29.
tlierc are thinking ones." So that I
think the being of substance is not shaken by what I
have said : and if the idea of it should be, yet (the being
of things depending not on our ideas) the being of
substance would not be at all shaken by my saying, we
had but an obscure imperfect idea of it, and that that
idea came from our accustoming ourselves to suppose
some substratum ; or indeed, if I should say, we had no
idea of substance at all. For a great many things may
be and are granted to have a being, and be in nature, of
which we have no ideas. For example; it cannot be
doubted but there are distinct species of separate spirits,
of which we have no distinct ideas at all : it cannot be
questioncd but spirits have ways of communicating
their thoughts, and yet we have no idea of it at all.
The being then of substance being safe and secure,
.notwithstanding any thing I have said, let us see whether the idea of it be not so too. Your lordship asks,
with concern, " and is this all indeed that is to be said
for the being" (if your lordship please, let it be the
idea) '' of substance, that we accustom ourselves to
'(suppose a substratum? Is that custom grounded

4 6.

"

6'

('

I
I
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' 6 upon true reason, or no? " I have said,
that it is grounded upon this, '' that we can- B.ii. c. 28.

'' not conceive how simple ideas of sensible
"

§ 4%

qualities should subsist alone, and therefore we sup-

'' pose them to exist in, and to be supported by, some
"

common subject, which support we denote by the

'(name substance." Which I think is a true reason,

~

'

i

because it is the same your lordship grounds the supposition of a substratum on, in this very page ; even on
" repugnancy to our conceptions, that inodes and acci'' dents should subsist by themselves." So that I have
the good luck here again to agree with your lordship :
and consequently conclude, I have your approbation in
this, that the substratum to inodes or accidents, which
is our idea of substance in general, is founded i n this,
" that we cannot conceive how inodes or accidents can
" subsist by themselves."
The words next following, are : rc if it be grounded
('upon plain and evident reason, then we must allow an
" idea of substance, which comes not in by sensation or
" reflection ; and so we may be certain of something
" which we have not by those ideas."
These words of your lordship's contain nothing, that
I see in them, against me: for I never said that the
general idea of substance comes in by sensation and reflection; or, that it is a simple idea of sensation or
reflection, though it be ultimately founded in them : for
it i s a complex idea, made up of the general idea of
something, or being, with the relation of a support to
accidents. For general ideas come not into the mind
by sensation or reflection, but are the creatures or inventions of the understanding, as, I think, I B, iE. c, s*
have shown; and also, how the mind makes
them from ideas, which it has got by sensation and reflection : and as to the ideas of relation, how the mind
forms them, and how they are derived from, B. ii. c. 25.
and ultimately terminate in, ideas of sensa- 8z 28.
tion and reflection, I have likewise shown. $ 18.
But that I may not be mistaken what [ mean, when
I speak of ideas of sensation and reflection, as the materials o f all our knowledge ; give me leave, my lord, ts
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set down a place or two out of my book, to explain
myself; as, I thus speak of ideas of sensation and
reflection :
'6 That these, when we have taken a full
B, ii. c. 1. '' survey of them, and their several modes,
§ 5.
and the compositions made out of them,
" we shall find to contain all our whole stock of ideas ;
" and we have nothing in our minds, which did not
'' come in one of those two ways." This thought, in
another place, I express thus :
'' These siniple ideas, the materials of all
I3. ii. c. 2.
''
our knowledge, are suggested and fur8 2.
'(nished to the mind only by these two ways
above mentioned, viz. sensation and reflection."
And again,
cc These are the most considerable of
B. ii. c. 7 .
those
simple ideas which the mind has,
$ 10.
('and out of which is made all its other
" knowledge; all which it receives Ly the two fore" nientioned ways of sensation and reflection."
And,
'(
Thus I have, in a short draught, given
B. ii. c. 21.
'(a view of our original ideas, from whence
I 72.
and of which
" all the rest are derived,
'6 they are made up."
This, and the like said in other places, is what 1 have
thought concerning ideas of sensation and reflection, as
the foundation and materials of all our ideas, and consequently of all OUT knowledge. I have set down these
particulars out of my book, that the reader, having a
full view of my opinion herein, may the better see what
in it is liable to your lordship's reprehension. For that
VOUI' lordship is not very well satisfied with it, appears
bot only by the words under consideration, but by these
also: " But we are still told, that our understanding
can have no other ideas, hut either from sensation or
reflection. And, let us suppose this principle to be
true, that the simple ideas, by sensation or reflection,
' 6 arc the sole matter and foundation of all our rea46 soning."
Your lordship's argument, in the passage we are upon,
stands thus: '( If the general idea of substance be
'(

'(

'(

'6

6'

Bishop of IVorcester.

81

grounded upon plain and evident reason, then w e
must allow an idea of substance, which comes not in
by sensation or reflection : " This is a consequence
which, with submission, I think will not hold, because
it is founded on a supposition which, I think, will not
hold, viz. that reason and ideas are inconsistent ; for if
that supposition be not true, then the general idea of
substance may be grounded on plain and evident reason :
and yet it will not follow from thence, that it is not
ultimately grounded on, and derived from, ideas which
come in by sensation or reflection, and so cannot be said
to come in by sensation or reflection.
T o explain myself, and clear my meaning in this
matter : all the ideas of all the sensible qualities of a
cherry, come into my mind by sensation ; the ideas of
perceiving, thinking, reasoning, knowing, &c. come
into my mind by reflection : the ideas of these qrialities
and actions, or powers, are perceived by the mind to be
by themselves inconsistent with existence ; or, as your
lordship well expresses it, " we find that we can have
no true conception of any modes or accidents, but we
" must conceive a substratum or subject, wherein they
'< are ;" i. e. that they cannot exist or subsist of themselves. Hence the mind perceives their necessary connesion with inherence or being supported ; which Iieing
a relative idea superadded to the red colour in a cherry,
or to thinking in a man, the mind frames the correlative
idea of a support. For I never denied, that the mind
could frame to itself ideas of relation, but have showed
the quite contrary in my chapters about relation. But
because a relation cannot be founded in nothing, or be
the relation of nothing, and the thing here related as a
supporter or support, is not represented to the mind by
any clear and distinct idea ; therefore the ohcure, indistinct, vague idea of thing or something, is all that is
left to be the positive idea, which has the relation of a
support or substratum to inodes or accidents; and that
general determined idea of something, is, by the allstraction of the mind, derived also from the simple ideas
of sensation and reflection : and thus the mind, from the
positive, simple ideas got Iiy sensation or reflection,
cc
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comes to the general relative idea of substance ; which,
without the positive simple ideas, it would never have.
This your lordship (without giving Ly retail all the
particular steps of the mind in this business) has well
expresed in this more familiar way :
(6 We find we can have no true conception of any
‘c modes 01‘ accidents, but we must conceive a substra‘ 6 turn or subject wherein they are ; since it is a repug(6 nancy to our conceptions of things, that modes or
‘6 accidents should subsist by themselves.”
Hence your Iordsfiip calls it the rational idea of substance : and says, ‘(I grant that by sensation and reflection we come to know the powers and properties
(6 of things : but our reason is satisfied that there must
( r be something beyond these, because it is impossilile
(6 that they should subsist by themselves.’’
So that if
this be that which your lordship means by the rational
idea of substance, I see nothing there is in it against
what I have said, that it is founded on simple ideas of
sensation or reflection, and that it is a very obscure
idea.
Your lordship’s conclusion from your foregoing
words, is, cL and so we may be certain of some things
‘6 which we have not by those ideas ;’’ which is a proposition, whose precise meaning your lordship mill forgive me if I profess, as it stands there, I do not understand, For it is uncertain to me, whether your lordship
means, we may certainly know the existence of something which we have not by those ideas ; or certainly
know the distinct properties of something which we
have not by those ideas ; or certainly know the truth of
some proposition which we have not by those ideas : for
to be certain of something, may signify either of these.
But in which soever of these it be meant, I do not see
how I am concerned in it.
Pour lordship’s nest paragraph is as followeth :
(6 The idea of substance, we are told again, is nosc thing but the supposed, but unknown support of
(6 those qualities we find existing, which we imagine
cannot subsist, sine re sub’stante; which, according to
the true import of the word, is in plain English
6‘
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' 4 standing under or upholding.
But very little weight
6' is to be laid upon a bare grammatical etymology,
6' when the word is used in another sense by the best
('authors, such as Cicero and Quintilian; who take
6' substance for the same as essence, 8s Valla hath
Gc proved; and so the Greek word imports : But Boethius, in translating Aristotle's Predicaments, rather
('chose the word substance, as more proper to express
'' a compound being, and reserved essence for what was
'' simple and immaterial. And in this sense, substance
'(was not applied to God, but only essence, as 9t.
" Augustine observes."
Trow lordship here seems to dislike my taking notice,
that the derivation of the word substance favours the
idea we have of it : and your lordship tells me, '(that
" very little weight is to be laid on a bare grammatical
'' etymology." Though little weight were to be laid
on it, if there were nothing else to be said for it; yet
when it was brought to confirm an idea which your
lordship allows of, nay, calls a rational idea, and says is
founded in evident reason, I do not see what your lordship had to blame in it. For though Cicero and Quintilian take substantia for the same with essence, as your
lordship says ; or for riches and estate, as I think they
also do ; yet I suppose it will be true, that substantia is
derived a substando, and that that shows the original
import of the word. For, my lord, I have been long of
opinion, as may be seen in my book, that if we knew
the original of all the words we meet with, we should
thereby be very much helped to know the ideas they
were first applied to and made to stand for : and therefore I must beg your lordship to excuse this conceit of
mine, this etymological observation especially, since it
hath nothing in it against the truth, nor against your
lordship's idea of substance.
But your lordship opposes to this etymology the use
of the word substance by the best authors in anoth
sense; aiid thereupon give the world a learned accou
of the use of the word substance, in a sense wherein it is
not taken for the stibstratuni of accidents : howekr, ?:
think it a sufficient justification of myself to your lord-
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and that your lordship thinks not fit to govern yourself
by those authorities ; for then your lordship could not
apply the word substance to God, as Boethius did not,
and as your lordship has proved out of St. Augustine,
that it was not applied. Though I guess it is the consideration of substance, as it is applied to God, that
brings it into your lordship’s present disconrse. Elit if
your lordship and I (if without presunlption I may join
myself with you) have, in the use of the word substance,
quitted the example of the best authors, I think the
authority of the schools, which has a long time been
allowed in philosophical terms, will bear us out in this
matter.
In the remaining part of this paragraph it follows :
I C but afterwards the names of substance and essence
were promiscuously used with respect to God and his
c c creatures ; and do imply that which makes the real
being, as distinguished from modes and properties.
c c And so the substance and essence of a man are the
same ; not being taken for the individiial substance,
‘(which cannot be understood without particular modes
cc and properties ; but the general substance or nature
or man, abstractedly from all the circumstances of
c‘ person.”
Here your lordship makes these terms general substance, nature, and essence, to signify the same thing ;
how properly I shall not here inquire. Your lordship
goes on.
And I desire to know, whether, according to true
(‘reason, that be not a clear idea of man ; not of Peter,
IC James, or John, but of a man as such.”
This, I think, nobody denies : nor can any body deny
it, who will not say, that the general abslract idea
which he has in his mind of a sort or species of animal
that hecalls man, ought not to have that general name
man applied to it : for that is all (as I humbly conceive)
which these words of your lordsliip here amount to.
This,” your lordship says, IC is not a mere universal
cc name, or mark, or sign.”
Your lordship says it is
an idea, and every body must grant it to be an idea ;and
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therefore it is, in my opinion, safe enough from being
thought a mere name, or mark, or sign of that idea.
For he must think very oddly, who takes the general
name of any idea, to be the general idea itself: it is a
mere inark or sign of it without doubt, and nothing
else. Your lordship adds :
'' But there is as clear and distinct a conception
of this in our minds, as we can have from any such
'' simple ideas as are conveyed by our senses."
If your lordship means by this, (as the words seem to
me to import) that we can have as clear and distinct an
idea of the general substance, or nature, or essence of
the species man, as we have of the particular colour arid
figure of a man when we look on him, or of his voice
when we hear him speak, I must crave leave to dissent
fimi your lordship. Because the idea we have of the
substance, wherein the properties of a nian do inhere, is
a very obscure idea : so i n that part, our general idea of
inan is ohscure and confused: as also, how that substance is differently modified in the different species of
creatures, so as to have different properties and powers
whereby they are distinguished, that also we have very
obscure, or rather no distinct ideas of a t all. But there
is no obscurity or confusion at all in the idea of a figure
that I clearly see, or of a sound that I distinctly hear ;
and such are, or may be; the ideas that are conveyed in
by sensation or reflection. It follows :
" I do not deny that the distinction of particular
substances, is by the several modes and properties of
'(them, (which they niay call a coniplication of simple
cc ideas if they please) : but I do assert, that the general
" idea which relates to the essence, without these, is
so just and true an idea, that without it the corn'' plication of simple ideas will never give us a right
'(notion of it."
Here, I think, that your lordship asserts, ('that the
'(general idea of the real essence (for so I understand
L' general idea which relates to the essence) without the
" modes and properties, is a just and true idea."
For
example ;the real essence of a thing is that internal constitution on which the properties of that thing depend.
'(

((

'(
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Now your lordship seems to me to acknowledge, that
that internal constittition or essence we cannot know ;
for your lordship says, ‘<that from the powers and pro‘c perties of things which are knowable by us, we may
u know as much ef the internal essence of things, as
6‘ these
powers and properties discover.” That is
unquestionably so ; but if those powers and prol’erties
discover no more of those internal essences, but that
there are internal essences, we shall know only that there
are internal essences, but shall have no idea or conception at all of what they are ; as your lordship seems to
confess in the next words o f the same page, where
you add : I do not say, that we can know all essences
6‘ of things alike, nor that we can attain to a perfect
4‘ understanding of all that belong to them ; but if we
(6 can know so much, as that there are certain beings in
cc the world, endued with such distinct powers and pro‘‘ perties, what is it we complain of’ the want of? ’’
Wherein your lordship seems to terminate our knowledge
of those internal essences in this, ‘‘ that there are cerGG tain beings indued with distinct powers and properc‘ ties.’’
But what these beings, these internal emences
are, that we have no distinct conceptions of; a8 your
lordship confesses yet plainer a little after, in these
words : for “ aIthough we cannot comprehend the in‘‘ ternal frame and constitution of things.” So that we
having, as is confessed, no idea of what this essence, this
internal constitution of things on which their properties
depend, is ; how can we say it is any way a just and true
idea? But your lordship says, “ it is so just and true
cC an idea, that without it the contemplation of simple
6‘ ideas will never give us a right notion of it.”
All
the idea we have of it, which is only that there is an intern& though unknown constitution of things on which
their properties depend, simple ideas of sensatiotl and
reflection, and the contemplation of them, have alone
helped us to ; and because they can help us no further,
that is the reason we have no perfecter notion of it.
That which your lordship seems to me principally to
drive at, in this and the foregoing paragraph, is, to
assert, that the general substance of man, and so of any
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other species, is that which makes the real being of
that species abstractly from the individuals of that
species. By general substance here, I suppose, your
lordship means the general idea of substance : and that
which induces me to take the liberty to suppose so, is,
that I think your lordship is here discoursing of the idea
of substance, and how we come by it. And if your
lordship should mean otherwise, I must take the liberty
to deny there is any such thing in rerum natura, as
a general substance that exists itself, or makes any
thing.
Taking it then for granted that your lordship says,
that this is the general idea of substance, viz. (6 that it
‘(is that which makes the real being of any thing ;”
your losdship says, c 6 that it is as clear and distinct a
‘(conception in our minds, as we can have froni any
such simple ideas as are conveyed by OUT senses.”
Here I must crave leave to dissent from your lordship.
Your lordship says in the former part of this page,
“ that substance and essence do imply that which makes
‘; the real being.” Now what, I beseech your lordship, do these words, that which, here signify more than
something? And the idea expressed by something, I
am apt to think, your lordship will not say is as clear
and distinct a conception or idea in the mind, as the idea
of the red colour of a cherry, or the bitter taste of
wormwood, or the figure of a circle brought into the
mind by your senses.
Your lordship farther says, ‘< it makes ” (whereby, I
suppose, your lordship means, constitutes or is) ‘(the
“ real being,
as distinguished from modes and pro<‘ perties.”
For example, my lord, strip this supposed general idea
of a man or gold of all its modes and properties, and
then tell me whether your lordship has as clear and distinct at1 idea of what remains, as you have Qf the figure
of the one, or the yellow colour of the other. I must
confess the remaining something, to me affords so vague,
confused and obscure an idea, that I cannot say I have
any distinct conception of it ; for barely by being something, it is not in my mind clearly distinguished fmm
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the figure or voice of a man, or the colour or taste of a
cherry, for they are something too. If your lordship
has a clear and distinct idea of that c c something, which
cc makes the rea1 being as distinguished from all its
modes and properties,” your lordship must enjoy the
privilege of the sight and clear ideas you have : nor can
you be denied them, because I have not the like; the
dimness of my conceptions inust not pretend to hinder
the clearness of your lordship’s, any more than the want
of them in a blind man can debar your lordship of the
clear and distinct ideas of colours. The obscurity I find
i n my own mind, when I examine what positive, general,
simple idea of substance I have, is such as I profess, and
further than that I cannot go : but what, and how clear
it is in the understanding of a seraphim, or of an elevated mind, that I cannot determine. Your lordship
goes on.
‘‘ I must do that right t o the ingenious author of the
cC Essay of Human Understanding (from whence these
cC notions are borsowed to serve other purposes tlian h r
( c intended them) that he makes the C R S of
~ spiritual and
sc corporeal substances to be alike, as to their ideas.
‘6 And that we have as clear a notion of a spirit, as we
cc have of a body; the one being supposed to be the
c c substratum to those simple ideas we have from without, and the other of those operations we find within
ourselves. And that it is as rational to affirm, there
c‘ is no body, because we cannot h o w its essence, as it
cc is called, or have no idea of the substance of matter ;
as to say there is no spirit, because we know not its
cc essence, or have no idea of a spiritrial substance.”
‘(From hence it follows, that we may be certain that
c c thcre are both spiritual and bodily substances, although
cc we can have no clear and distinct ideas of them.
But
c c if our reason depend upon our clear and distinct ideas,
how is this possible? We cannot reason without
cc clear ideas, and yet we may be certain without them :
‘c can we be certain without reason?
Or, dot11 our
reason give us true notions of things, without these
ideas ? If it be so, this new hypothesis about reason
!‘ must appear to be very unreasonable.”
((

((

((

((
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That which your lordship seems to argue here, is,
that we may be certain without clear and distinct ideas.
Who your lordship here argues against, under the title
of this new hypothesis about reason, I confess I do not
know. For I do not remember that I have any w‘fiere
placed certainty only in clear and distinct ideas, but in
the clear and visible connexion of any of our ideas, be
those ideas what they will ; as will appear to any one
who will look into B. iv. c. 4. $ 18. and B. iv. c. 6.
0 3. of iny Essay, in the latter of which he will find these
words : cc certainty of knowledge is to perceive the
‘‘ agreement or disagreement of ideas, as expressed in
6‘ any pro~~osition.” As in the proposition your lordship mentions, v. g. that we iiiay be certain there are
spiritual and bodily substances ; or, that bodily substances do exist, is a proposition of whose truth we may
be certain ; and so of spiritual substances. Let us now
examine wherein the certainty of these propositions
consists.
First, as to the existence of bodily substances, I know
by my senses that soinething extended, and solid, and
figured does exist; for my senses are the utmost evidence and certainty I have of the existence of extended,
solid, figured things. These modes being then known
to exist by our senses, the existence of them (which I
cannot conceive can subsist without something to support them) makes me see the connexion of those ideas
with a support, or, as it is called, a suliject of iiihesion;
and so consequently the connexion of that support
(which cannot he nothing) with existence. And thus
I come by a certainty of the existeuce of that something which is a support of those sensible modes, though
I hare but a very confused, loose, and undetermined
idea of it, signified Iiy the same substance. After the
same manner experilrienting thinking in myself, by the
existence of thought in me, to which something that
thinks is evidently and necessarily connected in my
mind; I come to lie certain that there exists in me
something that thinks, though of that something which
I call substance also, I have but a very dxcure imperfect idea.
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Before I go any farther, it is fit I return my acknowledgetqents to your lordship, for the good opinion you
are pleased here to express of the " author of the Essay
66 of Human Understanding,"
and that you do not impute to him the ill use some may have made of his
notions. But he craves leave to say, that he should
have been better preserved from the hard and sinister
thoughts, which some men are always ready for, if in
what you have here published, your lordship had been
pleased to have shown where you directed your discourse
against him, and where against others, from p. 234 to
p, 262 of your Vindication of the Trinity. For nothing but my book and my words being quoted, the
world will be apt to think that I ain the person who
argue against the Trinity, and deny mysteries, against
whom your lordship directs those pages. And indeed,
my lord, though I have read them over with great attention, yet, in many places, I cannot discern whether it
be against me or any body else, that your lordship is
arguing. That which often makes the difficulty is, that
I do not see how what I say does at all concern the controversy your lordship is engaged in, and yet I alone am
quoted. Your lordship goes on :
'' Let us suppose this principle tr, be true," that the
simple ideas by sensation or reflection are the sole matter
and foundation of all our reasoning: ('I ask then how
" we come to be certain, that there are spiritual substances in the world, since we can have no clear and
distinct ideas concerning them ? Can we be certain,
" without any foundation of reason ?
This is a new
sort of certainty, for which we do not envy those preLc tenders to reason. But methinks, they should not a t
" the same time assert the absolute necessity of these
'(ideas to our knowledge, and decIare that we may
'(have certain knowledge without them. If there be
'' any ather method, they overthrow their own prinIC ciple ; if there be none, how come they to any certainty that there are both bodily and spiritual sub'(stances? ''
This paragraph, which continues to prove, that we
may have certainty without clear and distinct ideas, I
('
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would flatter myself is not meant against me, because it
opposes nothing that I have said ; and so shall not say
any thing to it, but only set it down to do your lordship
right, that the reader may judge. Though I do not
find how he will easily overlook me, and think I am not
at all concerned in it, since my words alone are quoted
in several pages immediately preceding and following :
and in the very next paragraph it is said, '' how they
come to know ;'' which word, they, must signify some
body besides the author of Christianity not mysterious ;
and then 1 think, by the whole tenour of your lordship's
discourse, nobody will be left but me, possible to be
taken to be the other : for in the same paragraph your
lordship says, '' the same persons say, that notwithstand'' ing their ideas, it is possible for matter to-think."
I know not what other person says so but I ; but if
any one does, I am sure no person but I say so in my
book, which your lordship has quoted for them, viz.
Human Understanding, B. iv. c. 3. This, which is a
riddle to me, the more amazes me, because I find it in
a treatise of your lordship's, who so perfectly understands the rules and methods of writing, whether in
controversy or any other way. But this which seems
wholly new to me, I shall better understand when your
lordship pleases to explain it. In the mean time I mention it as an apology for myself, if sometimes I mistake
pour lordship's aim, and so misapply niy answer. What
follows in your lordship's next paragraph is this :
6' As to these latter (which is my business) I must
'' inquire farther, how they come to know there are
"such?
The answer is, by self-reflection on those
" powers we find in ourselves, which cannot come fi.om
" a mere bodily substance.
I allow the reason to be
'; very good ; but the question I ask, is, whether this
'(argument be from the clear and distinct idea or not ?
" We have ideas in ourselves of the several operations
" of our minds, of knawing, willing, considering &c.
" which cannot come from a bodily substance.
Very
'' true; but is all this contained in the simple idea of'
" these operations?
Mow can that be, when the same
" persons say, that, notwithstanding their ideas, it i s
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possible for matter to think ? For it is

Human LJn- LL said-that
we have the ideas of matter
amtanding
u
and
thinking,
but possibly shall never be
B. ii. e. 3.

8 6.

‘‘ by the

‘‘ able to know whether any material k i n g
‘‘ thinks or not ; it being impossible for lis,

contemplation of our own ideas, withorit rcvelation, to discover whether oninipotency hath not
‘6 given to some systenis of
matter, fitly disposed, a
(6 power to perceive or think.-If
this be true, then for
all that we can know by our ideas of matter and
6‘ thinking, matter may have a power of thinking: and
6‘ if this hold, then it is iiiipossible to prove a spiritual
‘6 substance in us, from the idea of thinking : €or how
‘6 can we be assured by our ideas, that God hath not
‘(given such a power of thinking to matter so disposed
‘6 as our bodies are?
Especially since it is said,-that
in respect of our notions, it is not much more reniotc
6‘ from our comprehension to conceive that God can, if
66 he pleases, super-add to our idea of matter a faculty
of thinking, than that he should, super-add to it an66 other substance, with a faculty of thinking.-Who(6 ever asserts this can never prove a spiritual substance
in us from a faculty of thinking ; because he cannot
‘6 know from the idea of matter and thinking,
that
matter so disposed cannot think. And he cannot be
LL certain, that God hath not framed the matter of our
6‘ bodies so as to be capable of it.”
These words, my lord, I am forced to take to rnysclf;
for though your lordship has put it the same persons
say, in the plural number, yet there is nobody quoted
for the following words, but my Essay : nor do I think
any body but I has said so. But so it is in this present
chapter, I have the good luck to be joined with others
for what I. do not say, and others with me for what I
imagine they do not say ; which, how it came about,
your lordship can best resolve. But to the words themselves: in them your lordship argues, that upon my
principles it “ cannot be proved that there is a spiritual
“ substance in us.”
T o which give me leave, with
submission, to say, that 1 think it may be proved from
m y principles, and I think I have done it ; and the proof
‘6
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in my b o k stands thus: First, we experiment in ourselves thinking. T h e idea of this action or'mode of
thinking is inconsistent with the idea of self-subsistence,
and therefore has a necessary connexion with a support
or subject of inhesion : the idea of that s u p p d iS what
we call substance ; and so from thinking exprimenfeed
in us, we have a proof of a thinking substance in us,
which in my sense is a spirit. Against this your lordship will argue, that by what I have said of the possibility that God may, if he pleases, super-add to matter
B faculty of thinking, it can never be proved that thkre
is a spiritual substance in us, because upon that supposition it is possible it may be a material substance that
thinks in tis. I grant it ; but add, that the general idea
of substanck being the same every where, the modification of thinking, or the power of thinKing joined to it,
makes it a spirit, without considering what other modifications it has, as whether it has the modification o€
solidity qr no. As on the other side, substance, that
has the modification of solidity, is matter, whether it
has the modification of thinking or no. Ana
if your lordship means by a spiritual an immaterial substance, f grant I have not proved, nor upon my principles call it be proved, (your lordship meaning, as I
think you do, demonstratively proved) that there is an
immaterial substance in us that t
sume, from what I have said ab
position of a system of matter thin
(which there demonstrates that God is immaterial) will prove it in the highest degree probable,
that the thinking substance in us is immaterial. But
your lordship thinks not probability enough ; and bg
charging the want of demonstration upon my principles,
that the thinking thing in us is immaterial, your lordship seems to conclude it demonstrable from principles
of philosophy. That demonstration I should with joy
receive from your lordship, or any one, For though
all the great ends of moralityand religion
are well enough secured without it, as I 3. iv. o 3,
have shown ;yet it would be a great advance
of Our knowledge in nature and philosophy,
V O L 1XIv
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To #whatI have said in my book, to show that all the
great ends of religion and morality are secured barely by
the immortality of the soul, without a necessary s u p
position that the soul is immaterial, I crave leave to add,
that immortality may and shall be annexed to that,
which in its own nature is neither immatesial nor immortal, as the apostle expressly declares in these words ; ‘‘ for
‘(this corruptible‘ must put on incorruption,
1c0r’xv*53* and this mortal must put on immortality.”
Perhaps my using the word spirit for a thinking substance, without excluding materiaIity out of it, will be
thought too great a liberty, and such as deserves censure,
because I leave immateriality out of the idea I make it
a sign of. I readily own that words should be sparingly
ventured on in a sense wholly new ; and nothing but
absolute necessity can excuse the boldness of using any
term, in a sense whereof we can produce no example.
But in the present case, I think, I have great authorities
to justify me. The soul is agreed, on all hands, to be
that in us which thinks. And he that will look into
the first book of Cicero’s Tusculan questions, and into
the sixth book of Virgil’s Bneids, will find that these
two great men, who of all the Romans best understood
philosophy, thought, or at least did not deny, the soul
to be a subtile matter, which might come under the
name of aura, or ignis, or sether ; and this soul they both
of them called spiritus : in the notion of which it is plain
they included on!y thought and active motion, without
the total exclusion of matter. Whether they thought
right in this, I: do not say : that is not the question ; but
whether they spoke properly, when they called an active,
thinking, subtile substance, out of which they excluded
only gross and palpable matter, spiritus, spirit. I think
that nobody will deny, that, if any among the Romans
can be allowed to speak properly, Tully and Virgil are
the two who may most securely be depended on for it :
and one of them, speaking of the soul, says, “dum
‘sspiritus hos regit artus ;I’ and the other, vita con“tinetur corpore & spiritu.” Where it is plain, by
corpus he means (as generaIIy every where) only gross
matter that may be felt and hiindled ;as appears by those
((

((
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words : “si cor, aut sanguis, aut cerebrum est animus,
~c certe, quoiiiam est corpus, interibit cum reliquo cor‘(pore ; si anima est, forte dissipabitur ; si ignis extin‘cguetur.” Tusc. Quaest. 1. i. c. 11. Here Cicero
opposes corpus to ignis and anima, i. e. aura or breath :
and the foundation of that his distinction of the soul,
from that which he calls corpus or body, he gives a little
lower in these words ; tanta ejus tenuitas ut fugiat
c‘aciem.” it). c. 22.
Nor was it the heathen world alone that had this notion of spirit; the most enlightened of all the ancient
people of God, Solomon himself, speaks after the same
manner: “ T h a t which befalleth the sons
“of men befalleth beasts, eren one thing
(‘befalleth them ; as the one dieth so dieth
“the other, yea they have all one spirit.” So I transhere, for so I find it translated
late the Hebrew word
the very next verse but one ; ‘(Who know“eth the spirit of a man that goeth up- Ver. 91.
‘‘ ward, and the spirit of a beast that goeth down to the
“earth?” In which places it is plain that Solomon
applies the wordnly, and our translators of him, the
word spirit, to a substance, out of which immateriality
was not wholly excluded, ‘(unless the spirit of a beast
‘(that goeth downwards to the earth” be immaterial.
Nor did the way of speaking in our Saviour’s time vary
from this: St. Luke tells us, that when our
37, xxiv.
Saviour, after his resurrection, stood in the Chap.
midst of them, they were affrighted, and
“ supposed that they had seen ~ucCpa,’’ the Greek word
which always answers spirit in English; and so the
translators of the Bible render it here, “they supposed
“that they had seen a spirit.” But our Saviour says
to them, “Behold my hands and my feet,
3g.
“ that it is I myself, handle me and see ; for
‘‘ a spirit hath not flesh and bones, as you see me have.”
Which words of our Saviour put the same distinction
between body and spirit, that Cicero did in the place
above cited, viz. that the one was a gross cornpages that
~ ~be felt
l dand handled ; and the other such as Virgil
describes the ghost or soul of Anchises, Lib.<
D 2
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Ter conatus ibi collo dare brachia circum,

‘‘Ter frustra comprensa manus effugit imago,
66

Par levibus ventis volucrique similliina somno.”

I would not be thought here to say, that spirit never
does signifjr a purely immaterial substance. In that
sense the scripture, I take it, speaks, when it says,
‘(God is a spirit ;” and in that sense I have used it ; and
in that sense I have proved from my principles, that
there is a spiritual substance; and am certain that there
is a spiritual immaterial substance : which is, I humbly
conceive, a direct answer to pour lordship’s question in
the beginning of this argument, viz. ‘c How come we
(6 to be certain that there are spiritual substances, sup‘cposing this principle to be true, that the simple ideas
‘6 by sensation and reflection are the sole matter and
6‘ foundation of all our reasoning ?”
But this hinders
not, but that if God, that infinite, omnipotent, and
perfectly immaterial spirit, should please to give a system
of very subtile matter sense and motion, it might, with
propriety of speech be called spirit ; though materiality
were not excluded out of its complex idea. Pour lordship proceeds :
“It is said indeed elsewhere, that it is
Ba iv* lo. ‘(repugnant to the idea of senseless matter,
§ 59
“that it should put into itself sense, per‘6 ception, and knowledge.
But this doth not reach
‘6 the present case; which is not what matter can do of
‘6 itself, but what matter prepared by an omnipotent
6s hand can do.
And what certainty can we have that
“ h e hath not done i t ? We can have none from the
6; ideas, for those are given up in this case ; and conse6‘ quently we can have no certainty upon these princi$6 ples, whether we have any spiritual substance within
‘6 us or not.”
Your lordsliip in this paragraph proves, that from
what I say, ‘‘ we can have no certainty
B. iv* lo* ‘(whether we have any spiritual substance
s 5.
“in us or not.” If by spiritual substance
your lordship means an immaterial substance in us, as you
speak a little farther on, I grant what your lordship says is
cg
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true, that it cannot, upon these principles, be demonstrated. But I must crave leave to say at the same
time, that upon these principles it can be proved, to
the highest degree of probability. If by spiritual substance your lordship means a thinking substance, I must
dissent from your lordship, and say, that we can have a
certainty, upon my principles, that there is a spiritual
substance in us. In short, my lord, upon my principles,
i. e. from the idea of thinking, we can have a certainty
that there is a thinking substance in us ; from hence we
have a certainty that there is an eternal thinking subl
stance. This thinking substance, which has been from
eternity, I have proved to be immaterial.
This eternal, immaterial, thinking sub- B. iv.
stance, has put into us a thinking substance, which,
whether it be a material or immaterial substance,
cannot be infallibly demonstrated from our ideas ;
though from them it may be proved, that it is to
the highest degree probable that it is immaterial.
This, in short, my lord, is what I have to say on this
point ; which may, in good measure, serve for alp answer
to your lordship‘s next leaf or two; which I shall: set
down, and then take notice of some few particulars
which I wonder to find your lordship accuse me of.
Your lordship says :
“ But we are told, that from the operaii. c. 23.
‘‘tions of our minds, we are able to frame B.
$15.
“ a complex idea of a spirit. How can
‘‘that be, when we cannot from those ideas be assured,
‘‘but that those operations may come from a matefid
“ substance ?
If we frame an idea on such grounds, it
“is at most but a possible idea; for it may be other“ wise, and we can have 110 assurance from oar ideas,
“that it is not : so that the. most men may c o w to il[p
“this way of ideas, is, that it is possible it may be so,
“and it is possible it may not ; but that it is impossible
“for us, from our ideas, to deteimine either way. And
“kI
!
&
this arr admirable way Qo bring w to a certainty
ctf Eeason ?*’
“I am very glad to find the idea of a spiriitd sub
a -a
made w5 corrsistent and i.t&&&,
8s that e$ I)
E(
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corporeal :--For as the one consists of a cohesion Of
“ solid parts, and the power of communicating motion
(‘by impulse, so the other consists in a power of think‘(ing and willing, and moving the body ; and
I 27.
“that the cohesion of solid parts, is as hard
<‘to be conceived as thinking: and we are as much in
the dark about the power of communicating motion
“ b y impulse, as in the power of exiting motion by
“thought.
S T e have by daily experience clear evi‘(dence of motion produced, both by impulse and by
c6 thought ; but the manner how, hardly comes within
6c our comprehension ; we are equally at a loss in both.
“ From whence it follows, that we may
$ 98.
6‘ be certain of a being of a spiritual substance,
“although we have no clear and distinct idea of it, nor
66 are able to comprehend the manner of its operations :
‘ 6 and therefore it is a vain thing in any to pretend that
‘‘all our reason and certainty is founded on clear and
cc distinct ideas : and that they have reason to reject any
‘6 doctrine which relates
to spiritual mbstances, beu cause they cannot comprehend the manner of it.
For
I C the same thing is confessed by the most inquisitive
“men, about the manner of operation, both in mate“rial and immaterial substances. It is affirm9 31.
‘‘ed,-that the very notion of body implies
something very hard, if not impossible, to be explained
“or understood by us; and that the natural conse“quence of it, viz. divisibility, involves us in difficul‘6 ties impossible to be explicated, or made consistent ;
6‘ that we have but some few superficial ideas of things ;
that we are destitute of faculties to attain
8 32.
to the true nature of them : and that when
“we do that, we fall presently into darkness and ob*( scurity, and can discover nothing further but our own
cc blindness and ignorance.
‘‘ These are very fair and ingenuous confessions of the
6‘ shortness of human understanding, with respect to the
sc nature and manner of such things which we are most
(6 certain of the being of, by constant and undoubted
$6 experience.
I appeal now to the reason of mankind,
(6 whether it can be any reasonable foundation for re((
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jecting a doctrine proposed to us as of divine revelation, because we cannot comprehend the manner of
6‘ it ; especially when i t relates to the divine essence.
“ F o r as the same author observes,-our
&&idea
of God is framed from the complex g 33,sq 35.
(6 ideas of those perfections we find in ourselves, but
“enlarging them so, as to inakc theni suitable to an
c( infinite being ; as knowledge, power, duration, &c.
c 6 And the degrees or extent of these which
we ascribe to the sovereign being, are all 5; 36.
cc boundless
and infinite. For it is infinity, which
“joined to our ideas of existence, power, knowledge,
‘‘&c. makes that complex idea, whereby we represent
cc to ourselves, the best we can, the supreme being.”
Now, when O U T knowledge of gross material sub&& stances is so dark ; when the notion of spiritual sub‘‘stances is above all ideas of sensation ; when the higher
(‘any substance is, the more remote from our know“ Iedge ; but especially when the very idea of a supreme
being implies its being infinite and incomprehensible ;
I know not whether it argues more stupidity or arro“gance to expose a doctrine relating to the divine
c c essence, because they cannot comprehend the manner
of it : but of this more afterwards. I ani yet upon
cc the certainty of oiir reason, from clear and distinct
“ideas: and if we can attain to certainty without
cc them, and where it is confessed we cannot have them,
‘(as about substance; then these cannot be the sole
matter and foundation of our reasoning, which is
cc pereniptorily asserted by this late author.”
Here, after having argued, that notwithstanding what
I say about oiir idea of a spirit, it is impossible, from our
ideas, to determine whether that spirit in us be a material
substance or no, your lordship concludes the paragraph
thus : cc and is not this an admirable way to bring US to a
certainty of reason ?”
I answer; I think it is a way to bring us to a certainty in these things which I have offered as certain,
but I never thought it a way to certainty, where we
never can reach certainty; nor shall I think the worse
of it, if your lordship should instance in an hundred
66
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things, as well as the immateriality of the spirit in

a,wherein this way does not bring

US to a certainty ;
UnleSS, at the same time, your lordship shaU show US another way that will bring us to a certainty in those Pints,
wherein this way of ideas failed. If your lordship, O r
any bodp else, will show me a better way to a certainty
in them, I am ready to learn, and will lay by that of
ideas. The way of ideas will not, from philosophy, afford us a demonstration, that the thinking substance
in us is immaterial. Whereupon your lordship asks,
‘6 and is not this an admirable way to bring us to a cer6‘ binty of reason ?”
The way of argument which your
lordship opposes to the way of ideas, will, I humbly
conceive, from philosophy, as little afford us a demonstration, that the thinking substance in us is immaterial.
Whereupon may not any one likewise ask, “and is not
“this an admirable way to bring us to a certainty of
6 ‘ ~ ?” a Is ~any~way,
~ I beseech your lordship, to be
candemned as an ill way to bring us to certainty, demonstrative certainty, because it brings us not to it in a
point where reason cannot attain to such certainty?
Algebra is a way to bring us to a certainty in mathematics ; but must it be presently condemned as an ill way,
because there are some questions in mathematics, which
a man cannot come to certainty in by the way of
Algebra ?
In page 247, after having set down several confessions of mine, <‘of the shortness of human understand“ ing,” your lordship adds these words : I C I appeal
(‘now to the reason of mankind, whether it can be any
reasonable foundation for rejecting a doctrine pro<‘ posed to us as a divine revelation, because we cannot
“comprehend the manner of i t ; especially when it
* Elates to the divine essence.” And I beseech you,
my lord, where did I ever say so, or any thing like it ?
And Yet it is impossible for any reader but to imagine,
that that Prepition which your lordship appeals to the
reawn of mankind against, is a proposition Qf mine,
which your lordship is coduting out
confe&ons
W OW% P a t nurnbew whered stand quoted out of my
-~s
in s e ~ a pages
i
~f your h w p ’ s
both

Bishap of Warcester.

41

before and after this your lordship’s appeal to the reason
of mankind. And now I must appeal to your lordship,
whether you find any such proposition in my book?
If your lordship does nQt, I too must then appeal to the
reason of mankind, whether it be reasonable for your
lordship to bring so many confessions out of my book, to
confute a proposition that is no-where in it ? There is,
no doubt, reason for it ; which since your lordship does
not, that I see, declare, and I have not wit enough to
discover, I shall therefore leave to the reason of d n d
t o find out.
Your lordship ha..., in this part of your discourse,
spoke very much of reason ; as,-“ is not this an ad&‘‘ able way to bring us to a certainty of reason?-And
‘‘ therefore it is a vain thing in any to pretend, that all
( ( o u r .reason and certainty is founded on clear and
“distinct ideas.-I appeal now to the reason of mankind.-I
am yet upon the certainty of our reason.(‘The certainty is not placed in the idea, but in good
‘carid sound reason.-Allowing
the argument to be
“good, yet it is not taken from the idea, but fiom
principles of true reason.”
What your lordship says at the beginning of this
chapter, in these words, we must consider what we
understand by reason,” made me hope I shoukl here
find what your lordship understands by reason explained,
that so I might rectify my notion of it, and might be
able to avoid the obscurity and confusion which very
much perplex most of the discourses, wherein it is a p
pealed to or from as judge. But notwithstanding the
explication I flattered myself with the hopes of, from
what I thought your lordship had promised, I find m
other account of reason, but in quotations aut of othm,
which your lordship justly blames. Had I been SO
happy as to have been enlightened in this p i n t by your
lordship’s learned pen, so as to have seen distinctly what
your lardship understands by reason, I shouM possibly
have excused myself from giving your lordshipthetrwbk
of these papers, and been a& to have perceived, without applyiag myself any farther to your IcmWp, how
((
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designed to answer ‘c objections against the Trinity, in
It follows :
6‘ point of reason.”
Lc But I go yet farther : and as I have already showed
$6 we can have no certainty of an immaterial substance
“within us, from these simple ideas; SO I shall now
6‘ show, that there can be no sufficient evidence brought
<‘from them, by their own confession, concerning the
s‘ existence of the most spirituaI and infinite substance,
“even God himself.” And then your lordship goes on
to give an account of my proof of a God: which your
lordship closes with these words :
( 6 That which I design is to show, that the certainty
66 of it is not placed upon any clear and distinct ideas,
‘6 but upon the force of reason distinct from i t ; which
16 was the thing I intended to prove.”
If this be the thing your lordship designed, I ain then
at a loss who your lordship designed it against : for I do
not remember that I have any where said, that we could
not he convinced by reason of any truth, but where all
the ideas concerned in that conviction were clear and
distinct ; for knowledge and certainty, in my opinion,
lies in the perception of the agreement or disagreement
of ideas, such as they are, and not always in having perfectly clear and distinct ideas. Though those, I must
own, the clearer and more distinct they are, contribute
very milch to our more clear and distinct reasoning and
discoursing about them. But in some cases we may
have certainty about obscure ideas ; v. g. by the clear
idea of thinking in me, I find the agreement of the clear
idea of existence, and the obscure idea of a substance
in me, because I perceive the necessary idea of thinking,
and the relative idea of a support; which support,
without having any clear and distinct idea of what it is,
beyond this relative one of a support, I call substance.
If your lordship intended this against another, who
has said, “clear and distinct ideas are the sole matter
cc and foundation of all our reasoning 7 it seems very
strange to me, that your lordship should intend it against
one, and quote the words of another. For above ten
pages before, your lordship had quoted nothing but my
book ; and in the immediate preceding paragraph bring
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a large quotation out of the tenth section of the tenth
chapter of my fourth book ; of which your lordship says,
(6 this is the substance of the argument used, to prove
c‘ an infinite spiritual being, which I am far from
6‘ weakening the force of; but that which I design is
(C to show, that the certainty of it is not placed upon
‘ 6 clear
and distinct ideas.” Whoin now, I beseech
your lordship, can this be understood to be intended
against, but me ? For how can my using an argument,
whose certainty is not placed upon clear and distinct
ideas, prove any thing against another man, who says,
‘(that clear and distinct ideas are the sole matter and
ki foundation of all our reasoning? ”
This proves only
against him that uses the argument ; and therefore either
I must be supposed here to hold, that clear and distinct
ideas are the sole matter and foundation of all our reasoning, (which I do not remember that I ever said) or
else that your lordship here proves against nobody.
But though I do not remember that I have any where
said, that clear and distinct ideas are the sole matter and
foundation of all our reasoning; yet I do own, that
simple ideas are the foundations of all our knowledge,
if that be it which your lordship questions : and therefore
I must think myself concerned in what your lordship
says in this very place, in these words, (‘I shall now
show, that there can be no sufficient evidence brought
“from these simple ideas, by their own confession,
(‘concerning the existence of God himself.”
This being spoken in the plural number, cannot be
understood to be meant of the author of Christiauity
not mysterious, and nohody else : and whom can any
reader reasonably apply it to, but the author of the Essay
of Human Understanding ; since, besides that it stands
in t,he midst of a great many quotations out of that
book, without any other person being named, or any
one’s words but mine quoted, my proof alone of a deity
is brought out of that book, to make good what your
lordship here says ; and nobody else is any where mentioned or quoted concerning it ?
T h e same way of speaking of the persons you are
arguing against in the plural number, your lordship uses
((
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in other places ; as, which they may call a complica“ tion of simple ideas, if they please.”
‘(We do not envy these pretenders to reason; but
‘‘ methinks they should not at the same time assert the
‘c absolute necessity of these ideas to our knowledge,
cc and declare that we may have certain knowledge
b c without them.”
And all along in that page, cc they.”
And in the very next page my words being quoted, your
lordship asks, cc how can that be, when the same persons
t c say, that notwithstanding their ideas, it is impossible
6‘ for matter to think?”
So that I do not see how I
can exempt myself from being meant to be one of those
pretenders to reason ; wherewith we can be certain without any foundation of reason ; which your lordship, in
the immediate foregoing page, does not envy for this
new sort of certainty. How can it be understood but
that I am one of those persons, that cc at the same time
“assert the absolute necessity of these ideas to our
“knowledge, and declare that we may have certain
‘c knowledge without them ? ” Though your lordship
very civilly says, c c that you must do that right to the
‘‘ ingenious author of the Essay of Human Understanding, (from whence these notions are borrowed, to
‘(serve other purposes than he intended them) that,” &c.
yet, methinks, it is the author himself, and his use of
these notions, that is blamed and argued against; but
stilI in the plural number, which he confesses himself
not to understand.
My lord, if your lordship can show me where I pretend to reason or certainty, without any foundation of
reason ; or where it is I assert the absolute necessity of
any ideas to our knowledge, and declare that we may
have certain knowledge without them, your lordship
will do me a great favour: €or this, I grant, is a FEW
sort of certainty which I long to be rid of, m d to disown to the world. But truly, my lord, as I pretended
to no new sort of certainty, but jil.st such 85 human un
dabndingwaspossessed of before I wasborn; aad shwld
be glad I could get more oat of the h k s a d writiws
that come abroad in my days : so, my lord, if I have any
where p&&d to any new mt of WHGQQ, I h
h
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your lordship show me the place, that I may correct the
vanity of it, and unsay it to the world.
Again, YOUT lordship says thus, " I know not whether
$6 it argues more stupidity or arrogance to expose a
' 6 doctrine relating to
the divine essence, because theF
(6 cannot comprehend the manner of it."
Here, my lord, I find the same '' they" again, which,
Some pages back, evidently involved me : and since that
you have named nobody besides me, nor alleged any
body's writings but mine ; give me leave, therefore, to
ask your lordship, whether I am one of these '' they "
here also, that I may know whether I am conceped to
answer for myself? I am ashamed to importune your
lordship so often about the same matter ; but I meet
with so many places in your lordship% (I had almost
said new) way of writing, that put me to a stand, not
knowing whether I am meant or no, that I am a t a bss
whether I should clear myself from what possibly your
lordship does not lay to my charge : and yet the reader,
thinking it meant of me, should conclude that to be in
my book which is not there, and which I utterly disown.
Though I cannot be joined with those who expose a
doctrine relating to the divine essence, because they cam
not comprehend the manner of it ; unless your lordship
can show where I have so exposed it, which I deny that
I have any where done : yet your lordship, before you
come to the bottom of the same page, has these words,
'' I shall now show, that there can be no sufficient evicc dence brought from them, by their own confession,
" concerning the existence of the most spirituai and
'' infinite substance, even God himself."
If your lordship did mean me in that " they" wGch
is some lines backwards, I must complain to your lor&
ship, that you have done me an injury, in imputing that
to me which I have not done. And if ';their" here
were not meant by your lordship to relzlte to the same
persons, I ask by what shall the reader distinguish them?
And how shall any body know who your lordship means?
For that I am comprehended here is apparent, by your
quoting my essay in the very next words, and argving
against it in the following pages.

4!6
Mr. Locke's Letter to the
I enter not here into your lordship's argument ;' that
which I am now considering is your lordship's peculiar
way of writing in this part ofyour treatise, which makes
me often in doubt, whether the reader will not condemn
my book upon your lordship's authority, where he thinks
me concerned, if I say nothing : and yet your lordship
may bok upon my defence as superfluous, when I did
not hold what your lordship argued against.
But to go on with your lordship's argument, your lordship says, " I shall now show that there can be no suffi4' cient evidence
brought from simple ideas by their
6' own confession, concerning the existence of the most
" spiritual and infinite substance, even God himself."
Your lordship's way of proving it is this: your lordship says, we are told, 11, iv. c. 10. \ 1. ('That the evi*' dence of it is equal to matheinatical certainty; and very
6' good arguments are brought to prove it, in a chap's ter on purpose: but that which I take notice of, is,
" that the argument from the clear and distinct idea of
'( a God is passed over."
Supposing all this to be so,
your lordship, methinks, with submission, does not
prove the proposition you undertook, which was this ;
&'there can be no sufficient evidence brought from
" simple ideas, by their own confession concerning [i. e.
'' to prove] the existence of a God." For if I did in
that chapter, as your lordship says, pass over the proof
from the clear and distinct idea of God, that, I presume, is no confession that there can be no sufficient
evidence brought from clear and distinct ideas, much
less from simple ideas, concerning the existence of a
God ; because the using of one argument brought from
one foundation, is no conression that there is not another
principle or foundation. But, my lord, I shall not
insist upon this, whether it be a confession or no.
Leaving confession out of the proposition, I humbly
conceive your lordship's argument does not prove.
Your lordship's proposition to be proved, is, " there
" can be sufficient evidence brought from simple ideas
" to prove the existence of a God ;" and your lordship's
reason is, because the argument from the clear and
distinct idea of God is omitted in my proof of a God.

Bishop of #'or cester.

47

I will suppose, for the strengthening your lordship's reasoning in the case, that I had said (which I am far enough
from saying) that there was no other argument to prove
the existence of God, but what I had used in that c h a p
ter; yet, my lord, with all this, your lordship's argument,
1 humbly conceive, would not hold ; for I might bring
evidence from simple ideas, though I brought none from
the idea of God ; for the idea we have of God is a complex, and no simple idea. So that the terms being
changed from simple ideas to a clear and distinct complex idea of God, the proposition which was undertaken
to be proved, seems to be unproved.
Pour lordship's next words are, "how can this be
*' consistent with deducing our certainty of knowledge
'' from clear and simple ideas ? "
Here your lordship joins something that is mine with
something that is not mine. I do say, that all OUT
knowledge is founded in simple ideas ; but I do not say,
it is all deduced from clear ideas; much leas that we
cannot have any certain knowledge of the existence of
any thing, whereof we have not a clear, distinct, complex idea; or, that the complex idea must be clear
enough to be in itself the evidence of the existence of that
thing ; which seems to be your lordship's meaning here.
Our knowledge is all founded on simple ideas, as I have
before explained, though not always about simple ideas,
for we may know the truth of propositions which include
complex ideas, and those complex ideas may not always
be perfectly clear ideas.
In the remaining part of this page, it follows : " I do
" not go about to justify those who lay the whole stress
'(upon that foundation, which I grant to be too weak
'(to support so important a truth ; and that those are
" very much to blame, mho go about to invalidate other
" arguments for the sake of that: but I doubt all that
" talk about clear and distinct ideas being made the
" foundation of certainty, came originally from these
'' discourses or meditations, which are aimed at. The
" author of them was an ingenious thinking man, and
" he endeavoured to lay the foundation of certainty, as
" well as he could,
The first thing he found any cer-

4%
"

Mr, Lacke"6.Zetter to the

Mnty in, was %isawn existence ; which he h n d e d

'' upon the perceptions of

the acts of his mind, which
some call an internal infailible perception that we are.
( 6 From hence he proceeded to inquire, how we came
cc by ttris certainty ? And he resolved it into this, that
a he had a clear and distinct perception of it ; and from
c' hence he formed this general rule, that what he had a
clew and distinct perception of was true. Which in
6' reason ought to go no farther, than where there is the
6' like degree of evidence."
This account which your lordship gives here, what it
was wherein Descartes laid the foundation of certainty,
containing nothing in it to show what your lordship
proposed here, viz. "that there can be no sufficient
6' evidence brought from ideas,
by .myown confession,
64 concerning the existence of God himself; " I willingly
excuse myself from troubling your, lordship concerning
it. Only I crave leave to make my acknowledgment to
your lordship, for what you are pleased, by the way, to
drop in these words : 4c But I doubt all this talk about
66 clear and distinct ideas being made the foundation of
66 certainty,
came originally from these discourses or
( 6 meditations, which are aimed at."
By the quotations in your lordship's immediately preceding words taken out of my Essay, which
B.iv. c. 10. relate to that ingenious thinking author, as
0 7.
well a@by what in your following words is
said of his founding certainty in his own existence ; it is
hard to avoid thinking that your lordship means, that I
borrowed from him my notions concerning certainty.
And your lordship is so great a man, and every way SO
far above my meaxmess, that it cannot be supposed that
your lordship intepded this for any thing but a corn.
mendatian of me to the world as the schoIar of sogreat
a master. But though I must always acknowledge to
that justly-admired gentleman the great obligation of my
first deliverance from the unintelligible way of talking
of the philosophy in use in the schools in his time, yet I
am SQ far from entitling his writings to any of the errors
or imperfections which are to be found in my Essay, as
deriving their ori@nal fk-Gs him, that I must own $0
6'
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your lordship they were spun barely out of my own
thoughts, reflecting as well as I could on my own mind,
and the ideas I had there; and were not, that I know,
derived from any other original. But, possibly, I all
this while asstime to myself an honour which your lordship did not intend to me by this intimation ; for though
what goes before and after seems to appropriate those
words to me, yet some part of them brings me under
my usual doubt, which I shall remain under till I know
whoin these words, viz. '' this talk about clear and dis" tinct ideas being made the foundation of certainty,"
belong to.
The remaining part of this paragraph contains a discourse of your lordship's upon Descarte's general rule
of certainty, in these words: " For the certainty here
6' was not grounded on the clearness of the perception,
'' but on the plainness of the evidence, which is that
6' of nature, that the very doubting of it proves it:
c6 since it is impossible, that any thing should doubt or
('question its own being, that had it not. So that here
('it is not the clearness of the idea, but an immediate
'' act of perception which is the true ground of cer" tainty.
And this cannot extend to things without
" ourselves, of which we can have no other perception,
" than what is caused by the impressions of outward
" objects,
But whether we are to judge according to
'' these impressions, doth not depend on our ideas them" selves, but upon the exercise of our judgment and
" reason about them, which put the difference between
" true and false, and adequate and inadequate ideas.
'' So that our certainty is not from the ideas themselves,
" but from the evidence of reason, that those ideas are
" true and just, and consequently that we may build
" our certainty upon them."
Granting all this to be so, yet I must confess, my lord,
I do not see how it any way tends to show' either your
lordship's proof, or my confession '(that my proof of an
" infinite spiritual being is not placed upon ideas ; which
'' is what your lordship professes to be your design here."
But though we are not yet come to your lordship's
VOL. 111.
E
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proof, that the certainty in my proof of a deity is not
placed on ideas, yet I crave leave to consider what your
lordship says here concerning certainty ; about which
one cannot employ too many thoughts to 5nd wherein
it is placed. Your lordship says, ‘‘ That Descartes’s cer6s tainty was not grounded on the clearness of the per‘(ception, but on the plainness of the evidence.” And
a little lower ; here (i. e. in Descartes’s foundation of
certainty) it is not the clearness of the idea, but an immediate act of perception, on which is the true ground
‘6 of certainty.”
And a little l w e r , that “ in things
without us, our certainty is not from the ideas, but
= from the evidence of reason that those ideas are true
“ and just.”
Your lordship, I hope, will pardon my dulness, if
after your lordship has placed the grounds of certainty
of our own existence, sometiines in the plainness of the
evidence, i n opposition to the clearness of the perception ; sometimes in the immediate act of perception, in
opposition to the clearness of the idea ;and the certainty
of other things without us, in the evidence of reason
that these ideas are true and just, in opposition to the
ideas themselves : I know not, by these rules, wherein
to place certainty ; and therefore stick to my own plain
way, by ideas, delivered in these words : (‘Wherever we
(‘perceive the agreement or disagreement
B. 4. c. 4.
$ 18.
(‘of any of our ideas, there is certain know‘‘ ledge ; and wherever we are sure those
(‘ideas agree with the reality of things, there is certain
‘‘ real knowledge. OF which agreement of our ideas
(‘with the reality of things, I think I have shown
‘‘ wherein it is that certainty, real certainty, consists.”
Whereof more may be seen in chap. vi. in which, if
your lordship find any mistakes, I shall take it as a great
honour to he set right by you.
Your lordship, as far as I can guess your meaning (for
I must own I do not clearly comprehend it) seems to
he, in the foregoing passage, to oppose this assertion,
that the certainty of the being of any thing might lle
made out fvom the idea of that thing, Truly, my lord,
‘(

‘6
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1 am so far &oh1 saying (or thinking) $0, that I never
knew any one of that mind but Descartes, and some that
have followed him in his proof of a God, h m the idea
which we have of God in us ; which I was so far &oh
thinking a sufficient ground of certainty, that p u r
lordship makes use of my denying or doubting of it,
against me, as we shall see in the following words :
6
' But the idea of arl infinite being has this peculiar
6 6 to it, that necessary existence is implied in it.
This
6~ is a clear and distinct idea, and yet it is denied that
( 6 this doth prove the existence of God.
How then can
L6 the grounds of our certainty arise from the clear and
cC distinct ideas, when in one of the clearest ideas of our
6' minds, we can come to no certainty by it ? "
Your lordship's proof here, as far as I comprehend it,
seems to be, that it is confessed, cc That certainty does
cc not arise from clear and distinct ideas, because it is
cc denied that the clear and distinct idea of an infinite
6c being,
that implies necessary existence in it, does
6c prove the existence of a God."
Here your lordship says, it is denied; and in five
lines after you recal that saying, and use these words,
'' I do not say that it is denied, to prove it :" which of
these two sayings of your lordship's must I now answer
to? If your lordship says it is denied, I fear that will
not hold to be so in matter of fact, which made your
lordship unsay it : though that being most to your lordship's purpose, occasioned, I suppose, its dropping from
your pen. For if it be not denied, I thitlk the whole
force of your lordship's argument fails. But your lardship helps that out as well as the thing will bear, by the
words that follow in the sentence, which altogether
stands thus : '' I do not say, that it is denied, to prove
cc i t ; but this is said, that it is a doubtful thing, from
('the different make of men's tempers, and application
" of their thoughts.
What can this bean, unless it be
" to let us know that even clear and distinct ideas may
" lose their effect, by the difference of men's tempers
" and studies i So that besides ideas, in order to a right
"judgment, a dtle temper and application of the mind
" i s required,"
E@
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If I meant in those words of mine, quoted here by
your lordship, just as your lordship concludes they
mean, I know not why I should be ashamed of it; for I
never thought that ideas, even the most clear and distinct, would make men certain of what might be demonstrated from them, unless they were of a temper to
consider, and would apply their minds to them. There
are no ideas more clear and distinct than those of numbers, and yet there are a thousand demonstrations concelning numbers, which millions of men do not know,
(and so have not the certainty about them that they
might have) for want of application.
I could not avoid here to take this to myseIf : for this
passage of your lordship's is pinned down upon me so
close, by your lordship's citing the 7th sect of the 10th
chapter of my ivth book, that I am forced here to answer for myself; which I shall do, after having first set
down my words, as they stand in the place quoted by
your lordship: How far the idea of a most
I?. iv. c. 10. perfect being, which a man may frame in
§ 7.
" his mind,
does or does not prove the
"existence of a God, I will not here examine. For
cc in the different make of men's tempers and application of their thoughts, some arguments prevail more
('on one, and some on another, for the confirmation
('of the same truth. But yet, 1 think, this I may say,
"that it is an ill way of establishing this truth, and
c6 silencing atheists, to lay the whole stress of so important a point as this, upon that sole foundation, and
take some men's having that idea of God in their
minds (for it is evident, some men have none, and
'(some a worse than none, and the most very different)
('for the only proof of a Deity ; and, out of an over'(fondness of that darling invention, cashier, or a t least
" endeavour to invalidate all other arguments, and for" bid US to hearken to those proofs, as being weak, or
" fallacious, which our own existence, and the sensible
" parts of the universe, offer so clearly and cogently to
" our thoughts, that I deem it impossible for 8 const
"dering man to withstand them. For I judge it as
" certain and clear a truth, as can any where
deli((
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vered, that the invisible things of God are clearly
seen froro the creation of the world, being understood
6‘ by the things that are made, even his eternal power
6‘ and godhead.”
T h e meaning of which words of mine was not to deny
that the idea of a most perfect being doth prove a God,
but to blame those who take it for the only proof, and
endeavour to invalidate all others. For the belief of a
God heing, as I say in the same section, the foundation
of all religion and genuine morality, I thought no arguments that are made use of to work the persuasion of a
God into men’s minds, should be invalidated. And the
reason I give why they should all be left to their full
strength, and none of them rejected as unfit to be hearkened to, is this: because (‘in the different make of
‘‘ men’s tempers and application of their thoughts,
“ some arguments prevail more on one, and some on
‘(another, for the confirmation of the same truth.” So
that my meaning here was not, as your lordship supposes, to ground certainty 0x1 the different make of men’s
tempers, and application of their thoughts, in opposition to clear and distinct ideas, as is very evident from
my words ; but to show of what ill consequence it is, to
go about to invalidate any argument, which hath a tendency to settle the belief of a God i n any one’s mind ;
because in the difference of men’s tempers and application, some arguments prevail more on one, and some
on another : so that I speaking of belief, and your lordship, as I take it, speaking in that place of certainty,
nothing can (I crave leave to say) be inferred from these
words of mine to your lordship’s purpose. And that I
meant belief, and not certainty, is evident from hence,
that I look upon the argument there spoken of, as not
conclusive, and so not able to produce certainty in any
one, though I did not know how far it might prevail on
some men’s persuasions to confirm them in the truth.
And since not all, nor the most of those that believe a
God,are a t the pains, or have the skill, to examine and
clearly comprehend the demonstrations of his being, 1
was unwilling to show the weakness of the argument
there spoken of; since possibly by it some men might
<(
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be confirmed in the belief of a God, which is enough
to preserve in them true sentiments of religion and morality.
Your lordship hereupon asks, Wherein is this different from what all men of understanding have said ? ”
I answer: in nothing that I know ; nor did I ever,
that I remember, say that it was. Your lordship goes
on to demand,
‘‘ Why then should these clear and simple ideas be
$6 made the sole foundation of reason ? ”
I answer: that I know not: they must give your
lordship a reason for it, who have made clear ideas the
sole foundation of reason. Why I have made simple
Ones the foundation of all knowledge, I have shown.
Your lordship goes on :
6‘ One would think by this ”By what, I beseech your lordship?
(‘That these ideas would presently satisfy men’s
‘ 6 minds, if they attended to them.”
What those ideas are from which your lordship would
expect such present satisfaction, and upon what grounds
your lordship expects it, I do not know. But this I
will venture to say, that all the satisfaction men’s minds
can have in their inquiries after truth and certainty, is
to be had only from considering, observing, and rightly
laying together of ideas, so as to find out their agreement or disagreement, and no other way.
But I do not think ideas have truth and certainty
always so ready to satisfy the mind in its inquiries, that
there needs no more to be satisfied, than to attend to
them as one does to a man, whom one asks a question to
be satisfied; which your lordship’s way of expression
seems to me to intimate. But they must be considered
well, and their habitudes examined ; and where their
agreement or disagreement cannot be perceived by an
kmediate comparison, other ideas must be found out to
discover the agreement or disagreement of those under
consideration, and then all laid in a due order, hfore
the mind can be satisfied in the certainty of that truth,
which it is seeking after. This, my lord, requires often
a little more time and Pains, than attending to a tale
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that is told for present satisfaction. And I believe some
of the incomparable Mr. Newton’s wonderful demonstrations cost him so much pains, that though they were
all founded in nothing but several ideas of quantity, yet
those ideas did not presently satisfy his mind, though
they were such that, with great application and labour
of thought, they were able to satisfy him with certainty,
i. e. produce demonstration. Your lordship adds,
‘‘ But even this will not do as to the idea of an in‘(finite being.”
Though the complex idea for which the sound God
stands (whether containing in it the idea of necessary
existence or no, for the case is the same) will not prove
the real existence of a being answering that idea, any
more than any other idea in any one’s mind will prove
the existence of any real being answering that idea ; yet,.
I humbly conceive, it does not hence follow, but that
there may be other ideas by which the being of a God
inay be proved. For nobody that I know ever said, that
every idea would prove every thing, or that an idea in
men’s minds would prove the existence of such a real
being: and therefore if this idea fail to prove, what is
proposed to be proved by it, it is no more an exception
against the way of ideas, than it would be an exception
against the way of medius terminus, in arguing that
somebody used one that did not prove. I t follows :
cc It is not enough to say they will not examine how
far it will hold ; for they ought either to say, that it
‘(doth hold, or give up this ground of certainty from
“ clear and distinct ideas.”
Here, my lord, I am got again into the plural numher; but not knowing any body but myself who has
used these words which are set down out of my essay,
and which you are in this and the foregoing paragraph
arguing against, I am forced to beg your lordship to let
me know, who those persons are whom your lordship,,
joining with me, entitles with me to those words of my,
book ; or to whom your lordship joining me, entitles
me by these words of mine to what they have p u b
lished, that I may see how far I am answerable for
them.
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Now as to the words themselves, viz. “ 1 will not
examine how far the idea psoposed does Or does not
‘6 prove the existence of a God,” because they are mine ;
and your lordship excepts against them, and tells me,
‘6 it was not enough to say, I will not examine, &c.
6‘ For I ought either to have said, that it doth hold, or
‘6 give up this ground of certainty from clear and dis‘‘ tinct ideas.” I will answer as well as I can.
I could not then, my lord, well say that that doth
hold, which I thought did not hold; but I imagined I
might, without entering into the examen, and showing
the weakness of that argument, pass it by with saying,
I would not examine, and so left it with this thought,
valeat quantum valere potest,”
But though I did this, and said not then, it will hold,
nay think now it will not hold, yet I do not see how
from thence I was then, or am now under any necessity
to give up the ground of certainty froin ideas; because
the ground of certainty from ideas may be right, though
in the present instance a right use were not made of
them, or a right idea was not made use of to produce
the certainty sought. Ideas in mathematics are a sure
ground of certainty ; and yet every one may not make
so right an use of them, as to attain to certainty by
them ; but yet any one’s failing of certainty by them, is
not the overturning of this truth, that certainty is to be
had by them. Clear and distinct I have omitted here to
join with ideas, not because clear and distinct make any
ideas unfit to produce certainty, which have all other
fitness to do i t ; but because I do not limit certainty to
clear and distinct ideas only, since there may be certainty from ideas that are not in all their parts perfectly
clear and distinct,
Your lordship, in the following paragraph, endeavours to show, that I have not proved the being of a
God by ideas ; and from thence, with an argument not
unlike the preceding, you conclude, that ideas cannot be
the Founds of certainty, because I have not grounded
my Prmf of a God on ideas. To which way of argumentation I nlust crave leave here again to reply, that
Your lordship’s supposing; as you do, that there is an‘6
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other way to certainty, which is not that of ideas, does
not prove that certainty may not be had from ideas, because I make use of that other way. This being premised, I shall endeavour to show, that my proof of a
Deity is all grounded on ideas, however your lordship
is pleased to call it by other names. Your lordship's
words are :
'' But instead of the proper argument from ideas, we
'<are told, that-from the consideration of ourselves,
" and what we find in our own constitutions, our reason
'' leads us to the knowledge of this certain and evident
'' truth, that there is an eternal, most powerful, and
'' most knowing being. All which I readily yield: but
<( we see plainly, the certainty is not placed in the idea,
" but in good and sound reason," from the consideration of ourselves and our constitutions. << What! in
<' the idea of ourselves? No certainly."
Give me leave, my lord, to ask where I ever said,
that certainty was placed in the idea, which your lordship urges my words as a contradiction of? I think I
never said so. 1. Because I do not remember it. 9. Because your lordship has not quoted any place where I
have said so. 3. Because I all along in my book, which
has the honour to be so often quoted here by your lordship, say the quite contrary. For I place certainty
where I think every body will find it, and no where
else, viz. in the perception of the agreement or disagreement of ideas; so that, in my opinion, it is impossible to be placed in any one single idea, simple or
complex : I must own, that I think certainty grounded
on ideas : and therefore to take your lordship's words
here, as I think they are meant, in opposition to what
I sap, I shall take the liberty to change your lordship's
words here, 6' What! in the idea of ourselves? No
certainly ;" into words used by your lordship in the
foregoing page, to the same purpose, << What4 can the
" grounds of our certainty arise from the idea of our<< selves? No certainly."
To which permit me, my lord, with due respect to
reply, Yes, certainly. T h e certainty of the being of a
God,in my proof, is grounded on the idea of oumlveS,
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as we me thinking beings. But your lordship urges my
a w p wards, which are, that ('from the consideration of
" ourselves, and what we find in our constitutions, our
'( reason leads us to the knowledge of this certain and
evident truth."
My lord, I must confess I never thought, that the
consideration of ourselves, and what we find in our own
oonstitu tions, excluded the consideration of the idea
either of being or of thinking, two of the ideas that
make a part of the complex idea a man has of himself.
If consideration of ourselves excludes those ideas, I may
l e charged with speakiiig improperly ; but it is plain,
nevertheless, that I ground the proof of a God on those
ideas, and I thought I spoke properly enough ; when
meaning that the consideration of those ideas, which our
qwn being offered us, and so finding their agreement or
disagreement with others, we were thereby, i. e. by thus
reasoning, led into the knowledge of the existexice of
the first infinite being, i. e. of God ; 1 expressed it as I
did, in the more familiar way of speaking. For my
purpgse, in that chapter, being to make out the knowledge of the existence of a God, and not to prove that
it was by ideas, I thought it most proper to express
myself in the most usual and familiar way, to let it the
easier into men's minds, by common words and known
ways of expression : and therefore, as I think, I have
scarce used the word idea in that whole chapter, but
only in that one place, where my speaking against
laying the whole proof only upon our idea of a most
perfect being obliged me to it.
But your lordship says, that in this way of' coming to
a certain knowledge of the being of a God, '(from the
'(copsiderntion of ourselves, and what we find in our
" own constitutions, the certainty is placed in good and
" a u p d reason."
I hope so. 6' But not in the idea,"
What your lordship here means by not placed in the
idea, 1confess, I do not well understand ; but if your
lordship means that it is not grounded on the ideas of
thinking and existence before mentioned, and the cornparing of them, and finding their agreement or &agreemnt with other ideas, that I must t&e the lihrty
'(
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ta dissent from : for in this sense it; may be placed in
ideas, and in good and sound reason too, i. e. in reason
rightly managing those ideas so 8s to produce evideace
by them. So that, my lord, I ,must own I see not the
force of the argument, which says, not in ideas but in
sound reason ; since I see no such opposition ktweeq
them, but that ideas and sound reason may cansist together. For instance; when a man would show the
certainty of this truth, that the three angles of a triangle are equal to two right ones; the first thing probably that he does, i s to draw a diagram. What is the
use of that diagram ? but steadily to suggest to his mind
those several ideas he would make use of in that demanstration. The considering and laying these together in
such order, and with such cannexion, as to make the
agreement of the ideas of the three angles of the triangle, with the ideas of two right ones, to be perceived, is called right reasoning, and the business of
that faculty which we call reason ; which when it operates rightly by considering and comparing ideas so as
to produce certainty, this showing or demonstration
that the things is so, is called good and sound reason,
The ground of this certainty lies in ideas themselves,
and their agreement or disagreement, which reason
neither does nor can alter, but only lays them so to.
gether as to make it perceivable ; and without such a
due consideration and ordering of the ideas, certainty
could not be had: and thus certainty is placed both in
ideas, and in good and sound reason.
This affords an easy answer to your lordship’s nest
words, brought to prove, that the certainty of a God
is not placed on the idea of ourselves. They stand
thus :
‘(For let our ideas be taken which way we please,
‘6 by sensation or reflection, yet it is not the idea that
“ makes us certain, but the argument fiom that which
‘‘ we perceive in and a b u t ourselves.”
hrTothingtruer than that it is not the idea that makes
US certain without reason, or without the understanding: but it is as true, that it is not reason, it is not the
uadmtandiq, that makes us certain witbout ideas. 16

.

,

60

Mr. Locke's Zetier to the

is not the sun makes me certain it is day, without my
eyes : nor it is not my sight makes me certain it is day,
withoat the sun; but the one employed about the other.
Nor is it one idea by itself, that in this, or any case,
makes us certain ; but certainty consists in the perceived
agreement or disagreement of all the ideas that serve to
show the agreement or disagreement of distinct ideas,
as they stand in the proposition, whose truth or falsehood we would be certain of. The using of intermediate ideas to show this is called argumentation, and
the ideas so used in train, an argument ; so that in my
poor opinion to say, that the argument makes us certain, is no more than saying, the ideas made use of
make us certain.
The idea of thinking in ourselves, which we receive
by reflection, we may, by intermediate ideas, perceive
to have a necessary agreement and connexion with the
idea of the existence of an eternal, thinking being.
This, whether your lordship will call placing of certainty in the idea, or placing the certainty in reason ;
whether your lordship will say, it is not the idea that
gives us the certainty, but the argument ; is indifferent
to me; I shall not be so unmannerly as to prescribe to
your lordship what way you should speak, in this or
any other matter. But this your lordship will give me
leave to say, that let it be called how your lordship
pleases, there is no contradiction in it to what I have
said concerning certainty, or the way how we came by
it, or the ground on which I place it. Your lordship
further urges my words out of the fifth section of the
same chapter.
But *c we find in ourselves perception and know('ledge. It is very true. But how doth this prove
*' there is a God? Is it from the clear and distinct idea
" of it? No, but from this argument, that either there
must have been a knowing being from eternity, or
" an unknowing, for something must have been from
'' eternity: but if an unknowing lxing, then it was
'' impossible there ever should have been any know"ledgu?, it being as impossible that a thing without
"knowledge should produce it, as that a triangle
'(
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6‘ should make itself three angles bigger than two right
“ones.” Allowing the argument to be good, ‘‘ yet
‘c it is not taken from the idea, but from the principles
‘6 of true reason ; as, that no man can doubt his own
perception ; that every thing must have a cause ; that
‘ 6 this cause must have either a knowledge or not; if it
( 6 have, the point is gained : if it hath not, nothing
61 can produce nothing ; and consequently a not-knowing being cannot produce a knowing.”
Your lordship here contends, that my argument is
not taken from the idea, but from true principles of
reason. I do not say it is taken from any one idea, but
from all the ideas concerned in it. But your loidship,
if you herein oppose any thing I have said, must, I
humbly conceive, say, not from ideas, but from true
principles of reason ; several whereof your lordship has
here set down. And whence, I beseech your lordship,
comes the certainty of any of those propositions, which
your lordship calls true principles of reason, but from
the perceivable agreement or disagreement of the ideas
contained in theiii? Just as it is expressed in those propositions, v. g. 6c a man cannot doubt of his own per‘‘ ception,” is a true principle of reason, or a true
proposition, or a certain proposition ; but to the certainty of it we arrive, only by perceiving the necessary
agreement of the two ideas of perception and selfconsciousness.
Again, ‘‘ every thing must have a cause :” though I
find it so set down for one by your lordship, yet, I
humbly conceive, is not a true principle of reason, nor
a true proposition; but the contrary. T h e certainty
whereof we attain by the conteinplation of our ideas,
and by perceiving that the idea of eternity, and the idea
of the existence of something, do agree ; and the idea
of existence from eternity, and of having a cause, do
not agree, or are inconsistent within the Same thing.
Rut ( c every thing that has a beginning must have
“ a cause,” is a true principle of reason, pr a proposition certainly true ; which we come to know by the
Same way, i. e. by contemplating our ideas, and perceiviog that the idea of beginning to be, is necessarily
6‘

‘6
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dmnected with the idea of some operation; and the
idea of operation, with the idea of something operating,
which we call a cause : and so the beginning to be, is
perceived to agree with the idea of a cause, as is expressed in the proposition : and thus it comes to be a
certain proposition: and so may be called a principle
of reason, as every true proposition is to him that perceives the certainty of it.
This, my lord, is my way of ideas, and of coming
to a certainty by them ; which, when your lordship has
again considered, I am apt to think your lordship will
no more condemn, than I do except against your lordshi 's way of arguments or principles of reason. Nor
wiI it, I suppose, any longer offend your lordship,
under the notion of. a new way of reasoning; since I
flatter myself, both these ways will be found to be
equally old, one as the other, though perhaps formerly
they have not been so distinctly taken notice of, and
the name of ideas is of later date in our English
language.
If your lordship says, as I think you mean, viz. that
my argument to prove a God, is not taken from ideas,
your lordship will pardon me, if I think otherwise.
For I beseech your lordship, are not ideas, whose agreement or disagreement, as they are expressed in propositions, is perceived, immediately or by intuition, the
principIes of true reason ? And does not the certainty
we have of the truth of these propositions consist in
the perception of such agreement or disagreement ?
And does not the agreement or disagreement depend
upon the ideas themselves? Nay, so entirely depend
upon the ideas themselves, that it is impossible for the
mind, or reason, or argument, or any thing to alter
it ? All that reason or the mind does, in reasoning or
arguing, is to find out and observe that agreement or
disagreement: and all that argument does is, by an
intervening idea, to show it, where an immediate putting the ideas together will not do it.
As for example, in the present case : the proposition,
of whose truth I would be certain, Is this: '' a know'' iIlg being has eternally existed." Here the ideas
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joined, are eternal existence, with ti knowing being.
g u t does my mind perceive any immediate connexibn
011 repugaancy in these ideas? No.
The propcisition
tlien at first view affords me no certainty; or, as our
English idiom phrases it, it is not certaia, or I am not
certain of it. But though I am not, yet I would be
certain whether it be true or nb. What then must I
d o ? Find arguments to prove that it is true, of the
contrary. And what is that, but to cast about and
find out intermediate ideas, which may show me the
necessary connexion or inconsistency of the ideas in the
proposition? Either of which, when by thehe intervening ideas I am brought to perceive, I an1 thee certain that the proposition is true, or I am certain that it
is false. As, in the present case, I perceive in myself
thought and perception ; the idea of actual perception
has an evident connexion with an actual beirjg, that
doth perceive and think : the idea of an actual thinking
being, hath a perceivable connexion ~ t the
h eternal
existence of some knowing being, by the intervention
of the negation of all being, or the idea of nothing,
which has a necessary connexion with no power, no
operation, no casualty, no effect, i. e. with nothing.
So that the idea of once actually nothing, has 8
visible connexion with nothing to eternity, for the
futiire ; and hence the idea of an actual being, is perceived to have a necessary connexion with some actual
being from eternity. And by the like way of ideas,
may be perceived the actual existence of LL knowing
being, to have a connexion with the existence of an
actual knowing being from eternity ; and the idea of an
eternal, actual, knowing being, with the idea o f immateriality, by the intervention of the idea of matter, and
of its actual division, divisibility, and want of perception, &c. which are the ideas, or, as your lordship is
pleased to call them, arguments, I make use of in this
proof, which I need not here go over agaih ; and which
is partly contained in these following Words, which
your lordship thus quotes out of the 10th section of the
same chapter,
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Again, if we suppose nothing to be first, matter

('can never begin to be; if h r e matter without mo-

tion to be eternal, motion can never begin to be ; if .
matter and motion be supposed eternal, thought can
"never begin to be; for if matter could produce
('thought, then thought must be in the power of
6'
matter; and if it be in matter as such, it must be
'6 the inseparable property of all matter ; which is con'' trary to the seiise and experience of mankind. If
'
6 only some parts of matter have a power of thinking,
'1 how comes so great a difference in the properties of
'6 the same matter?
What disposition of matter is reAnd from whence comes it ?
4' quired to thinking?
6' Of which no account 'can be given in reason."
To
which your lordship subjoins :
" This is the substance of the argument used, to
'
6 prove an infinite spiritual being,
which I am far
from weakening the force of: but that which 1de'' sign is to show, that the certainty of it .is not placed
'' upon any clear and distinct ideas, but upon the force
of reason distinct from i t ; which was the thing I
intended to prove."
Your lordship says, that the certainty of it (I suppose
your lordship means the certainty produced by my
proof of a Deity) is not placed upon clear and distinct
ideas. It is plsced, among others, upon the ideas of
thinking, existence, and matter, which I think are all
clear and distinct ideas ; so that there are some clear
and distinct ideas in it : and one can hardly say there
are not any clear and distinct ideas in it, because
there is one obscure and confused one in it, viz. that
of substance ; which yet hinders not the certainty of
the proof.
The words which your lordship subjoins to the former, viz- " But upon the force of reason distinct from
6' it ;n
seem to me to say, as far as I can understand
them, that the certainty of my argument for a Deity is
placed not on clear and distinct ideas, but upon the
force of reason.
'6

6'
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This, among other places before set down, makes me
wish your lordship had told us, what yoii understand
by reason: for, in my acceptation of the word reason,
I do not see but the same proof may be placed upon
clear and distinct ideas, and upon reason too. As 5
said before, I can perceive no inconsistency or opposition between them, no more than there is any opposition between a clear object and my faculty of seeing,
in the certainty of any thing I receive by my eyes ; for
this certainty may be placed very well. on both the
clearness of the object, and the exercise of that faculty
in me.
Pour lordship's next words, I think, should be read
thus ; '' distinct from them :" fos if they were intended
as they are printed, '' distinct from it," I confess I do
not understand them. " Certainty not placed on clear
6' and distinct ideas, but upon the force of reason dis" tinct from them," my capacity will reach the sense
of. But then I cannot but wonder what distinct
'c from them " do there ; for I know nobody that does
not think that reason, or the faculty of seasoning, is
distinct from the ideas it makes use of or is employed
about, whether those ideas be clear and distinct, 51'
obscure and confused. But if that sentence be to be
read as it is printed, viz. '' T h e certainty of it is not
'' placed upon any clear and distinct ideas, but upon
" the force of reason distinct from it ; " I acknowledge
your lordship's meaning is above my comprehension.
Upon the whole matter, my lord, I must confess, that
I do not see that what your lordship says you intended
here to prove, is proved, vie. that certainty in my proof
of a God is not placed on ideas. And next, if it were
proved, I do not see how it answers any objection
against the Trinity, in point of reason.
Before I go on to what follows, I must beg leave to
confess, I am troubled to find these words of your
lordship, among those I have above set down out of the
foregoing page, viz. allowing the argument io be good;
and cannot forbear to wish, that when your lordship
was writing this passage, you had had in your mind
what you are pleased here to sayt vk. that you are far
VO&. III,
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from weakening the force of my argument which I used
to prove an infinite spiritual being.
My lord, your lordship is a great man, not only by
the d i p i t y your merits are invested with, but more by
the merits of your parts and learning. Your lordship’s
words carry great weight and authority with them ; and
he that shaIl quote but a saying or a doubt of your
lordship’s, that questions the force of my argunlent for
the proof of a God, will think himself well founded
and to he hearkened to, as gone a great way in the
cause. These words ‘(allowing the argument to be
‘‘ good,” in the received way of speaking, are usually
taken to signify, that he that speaks them, does not
judge the argument to be good ; hut that for discoursesake he a t present admits it. Trdp, my lord, till I
read these words in your lordship, I always took it for
a good argument ; and was so fully persuaded of its
goodness, that I spoke higher of it than of any reasoning of mine any where, because I thought it equal to
a demonstration. If it be not so, it is fit I recall niy
words, and that I do not betray so important and fundamental a truth, by a weak, but over-valued argument : and therefore I cannot, upon this occasion, but
importune your lordship, that if your lordship (as your
words seem to intimate) sees any weakness in it, your
lordship would be pleased to show it me ; that either I
may amend that fault, and make it conclusive, or else
retract my confidence, and leave that cause to those who
have strength suitable t o its weight. But to return to
what follows in your lordship’s next paragraph.
2. The next thing necessary to be cleared in this dispute, is, the distinction between nature and person ;
6 c and of this we can have no clear and distinct idea
6c from8 sensation or reflection.
And yet all our notions
(‘of the doctrine of the Trinity depend upon the right
‘(understandiy of it. For we niust talk unintelligibly
“ about this point, unless we have clear and distinct
apprehensions concerning natirre and person, and the
(‘grounds of identity and distinction. But that these
“come not into our minds by these simple ideas of
cc sensation and reflection, I shall now make it appear.”
c6

.&&P

,

1

of Worcester,

fly this it is plain, that the business of the following
pages is to make it appear, that 6 c we have no clear
~6 and distinct idea of the
distinction of nature and
‘6 person, from sensation or reflection:”
or, as p u r
lordship expresses it a little lower, ‘(the apprehensions
66 concerning nature and person, and the pourids of
cc identity and distinction, come not into our minds by
6‘ the simple ideas of sensation and reflection.”
And what, pray iny lord, can be inferred from hence,
if it should be so? Your lordship tells us,
All our notions of the doctrine of the Trinity de‘<pend upon the right understanding of the distinction
c c hetween nature and person ; and we must talk unin‘‘ telligibly about this point, unless we have clear and
‘(distinct apprehensions concerning nature and person,
“ and the grounds of identity and distinction.”
If it be so, the inference I should draw from thence
(if it were fit for me to draw any) would be this, that
it concerns those mho write on that subject to have
themselves, and to lay down to others, clear and distinct apprehensions, or notions, or ideas, (call them
what you please) of what they mean by nature and
person, and of the grounds of identity and distinction.
This seems, to me, the natural concIusion flowing
from your lordship’s words ; which seem here to suppose clear and distinct apprehensions (something like
clear and distinct ideas) necessary for the avoiding unintelligible talk in the doctrine of the Trinity. But I
do not see your lordship can, from the necessity of dear
and distinct apprehensions of nature and person, PEc. in
the dispute of the Trinity, bring in one, who has perhaps mistaken the way to clear and distinct notions
concerning nature and person, &c. as fit to be answered
among those who bring objections against the Trinity
in point of reason. I do not see why an unitarian may
not as well bring him in, and argue against his Essay,
in a chapter that he should write, to answer oljections
against the unity of God, in point of reason or revelation: for upon what ground soever any one writes in
this dispute, or any other, it is not tolerable to talk
unintelligibly on either side.
F %
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If by the way of ideas, which is that ,of the author
of the Essay of Human Understanding, a man cannot
come to clear and distinct apprehensions concerning
nature and person ; if, as he proposes from the simple
ideas of sensation and reflection, such apprehensions
cannot be got; it will follow from thence, that he is a
inistaken philosopher : but it will not follow from thence,
that he is not an orthodox Christian, for he might (as
he did) write his Essay of Human Understanding,
without any thought of the controversy between the
trinitarians and unitarians : nay, a man might have
writ all that is in his book, that never heard one word
of any such dispute.
There is in the world a great and fierce contest about
nature and grace: it would be very hard for me, if I
must be brought in as a party on either side, because a
disputant, in that controversy, should think the clear
and distinct apprehensions of nature and grace, come
not into our minds by the simple ideas of sensation and
reflection. If this be so, I may be reckoned ainong
the objectors against all sorts and points of orthodoxy,
whenever any one pleases : I may be called to account
as one heterodox, in the points of free-grace, free-will,
predestination, original sin, justification by faith, transubstantiation, the pope's supremacy, and what not ?
as well as in the doctrine of the Trinity ; and all because they cannot be furnished with clear and distinct
notions of grace, free-will, transubstantiation, &e. by
sensation or reflection. For in all these, or any other
points, I do not see but there may be coinplaint made,
that they have not always right understanding and clear
notions of those things, on which the doctrine they dispute of depends. And it is not altogether unusual for
inen to talk unintelligilJly to themselves and others, in
these and other points of controversy, for want of clear
and distinct apprehensions, or, (as I would call them,
did not your lordship dislike it) ideas: for all
unintelligible talking I do not think myself accountable, though it should so fall out that my way, by ideas,
would not help them to what it seems is wanting, clear
and distinct notions. If my way be ineffectual fo that,
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purpose, they may, for all me, make use of any other
more successful, and leave me out of the controversy,
as one useless to either party, €or deciding of the
question.
Supposing, as your lordship says, and as you have
undertaken to make appear, that '< the clear and distinct apprehensions concerning nature and person,
dc and the grounds of identity and distinction, should
'' not come into the mind by the simple ideas of sensacc tion and reflection ; " what, I beseech your lordship,
is this to the dispute concerning the Trinity, on either
side? And if after your lordship has endeavoured to
give clear and distinct apprehensions of nature and person, the disputants in this controversy should still talk
unintelligibly about this point, for want of clear and
distinct apprehensions concerning nature and person ;
ought your lordship to be brought in among the partisans on the other side, by any one v7ho writ a \'indication of the Doctrine of the Trinity ? I n good earnest,
niy lord, I do not see how the clear and distinct notions
of nature and person, n o t comirig into the mind by the
simple ideas of sensation and reflection, any more contains any objection against the doctrine of the Trinity,
than the clear and distinct apprehensions of original
sin, justification, or transubstantiation, not coming to
the mind by the simple ideas of sensation and reflection,
contains any objection against the doctrine of original
sin, justification, or transubstantiation, and so of all the
rest of the terms used in any controversy in religion ;
however your lordship, in a Treatise of the Vindication
of the Doctrine of the Trinity, and in the chapter
where you make it your business to answer objections
in point of reason, set yourself seriously to prove, that
'; clear and distinct apprehensions concerning nature
" and person, and the grounds of identity and distinc" tion, come not into our minds by these simple ideas
" of sensation and reflection."
In order to the making
this appear, we read as followetli :
" As to nature, that is sometimes taken for the
" essential property of a thing : as, when we say, that
'' such 8 thing is of a different nature froni another ;
bc
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cc

we mean no more, than it is differenced by such

cc

properties as come to our knawledge.

Sometimes

'(nature is taken for the thing itself in which these
properties are: and $0 Aristotle took nature for a
corporeal substance, which had the principles of mo" tion in itself; but nature and siibstance are of an
" equal extent; and so that which is the subject of
" powers and properties, is tlie nature, whether it be
meant of bodily or spiritual substances."
Your lordship, in this paragraph, gives us two significations of the word nature : 1. That it is sometimes
taken for essential properties, which I easily admit.
2. That sometimes i t is taken for the thing itself in
which these properties are, and consequently for substance itself. And this your lordship proves out of
Aristotle.
Whether Aristotle called the thing itself, wherein
the essential properties are, nature, I will not dispute :
but that pour lordship thinks fit to call substance nature,
is evident. And from thence I think your lordship
endeavours to prove in the followiiig words, that we
can have from ideas xo clear and distinct apprehensions
concerning nature. Your lordship's words are :
I grant, that by sensation and reflection we come
('to know the powers and properties of things; but
'' our reason is satisfied that there must be something
'' beyond these, because it is impossible that they should
6c subsist by themselves.
So that the nature of things
"properly belongs to our reason, and not to mere
ideas."
How we come by the idea of substance, from the
simple ones of sensation and reflection, I have endeavoured to show in another place, and therefore shall not
trouble your lordship with it here again. But what
your lordship infers in these words, '' So that the nacc ture of things properly belongs to our reason, and
'' not to mere ideas ;'' I do not well understand. Your
lordship indeed here again seems to oppose reason and
ideas ; and to that I say, mere ideas are the objects of
the understanding, and reason is one of the faculties of
the understanding employed about them ; and that the
"
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understanding, or reason, which-ever your lordship
pleases to call it, makes OF forms, out of the simple
ones that come i n by sensation and reflection, all the
other ideas, whether general, relative, or complex, by
abstracting, comparing, and compounding its positive
simple ideas, whereof it cannot make or frame any one,
but what it receives by sensation or reflection. And
therefore I never denied that reason was employed about
our particular simple ideas, to make out of them ideas
general, relative, and complex ; nor about all our ideas,
whether simple or complex, positive or relative, general
or particular : it being the proper business of reason, in
the search after truth and knowledge, to find out the relations between all these sorts of ideas, in the perception
whereof knowledge and certainty of truth consists.
These, my lord, are, in short, my notions about ideas,
their original and formation, and of the use the mind,
or reason, makes of them in knowledge. Whether
your lordship thinks fit to call t& a new way of reasoning, must be left to your lordship ; whether it be a right
way, is that alone which I am concerned for. But
your lordship seems all along (I crave leave here once
for all to take notice of it) to have some particular
exception against ideas, and particularly clear and distinct ideas, as if they were not to be used, or were of
no use in reason and knowledge ; or, as if reason were
opposed to them, or leads us into the knowledge and
certainty of things without them ; or, the knowledge
of things did not at all depend 011 them. 1: beg your
lordship’s p ~ r d o nfor expressipg myself so variously and
doubtfully in this matter ; the reason whereof is, because I must own, that I do not every-where clearly
understand what your lordship means, when y ~ speak,
u
as you do, of ideas; as if I amibed more to them,
than belonged to them; or expected more Q€ them,
than they could do ; v. g. where your lordship gays,
“ But is all this contained in the simple idea of them
l Coperations?” And again,
so that hew it is n ~ the
t
‘‘ clearness of the idea, but an immediate mt of per‘$ ception, which i s the
true gmvnd of certainty.”
AQd farther, IC sp tbat wr qrtaintg is ra~tfrm $be
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ideas themselves, but from the evidence of reason.”
And in another place, cc it is not the idea that makes
f C us certain, but the argument from that which we
cc perceive in and about ourselves, Is it from the clear
No ! but from this argut c and distinct idea of it ?
“ ment.”
And here, “ the nature of things belongs to
cc our reason, and not to mere ideas.”
These, and several the like passages, your lordship
has against what your lordship calls c c this new way of
cc ideas, and an admirable way to bring us to the cerCL tainty of reason.”
I never said nor thought ideas, nor any thing else,
could bring us to the certainty of reason, without the
exercise of reason. And then, my lord, if we will employ our minds, and exercise our reason, to bring us
to certainty; what, I beseech you, shall they be employed about hut ideas? For ideas, in my sense of the
word, are, c c whatsoever is the object of
B. i. c. 1.
cc the understanding, when a man thinks ;
8 8.
cc or whatever it is the mind can be em‘(ployed about in thinking.” And again, I have these
words, cc whatsoever is the immediate object
B.ii. c. 8.
cc of perception, thought, or understanding,
$ 8.
cc that I call idea.” So that my way of ideas,
and of coming to certainty by them, is to employ our
minds in thinking upon something; and I do not see
but your lordship yourself, and every body else, must
make use of my way of ideas, unless they can find out
a way that will bring them to certainty, by thinking
on nothing. So that let certainty he placed as much
as it will on reason, let the nature of things belong as
properly as it will to our reason, it will nevertheless be
true, that certainty consists in the perception of the
agreement or disagreement of ideas ; and that the complex idea the word nature stands for, is ultimately made
up of the simple ideas of sensation and reflection. Your
lordship proceeds :
‘‘ But we must yet proceed farther : for nature may
66 be considered two ways.
‘‘ 1. As it is in distinct individuals, as the nature of
a man is equal& in Peter, James, and John ; and this
Gc
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is the common nature, with a particular subsistence
proper to each of them. For the nature of man, as
' in Peter, is distinct from the same nature, as it is in
6
( 6 James and John ; otherwise, they would be but one
'6 person, as well as have the same nature.
And this
'6 distinction
of persons in them, is discerned both by
our senses, as to their different accidents ; and by our
$6 reason, because they have a separate existence; not
6' coming into it a t once, and in the same manner."
Nature may bc considered abstractly, without
2.
66 respect to individual persons: and then it makes an
6' entire notion of itself.
FOP
however the same nature
' 6 may be in diEerent individuals, yet the nature itself
'6 remains one and the same ; which appears from this
'' evident reason, that otherwise every individual must
'' make a different kind."
I am so little confident of my own quickness, and of
having got from what your lordship has said here, a
clear and distinct apprehension concerning nature, that
I must beg your lordship's pardon, if I should happen
to dissatisfy your lordship, by talking unintelligibly, or
besides the purpose about it. I must then confess to
your lordship, 1. that I do not clearly understand whether your lordship, in these two paragraphs, speaks of
nature, as standing for essential properties ; or of nature, as standing for substance ; and yet it is of great
moment in the case, because your lordship allows, that
the notion of nature in the former of these senses, may
be had from sensation and reflection ; but of nature in
the latter sense, your lordship says, '(it properly be" longs to reason, and not mere ideas."
2. Your lordship's saying, in the first of these paragraphs, '(that
'' the nature of a man, as in Peter, is distinct from the
" same nature as it is in James and John ;" and in the
second of them, c' that however the same nature may
('be in different individuals, yet the nature itself re" mains one and the same ;" does not give me so clear
and distinct an apprehension concerning nature, that I
know which, in your lordship's opinion, I ought to
think, either that one and the same nature is in Peter and
John; or that a nature distinct from that in John, is in
6'

'c
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Peter: and the reason is, because r cannot, in m y w~ay
by. ideas, well put together one and the same and distinct.

My apprehension concerning the

nature of man, or the
cominon nature of man, if your lordship will, upon this
occasion, give me leave to trouble your lordship with
it, is, in short, this; that it is a collection of several
ideas, combined into one complex, abstract idea, which
when they are found united in any individual existing,
though joined in that existence with several other ideas,
that individual or particular being is truly said to have
the nature of a man, or the nature of a man to be in
him; for as much as all these simple ideas are found
united in him, which answer the complex, abstract idea,
ta which the specific name man is given by any one;
which abstract, specific idea, he keeps the same, when
he applies the specific name standing for it, t o distinct
individuals; i. e. nobody changes his idea of a man,
when he says Peter is a man, from that idea which he
makes the name man to stand for, when he calls John
a man. This short way by ideas has not, I confess,
those different, and more learned and scholastic considerations set down by your lordship. But how they
are necessary, or at all tend t o prove what your lordship
has proposed to prove, viz. that we have no clear and
distinct idea of nature, from the simple ideas got from
sensation and reflection, I confess I do not yet see. But
your lordship goes on to it.
‘‘ Let us now pee how far these things can come from
6c our simple ideas, by reflection and sensation.
And I
‘’ shall lay down the hypothesis of those, who resolve
our ceriainty into ideas-, as plainly and intelligibly as
66 I can.”
Here I am got again into the plural number; for
though it be said the hypothesis of those,” yet niy
words alone are quoted for that hypothesis, and not a
word of any body else in this whole business concerning
nature. What they are, I shall give the reader, as your
lordship has set theni down.
Humnun1. We are told, ‘(that all simple ideas
derstanding~
tC am true and adequate.
Not, that they
b. ii, c. 30,
51.
“are the true representations of things
((

((
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without us; but that they are the true sff‘ects of
((such powers in them, aa produce such sensation
6‘ within us,
So that really we can understand nothing
(6 certainly by them, but the effects they have upon
us.”
For these words of mine, I find Human Understanding, B. ii. c. 30. 31. quoted; but I crave leave to o b
serve to pour lordship, that in neither of these chapters
do I find the words, as they stand here in your lordship’s book. In B. ii. c. 31. $ 2. of my Essay, I find
these words, that all our simple ideas are adequate,
(‘ because being nothing but the effects of certain
6c powers in things fitted or ordained by God, to pro(‘duce such sensations in us : they cannot but be correspondent and adequate to those powers.” And in
chap. 80. sect. 2. I say, that our simple ideas are all
ci real, all agree to the reality of things.
Not that
(‘they are all of them the images or representations of
‘(what does exist: the contrary whereof, in all hut
ci the primary qualities of bodies, hath been already
(‘shewed.”
These are the words in my book, from whence those
in your lordship’s seem to be gathered, but with some
difference: for I do not remember that I have any
where said, of all our simple ideas, that they are nane
of them true representations of things without us ; as‘
the words I find in your lordship’s book-, seem to make
me say. T h e contrary whereof appears from the words
which I have set down, out of chap. 30, where I deny
only the simple ideas of secondary qualities to be representations ; but do every-where affirm, that the
simple ideas of primary qualities are the images or r&
presentations of what does exist without us. So that
my words, in the chapters quoted by your lordship,
not saying that all our simple ideas &reonly effects, and
none of them representations, your lordship, I hymnbly
conceive, cannot, upon that account, infer from my
Words, as you do here, viz. ‘(so that really we caq
“ understand nothing certainly by them.”
The remaining words of this sentence, I must beg
Your lwdship’s pardon, is X profess I d9 wt ululer(6

((
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stand : they are these ; but the effects they have upon
‘< us.’’ They here, and them in the preceding words
to which they are joined, signify simple ideas ; for it is
of those your lordship infers, ‘(so that really we can
cc understand nothing certainly by them, but the effects
“ t h e y have upon us.” And then your lordship’s
words import thus much, so that really we can un(6 derstand nothing certainly by simple ideas, but the
‘6 effects simple ideas have upon 11s ;” which I cannot
understand to be what your lordship intended to infer
from the preceding words taken to be mine. For I
suppose your lordship argues, from my opinion concerning the sirnple ideas of secondary qualities, the little
real knowledge w e should receive from them, if it he
true, that they are not representations or images of any
thing in bodies, but only effects of certain powers in
bodies to produce them in us : and in that sense I take
the liberty to read your lordship’s words thus ; so that
we can really understand nothing certainly but [these
ideas] by the effects [those powers] have upon us. T o
which I answer,
1. That we as certainly know and distinguish things
by ideas, supposing them nothing but effects produced
in us by these powers, as if they were representations.
I can. as certainly, when 1: have occasion for either,
distinguish gold from silver by the colour, or wine from
water by the taste: if the colour of the one, or the
taste of the other, be only an effect of their powers on
me ; as if that colour and that taste were representations
and resemblances of something in those bodies.
2. I answer ; that we have certainly as mucI1 pleasure and delight by those ideas, one way as the othtbr.
T h e smell of a violet or taste of a peach gives me as
real and certain delight, if i t be only an effect, as if
it were the true resemblance of something in that flower
and fruit. And I a little the more wonder to hear your
lordship complain so much of want of certainty in this
case, when I read these words of your Iordship in another place:
66 T h a t from the powers and properties of things
H which are knowable by us, we may know as much of
((
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the internal essence of things, as those powers and
'6 properties discover.
I do not say, that we can knoy
'6 all essences of things alike ; nor that we can attain to
' 6 a perfect understanding of all that belong to them :
6' but if we can know so much, as that there are certain
6c beings in the world, endued with such distinct powers
'' and properties ; what is it we complain of in order
'' to our certainty of things? But we do not see the
" bare essence of things.
What is' that bare essence,
'(without the powers and properties belonging to it ?
" It is that internal constitution of things, from whence
" those powers and properties flow.
Suppose we be
ignorant of this (as we are like to be, for any disco" veries that have been yet made) that is a good argu'' ment, to prove the uncertainty of philosophical spe" culations, about the real essence of things ; but it is
no prejudice to us, who inquire after the certainty of
" such essences.
For although we cannot comprehend
" the internal frame or constitution of things, nor in
" what manner they do flow fi.om the substance ; yet by
'(them we certainly know, that there are such essences,
" and that they are distinguished eon1 each other by
" their powers and properties."
Give me leave, if your lordship please, to argue after
the same manner in the present case : that from these
simple ideas which are knowable by us, we know as
much ot' the powers and internal constitutions of things,
as these powers discorer ; and if we can know so much,
as that there are such powers, and that there are certain
beings in the world, endued with such powers and properties, that, by these simple ideas that are but the
effects of these powers, we can as certainly distinguish
the beings wherein those powers are, and receive as certain advantage from them, as if those simple ideas were
resemblances : what is it we complain of the want of,
in order to our certainty of things ? Rut we do not see
that internal constitution from whence those powers
flow. Suppose we be ignorant of this (as we are like
to be for any discoveries that have been yet made) that
is a good argument, to show how short our philosophispeculatioqp are about the real, kternal constitu$6
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tidng bf things ; bat is no prejudice to us,‘who by those
simple ideas search out, find, and distinguish things for
’ OUT uses. For though, by those ideas which are not
reseniblances, we cannot comprehend the internal frame
or constitution of things, nor in what manner these ideas
are produced in us, by those powers ; yet by them we
certainly know, that there are such essences or constitutions of these substances, that have those powers, whereby they regularly produce those ideas in us : and that
they are distinguished from each other by those powers.
The next words your lordship sets down, as out of
hiy book, are :
2. All our ideas of substances are imperfect and
‘(inadequate, because they refer to the real essences of
‘‘ things of which we are ignorant, and no mail knows
(‘ what substance is in itself: and they are all false,
‘(when looked on as the representations of the unknown
c6 essences of things.”
In these too, my lord, you must give me leave to
take notice, that there is a little variation from my
B. ii. c. 21. words: for I do not say, ‘(that all our ideas
(‘of substances are imperfect and inadeI C quate,
because they refer to the real essences of
‘(things ;” for some people may not refer them to real
essences. But I do say, (‘that all ideas of substances,
which are referred to real essences, are in that respect
(‘inadequate.” As may be seen more at large in that
chapter.
Your lordship’s next quotation has in it something
of a Iike slip. The words which your lordship sets
down, are,
‘(3. Abstract ideas are only general names, made by
separating circumstances of time and place, &c. from
them, which are only the inventions and creatures of
I‘ the understanding.”
For these your lordship quotes chap. iii. $ 6. of my
third book ; where my words are, ‘r T h e next thing to
cb be constdered,
is, how general words come to be
6‘ made.
For since all things that exist are only parti#@ culars,
how come we by general terms ? or @here
((find we those general natures they are supposed to
((
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stand for? Words become general, by being made
signs of general ideas ; and ideas become general, by
6‘ separating from them the circumstances of time or
‘4 place, and any other ideas that may determine them
6‘ to this or that particular existence.
By this way of
‘6 abstraction, they are made capable of representing
(6 inore individuals than one ; each of which, having in
‘(it a conformity t o that abstract idea, is (as we call it)
‘ 6 of that sort.”
By which words it appears, that I am
far enough from saying, ‘‘ that abstract ideas are only
6‘ general names.”
Your lordship’s next quotation out
of my book, is,
4. Essence may be taken two ways : 1. For the
real, internal, unknown constitutions of things : and
‘6 in this sense it is understood as to particular things.
8. F o r the abstract idea; and one is said to be the
‘ 6 nominal, the other the real essence.
And the nomic( nal essences only are immutable, and are helps to
‘(enable them to consider things, and to dixourse of
“ them.”
Here too, I think, there are some words left out,
which are necessary to make my meaning clearly understood ; which your lordship will find, if you think fit
to give yourself the trouble to cast your eye again on
that chapter, which you here quote. But not discerning clearly what use your lordship makes of them, as
they are either in your lordship’s quotation, or in my
book, I shall not trouble your lordship about them.
Your lordship goes on :
‘(But two things ere granted, which tend to clear
(‘this matter.
“ 1. That there is a real essence, which is the foun“ dation .of powers and properties.
‘(2. That we may know these powers and properties,
“ although we are ignorant of the real essence.”
If by that indefinite expression, ‘(we map know
“ these powers and properties,” your lordship means,
“ that we may know some of the powers and properties
‘‘ that depend on the real essences of sohstances;” 1
g.rant it to be niy meaning. If your lordship, in these
words, comprehends all their powers and properties,
(d
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that goes beyond my meaning, From these two things,
which I grant your lordship says, you infer,
'(1. That from those true and adequate ideas, which
'(we have of the iiiodes and properties of things,
('we have sufficient certainty of the real essence of
I C them; for these ideas are allowed to be true; and
'(either by them we may judge of the truth of things,
" or we can make no judgment a t all of any thing withs6 out ourselves.
'' If our ideas be only the effects we see of the powers
'6 of things without us ; yet our reason inust be satis6' fied, that there could be no such powers, unless there ,
(6 were some real beings which had
them. So that
'
6 either we may be certain, by these effects, of the real
'6 being of things : or it is not possible, as we are framed,
'(to have any certainty at all of any thing without
'' ourselves."
All this, if I mistake not your lordship, is only to
prove, that by the ideas of properties and powers which
we observe in thinge, our reason must be satisfied that
there are without us real beings, with real essences:
which being that which I readily own and have said in
niy book, I cannot but acknowledge myself oliliged to
your lordship, for being a t the pains to collect places
out of my book to prove what I hold in i t ; and the
more, because your lordship does it by ways and steps,
which I should never possibly have thought of. Your
lordship's next inference is :
" 2. That from the powers and properties of things,
('which are knowable by us, we may know as much
'(of the internal essence of things, as those powers and
'
6 properties discover.
I do not say, ihat we can know
'' all essences of things alike ; nor that we can attain to
66 a perfect understanding of all that belong to them :
6' but if we can know so much, as that there are cer'6 tain beings in the world, endued with such distinct
6
' pow.ers and properties ; what is it we complain of the
'6 want of, in order to our certainty of things? But we
' 6 do not see the bare essence of things.
What is that
6' bare essence without the powers and properties be.
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61 longing to it 3 It is that internal, constitution of things,
&‘fromwhence those powers and properties flow. Sup
pose we be ignorant of this (as we are like to be, for
<‘any discoveries that have been yet made) that is a
good argument to prove the uncertainty of philoso‘(phical speculations, about the real essences of things ;
“but it is no prqjudice to us, who inquire after the
cc certainty of such essences.
For although we cannot
‘(comprehend the internal frame or constitution of
“things, nor in what manner they do flow from the
“substance; yet, by them, we certainly know that
cc there are such essences, and that they are distinguished
“from each other by their powers and properties.”
This second inference seems to be nothing but a reproof to those who complain, cc that they do not see the
(‘bare essences of things.” Complaining that God did
not make us otherwise than he has, and with larger capacities than he has thought fit to give us, is, I confess,
a fault worthy of your lordship’s reproof. But to say,
that if we knew the’keal essences or internal constitutions of those beings, some of whose properties we
know, we should have much more certain knowledge
concerning those things and their properties, I am sure
is true, and I think no faulty complaining: and if it be,
I must own myself to your lordship to be one bf those
complainers.
But your lordship asks, ‘I what is it we complain of
‘I the want of, in order to our certainty of things?”
If your lordship means, as your words seem to import, what is it we complain of, in order to our cer“ tainty,” that those properties are the properties of
some beings, or that something does exist when those
properties exist ? I answer, we complain of the want of
nothing in order to that certainty, or such a certainty as
that is. But there are other very desirable certainties,
or other parts of knowledge concerning the same things,
which we may want, when we have those certairrties.
Knowing the d o u r , figure, and smell of hyssop, I can,
when I see hyssop, know so much, as that there is a
certain being in the world, endued Witg such distinct
cc
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powers and properties ; and yet I may justly complain,
that I want something in order to certainty, that hyssop
will cure a bruise or a cough, or that it will kill moths :
or, used in a certain way, harden iron ; or an hundred
other useful properties that may be in it, which I shall
never know ; and yet might be certain of, if I knew the
real essences or internal constitutions of things, on
which their properties depend.
Your lordship agreeing with me, that the real essence
is that internal constitution of things, from whence
their powers and properties flow ; adds farther, ‘(suppose we be ignorant of this [essence] as we are like
cc to be for any discoveries that have been yet made,
that is a good argument to prove the uncertainty
of philosophical speculations about the real essences
of things : but it is no prejudice to us, who inquire
after the certainty of such essences.”
I know nobody that ever denied the certainty of such
real essences or internal constitutions, in things that do
exist, if it be that that your lordship means by certainty
of such essences. If it be any other certainty that your
lordship inquires after, relating to such essences, I confess I know not what it is, since your lordship acknowledges, (‘we are ignorant of those real essences, those
“internal constitutions, and are like to be so;)’ and
seem to think it the incurable cause of uncertainty in
philosophical speculations.
Your lordship adds, ‘<for although we cannot corn‘(prehend the internal frame and constitution of things,
6c nor in what manner they do f
low from the substance.”
Here I must acknowledge to your lordship, that my
notion of these essences differs a little from your lordship’s; for I do not take them to flow fi-om the substance in any created being, but to be in every thing
that internal constitution, or frame, or modification of
the substance, which God in his wisdom and good pleasure thinks fit to give to every particular creature, when
he gives a being : and such essences I grant there are
in nlI things that exist. Your lordship’s third infer((
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3. The essences of things, ad they are knowable
(6 by us, have a reality in them : for they are founded
6‘ on the natural constitution of things.”
I think the real essences of things are not so much
founded on, as that they are the very real constitution
of things, and therefore I easily grant there is reality in
them ; and it was from that reality that I called them
real essences. But yet from hence I cannot agree
to what follows :
‘& And however the abstracted ideas are the work of
“the mind, yet they are not mere creatures of the
“mind; as appears by an instance produced of the
6‘ essence of the sun being in one single individual ; in
which case it is granted, that the idea may be so ab‘‘ stracted, that more suns might agree in it, and it is
“ a s much a sort, as if there were as many suns as
there are stars. So that here we have a real essence
6‘ subsisting in one individual,
but capable of being
(‘multiplied into more, and the snnie essence remain‘‘ ing. But in this one sun there is a real essence, and
‘c not a mere nominal or abstracted essence ; but sup‘‘ pose there were more suns ; would not each of them
“have the real essence of the sun? For what is it
“ makes the second sun to be a true sun, but having
(‘the same real essence with the first ? If it were but a
(‘nominal essence, then the second would have nothing
“but the name.”
This, my lord, as I understand it, is to prove, that
the abstract general essence of any sort of things, or
things of the same denomination, v. g. of man or marigold, hath a real being out of the understanding ; which
I confess, my lord, I am not able to conceive. Your
lordship’s proof here brought out of my Essay, concerning the sun, I humbly conceive will not reach it ;
because what is said there, does not at all concern the
real, but nominal essence; as is evident from hence,
that the idea I speak of there, is a complex idea ; but
we have no complex idea of the internal constitution,
Or real essence of the sun. Besides, ’I say expressly,
that our distinguishing substances into species by names,
is not at all founded on their real essences, So that the
G 2
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sun being one of these substances, I cannot, in the place
quoted by your lordship, be supposed to mean by essence
of the sun, the real essence of the sun, unless I had so
expressed it. But all this argument will be at an end,
when your lordship shall have explained what you mean
by these words, ‘‘ true sun.” In my sense of them,
any thing wiIl be a true sun, to which the name sun
may be truly and properly applied; and to that substance or thing, the name sun may be truly and properly applied, which has united in it that combination
of sensible qualities, by which any thing else that is
called sun is distinguished from other substances, i. e. by
the nominal essence: and thus our sun is denominated
and distinguished from a fixed star ; not by a real essence
that we do not know (for if we did, it is possible we
should find the real essence or constitution of one of the
fixed stars to be the same with that of our sun) but by
a complex idea of sensible qualities co-existing ; which,
wherever they are found, make a true sun. And thus
I crave leave to answer your lordship’s question, ‘‘ for
‘(what is it makes the second sun to be a true sun, but
‘(having the same real essence with the first ? If it were
“but a nominal essence, then the second would have
64 nothing but the name.”
I humbly conceive, if it had the nominal essence, it
would have something besides the name, viz. that nominal essence, which is sufficient to denominate it truly a
sun, or to make it be a true sun, though we know nothing of that real essence whereon that nominal one
depends. Your lordship will then argue, that that real
essence is in the second sun, and makes the second sun.
I grant it, when the second sun comes to exist, so as to
be perceived by us to have all the ideas contained in
our complex idea, i. e, in our nominal essence of a sun.
For should it be true (as is now believed by astronomers) that the real essence of the sun were in any of
the fixed stars, yet such a star could not for that he by
us called a sun, whilst it answers not our complex idea
or nominal essence of a sun. But how far that will
prove, that the essences of things, as they are knowable by us, have a reality in them, distinct from that of
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abstract ideas in the mind, which are merely creatures
of the mind I do not see ; and we shall farther inquire,
in considering your lordship’s following words.
“Therefore there must be a real essence in every
((individual of the same kind.” Yes, and I beg leave
of your lordship to say, of a different kind too. For
that alone is it which makes it to be what it is.
That every individual substance which has a real, internal, individual constitution, i. e. a real essence, that
makes it to be what it is, I readily grant. Upon this
your lordship says,
‘‘Peter, James, and John are all true and real men.”
answ. Without doubt, supposing them to be men, they
are true and real men, i. e. supposing the name of that
species belongs to them. And so three bobaques are
all true and real bobaques, supposing the name of that
species of animals belongs to tlem.
For I beseech your lordship to consider, whether in
your way of arguing, by naming them Peter, James,
and John, names familiar to us, as appropriated to individuals of the species man, your lordship does not at
first suppose them men ; and then very safely ask, whether they be not all true and real men ? Rut if I should
ask your lordship, whether Weweena, Chuckerey, and
Cousheda, were true and real men or no? Your lordship would not be able to tell me, until I having pointed
out to your lordship the individuals called by those
names, your lordship, by examining whether they had
in them those sensible qualities, which your lordship
has combined into that complex idea, to which you
give the specific name man, determined them all, or
some of them, to be the species which you call man,
and so to be true and real men: which when your
lordship has determined, it is plain you did it by that
which is only the nominal essence, as not knowing the
real one. But your lordship farther asks,
(‘What is it makes Peter, James, and John, real
‘(men ? Is it the attributing the general name to them ?
(‘No certainly ; but that the true and real essence of a
‘(man is in every one of them.
If when your lordship asks, what makes them men ?
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your lordship used the word, making, in the proper
sense for the efficient cause, and in that sense it were
true, that the essence of a man, i. e. the specific
essence of that species, made a man ; it would undoobtedly follow, that this specific essence had a reality beyond that of being only a general abstract idea in the
mind. But when it is said, ‘(that it is the true and
‘‘real essence of a man in every one of them that makes
c c Peter, James, and John, true and real men :’ the true
and real meaning of these words is no more, but that
the essence of that species, i. e. the properties answering the complex abstract idea, to which the specific
name is given, being found in them, that makes them
be properly and truly called men, or is the reason why
they are called men. Your lordship adds,
And we must be as certain of this, as we ase that
‘c they are men.’’
How I beseech your lordship, are we certain, that
they are men, but only by our senses, finding those
properties in them which answer the abstract complex
idea, which is in our minds of the specific idea, to
which we have annexed the specific name man? This
I take to be the true meaning of what your lordship
says in the next words, viz. (‘they take their denomi“nation of being men, from that common nature or
“essence which is in them;” and I am apt to think,
these words will not hold true in any other sense.
Tour lordship’s fourth inference begins thus :
c c That the general idea is not made from the simple
c c ideas, by the mere act of the mind abstracting from
circumstances, but from reason and consideration of
“ the nature oE things.’’
I thought, my lord, that reason and consideration
had been acts of the mind, mere acts of the mind,
when any thing was done by them. Your lordship
gives a reason for it, viz.
(‘For when we see several individuals that have the
6c same
powers and properties, we thence infer, that
rc there must be something common to all, which makes
‘6 them of one kind.”
1 grant the inference to be true; but must beg leave
IC
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to deny that this proves, that the general idea the name
is annexed to, is not made by the mind. I have said,
and it agrees with what your lordship here says, that
the mind, “ i n making its complex ideas
iii.c 6.
$6 of
substances, only follows nature, and 9 is,
&
“puts no ideas together, which are not
“supposed to have an union in nature: nobody joins
6‘ the voice of a sheep with the shape of an horse; nor
‘(the colour of lead with the weight and fixedness of
“gold, to be the complex ideas of any real substances ;
“unless he has a mind to fill his head with chimeras,
and his discourse with unintelligible words. Men
‘’observing certain qualities always joined and existing
“ together, therein copied nature, and of ideas so united,
“ made their complex ones of substances, &c.”
Which
is very little different from what your lordship here
says, that it is from our observation of individuals, that
we come to infer, “that there is something common
“to them all.” But I do not see how it will thence
follow, that the general or specific idea is not made
by the mere act of the mind. No, says your lordship ;
“There is something common to them all, which
“makes them of one kind; and if the difference of
“ kinds be real, that which makes them all of one kind
“ must not be a nominal, but real essence.”
This may be some objection to the name of nominal
essence ; but is, as I humbly conceive, none to the thing
designed by it. There is an internal constitution of
things, on which their properties depend. This your
lordship and I are agreed of, and this we call the real
essence. There are also certain complex ideas, or combinations of these properties in men’s minds, to which
they commonly annex specific names, or names of
sorts or kinds of things. This, I believe, your lordship does not deny. These complex ideas, for want of
.a better name, I have called nominal essences; how
properly, I will not dispute. But if any one will help
me to a better name for them, I am ready to receive
i t ; till then I must, to express myself, use this. Now,
my lord, body, lie, and the power of reasoning, being
,
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not the’real eeence of a man, as I believe p u r fordship will agree: will your brdship say, that they are
nat enough to make the thing wherein they are found,
of the kind called man, and not of the kind called
baboon, because the difference of these kinds is real P
If this be not real enough to make the thing of one
kind and not of another, I do not see how animal
rationale can be enough to distinguish a man from an
horse : for that is but the nominal, not real essence of
that kind, designed by the name man. And yet, I suppose, every one thinks it real enough, to make a real
difference between that and other kinds. And if nothing will serve the turn, to make things of one kind
and not of another (which, as I have showed, signifies
no more but ranking of theni under different specific
names) but their real, unknown constitutions, which
are the real essences we are speaking of, I fear it would
be a long while before we should have really different
kinds of substances, or distinct names for them ; unless
we could distinguish them by these differences, of which
we have no distinct conceptions. For I think it would
not be readily answered me, if I should demand, wherein
lies the real difference in the internal constitution of a
stag from that of a buck, which are each of them very
well known to be of one kind, and not of the other ;
and nobody questions but that the kinds whereaf each
of them is, are really different. Your lordship farther
mys,
‘(And this difference doth not depend upon the
GC complex ideas of substances, whereby men arbitrarily
u join modes together in their minds.”
I confess, my lord, I know not what to sap to this,
because I do not know what these complex ideas of
substances are, whereby men arbitrarily j&n modes
together in their minds. But I am apt to think there
is 8 mistake in the matter, by the words that follow,
which are these :
For let them mistake in their complication of
‘*ideas, either in leaving out or putting in what doth
“Bot belong to them; and let their ideas be what tbep
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a tree, are just what they were.”

a man,
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and azi horse, and

The mistake I spoke of, I humblp suppose 1s this,
that things are here taken to be distinguished by their
real essences; when by the very way of speaking of
them, it is clear, that they are already distinguished by
their nominal essences, and are so taken to be. For
what, I beseech your lordship, does your lordship
niean, when you say, ‘(the real essence of a man, and
6‘ an horse, and a tree ;” but that there are such kinds
already set out by the signification of these names, man,
horse, tree ? And what, I beseech your lordship, is the
signification of each of these specific names, but the
complex idea it stands for ? And that complex idea is
the nominal essence, and nothing else. So that taking
man, as your lordship does here, to stand for a kind or
sort of individuals; all which agree in that common’,
complex idea, which that specific name stands for; it
is certain that the real essence of all the individuals,
comprehended under the specific name man, in your
use of it, would be just the same, let others leave out
or put into their complex idea of man what they please ;
because the real essence on which that unaltered complex idea, i. e. those properties depend, must necessarily
be concluded to be the same.
For I take it for granted, that in using the name
man, in this place, your lordship uses it for that cornplex idea which is in your lordship’s mind of that species. So that your lordship, by putting it for, or substituting it in, the place of that complex idea, where
you say, the real essence of it is just as it was, or the
very same it was ; does suppose the idea it stands for to
be steadily the same. For if I change tbe signification
of the word man, whereby it m y not comprehend j u s t
the Setme individuals which in your lordship’s sense it
hes, but shut out some of those that to your lordship
am men in your signification of the word man, or take
in others to which your lordsMp does not allow the
name man, I do not think your lordship wit1 say, that
the red essence of man, in both these senses, is the
same ; and yet your lordship seemd, to sap so, wben JOU
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(‘ let men mistake in the complication, of their
ideas, either in leaving out or putting in what doth
‘I not belong to them ; and let their ideas be what they
‘c please ; the real essence of the individuals compre‘(hended under the names annexed to these ideas, will
be the same:” for so, I humbly conceive, it must
be put, to make out what your lordship aims at. For
as your lordship puts it by the name of man, or any
other specific name, your lordship seems to me to suppose, that that name stands for, and not for, the same
idea, at the same time.
For example, my lord, let your lordship’s idea, to
which you annex the sign man, be a rational animal ;
let another man’s idea be a rational animal of such a
shape ; let a third man’s idea be of an animal of such
a size and shape, leaving out rationality ; let a fourth’s
be an animal with a body of such a shape, and an immaterial substance, with a power of reasoning ; let a
fifth leave out of his idea an immaterial substance : it is
plain every one of these will call his a man, as well as
your lordship ; and yet it is as plain that man, as standing for all these distinct, complex ideas, cannot he
supposed to have the same internal constitution, i. e.
the same real essence. The truth is, every distinct,
abstract idea, with a name to it, makes a real, distinct
kind, whatever the real essence (which we know not
of any of them) be.
And therefore I grant it true, what your lordship says
in the next words, 6c and let the nominal essences differ
‘(never so much, the real, common essence or nature
6c of the several kinds, is not at all altered by them ;”
i. e. that our thoughts or ideas cannot alter the real
constitutions that are in things that exist ; there is 110thing more certain. But yet it is true, that the change
of ideas to which we annex them, can and does alter
the signification of their names, and thereby alter the
kinds, which by these names we rank and sort them
into. Your lordship farther adds,
cc And these real essences are unchangeable, i. e. the
‘6 internal constitutions are unchangeabIe.”
Of what,
I beseech pour lordship, are the internal constitutions
,

say,
cc

i
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.unchangeable ? Not of any thing that exists, but of
God alone; for they may be changed all as easily by
that hand that made them, as the internal frame of a
watch ? What then is it that is unchangeable ? The internal constitution or real essence of a species : which,
in plain English, is no more but this, whilst the same
specific name, v. g. of man, horse, or tree, is annexed
to, or made the sign of the same abstract, complex
idea, under which I rank several individuals, it is impossible but the real constitution on which that unaltered complex idea, or nominal essence, depends, must
be the same: i. e. in other words, where we find all the
same properties, we have reason to conclude there is
the same real, internal constitution, from which those
properties flow.
But your lordship proves the real essences to be unchangeable, because God makes them, in these following words :
c6 For however there may happen some variety in
individuals by particular accidents, yet the essences of
men and horses, and trees, remain always the same ;
cc because they do not depend on the ideas of men, but
cc on the will of the Creator, who hath made several
'(sorts of beings."
It is true, the real constitutions or essences of particular things existing, do not depend on the ideas of
men, but on the will of the Creator; but their being
ranked into sorts, under such and such names, does depend, and wholly depend upon the ideas of men.
Your lordship here ending your four inferences, and
,all your discourse about nature ; you come, in the next
place, to treat of person, concerning which youp lordship discourseth thus :
2. Let us now come to the idea of a person. For
"although the common nature in mankind be the
same, yet we see a difference io the several indivi'' duals from one another : EO that Peter, and James,
'' and John, are all of the same kind ; yet Peter is not
" James, and James is not John.
But what is this
'' distinction founded upon ? They may 1~ distinguished
'' from each other by our senses as to difference ctf
'(
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fe&um, distance of place, &c. but that is not all ;
" for supposing there were no such external difference,
IC yet there is a difference between them, as several in<' dividuals of the same nature.
And here lies the true
common idea of a person, which arises from that
'' manner of substance which is in one individual, and
is not communicable to another, An individual,
6' intelligent substance, is rather supposed to the mak<' ing of a person, than the proper definition of it : for a
(< person relates to something, which doth distinguish it
'6 from another intelligent substance in the same nature ;
' 6 and therefore the foundation of it lies in the peculiar
*' manner of subsistence, which agrees to one, and to
*' none else of the kind : and this is it which is called
<' personality."
But then your lordship asks, " but how do our simple
" ideas help us out in this matter ? Can we learn from
" them the difference of nature and person ? "
if nature and person are taken for two real beings,
that do or can exist any where, without any relation to
these two names, I must confess I do not see how simple
ideas, or any thing else, can help us out in this matter;
nor can we from simple ideas, or any thing else that I
know, learn the difference between them, nor what
they are.
T h e reason why I speak thus, is because your lordship, in your fore-cited words, says, " here lies the
<< true idea of a person;" and in the foregoing discourse speaks of nature, as if it were some steady, established being, to which one certain precise idea necessarily belongs to make it a true idea : whereas, my lord,
in the way of ideas, 1 begin at the other end, and think
that the word person in itself signifies nothing ; and so
no idea belonging to it, nothing can be said to be the
true idea of it. But as soon as the common use of
any language has appropriated it to any idea, then that
is the true idea of a person, and so of nature : but because the propriety of ladguage, i. e. the precise idea
that every word stands for, is not always exactly known,
but is often disputed, there is no other way for him
that rises ~1 word that is in dispute, but to define what
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he signifies by it ; and then the dispute can be no longer
verbal, but must necessarily be about the idea which he
tells us he puts it for.
Taking therefore nature and person for the signs of
two ideas they are put to stand for, there is nothing, I
think, that helps us so soon, nor so well to find the
difference of nature and person, as simple ideas; for
by enumerating all the simple ideas, that are contained
in the complex idea that each of them is made to stand
for, we shall immediately see the whole difference that
is between them.
Far be it from me to say there is no other way but
this: your lordship proposing to clear the distinction
between nature and person, and having declared, '' we
" can have no clear and distinct idea of it by sensation
" or reflection, and that the grounds>of identity and
" distinction come not into our minds by the simple
" ideas of sensation and reflection :" gave me some
hopes of getting farther insight into these matters, so
as to have more clear and distinct apprehensions concerning nature and person, than was to be had by ideas.
But after having, with attention, more than once read
over what your lordship, with so much application,
has writ thereupon ; I must, with regret, confess, that
the way is too delicate, and the matter too abstruse, for
my capacity ; and that I learned nothing out, of your
lordship's elaborate discourse, but this, that I must
content myself with the condemned way of ideas, and
despair of ever attaining any knowledge by any ather
than that, or farther than that will lead me to it.
The remaining part of the chapter containing no remarks of your lordship upon any part of my book, I
am glad I have no occasion to give your lordship any
farther trouble, but only to beg your lordship's pardon
for this, and to assure your lordship that I am,
My LORD,
Your lordship's most humMe
/

and most obedient w a n t ,

JOHN u)C@.
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MY LORD,

UPONa review of these papers, I can hardly forbear wondering at myself what I have been doing in
them ; since I can scarce find upon what ground this
controversy with me stands, or whence it rose, or whither it tends. And I should certainly repent my pains
in it, but that I conclude that your lordship, who does
not throw away your time upon slight matters, and
things of small moment, having a quicker sight and
larger views than I have, would not have troubled
yourseIf so much with my book, as to bestow on it
seven and twenty pages together of a very learned
treatise, and that on a very weighty subject; and in
those twenty-seven pages, bring seven and twenty
quotations out of my book; unless there were someting in it wherein it is very material that the world
should be set right; which is what I earnestly desire
should be done : and, to that purpose alone, have taken
the liberty to trouble your lordship with this letter.
If I have any where omitted any thing of moment
in your lordship’s discourse concerning my notions, or
any where mistaken your lordship’s sense in what I have
taken notice of, I beg your lordship’s pardon ; with
this assurance, that it was not wilfully done. And if
any where, in the warm pursuit of an argument, overattention to the matter should have made me let slip
any form of expression, in the least circumstance not
carrying with it the utmost marks of that respect that
I acknowledge due, and shall always pay to your lordship’s person and known great learning, I disown i t ;
and desire your lordship to look on it as not coming
fiom my inten tion, but inadvertency.
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Nobody’s notions, I think, are the better or truer,
for ill manners joined with them ; and I conclude your
lordship, who so well knows the different cast of men’s
heads, arid of the opinions that possess them, will not
think it ill manners in any one, if his notions differ
from your lordship’s, that he owns that difference, and
explains the grounds of it as well as he can, I have
always thought, that truth and knowledge, by the ill
and over-eager management of controversies, lose it
great deal of the advantages they might receive, from
the variety of conceptions there is in men’s understaadings. Could the heats, and passion, and ill language
be left out of them, they would afford great improvements to those who could separate them from byeinterests and personal prejudices. These I look upon
your lordship to be altogether above.
It is not for me, who have so mean a talent in it
myself, to prescribe to any one how he should write;
for when I have said all I can, he, it is like, wilwollow
his own method, and perhaps cannot help it. Much
less would it be good manners in me, to offer any thing
that way to a person of your lordship’s high rank, above
me, in parts and learning, as well as place and dignity.
But yet your lordship will excuse it to my shortsightedness, if I wish sometimes that your lordship would
have been pleased, i n this debate, to have kept every
one’s part separate to himself; that what I am concerned
in, might not have been so mingled with the opinions
of others, which are no tenets of mine, nor, as I think,
does what I have written any way relate to ; but that I
and every one might have seen whom your lordship’s
arguments bore upon, and what interest he had in the
controversy, and how far. At least, my lord, give me
leave to wish, that your lordship had shown what connexion any thing I have said about ideas, and particularly about the idea of substance, about the possibility
that God, if he pleased, might endue some systems of
matter with a power of thinking ; or what I have said
to prove a God, &c. has with any objections, that are
made by others, against the doctrine of the Trinity, or
against mysteries : for many passages concerning ideas,
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on some systems of matter, and the proof of a God,
&c your lordship has quoted out of my book, in a
chapter wherein your lordship professes to answer <' ob
'<jections against the Trinity, in point of reason.
Had I been able to discover in these passages of m:
book, quoted by your lordship, what tendency you
lordship had observed in them to any such objections,
should perhaps have troubled your lordship with les
impertinent answers. But the uncertainty I was verj
often in, to what purpose your lordship brought them
may have made my explications of myself less apposite
than what your lordship might have expected. If you]
lordship had showed me any thing in my book, thal
contained or implied any opposition in it to any thing
revealed in holy writ concerning the Trinity, or any
other doctrine contained in the bible, I should have
been thereby obliged to your lordship for freeing me
from that mistake, and for affording me an opportunity
to own to the world that obligation, by publicly retracting my errour. For I know not any thing more
disingenuous, than not publicly to own a conviction
one has received concerning any thing erroneous in
what one has printed; nor can there, I think, be a
greater offence against mankind, than to propagate a
fdsehood whereof one is convinced, especially in a matter
wherein men are highly concerned not to be misled.
The holy scripture is to me, and always will be, the
constant guide of my assent; and I shall always hearken
to it, as containing infallible truth, relating to things
of the highest concernment. And I wish I could say,
there were no mysteries in it : I acknowledge there are
to me, and I fear always will be. But where I want
the evidence of things, there yet is ground enough for
me to believe, k a u s e God has said it : and I shall presently condemn and quit any opinion of mine, as soon
as I am shown that it is contrary ta any revelation in
the holy scripture. But I must confess to your lordship,
that I do not perceive any such contrariety in any thing
in my Essay of Human Understanding.
.OW, Jan. 7, 2696.7
~
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YOURlordship having done my letter the hofioup
to think it worth your teply, I think myself bmnd
in good manners publicly to acknowledge the favour,
and to give your lbrdship an account of the effect it has
had upon me, and the grounds upon which I yet differ
from you in those points, wherein I am still under the
mortification of not being Rble to bring my sentiments
wholly to agree with your lordship’s. And this I the
more readily do, because it seems to me, that that
wherein the great difference now lies between usg is
founded only on your fears ; which, I conclude, upen a
sedate review, your lardship will either part with, or
else give me other reasons, bpsides your apprehehsibns,
to convince me of mistakes in my book, which your
lordship thinks may be of consequence even in hatters
of religion.
Your lordship makes my letter to consist uf two pbkts;
my complaint to your lordship, and my vindication of
myself, You begin with my compkint; one pax%
whereof was, that I was brought into a confrciversy,
wherein I had never meddled, nor kne* how I came
to ?Ecoticerned in. To this your lordship is pleased to
promise me satisfaction.
Since your lordship has condescended so far, t b be
at the pains to give me and athers satisfaction in this
matter, I crave leave to second your design herein, and
FO premise a remark or two for the clearer understand1% the nature of my complaint, which is the only way
to satisfactiotl in it,
H 2
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1. Then it is to be observed, that the proposition
which you dispute against, as opposite to the doctrine
of the Trinity, is this, that clear and distinct ideas are
necessary to certainty. This is evident not only from
what your lordship subjoins to the account of reason,
given by the author of Christianity not mysterious ;
but also by what pour lordship says here again in your
answer to me, in these words : '' to lay all foundation
6' of certainty, as to matters of faith, upon clear and
6' distinct ideas, was the opinion I opposed."
2. It is to be observed, that this you call a new way
of reasoning; and those that build upon it, gentlemen
of this new way of reasoning.
5. It is to be observed, that a great part of my complaint was, that I was made one of the gentlemen of this
new way of reasoning, without any reason at all.
T o this complaint of mine, your lordship has had the
goodness to make this answer :
'' Now to give you, and others, satisfaction as to this
'' matter, I shall first give an account of the occasion of
('it ; and then show what care I took to prevent mis" understanding about it."
The first part of the satisfaction your lordship is
pleased to offer, is contained in these words :
" The occasion was this: being to answer the oh"jections in point of reason, (which had not been an'' swered before) the first I mentioned was : That it
" was above reason, and therefore not to be believed.
" In answer to this, I proposed two things to be consi" dered: 1. What we understand by reason.
2. What
" ground in reason there is to reject any doctrine above
('it, when it is proposed as a matter of faith."
" As to the former I observed, that the unitarians,
('in their late pamphlets, talked very much about clear
'' and distinct ideas and perceptions, and that the mysr' teries of faith were repugnant to them; but never
'(went about to state the nature and bounds of reason,
" in such a manner as they ought to have done, who
' 6 make it the rule and standard of what they are to
6~ believe.
But I added, that a late author, in a book
called Christianity not mysterious, had taken upon

Bishop of Womester's Ansioer.

him to clear this matter, whom for that cause I was
bound to consider: the design of this discourse related
6' wholly to matters of faith, and not to philosophical
6' speculations ; PO that there can be no dispute about
his application of these he calls principles of reason
6 L and certainty."
, ('When the mind makes use of intermediate ideas to
' 6 discover the agreement or disagreement of the ideas
'' received into them ; this method of knowledge, he
( r saith, is properly called reason or demonstration.
" The mind, as he goes on, receives ideas two ways.
'' 1. By intromission of the senses.
" 2. By considering its own operations.
"And these simple and distinct ideas are the sole
(' matter and foundation of all our reasoning."
And so all our certainty is resolved into two things,
either cc immediate perception, which is self-evidence :
" or the use of intermediate ideas, which discover the
certainty of any thing dubious: which is what he
'' calls reason.
" Now this, I said, did soppose, that we mwt have
" clear and distinct ideas of whatever we pretend to any
"certainty of i n our minds (by reason) and that the
" only way to attain this certainty, is by cornparing
'' these ideas together ; which excludes all certainty of
" faith or reason, where we cannot have such clear and
" distinct ideas.
" From hence I proceeded to show, that we could not
'' have such clear and distinct ideas as were necessary
" in the present debate, either by sensation or reflec" tion, and consequently we could not, attain to any
'' certainty about it; for which I instanced in the nature
'' of substance and person, and the distinction between
" them.
" And by virtue of these principles, I said, that I did
'' not wonder that the gentlemen of this new way of
6;
reasoning had almost discarded substance out of the
6;
reasonable part of the world."
This is all your lordship says here, to give me, and
others, satisfaction, as to the matters of my complaint.
For what follows of your answer, is nothing but your
6'

'6

6'
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lordship’s arguing against what I have said concerning
substance.
In these vords therefore, above quoted, I am to find
the satisfaction your lordship has promised, as to the
occasion why your lordship made me one of the gentlemen of the new way of reasoning, and in that joined me
with the unitarians, and the author of Christianity not
mysterious. But I crave leave to represent to your
lordship, wherein the words above quoted come short
of giving me satisfaction.
In the first place, it is plain they were intended for a
short narrative of what was contained in the tenth chapter of your Vindication of the Dactrine of the Trinity,
relating to this matter. But how could your lordship
think, that the repeating the same things over again
could give me or any body else satisfaction, as to my
being made one of the gentlemen of this new way of
reasoning ?
Indeed I cannot say it is an exact repetition of what
is to be found in the beginning of that tenth chapter ;
beoause your lordship said, in that tenth chapter, that
‘‘ the author of Christianity not mysterious gives an
‘‘ account of reason, which supposes that we must have
q6 clear and distinct ideas of whatever we pretend to a
‘‘ certainty of in our minds.” But here, in the passage
above set down, out of your answer to my letter, I find
it is not to his account of reason, but to something
taken out of that, and something borrowed by him out
of my book, to which your lordship annexes this supposition. For your lordship says, “ now this, I said,
cr did suppose that we must have clear and distinct ideas
‘c of whatever we pretend to any certainty of in our
fc minds (by reason.)”
If your lordship did say so in your Vindication of the
Doctrine of the Trinity, your printer did your lordship
two manifest injuries. The one is, that he omitted
these words [by reason]: and the other, that he annexed
yeur lordship’s words t o the account of reason, there
given by the author of Christianity not mysterious ; and
not to those words your lordship here says you annexed

them to. For this here refers to other wwdq and not
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barely to that author’s account of ream ; M any o w
may satisfy himuelf, who will. but compare t h e e two
places together.
One thiag more seems to me very remarkable in
this matter, and that is, that qC the laying d1 faun‘‘ dation of certainty, as to matters of faitb, uprt
(‘clear and distinct ideas, sbould b~ the opinioa w b h
ccyou oppose,” as your lordship deciaws; and tha4
this should be it for which the u n i t a r b , the author of
Christianity not mysterious, and I, are j4ntI.y h u g b t
on the stage, uader the title of the gevtlemen of tG
new way of reasoning: and yet no one qwtation bs
brought out of the unitarians, to show it to be tbeir
opinion: nor any thing alleged out of the authw sf
Christiapity not mysterious, to show it to be his ; Buf
only some things quoted But af him, whbb we said te
suppose all fowdation of certainty to be laid V ~ clear
R
and distinct ideas : which that they do s u p it, is pat,
I think, self-evidelent, nop yet proved. But thio 1 am
sure, as to myself, 1 da no where lap all fou&kx~ af
certainty in clew and distinct idws; aad therefow am
still at a loss, why I was mado sae af the gentlemea d
this new way of reawiqg.
Another thing wherein your lord&p’s nawative, iaT
tended for my satisfaction, comes ah@ d giviag i$
is this ; that at mast i t gives but aB awW Bf the aecasion why the vnitarims, and the author of Cht\isfia&g
not nlfrsteriotls, were m& by p u r l~rdthipthe geatlemen af this new way a€ w w n i n g , But it p&da wst
to say a ward why I wag made one of theat ; W b k h T a S
the thing wherein I needed satisfactiort, For ;XOWl d ,
ship breaks off your report af the m$ter OE fwt., .just
when you wew come to the matter sf
cumplaint i
which you pas% over in &wee, and twm y9ue: dip~ ~ to swhat
e I have said in my letkp: for- p u r
lordship ends the accaunt of the &%
iS
wordst (6 the gent1e-Q a f this WW ~ c t yof AZWW
f 6 ieg had dmaot diwarded a u k t a m cstkt of the $ectsonable papt of the w&.”
And tbse yw M 4 4 p
s it is i#
the wedtkW
~~~~~
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folIow, that I am brought in as one of those gentlemen,
of which I would have been glad to have known the occasion ; and it is in this that I needed satisfaction. For
that which concerns the others, I tneddle not with ; I
only desire to know upon what occasion, or why, I was
brought into this dispute of the Trinity. But of that,
i n this account of the occasion, I do not see that your
lordship says any thing.
I have been forced therefore to look again a little
closer into this whole matter : and, upon a fresh examination of what your lordship has said, in your Vindication of the doctrine of the Trinity, and in your answer
to my letter, I come now to see a little clearer, that the
matter, in short, stands thus: The author of Christianity
not mysterious was one of the gentlemen of this new
way of reasoning,, because he had laid down a doctrine
concerning reason, which supposed clear and distinct
ideas necessary t o certainty. But that doctrine of his
tied me not a t all to him, as may be seen by comparing
his account of reason with what I have said of reason
in my essay, which your lordship accuses of no such supposition ; and so I stood clear from his account of reason
or any thing it supposes. But he having given an account of the original of our ideas, and having said something about them conformable to what is in my essay,
that has tied him and me so close together, that by this
sort of connexion I came to be one of the gentlemen of
this new way Q€ reasoning, which consists in making
clear and distinct ideas necessary to certainty ; though
I no where say, or suppose, ctear and distinct ideas necessary to certainty.
How your lordship came to join me with the author
of Christianity not mysterious, I think is now evident.
And he being the link whereby your lordship joins me
to the unitarians, in Objections against the Trinity in
point of Reason answered; give me leave, my lord, a
little to examine the connexion of this link on that side
also, i. e. what has made your lordship join him and
the unitarians in this point, viz. making dear and distin& ideas necessary to certainty; that great battery, it
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seems, which they 'make use of against the doctrine of
the Trinity in point of reason.
Now as to this, your lordship says, cc that the uni16 tarians having not explained the nature and bounds
66 of reason as they ought ; the author of Christianity
61 not mysterious hath endeavoured to make amends for
'6 this, and takes upon him to make this matter clear."
And then your lordship sets down his account of reason
at large.
I will not examine how it appears, that the author
of Christianity not mysterious gave this account of reason, to supply the defect of the unitarians herein, or to
snake amends for their not having done it. Your lordship does not quote any thing out of him, to show that
it was to make amends for what the unitarians had
neglected. I only look to see how the unitarians and
he come to be united, in this dangerous principle of the
necessity of clear and' distinct ideas to certainty : which
is that which makes him a gentleman of this new and
dangerous way of reasoning ; and consequently me too,
because he agrees in some particulars with my essay.
Now, my lord, having looked over his account of
reason, as set down by your lordship ; give me leave to
say, that he that shall compare that account of reason
with your lordship's animadversion annexed to it, in
these words, 'c this is offered to the world as an ac"count of reason; but to show how very loose and
" unsatisfactory it is, I desire it may be considered,
'' that this doctrine supposes that we must have clear
'' and distinct ideas of whatever we pretend to any
('certainty of in our minds ; and that the only way to
attain this certainty, is by comparing these ideas to'' gether ; which excludes all certainty of faith or rea" son, where we cannot have such clear and distinct
" ideas :" will, I fear, hardly defend himself from wondering at the way your lordship has taken to show, how
loose and unsatisfactory an account of reason his is ; but
by imagining that your lordship had a great mind to sap
something against clear and distinct ideas, as necessary
to certainty : or that your lordship had some reason for
bringing them in, that does not appear in that account
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of reason : since in it, from one end to the other, there
is not the least mention of clear and distinct ideas. Nor
does he (that I see) say any thing that supposes that we
p u s t have clear and distinct ideas of whatever we pretend, ta any certainty of in our minds.
But whether he and the unitarians do, or do not, lay
d l foendation of certainty, as to matters of faith, upon
clear and distinct ideas, I concern not myself; all my
inquiry is, how he and I and the unitarians come to be
joiped together, as gentlemen of this new way of reaming ? Which, in short, as far as I can trace and observe the comexion, is only thus :
The unitarians are the men of this new way of reasoning, because they speak of clear and distinct perceptions, in their answer to your lordship’s sermon,
as your lordship says. The author of Christianity not
mysterious is joined to the unitarians, as a gentleman
a€ this new way of reasoning, because his doctrine,
concerning rewon, supposes we must have clear and
dietinct ideas of whatever we pretend to any certainty
of in our minds: and T am joined to that author, because be sgys, “ that the using of intermediate ideas to
c6 discover the agreement or disagreement of the ideas
cs received into our minds, is reason ; and that the mind
cc receives ideas by the intromission of the senses, and
‘(by copsidering its own operations. And these simple
‘(and distinct ideas are the sole matter and foundation
‘f of all our reasaning.”
This, because it seems to be
borrowed out of my book, is that which unites me to
him, and by him consequently to the unitarians.
And thus I am mine to the end of the thread of your
lordship’s discaurse, whereby I am brought into the
company of the gentlemen of this new way of reasoning,
and thereby bwnd tip in the Bundle and causc? of the
unitarians arguing against the doctrine of the Trinity,
Qbjections in point of reason,
I have been longer upon this, than I thaught l should
lw ; but the thwad tb4t ties me to the unitariana being
swn very fine asd subtile, is, a4 it naturally falls wt,
t@ b q p r €m it, and the bqrder to be fdlowed, sa as to
d k w w the cg~w+n e w y wbew A s for example ;
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the thread that ties me to the author of Christianity not
mysterious, is sp fine and delicate, that without laying
my eyes close to it, and poring a good while, I can
hardly perceive how it hangs together ; that because he
says what your lordship charges him to say, in yaw
Vindication, &c. and because I say what your lwdship
quotes out of my Essay, that therefore I am one of the
gentlemen of this new way of reasoning, which your
lordship opposes in the unitarians, as dangerous to the
doctrine of the Trinity. This cannexion of me with
the author of Christianity not mysterious; and by him,
with the unitarians ; (being in a point wherein 1 alf~ee
with your lordship, and not with them, if they do lay
all the foundation of knowledge in clear and distinct
ideas) is, I say, pretty hard for me clearly to perceive
now, though your lordship has given me, in your letter,
that end of the clue which was to lead me to it, for my
satisfaction ; but was impossible for me, or (as I think)
any body else to discover, while it stood as it daes in
your lordship's Vindication, &c.
And now, my lord, it is time I ask your lordship's
pardon, for saying in my first letter, that I hoped I
'(might say, you had gone a little out of your way to
'(do me a kindness ;" which your lordship, by so often
repeating of it, seems to be displeased with. For, her
sides that there is nothing out of the way to a willing
mind, I have now the satisfaction to be joined to the
author of Christianity not mysterious, for his agreeing
with me in the original of our ideas and the materials
of our knowledge (though I agree not with him, or any
body else, in laying all foundation of certainty in matters of faith, in clear and distinct ideas) ; and his being
joined with the unitarians, by giving an account gf
reason, which supposes clear and distinct ideas, as ne
cessary to all knowledge and certainty : I have now, I
say, the satisfaction to see how I lay directly in your
lordship's way, in opposing these gentlemen, who lay
all foundation af certainty, as to matters of faith, upon
clear and distinct ideas ; i. e. the unitarians, the gear
tlemen of this new way of reasonkg ; so dangerous to
the doctrine af the Trinity. Far the author af Ch+i*
f'
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tianity nbt mysterious agreeing with them in some
things, and with me in others; he being joined to them
an one side by an account of season, that supposes clear
and distinct ideas necessary to certainty ; and to me on
the other side, by saying, ‘‘ the mind has its ideas from
c6 sensation arid reflection, and that those are the materials and foundations of all our knowledge, &c.”
who can deny, but so ranged in a row, your lordship
may place yourself so, that we may seem but one object, and so one shot be aimed at us altogether?
Though, if your lordship would Le at the pains to
change your station a little, and view us on the other
side, we should visilAy appear to be very far asunder ;
and I, in particular, be found, in the matter controverted, to be nearer to your lordship, than to either of
them, or any body else, who lay all foundation of certainty, as to matters of faith, upon clear and distinct
ideas. For I perfectly assent to what your lordship
saith, cc that there are many things of which we may
be certain, and yet can have no clear and distinct
ideas of them.”
Besides this account of the occasion of bringing me
into your lordship’s chapter, wherein objections against
the Trinity in point of reason are answered, which we
have considered; your lordship promises ‘‘ to show
what care you took to prevent being misunderstood
‘(about it, to give me and others satisfaction, as to
‘(this matter :” which I find about the end of the first
quarter of your lordship’s answer to me. All the pages
between, being taken up in a dispute against what
I have said about substance, nncl our idea of it, that I
think has now no more to do witli the question, whether I ought to have been made one of the gentlemen
of this new way of reasoning, or with my complaint
about it; though there be many things in it that I
ought to consider apart, to show the reason why I am
not yet brought to your lordship’s sentiments, by what
you have there said. T o return therefore to the business in hand.
Your lordship says, ‘‘ I come therefore now to show
‘(the care 1 took to prevent being misunderstood;
(
;

(;
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“which will best ‘appear by my own words, viz. I
(c must do that right to the ingenious author of the
(6 Essay of Human Understanding (from whence these
66 notions are borrowed, to serve other purposes than
‘6 he intended them) that he makes the cases of spi6‘ ritual and corporeal substances to be alike.”
These words, my lord, which you have quoted out
of your Vindication, &c. I, with acknowledgment,
own, will keep your lordship froni being misunderstood, if any one should be in danger to be so foolishly
mistaken, as to think your lordship could not treat me
with great civility when you pleased ; or that you did
not here make me a great compliment, in the epithet
which you here bestow upon me. These words also of
your lordship, will certainly prevent your lordship’s
being misunderstood, in allowing me to have made the
case of spiritual and corporeal substances to be alike.
But this was not what I complained of: my complaint
was, that I was brought into a controversy, wherein
what I had written had nothing more to do, than in
any other controversy whatsoever ;and that I was made
a party on one side of a question, though what I said
in my book made me not inore 011 the one side of that
question, than the other. And that your lordship had
so mixed me, in many places, with those gentlemen,
whose objections agtiinst the Trinity in point of reason
your lordship was answering, that the reader could n&
but take me to be one of them that had objected against
the Trinity in point of reason. As for example ; where
your lordship first introduces me, your lordship says,
cc That the gentlemen of this new way of reasoning
“have almost discarded substance out of the reason‘‘ able part of the world. For they not only tell us,
“ that we can have no idea of it by sensation and
“ reflection ; but that nothing is signified by it, only
“ an uncertain supposition of we know not what.”
And for these words, B. i. ch. 4. $ 18. of my Essay
is quoted.
Now, my lord, what care is there taken ? what provision is there made, in the words above alleged by
Your lordship, to prevent your being misunderstood, if
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you meslit nut that I was brit? d' the g e n t h t x n of this
new way of reasoning? And if you did mean that I
wtas, your lordship did me a manifest injury. For 1
n6-where make clear and distinct ideas necessary to certainty I which L the new way of reasoning which p u r
lordship opposes in the unitarians, as contrary to the
doctfine of the Trinity. Your lordship says, you took
care not to be misunderstood. And the words wherein
you took that care, are these: " I must do that right
tc) the ingenious author of the Essay of Human Unu derstanding (from whence these notions are bor6c rowed,
to serve other purposes than he intended
eC them), that he makes the case of spiritual and cor" poreal substances to be alike."
But which of these
words are they, my lord, I beseech you, which are to
hiuder people from taking me to be one of the gentled
mea of that new way of reasoning, wherewith they
QVLT~UITI the doctrine of the Trinity? I confess, my
lard, I cannot see any of them that do : and that I did
not see any of them that could hinder men from that
tnistak, I showed your lordship, in my first letter to
your lordship, where I take notice of that passage in
pour lordship's book. My words are: '' I return my
6s acknowledgment to your lordship, for the good opi'6 nion you are here pleased to express of the author of
(c the Essay of Human Understanding ; and that you
**do not impute to him the ill use some may have
mnde of his notions. But he craves leave to say,
$6 that he should have been better preserved fmm the
6' hard and sinister thoughts which some men are always
*' ready for ; if, in what you have here published; your
6' brdship had been pleased to have shown where you
6' diP&ted your
discourse against him, and whefe
(6 against others.
Nothing but my words and my book
(6 k i n g qciated, the world will be apt to think that I
t' am the person who argue against the Trinity and
66 deny mysteries, against whom yaur lordship directs
6' those pages.
And indeed, my lord, though I have
r e d them over with great attention, yet, iri many
(6 p l w e ~ ,I cannot discern whether it be against me, or
6' any M
y e k , that your lordship i s arguing, That
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which often mhkes the difficulty, is, that 1db a d t w
how what I say does a t all concern the controversy
rcyour lordship is ehgaged in, and yet I dofie atii
6; quoted?
To which complailit of mine your fordship returns no other answer, but Pefers me to the stlme
passage again for satisfaction ; and tells me, that therein
yon took care not to be misunderstood. Your lordship
lnight see that those words did not satisfy me in that
point, when I did myself the honour to write to p u t
lordship ; and how your lordship should think the rep+
tition of them in yout answer should satisfy lfil ktter,
I confess I cannot tell.
I make the like complaint in these words : This
l ( paragraph, which continues to pwve,
that we may
l ( have certainty without clear and distinct ideas,
I
lC would flatter myself is not meant against me, because
lC it opposes nothing that I have said, and sa shall not
say any thing to i t ; but only set it down to do your
l ( lordship right, that the reader may judge.
Though
l ( I do not find how he will easily overlook me, and
think I am not at all concerned in it, since my Words
( l alone are quoted in several pages immediatdy pre.
(' ceding and following: and in the very next paan
"graph it is said, how they come to knuw; which
l( word, they, must signify somebody besides the authdr
of Christianity not mysterious; and then, I think,
by the whole tenour of your lordship's discourse, n01
(' body will be leR but me, possible to be taken to be
'(the other ; for in the same paragraph Jimr lordship
'' says, the same persons say, that, nutwith&aliding
'(their ideas, it is possible for matter to think."
I know not what other person says 90 ht, I ; but
" if any one does, I am sure RO person bot I say sd in
('my book, which yout lordship has quated for them,
l1 viz. Human Undepstanding, B. iv. ch. 3.
This,
" which is a riddle to me, the more arnazetl me, be" came I find it in a treatise of your lordship's, who so
'(perfectly understands the rules and methods uf
('Writin9 whether in controversy or any other way:
but this, which seems wholly new to tne, I shall
better understand, when p a r loydship pleases b
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explain it. In the mean time, ‘I mention it as an
GC apology for myself,
if sometimes I mistake your
lardship’s aim, and so misapply my answer.”
To this also your lordship answers nothing, but for
satisfaction refers me to the care you took to prevent
being misunderstood ; which, you say, appears by those
words of yours above-recited. But what there is, in
those words that can prevent the mistake I complained
I was exposed t o ; what there is in them, that can
hinder any one from thinking that I am one of the they
and them that oppose the doctrine of the Trinity, with
arguments in point of reason ; that I must confess, my
lord, I cannot see, though I have read them over and
over again to find it out.
The like might be said in respect of all those other
passages, where I make the like complaint, which your
lordship takes notice I was frequent i n ; nor could 1
avoid it, being almost every leaf perplexed to know
whether I was concerned, and how far, in what your
lordship said, since my words were quoted, and others
argued against. And for satisfaction herein, I am sent
to a compliment of your lordship’s. I say not this my
lord, that I do not highly value the civility and good
opinion your lordship has expressed of me therein ; but
to let your lordship see, that I was not so rude as to
complain of want of civility in your lordship: h u t my
complaint was of something else ; and therefore it was
something else wherein I wanted satisfaction.
Indeed your lordship says, in that passage; c c from
the author of the Essay of Human Understanding,
‘c these notions are borrowed, to serve other purposes
‘(than he intended them.” But, my lord, how this
helps in the case to prevent my being mistaken to be
one of those whom your lordship had to do with in this
chapter, in answering objections in point of reason
against the Trinity, I must own, I do not yet perceive:
for these notions, which your lordship is there arguing
against, are all taken out of my book, and made use of
by nobody that. I know, but your lordship, or myself:
and which of us two it is, that hath borrowed them‘ to
serve other purposes than I intended them, I must leave
M
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to yotn lordship tu determine. 1, and I think m r $
body else with me, wid be at a loss to know W b they
are, till tbeir wolds, and not mine, are pFbdW to
prove, that they do us& those notions of mine, which
vour lordship there calls these notions, to purposes to
&ch I intended them nut.
But to those wotds in your lordship’s Vindicsltian of
the doctrine of‘ the Trinity you, in your answer to my
it
letter, fbr farther satisfaction, add ips folioweth:
‘6 was too plain that the bold writer against the myst&
ries of our faith took his notions and expressions from
thence : and what could be said more for youp rihdication, than that. he turned them into other purposes
“ than the author intended them ? ’I
With submission, my lord, it is as plain 83 print can
make it, that whatever notions and expressions that
writer took from my book; those in question, which
your lordship there calls these notions, my book is only
quoted for; nor does it appear, that your lordship knew
that that writer had any where made use of them : or,
if your lo~dshipknew them to be any where in his
writings, the matter of astonishmelit and compiaint is
stiil the greater, that your lordship should know where
they were in his writings used to serve other purposes
than I intended them; and yet your lordship should
quote only my book, where they were used to serve
only those purposes I intended them.
How much this is for my vindication, we shall presently see: but what it can do to g i v 6 satisfaction to
me or others, as to the matters of my complaint, for
which it is brought by your lordship, that I confss I
do not see. For my complaint was not against those
gentlemen, that they had cast any aspersions upon my
book, against which I desired your lordship to vindicate
me ; but my complaint was of your lordship, that you
had brought me into a controversy, and so j o i d me
with those against whom you were dispting in defence
of the Trinity, that those who read your lordship’s book,
M’ould be apt to mistake me for one of them.
But your lordship asks, 66 what coukl be said more
‘‘ for my vindication ? ” My l~rrl,I sbdf dW@Fhke
((

((

((

VOL. 111,

I

1x4

Mi. Locke’s Reply to the

it for a Very great honour, to be vindicated- by your
lordship against others. But in the present case, I
wanted no vindication against others: if my book or
notions had need of any vindication, it was only against
your lordship ; for it was your lordship, and not others,
who had in your book disputed against passages quoted
out of mine, for several pages together.
Nevertheless, my lord, I gratefully acknowledge the
favour you have done for me, for being guarantee for
my intentions, which you have no reason to repent of.
For as it was not in my intention to write any thing
rrgainst truth, much less against any of the sacred truths
contained in the scriptures ; so I will be answerable for
it, that there is nothing in my book, which can Le
made use of to other purposes, but what may be turned
upon them, who so use it, to show their mistake and
errour. Nobody can hinder but that syllogism, which
was intended for the service of truth, will sometimes
be made use of against it. But it is nevertheless of
truth‘s side, and always turns upon the adversaries of it.
Your lordship adds, (‘and the true reason why the
(‘ plural number was so often used by me, was, because
he [i. e. the author of Christianity not mysterious]
(‘built upon those, which he imagined had been your
‘6 grounds.”
Whether it was your lordship, or he, that imagined
those to be my grounds, which were not my grounds,
I will not pretend to say. Be that as it will ; it is plain
from what your lordship here says, that all the foundation of your lordship’s so positively, and i i i so many
places, making me one of the gentlemen of the new
way of reasoning, was hut an imagination of an imagination. Your lordship says, ‘( he built upon those,
(‘which he imagined had been my grounds ;” but it is
b u t an imagination in your lordship, that he did so
imagine; and with all due respect, give me leave to
say, a very iHLgrounded imagination too. For it aypeas to me no foundation to think, that because he or
any body agrees with me in things that are in my I~ook,
and so appears to be of my opinion ; therefore he imagines he agrees with me in other things, which are not
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in my hook, and are not my opinion. As in t h e
matter before us ; what reason is there to imagine, that
the author of Christianity not mysterious imagined, that
he built on my grounds, in laying all foundation of
certainty in clear and distinct ideas, (if he does so)
.tvhich is no-where laid down in my book ; because he
1)uilds on my grounds, concerning the original of our
ideas, or any thing else he finds in my book, or quotes
out of it ? For this is all that the author of Christianity
not mysterious has done in this case, or can be brought
to support such an imagination.
But supposing it true, that he imagined he built
upon my grounds ; what reason, I beseech pour lordship, is that for using the plural number, in quoting
words which I alone spoke, and he no-where makes use
of? T o this your lordship says, " that he imagined he
'(built upon my grounds ; and your lordship's business
'( was to show those expressions of mine, which seemed
'(most to countenance his method of proceeding, could
" not give any reasonable satisfaction :" which, as I
humbly conceive, amounts to thus much: the author
of Christianity not mysterious writes something which
your lordship disapproves : your lordship imagines he
builds upon my grounds ; and then your lordship picks
out some expressions of' mine, which you imagine do
niost countenance his method of proceeding, and quote
them, as belonging in common to us both ; though it
be certain he no-where used them. And this your
lordship tells me (to give me satisfaction, what care
you took not to be misunderstood) was the true reason,
why you so often used the plural number : which with
submission, my lord, seeins to me to be no reason at all :
unless it can be a reason to ascribe my words to another
man, and me together, which he never said; because
your lordship imagines he might, if he would, have
said thein. And ought not this, my lord, to satisfy nie
of the care you took, not to be misunderstood ?
Your lordship goes on to show your care to prevent
your being misunderstood : your words are, " but you
" [i. e. the author of the letter,to your lordship] say,
" you do not place certainty only in clear and distinot
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t in the clear and visible connexion of any
(( of our ideas.
And certainty of knowledge, you tell
( 4 us, is t o perceive the agreement or disagreement of
ideas, as expressed in any proposition. Whether
* this be a true account of the certainty of knowledge,
* or not, will be presently considered. But it is very
possible he might mistake, or misapply your notions ;
but there is too much reason to believe he thought
‘6 them the same ; and we have no reason to be sorry,
f‘ that he hath given you this occasion for explaining
your meaning, and for the vindication of yourself,
$6 in the matters you apprehend I had charged you
‘Lwith.”
Your lordship herein says, it is very possible the
author of Christianity not mysterious might mistake, or
misapply my notions. I find it indeed very pOssil.de,
that my notions may be mistaken and misapplied; if
by misapplied, be meant drawing inferences from
thence, which belong not to them. But if that pmsibility be reason enough to join me in the plural number with the author of Christianity not mysterious, or
with the unitarians ; it is as much a reason to join me
in the plural number with the papists, when your lordship has an occasion to write against them next; or
with the lutherans, or quakers, &c. for it is possible,
that any of these may mistake, or in that sense misapply my notions. But if mistaking, or misapplying
my notions, actually join me to any body, I know no.
body that I arn so strictly joined to, as your lordship :
,for, as I humbly conceive, nobody has so much mistaken and misapplied my notions, as your lordship. I
should ~ n take
t
the liberty to say this, were not my
thinking so, the very reason and excuse for my troubling
pour lordship with this second letter. For, my lord, I
do not so well love controversy, especially with so great
and so learned a man as pour lordship, as to say a word
more; had I not hopes to show, for my excuse, that it
is m y misfortune to have my notions to be mistaken or
misapplied by your lordship.
Your lordship adds, “ but there is too much reason
‘6
believe, that he thonght them the same ;” i. e, that
‘6
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the author of Christianity not Mysterious thought that
I had laid all foundation of certainty in clear an4
distinct ideas, as well as he did; for that is it, upon
which all this dispute is raised. Whether he himself
laid all foundation of certainty in clear and distinct
ideas, is more than I know, But what that. (' too
6' much reason to believe, that he thought " that I did,
is, I am sure, hard for me to guess, till your lordship
is pleased to name it. For that there is not any such
thing in my book, to give him, or any body else, reason to think so, 1 suppose your lordship is now satisfied: and I would not willingly suppose the reason t O
be, that unless he, or somebody else thought so, my
book could not be brought into the dispute ; though it
be not easy to find any other. It follows in your lord.
ship's letter :
'' And we have no reason to be sorry, that he hath
cc given you this occasion for the explaining your rnean" ing, and for the vindication of yourself in the matter
I' you apprehended I had charged you with."
My lord, I know not any occasion he has given me
of vindicating myself: your lordship was pleased to join
me with the gentlemen of the new way of reasoning,
who laid all foundation of certainty in clear and distinct
ideas. All the vindication I make, or need to make
in the case, is, that I lay not all foundation of certainty
in clew and distinct ideas ; and so there was no reason
to join me with those that do. And for this vindirw
tion of myself, your lordship alone gives me occasian :
but whether your lordship has reason to be sorry, ~ 1 not
'
sorry, your lordship best knows.
Your lordship goes on, in what is designed for my
satisfaction, as followeth :
" And if your answer doth not come fully up in all
" things to what I could wish ; yet I am glad to find
" that in general you own the mysteries of the Christian
'' faith, and the scriptures t u be the rule and foundation
" of it."
TVhich words, my lord, seem to me rather to show4
that your lordship is not wiling to be mtisfied with my
b o k , than t~ show any- care y w loi.dship tOQk fQ pE*
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vent people’s being led by your lordship’s book into a
mistake, that 1 was one of the gentlemen of that new
way of reasoning, who argued against the doctrine of
the Trinity.
T h e gentlemen of the new way of reasoning, whom
your lordship sets yourself to answer in that 10th
chapter of your Vindication of the doctrine of the
Trinity, are those who lay all foundation of certainty
in clear and distinct ideas ; and from that foundation
raise objections against the Trinity, in point of reason.
Your lordship joins me with these gentlemen in that
chapter, and calls me one of them. Of this I c o w
plain; and tell your lordship, in the place and words
you have quoted out of my letter, “ that I do not place
‘(certainty only in clear and distinct ideas.” I expected upon this, that your lordship would have assoiled
me, and said, that then I was none of thein ; nor should
have been joined with thein. But instead of that your
lordship tells me, cc my answer doth not come fully up
“ i n all things, to what your lordship could wish.”
The question is, whether I ought to be listed with
these, and ranked on their side, who place certainty
only in clear and distinct ideas ? What more direct and
categorical answer couId your lordship wish for, to decide this question, than that which I give? T o which
nothing can be replied, but that it is not true: but
that your lordship does not object to it; but says, “ it
w does not come fully up in all things to what yoiir
cc lordship could wish.”
What other things there can
be wished for in an answer, which, if it be true, decides the matter, and which is not doubted to be true,
comes not within my guess. But though my answer be
an unexceptionable answer, as t o the point in question,
yet, it seems, my book is not an unexceptionable book,
because, I own, that in it I say, “ that certainty of
4‘ knowledge is to perceive the agreement or disagree6‘ ment of any ideas, as expressed in any proposition.”
Whether it be true, that certainty of knowledge lies in
such a perception, is nothing to the question here; that,
perhaps, we may have an occasion to examine in another place. T h e question here is, whether I ought to

Bishop of IVoreester’sAnswer.
119
have been ranked with those, who lay all foundation of
certainty in clear and distinct ideas? And to that, I
think, my answer is a full and decisive answer; and
there is nothing wanting in it, which your lordship
could wish for, to make it fuller.
But it is natural the book should be found fault with,
when the author, it seems, has had the ill luck to be
under your lordship’s ill opinion. This I could not
but be surprised to find in a paragraph, which your
lordship deciares was designed to give me satisfaction.
Your lordship says,
though my answer doth not
come up in all things to what you could wish ; yet
cc you are glad to find, that in general I own the mys6 c teries of the Christian faith, and the scriptures to be
the foundation and rule of it.”
My lord, I do not remember that ever I declared to
your lordship, or any body else, that I did not own all
the doctrines of the Christian faith, and the scriptures
to be the sole rule and foundation of‘ it. And therefore I know no more reason your lordship had to sayr
that you are glad to find, that in general I own, &r.
than I have reason to say, (‘that I ani glad to find, that
in general your lordship owns the mysteries of the
‘(Christian faith, and the scriptures to be the’ foundation and rule of it.” Unless it lie taken for granted,
that those who do not write and appear in print, in
controversies of religion, do not ow11 the Christian faith,
and the scriptures as the rule of it.
I know, my lord, of what weight a commendation
from your lordship’s pen is in the world: and I perceive your lordship knows the value o f it, which has
111adeyoyr lordship temper yours of me with so large
an alloy, for fear possibly lest it should work too strongly
on my vanity. For whether I consider where these
words stand, or how they are brouglit in, or what intimation they carry with them ; which way soever I turn
them, I do not find they were intended to puff me up,
though they are in a paragraph purposely written to
give me satisfaction ; and grounded on words of mine,
which seem to be approved by your lordship before any
in my letter ; but which yet have nothing to do in thid
((
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place (whither your lordship has been a t the pains to
fetch them from my postscript) unless it be to give
vent to so extraordinary a smt of compliment : for they
are, I think, in thgir suGect, as well as place, the remotest of any in niy letter, from the argument your
lordship wns then upon ; which was to show what care
you had taken not to be misunderstood to my prejudice.
For what, I beseech you, any lord, would you think of
him, who from some words of your lordship's, that
seemed to express much of a Christian spirit and temper
(for so your lordship is pleased to say of these of mine)
should seek occasion to tell your lordship, and the
world, that he was glad to find that your lordship was
a Christian, and that you believe the Bible? For this,
common humanity, as well as Christian charity, obliges
us to believe of every one, who calls hiniself a christian, till he manifests the contrary. Whereas the saying, I am glad to find such an one believes the scripture, is understood to intimate, that I knew the time
Then he did not ; or, at least, when 1 suspected he did
not, But perhaps your lordship had some other meaning in it, which I do not see. The largeness of your
lordship's mind, and the charity of a father of our
church, makes me hope that I passed not in your lordship's opinion for a heathen, till your lordship read that
passage in the postscript of my late letter to you.
But to return to the satisfaction your lordship is
giving me. T o those words quoted out of my postscript, your lordship subjoins: (' which words seem t o
express so much of a Christian spirit and temper, that
'' I cannot believe you intended to give any advantage
to the epemies of the Christian faith ; but whether
there hath not been too just occasion for them to
'' apply them in that manner, is a thing very fit for you
c6 to consider."
Your lordship here again expresses R favourable opinion of my intentions, which I gratefully acknowledge :
but you add, " that it is fit for me to consider, whe66 ther there hath not been too just occasion for them
6' to apply them in that manner."
My lord, I shall
$lo what yqvr lordship thinks is fit for me to do, when
'(

'(

'(
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your lordship does me the favour to tell me, who those
enemies of the faith are, who have applied those words
of my postscript, (for to those alone, by any kind of
construction, can I make your lordship's word, them,:'
refer) and the manner which they have appliefi them
in, and the too just occasion they have had so to apply
them. For I confess, my lord, 1 am at a l ~ s as
s to all
these ; and thereby unable to obey your lordship's commands, till your lordship does me the favour to make me
understand all these particulars better.
But if by any new way of construction, unintelligible
to me, the word, them, here shall be applied ta any
passages of my Essay of Human Understanding ; I must
humbly crave leave to observe this one thing, i n the
whole course of what your lordship has designed fpr
my satisfaction, that though my complaint be of your
lordship's manner of applying what I had publisbed in
my Essay, so as to interest me in a controversy wherein
I meddled not; your lordship all along tells me of
others, that have misapplied I know not what words
in my book, after I know not what manner. Now BS
to this matter, I beseech your lardship to believe, thst
when any one, in such a manner, applies my words
contrary to what I intended them, so as to make them
opposite to the doctrine of the Trinity, and me a party
in that controversy against the Trinity, as your lordship knows I complain your lordship has done, I shijl
complain of them too ; and consider, as well as f can,
what satisfaction they give me and others in it.
Your lordship's next words are : 6c for in an sge,
" wherein the mysteries o
f k i t h are so much exposed,
'' by the promoters of scepticism and infidelity ; it is a
" thing of dangerous consequence to start such new
" methods of certainty, as are apt to leave man's minds
'' more doubtful than before ; as will soon appear from
" your concessions."
These words contain a further accqwtion af my book,
which shall be considered in its due place. What I am
now upon is the satisfaction your lordship is giving me,
in reference to my complaint. And fls to that, what
~ Q ~ O WisSbr-wght ply to #how that your lardship chad
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reason to say, ‘6 that my notions were carried beyond
intentions ;” for in these words your lordship
winds up all the following eight or nine pages, viz.
‘‘ thus far I have endeavoured, with all possible brevity
*$and clearness, to lay down your sense about this
‘‘ matter ; by which it is sufficiently proved, that I had
‘I reason to say, that your notions were carried beyond
your intentions.”
I beg leave to remind your lordship, that my coniplaint was not that your lordship said, ‘(that my nor‘ tions were carried beyond my intentions.”
I was
not so absurd, as to turn what was matter of acknowledgement into matter of complaint. And therefore,
in showing the care you had taken of me for niy satisfaction, your lordship needed not to have been at so
much pains, in so long a deduction, to prove to me,
that you had reason for saying what was so manifestly
in my favour, whether you had lpason for saying it or
no. But my complaint was, that the new way of reasoning, accused by your lordship, as opposite to the
doctrine of the Trinity, being in laying all foundation
of certainty in clear and distinct ideas, your lordship
ranked me amongst the gentlemen of this new way of
I-easoning, though I laid not all foundation of certainty
in clear and distinct ideas. And this being my complaint, it is for this that there needs a reason. Your
lordship subjoins,
“ B u t you still seem concerned that I quote your
‘(words ; although I dedare they were used to other
‘6 purposes than you intended them.
I do confess to
you, that the reason of it was, that I found your
notions, as to certainty by ideas, was the main foon‘(dation which the author of Christianity not mysterious went upon ; and that he had nothing which
looked like reason, if that principle were removed :
‘(which made me so much endeavour to show that it
‘(would not hold. And so, I suppose, the reason of
sc my mentioning your words so often, is no longer a
66 riddle to you.”
My iord, he that will give himself the trouble to look
into that part of my former letter, where I speak of

‘(my
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yoilr lordship’s way of proceeding as a riddle to me ; or
to that, which your lordship here quoted, for my seeming concerned at i t ; will find my complaint, in both
places, as well as several others, was, that I was so
every-where joined with others under the comprehensive words of they and them, &c. though my book
alone was every where quoted, ‘( that the world would
be apt to think I was the person who argued against
6‘ the Trinity,
and denied mysteries;” against whonr
your lordship directed these very pages. For so I express myself in that part, which your lordship here
quotes. And as to this, your lordship’s way of writing
(which is the subject of my complaint) is (for any
thing your lordship has in your answer said to give me
satisfaction) as much still a riddle to me as ever.
For that which your lordship here says, and is the
only thing I can find your lordship has said to clear it,
seems to me to do nothing towards it. Yoiir lordship
says, c6 the reason of it was, that you found my no‘‘ tions, as to certainty by ideas, was the main founda‘‘ tion which the author of Christianity not mysterioirs
(‘went upon,” &c.
With submission, I thought your lordship had found,
that the foundation, which the author of Christianity
not mysterious went upon, and for which he was made
one of the gentlemen of the new way of reasoning,
opposite to the doctrine of the Trinity, was, that he
made, or supposed, clear and distinct ideas necessary to
certainty; but that is not my notion, as to certainty by
ideas. My notion of certainty by ideas is, that certa:lnty consists in the perception of the agreement or
disagreement of ideas such as we have, whether they
be in all their parts perfectly clear and distinct or no :
nor have I any notions of certainty‘more than this one.
And if your lordship had for this called me a gentkman of a new way of reasoning, or made me one of
the opposers of the doctrine of the Trinity, I should
perhaps have wondered; hut should not at all have
complained of your lordship, for directly questioning
this or any of my opinions: I should only have examined what your lordship had said to support, or have
‘6
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desi& you to make out, that charge against me : Which
b what I shall do by and by, when I come to examine
what your lordrrhip now charges this opinion with : but
T shall not add any complaints to my defence.
That which I complained of, was, that I was made
one of the gentlemen of the new way of reasoning,
withaut being guilty of what made them so ; and so was
brought into a chapter, wherein I thought myself not
concerned : which was managed so, that my book was
all along quoted, and others argued against ; others were
entitled to what I had said, and I to what others said,
without knowing why, or how. Nor am I yet, I must
OWU, Much enlightened in the reason of i t : that was
the cmse why I then thought it a new way of writing :
and that must be my apology for thinking so still, till
1. light ,upon, or ani directed to, some author who has
ever writ thus before.
And thus I come to the end of what your lordship
has said, to that part of my letter which your lordship
calls my complaint; wherein I think I have omitted
nothing which your lordship has alleged for the satisfaction of others, or myself, under those two heads, of
$he occasion of your lordship’s way of writing as you
did, and the care you took not to be misunderstood.
And if, my lard, as to me, it has not possibly had all
the success your lordship proposed, I beg your lordship
to attribute it to my dulness, or any thing rather than
an unwillingness to be satisfied.
My k d , I so little love controversy, that I never
began a dispute with any body ; nor shall ever continue
it, where others begin with me, any longer than the
appearance of truth, which first made me write, obliges
me not to quit it. But least of all, would I have any
cootrovemy with your lordship, if I had any design in
writing, but the defence of truth. I do not know my
own weakness, or your lordship’s strength so little, as
to enter the lists with your lordship only for a trial of
skill, a t the vain and ridiculous hopes of victory. Nothibg, I know, but truth on my side, can support nie
against So p a t a man; whore very name in writing
snd alrth~rity, the Jearned.w-wld, is of weight enough
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to crush and sink whatevtr o p i n h has not that solid
basis to hear it up.
There are men that enter into disputes t a get it fiame
a
r
t 2
in controversy, or for some little bp-ends a f a p
your lordship has been 50 long in the fipst rank of t e
lnen of letters, and by common consent settled ttt the
top of this learned age, that it must pass for the utmost
folly, n d to think, that if your lordship condescended
SO far, as to meddle with any of the opinions of so in*
considerable a man as I am, it was with a design to convince me of my errours, and not to gain reputation on
one so infinitely below your match. It is upon this
ground that I still continue to offer my doubts to your
lordship, in those parts wherein I am not yet so happy
as to be convinced ; and it is with this satisfaction I return this answer to your lordship, that if I am in a mistake, your lordship will certainly detect it, and lead me
into the truth; which I shall embrace, with the acknowledgment of the benefit I have received from YOUP
lordship's instructions. And that your lordship, in the
mean time, will have the goodness to allow me, as becomes a scholar, willing to profit by the favour you do
me, to show your lordship where I stick, and in what
points your lordship's arguments have failed to work
upon me. For, as on the one side it would not become
one that would learn of your lordship to acknowledge
himself convinced, before he is convinced ; and I know
your lordship would blame me for it, if I should do EO :
so on the other side, to continue to dissent from your
lordship, where you have done me the honour to take
pains with me, without giving you my reasons for it,
would, I think, be an ungrateful and unmannerly snflenness.
Your lordship has had the goodness to write several
leaves, to give me satisfaction as to the matter of my
complaints. I return your lordship my most humble
thanks for this great condescension ; which I take as a
pledge, that you will bear with the representation cif
r*ly doubts, in other points, wherein I am so unlucky
as not to be yet thoroughly enlightened by your lordship. And. so I go on to the remaining parts bf pur
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letter, which, I, think, may be comprehended under
these two, viz. those things in iny Essay, which your
lordship now charges, as concerned in the controversy
of the Trinity; and othe'rs, as faulty in themselves,
whether we consider them with respect to any doctrines
of relib'
vion or no.
In the close of your lordship's letter, after some other
expressions of civility to me, for which I return your
lordship my thanks, I find these words: '( I do assiwc
6c you, that it is out of no disrespect, or the least i l l 4 1 1
'' to you, that I have again considered this matter ; but
6c because I am further convinced, that as you have
stated your notion of ideas, it may be of dangerous
consequence to that article of the Christian faith,
" which I endeavour to defend."
This now is a direct charge against my book ; and I
must own it a great satisfaction to me, that I shall now
be no longer at a loss, who it is your lordship means :
that I shall stand by myself, and myself answer for iny
own faults, and not be so placed in such an association
with others, that will hinder me from knowing what is
my particular guilt and share in the accusation. Had
your lordship done me the favour to have treated me so
before, you had heard nothing of all those complaints
which have been so troublesome to your lordship.
To take now a right view of this matter, it is fit to
consider the beginning and progress of it : your lordship had a controversy with the unitarians; they, in
their answer to your lordship's sermons, and elsewhere,
talk of ideas; the author of Christianity not mysterious, whether an unitarian or no, your lordship says
not, neither do I inquire, gives an account of reason,
which, as your lordship says, supposes certainty to consist only in clear and distinct ideas: aad because he
expresses himself in some other things conforinable to
what I had said in my book, my book is bronght into
the controversy, though there be no such opinion in it,
as your lordship opposed. For what that was, is plain
both fiom what has been observed out of the beginning
of the tenth chapter of your Vindication of the Trinity,
ggd algp ia your letter, viz, this propositiop, that cerr
6c
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6‘ tainty, as to matters of faith, is founded upon clear
6‘ and distinct ideas ; ” but my book not having that
proposition in it, which your lordship then opposed, as
overthrowing mysteries of fztith, a t that time, fell, by
1 know not what chaace and misfortune, into the unitarian controversy.
Upon examination, my book being not found guilty
of that proposition, which your lordship, in your Vindication of the doctrine of the Trinity, opposed, because
it overthrows the mysteries of faith ; I thought it acquitted, and clear from that controversy. No, it must
not escape so : your lordship having again considered
this matter, has found new matter of accusation, and a
new charge is brought against my book ; and what now
is it ? even this, “ That as I have stated the notion of
“ideas, it may be of dangerous consequence to that
6‘ article of the Christian faith, which your lordship has
endeavoured to defend.”
The accusation then, as it now stands, is, that my
notion of ideas may be of dangerous consequence, &c.
Such an ‘accusation as this brought in any court in
England, would, no doubt, he thoright to show a great
inclination to have the accused be suspected, rather than
any evidence of being guilty of any thing; and so would
immediately be dismissed, without hearing any plea to
it. But in controversies in print, wherein an appeal is
made to the judgment of mankind, the strict rules of
proceeding in justice are not always thought necessary
to be observed ; and the sentence of those who are appealed to being never formally pronounced, a cause
can never be dismissed as long as the prosecutor is
pleased to continue or renew his charge.
As to the matter in hand, though what your lordship
says here against my book, be nothing hut your appsehension of what mag be; yet poliody will think it
strange, or unsuitable to your lordship’s character and
station, to be watchful over any article of the Christian
faith, especially one that you have endeavoured to defend ; and to warn the world of arly thing your lordship
’nay suspect to be of dangerous consequence to it, as far
you can espy it, And to this give we leave, my lord,
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tt, attrhte the trouble your lordship has been at, to
wdte again in this matter.
Another thing I must take notice of, in this ycnir
lordship's new charge against my book, that it is against
my notion of ideas, as I have stated it. This containing all that I have said in my Essay concerning ideas,
which, as your lordship takes notice, is not a little;
your lordship, I know, would not be thought to leave
so general an accusation upon my book, as you could
receive no answer to : and therefore though your lordship has not been pleased plainly to specify here the
particulars of my notion of ideas, which your lordship
apprehends to be of dangerous consequence to that article which your lordship has defended ; 1 shall endeavour to find them, in other parts of your letter.
Your lordship's words, in the immediately preceding
page, run thus : '' I can easily bear the putting of philosophical notions into a modern and fashionable
'' dress."
(6 Let men express their minds by ideas, if they
6' please ; and take pleasure in sorting, and comparing,
6' and eunnecting of them, I am not forward to conu demn them : for every age must have its new modes ;
'6 and it is very well, if truth and reason be received in
'6 any garb.
I was therefore far enough from condemn'' ing your way of ideas, till I found it made the only
(6 ground of certainty, and made use of to overthrow
(6 the mysteries of our faith, as I told you in the be6
' ginning."
These words, leading to your lordship's accusation,
I thought the likeliest to show me what it was in my
book, that your lordship now declared against, as what
might be of dangerous consequence to that article you
have defended ; and that seemed to me to lie in those
two particulars, viz. the making so much use of the
word ideas; and my placing, as I do, certainty in ideas,
i.e. in the things signified by them. And these t w o
seem here to be the particulars which your lordship
comprehends under my way by ideas. But that I might
not be led into mistake by this passage, whieh seemed
a littie mote cibscure and doubtful to me, than I could
'(
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have wished ; I consulted those other places, wherein
your lordship seemed to express, what it was that your
lordship now accused in my book, in reference to the
unitarian controversy ; and which your lordship apprehends may be of dangerous consequence to that
article.
Your lordship, in the close of the words above quoted
out of your answer, tells me : '(you were far enough
froin condemning my way of ideas, till your lordship
found it made the only ground of certainty, and made
' 6 use of to overthrow the mysteries of our faith, as you
4' told me in the beginning."
N y lord, the way of ideas which your lordship 011posed at first, was the way of certainty only by clear nnd
distinct ideas ; as appears by your words above quoted :
but that, your lordship now knows, was not my way of
certainty by ideas, and therefore that, and all the use
can be made of it to overthrow the mysteries of o w
faith, be that as it will, cannot any more be charged on
m y book, but is quite out of doors: and therefore what
you said in the beginning, gave me no light into what
was your lordship's present accusation.
But a little farther on I found these words : '' when
" new terms are made use of, by ill men, to promote
" scepticism and infidelity, and to overthrow the mys" teries of our faith, we have then reason to inquire into
" them, and to examine the foundation and tendency
" of them.
And this was the true and only reason of
" niy looking into this way of certainty, by ideas, be'( cause I found it applied to such purposes."
Here, my lord, your lordship seems to lay your accusation wholly against new terms and their tendency.
And in another place your lordship has these words :
'' The world hath been strangely amused with ideas
" of late ; and we have been told, that strange things
" might be done by the help of ideas; and yet these
" ideas, a t last, come to be only common notions of
" things, which we must make use of in our reasoning.
" You [i. e. the author of the Essay concerning Human
" Understanding] say in that chapter, about the exist" ence of God, yoy thought it most proper to expsew
VOL. 111.
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(‘yourself, in the most usual and familiar way, bp corn“ mon words and expressions.
I would you had done
66 so quite through your book : for then you had never
given that occasion to the enemies of our faith to
take up your new way of ideas, as an effectual battery
c‘ (as they imagined) against the mysteries of the Chris.
‘I tian faith.
But you might have enjoyed the satisfac(c tion of your ideas long enough, before I had taken
6‘ notice of them, unless I had found them employed
66 about doing hischief.”
By which places it is plain, that that which your lord.
ship apprehends in my book, (‘may be of dangerous
(‘consequence to the article which your lordship has
6‘ endeavoured to defend,”
is my introducing new
terms; and that which your lordship instances in, is
that of ideas. And the reason your lordship gives, in
every of these places, why your lordship has such an apprehension of ideas, as “ that they may be of dangerous
‘6 consequence to that article of faith, which your lord(‘ship has endeavoured to defend, is, because they have
been applied to such purposes. And I might (your
‘6 lordship says) have enjoyed the satisfaction of my
“ideas long enough, before you had taken notice of
66 them, unless your lordship had found them employed
66 in doing mischief.’’
NThich, a t last, as I humbly
conceive, amounts to thus much, and no more, viz.
that your lordship fears ideas, i. e. the term ideas, may,
some time or other, prove of very dangerous consequence to what your lordship has endeavoured to defend, because they have been made use of in arguing
against it. For I am sure your lordship does not mean,
that you apprehend the things, signified by ideas, cc may
* be of dangerous consequence to the article of faith
(‘your lordship endeavours to defend,” because they
have been made use of against it : for (besides that your
lordship mentions terms) that would be to expect that
those who oppose that article, should ‘oppose it without
any thoughts ; for the thing signified by ideas, is
nothing but the immediate objects of our minds in
thinking : so that unless any one can oppose the articIe
your lordship defends, without thinking on something,
$‘
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he must use the things signified by ideas: for he that
thinks, must have some immediate object of his mind
in thinking, i. e. must have ideas.
But whether it be the name or the thing, ideas in
sound, or ideas in signification, that your lordship apprehends niay be of dangerous consequerice to that article of faith, which your lordship endeavours to defend,
it seems to me, I will not say a new way of reasoning
(for that belongs to me) but were it not your lordship’s,
I should think it a very extraordinary way of reasoning,
to write against a book, wherein your lordship acknowledges they are not used to bad purposes, nor employed
to do mischief: only because that you find that ideas
’are, by those who oppose your lordship, employed to
do mischief; and so apprehend they may be of dangerous consequence to the article your lordship has engaged in the defence of. For whether ideas as terms, or
ideas as the imniediate objects of the mind signified by
those terms, niay be, in your lordship’s apprehension,
of dangerom consequence to that article ; I do not see
how your lordship’s writing against the notion of ideas,
as stated in my book, will at all hinder your opposers
from employing them in doing mischief, as before.
However, be that as it will, so it is, that your lordship apprehends these ‘< new terms, these ideas, with
“which the world hath, of late, been so strangely
“ amused (though at last they come to be only common
“ notions of things, as your lordship owns) may be of
“ dangerous consequence to that article.”
My lord, if any in their answer to your lordship’s
sermons, and in their other pamphlets, wherein your
lordship comp!nins they have talked so much of ideas,
have been troublesome to your lordship with that term ;
it is not strange that your lordship should be tired with
that sound: but how natural soever it be to our weak
constitutions to be offended with any sound, wherewith
an importunate din hath been made about our ears ; yet,
lord, I know your lordship has a better opinion of
the articles of our faith, than to think any of them can
be overturned, or so much as shaken with a breath,
forined into any sound or term whatsoever.
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Names are but the arbitrary marks of conceptions ;
and so they be sufficiently appropriated to them in their
use, I know no other difference any of them have in
particular, but as they are of easy or difficult pronunciation, and of a more or less pleasant sound : and what
particular antipathies there may be in men, to some of
thein upon that account, is not easy to be foreseen. This
I am sure, no term whatsoever in itself bears, one more
than another, any opposition to truth of any kind ; they
are only propositions that do, or can oppose the truth of
any article or doctrine : and thus no term is privileged
from being set in opposition to truth.
There is no word to be found, which may not be
brought into a proposition,wherein the mast sacred and
most evident truths may be opposed ; but that is not a
fault in the term, but him that uses it. And therefore
I cannot easily persuade myself (whatever your lordship
hath said in the heat of your concern) that you have bestowed so much pains upon my book, because the word
idea is so much used there. For though upon my saying,
in my chapter about the existence of God, '( that I
scarce used the word idea in that whole chapter ; your
" lordship wishes, that I had done so quite through my
book;" yet I must rather look upon that as a coniplinient to me, wherein your lordship wished, that my
book had been all through suited to vulgar readers, not
used to that and the like terms, than that your lordship
has such an apprehension of the word idea ; or that these
is any such harm in the use of it, instead of the word
notion (with which your lordship seems to take it to
agree in signification) that your lordship would think it
worth your while to spend any part of your valuable time
and thoughts about my book, for having the word idea
so often in it : for this would be to make your lordship to
write only against an impropriety of speech. I own to
your lordship, it is a great condescension i n your lordship to have done it, if that word have such a share in
what your .lordship has writ against my book, as some
expressions would persuade one ; and I would, for the
satisfaction of your lordship, change the term of idea for
8 better, if your lordship, or any one, could help me ta
((
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it. For, that notion will not so well stand for every
irnmediate object of the mind in thinking, as idea does,
I have (as I guess) somewhere given a reason in my
book ; by showing that the term notion is more peculiarly appropriated to a certain sort of those oljects,
which I called mixed modes ; and, I think, it would not
sound altogether so well, to say the notion of red, and
the notion of a horse ; as the idea of red, and the idea
of a horse. Rut if any one thinks it will, I contend not ;
for I have no fondness for, nor antipathy to, any particular art,iculate sounds : nor do I think there is any spell
or fascination in any of them.
But be the word idea proper or improper, I do not
see how it is the better or worse, because ill men have
made use of it, or because it has been made use of to had
purposes ; for if that be a reason to condemn, or lay it
by, we must lay by the terms of scripture, reason, perception, distinct, clear, &c. nay, the name of God himself will not escape : for I do not think any one of these,
or any other term, can be produced, which has not
lieen made use of by such men, and to stich purposes.
And therefore, '' if the unitarians, in their late pain'' plilets, have talked very much of, and strangely
" mused the world n-ith ideas ; " I cannot believe your
lordship will think that word one jot the worse, or the
more dangerous, because they use it ; any more than,
for their use of them, you will think reason or scripture
terms ill or dangerous. And therefore what your lordship says, that '' I might have enjoyed the satisfaction
" of my ideas long enough, before your lordship had
" taken notice of them, unless you had found them em" ployed i t ~doing mischief; " will, I presume, when
yoiir lordship has considered again of this matter, prevail with your lordship to let me enjoy still the satisfaction I take in my ideas, i. e. as much satisfaction as I
can take in so small a matter, as is the using of a proper
term, notwithstanding it should be employed by others
in-doing mischief.
For, my lord, if I should leave it wholly out of my
book, and substitute the word notion every where in the
Toom of it; and every body else do so too (though your
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lordship does not, I suppose, suspect that I have the
vanity to think they would follow my example) my
book would, it seems, be the more to your lordship’s
liking: but I do not see how this would one jot abate
the mischief your lordship complains of. For the unitarians might as much employ notions, as they do now
ideas, to do mischief: unless they are such fools as to
think they can conjure with this notable word idea ; and
that the force of what they say lies in the sound, and
not in the signification of their terms.
This I am sure of, that the truths of the Christian
religion can be no more battered by one word than another; nor can they be beaten down or endangered, by
any sound whatsoever. And I ani apt to flatter myself,
that your lordship is satisfied there is no harm in the
word ideas, because you say you should not have taken
any notice of my ideas, ‘‘ if the enemies of our faith had
‘(not taken up my new way of ideas, as an effectual
‘‘ battery against the mysteries of the Christian faith.”
I n which place, by new way of ideas, nothing, I think,
can be construed to be meant, but my expressing myself
by that of ideas : and not by other more coinmon words,
and of ancienter standing in the English language.
M y new way by ideas, or my way by ideas, which
often occurs in your lordship’s letter, is, I confess, a
very large and doubtful expression : aiid may, in the full
latitude, comprehend my whole Essay : because treating
in it of the understanding, which is nothing but the
faculty of thinking, I could not well treat of that faculty
of the mind, which consists in thinking, without considering the immediate objects of the mind in thinking,
which I call ideas : and therefore in treating of the understanding, I guess it will not be thought strange, that
the greatest part of my book has been taken up, in
considering what these objects of the mind, in thinking,
are ; whence they come ; what use the mind makes of
them, in its several ways of thinking ; and what are the
outward marks whereby it signifies them to others, or
records them for its own use. And this, in short, is
my way by ideas, that which your lordship calls my
new ways by ideas: which, my lord, if it be new, it is

w
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but a new history of an old thing. For I think it will
not be doubted, that men always performed the actions
of thinking, reasoning, believing, and knowing, just
after the same manner that they do now : though whether the same account has heretofore been given of the
way how they performed these actions, or wherein they
consisted, I do not know. Were I as well read as your
lordship, I should have been safe from that gentle reprimand of your lordship's, for ('thinking my way of ideas
'' new, for want of looking into other men's thoughts,
" which appear in their books."
Your lordship's words, as an acknowledgment of
your instructions in the case, and as a warning to others,
who will be so bold adventurers as to spin any thing
barely out of their own thoughts, I shall set down at
large: and they run thus : " whether you took this way
" of ideas from the modern philosopher, mentioned by
('you, is not at all material ; but I intended no reflection
" upon you in it (for that you mean by my commend" ing you as a scholar of so great a master) I never
" meant to take from you the honour of your own in'' ventions : and I do believe you, when you say, that
"you wrote from your own thoughts, and the ideas
" you had there.
But many things may seem new to
" one, who converses only with his own thoughts, which
'* really are not so ; as he may find, when he looks into
" t h e thoughts of other men, which appear in theip
" books.
And therefore, although I have a just esteem
" for the invention of such, who can spin volumes
" barely out of their own thoughts; yet I api apt to
" think they would oblige the world more, if, after
" they have thought so much of themselves, they would
" examine what thoughts others have had before them,
" concerning the same things: that so those n ~ a pnot
" he thought their own inventions, which are cpmmon
'' to themselves and others. If a man should try all
" the
magneticai experiments himself, and publish
* them as his own thoughts, he might take himself to
'' be the inventor of them: but he that examines and
" compare5 with them what Gilbert and Qthefs have
66
done WONhim, will aof diminish the praise Qf his
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diligence, but may wish he had compared his thoughts
with other men’s ; by which the world would receive
‘(greater advantage, although he lost the honour of
6‘ being an original.”
T o alleviate my fault herein, I agree with pour lordship, ‘(that many things may seem new to one that con‘6 verses only with his own thorights, which really are
$6 not so : ” but I must crave leave to suggest to your
lordship, that if, in the spinning them out of his own
thoughts, they seem new to him, he is certainly the
inventor of them ; and they may as justly be thought
his own invention, as any one’s ; and he is as certainly the
inventor of them, as any one who thought on them before him : the distinction of invention, or not invention,
lying not in thinking first or not first, but in borrowing
or not borrowing your thoughts from another : and he
to whom spinning them out of his own thoughts, they
seem new, could not certainly borrow them from another. So he truly invented printing in Europe, who,
without any communication with the Chinese, spun it
out of his own thoughts ; though it were ever so true,
that the Chinese had the use of printing, nay, of printing in the very same way, among them, many ages before him. So that he that spins any thing out of his own
thoughts, that seems new to him, cannot cease to think
it his own invention, should he examine ever so far what
thoughts others have had before him, concerning the
same thing ; and should find, by examining, that they
had the same thoughts too.
But what great obligation this would be to the world,
or weighty cause of turning over and looking into books,
I confess I do not see. T h e great end to me, in conversing with my own or other men’s thoughts in matters of speculation, is to find truth, without being much
concerned whether my own spinning of it out of mine,
or their spinning of it out of their own thoughts, helps
me to it. And how little I affect the honour of an ori.
ginal, may be seen in that place of my book, where, if
any where, that itch of vain-glory was likeliest to have
shown itself, had I been so over-run with it, as to need
a cure. It is where I speak of certainty, in these fol6
‘
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louring words, taken notice of by your lordship i n another place : " I think 1 have shown wherein it is that
'6 certainty, real certainty, consists ; which, whatever
(6 it was to others, was, I confess, to me heretofore one
6' of those desiderata, which I found great want of."
Here, my lord, however new this seemed to me, and
the more so because possibly I had in vain hunted for it
in the books of others ; yet I spoke of it as new, only
to myself; leaving others in the undisturbed possession
of what either by invention or reading was theirs before; without assuming to myself any other honour,
h u t that of my own ignorance till that time, if others
before had shown wherein certainty lay. And yet, my
lord, if I had upon this occasion been foward to assume
to myself the honour of an original, I think I had been
pretty safe in it ; since I should have had your lordship
for my guarantee and vindicator in that point, who are
pleased to call it new ; and, as such, to write against it.
And truly, my lord, in this respect my book has had
very unlucky stars, since it hath had the misfortune to
displease your lordship, with many things in it, for
their novelty ; as '' new way of reasoning; new hypothesis about reason; new sort of certainty: new
" terms ; new way of ideas ; new method of certainty,"
Prc. and yet in other places your lordship seems to
think it worthy in me of your lordship's reflection, for
saying but what others have said before. As where I
say,
in the different make of men's tempers and
" application of their thoughts, some arguments pre" vail more on one, and some on another, for the con" firmation of the same truth : " your lordship asks,
" what is this different from what all men of under'' standing have said?" Again, I take i t your'lordship
meant not these words for a commendation of my
book, where you say; '' but if 110 more be meant by
" the simple ideas that come in by sensation or reflec'I tion, and their being the foundation of our knom"ledge;" but that our notions of things come in,
either from our senses, or the exercise of our minds:
as there is nothing extraordinary in the discovery, so
'(
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your lordship is far enough from opposing that, wherein
you think all mankind are agreed.
And again, '' but what need all this great noise
" about ideas and certainty, true and real certainty by
" ideas; if, after all, it comes only to this, that our
'' ideas only represent to us such things, from whence
" we bring arguments to prove the truth of things? "
And '' the world hath been strangely amused with
'' ideas of late ; and we have been told, that strange
things might be done by the help of ideas ; yet these
'' ideas, at Iast, come to be only common notions of
'' things, wh'ich we must make use of in our reasoning." And to the like purpose in other places.
Whether therefore at last your lordship will resolve,
that i t is new or no, or more faulty by its being new,
must be left to your lordship. This I find by it, that
my book cannot avoid being condemned on the one
side or the other; nor do I see a possibility to help it.
If there be readers that like only new thoughts ; or, on
the other side, others that can bear iiothing but what
can be justified by received authorities in print; I must
desire them to make themselves amends i n that part
which they like, for the displeasure they receive in the
other: but if many should be so exact as to find fault
with both, truly I linow not well what to say to them.
The case is a plain case, the book is all over naught,
and there is not a sentence in it that is not, either for
its antiquity or novelty, to be condemned ; and so there
is a short end of it. From your lordship indeed in particular, I can hope for something better ; for your lordship thinks the general design of it is so good, that that,
I flattek myself, would prevail on your lordship to preserve it from the fire.
But as to the way your lordship thinks 1 should have
taken to prevent the having it thought my invention,
when it was common to me with others; it unluckily
so €4
out, in the subject of my Essay o€ Human Undexstanding, that Icould not look into the thoughts of
other men to infwtn myself. Fw my design king, as
well as I could, to copy nature, and to give an account
'(
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of the operations of the mind in thinking, 1 could
look into nobody’s understanding but my own, to see
how it wrought ; nor have a prospect into other men’s
minds to view their thoughts there, and observe what
steps and motions they took, and by what gradations
they proceeded in their acquainting themselves with
truth, and their advance to knowledge. What we find
of their thoughts in books, is but the result of this,
and not the progress and working of their minds, in
coining to the opinions or conclusions they set down
and published.
All therefore that I can say of my book is, that it is
a copy of my own mind, in its several ways of operation. And all that I can say for the publishing of it,
is, that I think the intellectual faculties are made, and
operate alike in most men : and that some that I showed
it to before I published it, liked it so well that I was
confirmed in that opinion. And therefore if it should
happen, that it should not be so, but that some men
should have ways of thinking, reasoning, or arriving at
certainty, different from others, and above those that I
find my inind to use and acquiesce in, I do not see of
what use my book can be to them. I can only make
it my humble request, in my own name, and in the
name of those that are of my size, who find their minds
work, reason, and know, in the same low way that
mine does, that those men of a more happy genius
would show us the way of their nobler flights: and
particularly would discover to us their shorter or surer
way to certainty, than by ideas, and the observing their
agreement or disagreement.
In the mean time, T must acknowledge, that, if I had
been guilty of affecting to be thought an original, a
correction could not have come from any body so disinterested in the case, as your lordship ; since your lordship so much declines being thought an original, for
writing in a way wherein it is hard to avoid thinking
that you are the first, till some other can be produced
that writ so before you.
But to return to your lordship’s p~esentcharge against
my book: in your lordship’s answer, I find t h e
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words : '' in an age, wherein the mysteries of faith are
'' so much exposed, by the promoters of scepticism
'' and infidelity ; it is a thing of dangerous conse('quence, to start such new methods of certainty, as
" a r e apt to leave men's minds more doubtful than
'' before."
By which passage, and some expressions that seem to
look that way, in the places above-quoted, I take it
for granted, that another particular in my book, which
your lordship suspects may be of dangerous consequence to that article of faith which your lordship has
endeavoured to defend, is my placing of certainty as I
do, in the perception of the agreement or disagreement
of our ideas.
Though I cannot conceive how any term, new or old,
idea or not idea, can have any opposition or danger in
it, to any article of faith, or any truth whatsoever ; yet
I easily grant, that proposiiions are capable of being
opposite to propositions, and may be such as, if
granted, may overthrow articles of faith, or any other
truth they are opposite to. But your lordship not
having, as I remember, shown, or gone about to shon~,
how this proposition, viz. that certainty consists in the
perception of the agreement or disagreement of two
ideas, is opposite or inconsistent with that article of
faith which your lordship has endeavoured to defend :
it is plain, it is but your lordship's fear, that it may
be of dangerous consequence to it ; which, as I humbly
conceive, is no proof that it is any way inconsistent
with that article.
Nobody, I think, can blame your lordship, or any
one else, for being concerned for any article of the
Christian faith : but if that concern (as it may, and as
we know it has done) makes any one apprehend danger,
where no danger is ; are we therefore to give up and
condemn any proposition, because any one, though of
the first rank and magnitude, fears it may be of dangerous consequence to any truth of religion, without saying that it is so? If such fears be the measures whereby
to judge of truth and falsehood, the affirming that there
are antipodes would be still a heresy ; and the doctrine
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of the motion of the earth must be rejected, as overthrowing the truth of the scripture; for of that dangerous consequence it has been apprehended to be, by
many learned and pious divines, out of their great concern for religion. And yet, notwithstanding those great
apprehensions of what dangerous consequence it might
!)e, it is now universally received by learned men, as an
undoubted truth ; and writ for by some, whose belief of
the scriptures is not at all questioned ; and particularly,
very lately, by a divine of the church of England, with
great strength of reason, in his wonderfiilly ingenious
New Theory of the earth.
The reason your lordship gives of your fears, that it
may be of such dangerous consequence to that article
of faith which your lordship endeavours to defend,
though it occurs in many more places than one, is only
this, viz. that it is made use of by ill men to do mischief, i. e. to oppose that article of faith, which your
lordship has endeavoured to defend. Eut, my lord, if
it be a reason to lay by any thing as bad, because it is,
or may be used to an ill purpose; I know not what
will be innocent enough to be kept. Arms, which
were made for our defence, are sometimes made use of
to do mischief; and yet they are not thought of dangerous consequence for all that. Nobody lays by his
sword and pistols, or thinks them of such dangerous
consequence as to be neglected, or thrown away, because robbers and the worst of inen sometimes make
use of theiii to take away honest men’s lives or goods.
And the reason is, because they were designed, and will
serve to preserve thein. And who knows but this may
be the present, case? If your lordship thinks that placing
of certainty in the pesception of the agreement or disagreement of ideas be to be rejected as false, because
you apprehend it may be of dangerous consequence
to that article of faith; on the other side, perhaps
others, with me, may think it a defence against errour,
and so (as being of good use} to be received and
adhered to.
I would not, my lord, be hereby thought to set up
”4’ own, or any Qpe’s judgTent against your lorhhip’s;
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but I have said this only to show, while the argument
lies for or against the truth of any proposition, barely
in an imagination, that it may be of consequence to
the supporting or overthrowing of any remote truth ;
it will be impossible, that way, to determine of the
truth or falsehood of that proposition. For imagination will be set up against imagination, and the stronger
probably will be against your lordship ; the strongest
imaginations being usually in the weakest heads. The
only way, in this case, to put it past doubt, is to show
the inconsistency of the two propositions : and then it
will be seen, that one overthrows the other; the true
the false one.
Your lordship says indeed, this is a new method of
certainty. I will not say so myself, for fear of deserving a second reproof from your lordship, for being
too forward to assume to myself the honour of being
an original. But this, I think, gives me occasion, and
will excuse me from being thought impertinent, if I
ask your lordship whether there be any other or older
method of certainty ? and what it is ? For if there be
no other, nor older than this, either this was always
the method of certainty, and so mine is no new one ;
or else the world is obliged to me for this new one, after
having been so long in the want of so necessary a thing,
as a method of certainty. If there be an older, I ani
sure your lordship cannot but know i t ; your condemning mine as new, as well as your thorough :might
into antiquity, cannot but satisfy every body that you
do. And therefore to set the world right in a thing of
that great concernment, and to overthrow mine, and
thereby preverit the dangerous consequence there is in
my having unseasonably started it, will not, I humbly
conceive, misbecome your lordship's care of that article
you have endeavoured to defend, nor the good-will you
bear to truth in general. For I will be answerable for
myself, that I shall; and I think I may be for all
others, that they all will give off the placing of certainty in the perception of the agreement or disagreement of ideas, if your lordship will be pleased to show
that it ties in any thing else,
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But truly, and not to ascribe to myself an inventioa
of what has been as old as knowledge is in the world,
I must own, I am not guilty of what your lordship is
pieased to call starting new methods of certainty,
Knowledge, ever since there has been any in the world,
]]as consisted in one particular action of the mind ; and
SO, I conceive, will continue to do to the end of i t :
and to start new methods of knowledge and certainty,
(for they are to me the same thing) i. e. to find out
and propose new methods of attaining knowledge,
either with more ease and quickness, or in things yet
unknown, is what I think nobody could blame: but
this is not that which your lordship here rneans by new
methods of certainty. Your lordship, I think, means
by it the placing of certainty in something, wherein
either it does not consist, or else wherein i t was not
placed before now ; if this be to be called a new method
of certainty. As to the latter of these, I shall know
whether I ain guilty or no, when your lordship will do
me the favour to tell me, wherein it was placed before:
which your lordship knows I professed myself ignorant
of, when I writ my book, and so am still. But if
starting of new methods of certainty, be the placing of
certainty in something wherein it does not consist ;
whether I have done that or no, I must appeal to the
esperience of mankind.
There are several actions of men’s minds that they
are conscious to themselves of performing, as willing,
believing, knowing, &c. which they have so particular
a sense of, that they can distinguish them one from another ; or else they could not say when they willed, when
they believed, and when they knew any thing. But
though these actions were different enough from one
another, not to be confounded by those who spoke of
them : yet xiobody, that I had met with, had, in their
writings, particularly set down wherein the act of
knowing precisely consisted.
To this reflection upon the actions of my own mind,
the subject of my Essay concerning Human Understanding naturally led me ; wherein, if I have done any
thing new, ifhas been to describe to others
par-
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ticularly than had been done before, what it is their
minds do, when they perform that action which they
call knowing : and if, upon examination, they observe
I have given a true account of that action of their
mirids in all the parts of it ; 1 suppose it will be in vain
to dispute against what they find and feel in themselves.
And if I have not told them right, and exactly ‘u hat
they find and feel in themselves, when their minds per.
form the act of knowing, what I have said will be ail
in vain ; men will not be persuaded against their senses.
Knowledge is an internal perception of their minds ;
and if, when they reflect on it, they find it is not what
I have said it is, my groundless conceit will not be
hearkened to, but exploded by every body, and die of
itself; and nobody need to be at any pains to drive it
out of the world. So impossible is it to find out, or
start new methods of certainty, or to have them recvived, if any one p l a c ~ sit in any thing but i n that
wherein it really consists: much less can any one be in
danger to be misled into errour, by any such new, and
to every one visibly senseless project. Can it be supposed, that any one could start a new method of seeing,
and persuade men thereby, that they do not see what
they do see? Is it to be feared, that any one can cast
such a mist over their eyes that they should not know
when they see, and so be led out of their way by i t ?
Knowledge, I find, in myself; and, I conceive, in
others ; consists i n the perception of the agreement or
disagreement of the immediate objects of the mind in
thinking, which J call ideas : but whether it does so in
others or no, must be determined by their own experience, reflecting upon the action of their niind in knowi n g ; for that I cannot alter, nor I think thcy themselves. But whether they will call those immediate
objects of their mind in thinking ideas or no, is perfectly in their own’ choice. If they dislike that name,
they may call them notions or conceptions, or how they
please ; it matters not, if they use them so as to avoid
otgxulity and confusion. If they are constantly used in
the same and a known sense, every one has the liberty
to please himself in his terms i there lies neither truth,
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nor errour, nor science, in that; though those that take
them for things, and not for what they are, bare arbitrary signs of our ideas, make a great deal of ado often
about them, as if some great matter lay in the use of
this or that soundi All that I know or can imagine of
difference about them, is, that thoSe words are always
best, whose significations are best known in the sense
they are used : and so are least apt to breed confusion.
M y lord, your lordship has been pleased to find fault
with my use of the new term, ideas, without tdling
me a better name for the immediate objects of the h i n d
in thinking. Your lordship has also been pleased to
find fault with my definition of knowledge, without
doing me the favour to give me a better. For it is
only about my definition of knowledge, that all this
stir, concerning certainty, is made. For with me, to
know and be certain, is the same thing; what I know,
that I am certain of: and what I am certain of, that I
know. What reaches to knowledge, I think may be
called certainty ; and what comes short of certainty, I
think cannot be called knowledge; as your lordship
could not but observe in 18. of ch. iv. of iny fourth
book, which you have quoted.
My definition of knowledge, in the begiriniog 6f the
fourth book of my Essay, stands thus: I C knowledge
rrseems to me to be nothing but the perception of the
“ connexion and agreement or disagreement
and re“Piignancy of any of our ideas.” This definition
your lordship dislikes, and apprehends, it may be of
‘‘ dangerous consequence as to that article of Christian
“faith which your lordship has endeavoured to de“fend.” For this there is a very easy remedy ; it is
but for your lordship to set aside this definition of
knowledge by giving us a better, and this danger is
over. But your lordship chooses rather to have it controversy with mp book, for having it in it, and to put
]ne upon the defence of it ; for which I must acknowledge myself obliged to your lordship, for affording me
SO much of your time, and for allowing mft the honour
of convetsing so much with one so far above me in all
respects.
T’OL. 111,
L
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Your lordship says,

it may be of dangerous conse.
of Christian faith, which you
cG have endeavoured to defend.”
Though the laws of
disputing allow bare denial as a sufficient answer to
sayings, without any offer of a proof; yet, my lord, to
show how willing I ani to give your lordship all satisfaction, in what you apprehend may be oE dangerous
consequence in my book, as to that article, I shall not
stand still sullenly, and put your lordship upon the difficulty of showing wherein that danger lies ; but shall,
on the other side, endeavour to show your lordship that
that definition of mine, whether true or false, right or
wrong, can be of no dangerous consequence to that
article of faith. T h e reason which I shall offer for it,
is this ; because it can be of no consequence to it at all.
That which your lordship is afraid it may be dangerous to, is an article of faith : that which your lordship labours and is concerned for, is the certainty of
faith. Now, my lord, I humbly conceive the certainty
of faith, if your lordship thinks fit to call it so, has
nothing to do with the certainty of knowledge. -4nd
to talk of the certainty of faith, seems all one to me,
as to talk of the knowledge of beIieving; a way of
speaking not easy to me to understand.
Place knowledge in what you will, “ start what new
“methods of certainty you please, that are apt t o
leave men’s minds more doubtful than before :’ place
certainty on such grounds as will leave little or no
knowledge in the world ; (for these are the arguments
your lordship uses against my definition of knowledge)
this shakes not at’all, nor in the least concerns the assurance of faith; that is quite distinct from it, neither
stands nor falls with knowledge.
Faith stands by itself, and upon grounds of its own ;
nor can be removed from them, and placed on those of
knowledge. Their grounds are so far from being the
same, or having any thing common, that when it is
brought to certainty, faith is destroyed ; it is knonledge then, and faith no longer.
With what assurance soever of believing, I assent t o
any article of faith, so that I steadfastly venture my all

‘‘ quence to that article
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upon it, it is still but believing. Bring it to certainty,
and it ceases to be faith. I believe, that Jesus Christ
mas crucified, dead and buried, rose again the third day
from the dead, and ascended into heaven ;let now such
methods of knowledge or certainty be started, as leave
nien's minds more doubtful than before : let the grounds
of knowledge be resolved into bhat any one pleases, it
touches not my faith : the foundation of that stands as
stire as before, and cannot Le at all shaken by it : and
one may as well say, that any thing that weakens the
sight, or casts a mist before the eyes, endangers the
hearing ; as that any thing which alters the nature of
knowledge (if that could be done) should be of dangerous consequence to an article of faith.
Whether then I am or am not mistaken, in the placing certainty in the perception of the agreement or disagreement of ideas ; whether this account of knowledge
be true or false, enlarges or straitens the bounds of it
iiiore than it should; faith still stands upon its own
basis, which is not at all altercd by it ; and every article
of that has just the same unmoved foundation, arid the
vcry same credibility that it had before. So that, my
lord, whatever I have said about certainty, and how
much soever I may be out in it ; if I am mistaken, your
lordship has no reason to apprehend any danger, to any
article of faith, from thence ; every one of them stands
upon the same bottom it did before, out of the reach of
what belongs to knowledge and certainty. And thus
much out of my way of certainty by ideas; which, I
hope, will satisfy your lordship, how far it is from being dangerous to any article of the Christian faith whatsoever.
I find one thing more your lordship charges on me,
in reference to the unitarian controversy ; and that is,
ahere your lordship says, that " if these [i. e. my no" tions of nature and person] hold, your lordship does
"not see how it is possible to defend the doctrine of the
" Trinity."
My lord, since I have a great opinion that your lordship sees as far as any one, and I shall be justified to the
World, iri relying upon your lordship's foresight K I O ~
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than on any one’s ; these discomforting words of pour
lordship’s would dishearten me so, that I should be
ready to give up what your lordship confesses so untenable ; with this acknowledgment however to your
lordship, as its great defender :
G‘

S-i-

(‘Defendi possint,

pergama dextra
etiam h i e defensa fuissent.”

This, I say, after such a declaration of your lordship’s,
a due value for your lordship’s
great penetration and judgment, I had reason to do,
were it in any other cause but that of an article of the
Christian faith. For these, I am sure, shall all be defended and stand firm to the world‘s end: though we
are not always sure, what hand shall defend them. I
know as much may be expected from your lordship’s in
the case, as any body’s ; and therefore I conclude, when
you have taken a view of this matter again, out of the
heat of dispute, you will have a better opinion o€ the
articles of the Christian faith, and of your own ability to
defend them, than to pronounce, that “if my notions of
4L nature and person hold, your lordship cannot see how
‘(it is possible to defend that article of the Christian
‘‘ faith, which your lordship has endeavoured to de‘‘ fend.” For it is, methinks, to put that article upon
a very ticklish jssue, and to render it+as suspected and as
doubtful as is possible to men’s minds, that your lordship should declare it not possible to be defended, if my
notions of nature and person hold ; when all that I can
find that your lordship excepts against, in my notions of
nature and person, is nothing but this, viz. that these
are two sounds, which in themselves signify nothing.
But befure I come t o examine how by nature and person your lordship, at present in your answer, engages
me in the utiitarian controversy ; it .will not be beside
the matter to consider, how by them your lordship at
first brought my bock into it.
In your Vindication of the doctrine of the Trinity,
your lordship saps, “ the next thing to be cleared in this
1’ dispute, is the distinction between nature and person.
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' 6 And of this we have no clear and distinct idea from
'6 sensation or reflection : and yet all our notions af the
( 6 doctrine of the Trinity depend upon the right understanding of it. For we must talk unintelligibly, &out
6' this point, unless we have clear and distinct appre' 6 hensions
concerning nature and person, and the
(6 grounds of identity and distinction : but these come
'6 not into our minds by these simple ideas of sensation
(6 and reflection."
T o this I replied, 6' if it be so, the inference, Z should
$ 6 draw from thence, (if it were fit for me to draw any)
would be this ; that it concerns those, who write on
" that subject, to have themselves, and to lay down to
others, clear and distinct apprehensions, or notions,
('or ideas (call them what you please) of what they'
:6 mean by nature and person, and of the grounds of
" identity and distinction.
6 6 This appears to me the natural conclusion flowing
('frbm your lordship's wwds ; which seem here to sup" pose clear and distinct apprehensions (something like
" clear and distinct ideas) necessary for tbe avoiding un" intelligible talk in the doctrine of the Trinity.
But
I do not see how your lordship can, from the necessity
" of clear and distinct apprehensions of nature and per'' son, &c. in the dispute of the Trinity, bring in one,
" who has perhaps mistaken the way to clear and dis'* tinct notions concerning nature and person, &c. as
'(fit to be answered among those who bring objections
" against the Trinity in point of reason.
I do not see
" why an unitarian may not as well bring him in, and
'(argue against his Essay, in a chapter that he should
" write, to answer objections against the unity of God,
" in point of reason or revelation: for upon what ground
" soever any one writes, in this dispute Qrany other, it
" is not tolerable to talk unintelligibly on either side.
'' If by the way of ideas, which is that of the author
CC
of the Essay of Hunian Understandivg, a man cawot
'' come to clear and distinct apprehensisns ooncerning
cc
nature and person ; if, as he proposes, from the sim<c
ple ideas af sensation and reflection, such spprehen" sians cannot be got; it will f o b w ~ F Q W
thence that
((

((

'(
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he is a mistaken philosopher: but it will not follow'
cc from thence, that he is not an orthodox Christian ; for
gc he might (as he did) write his Essay of Human Un'c derstanding, without any thought of the controversy
66 between the trinitarians and the unitarians.
Nay, a
cc man might have writ all that is in his book, that
never heard one word of any such dispute.
cc There is in the world a great and fierce contest
rc about nature and grace: it would be very hard for
cc me, if I must be brought in as a party on either side,
6c because a disputant in that controversy should think
the clear and distinct apprehensions of nature and
6c grace come not into our niinds by these simple ideas
'I of sensation and reflection.
If this be so, I may be
cc reckoned among the objectors against all sorts arid
cc points of orthodoxy, whenever aiiy one pleases : I
('may be called to account as one heterodox, in the
gc points of free-grace,
free-will, predestination, oricc ginal sin, justification by faith, transubstantiation, the
pope's supremacy, and what not 3 as well as in the
'(doctrine of the Trinity ; and all because they cannot
6c be furnished with clear and distinct notions of grace,
free-will, transubstantiation, &c. by sensation or reflec6c tion.
For in all these, as in other points, I do not
6c see but there may be a complaint made, that they
c c have not always a right understanding and clear notions of those things, on which the doctrine they disu pute of depends. And it is not altogether unusual
for men to talk unintelligibly to themselves, and
c' others, in these and other points of controversy, for
want of clear and distinct apprehensions, or (as I
c6 would call them, did not your lordship dislike it)
*' ideas: for all which unintelligible talking, I do not
cc think myself accountable, though it should so fall
(c out, that my way by ideas would not help them to
'(
what it seems is wanting, clear and distinct notions.
'(If my way be ineffectual t o that purpose, they may,
cc for all me, make use of any other more successful ;
and leave me out of the controversy, as one useless to
(6 either party, for deciding of the question.
(6 Supposing, as your lordship says, and as you have
'(

((

'(
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'6 undertaken
to make appear, that the clear and discs tinct apprehensions concerning nature and person,
6' and the grounds of identity and distinction, should
6s not come into the mind by simple ideas of sensation
6s and reflection ; what, I beseech your lordship, is this
' 6 to the dispute concerning the Trinity, on either side ?
' 6 And if, after your lordship has endeavoured to give
clear and distinct apprehensions of nature and person,
' 6 the disputants in
this controversy should still talk
unintelligibly about this point, for want of clear and
cc distinct apprehensions concerning nature and person ;
6' ought your lordship to be brought in among the partisans on the other side, by any one who writ a VincC dication of the Doctrine of the Trinity?
In good
6' earnest, my lord, I do not see how the clear and disc' tinct notions of nature and person, not coming into
c c the mind by the simple ideas of sensation and reflec'' tion, any more contains any objection against the
cc doctrine of the Trinity, than the clear and distinct
cc apprehensions of original sin, justification, or transubstantiation, not coming into the mind by the simple
('ideas of sensation and reflection, contains any objec" tion against the doctrine of original sin, justification,
" or transubstantiation; and so of all the rest of the
'' terms used in anv controversy in religion."
All that your lordship answers to this is in these
words : " The nest thing I undertook to show, was,
'(that we can have no clear and distinct idea of nature
'' and person, from sensation or reflection. Here you
" spend many pages to show, that this doth not con'' cern you. Let it be so. But it concerns the matter
" I was upon ; which was to show, that we must have
" ideas [I think, my lord, it should be clear and disc& tinct ideas] of these things. which we cannot come
cc to by sensation and reflection."
But be that as it will ; I have troubled your lordship
here with this large repetition out of my former letter,
because I think it clearly shows, that my book is no
more concerned in the controversy about the Trinity,
than any other controversy extant : nor any more opp01
1s

6'
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site ta that side of the question that your lordship bas
endeavoured to defend, than to the contrary.: and qlso
because, by your lordship's answer to it in these words,
let it be so," I thought you had not only agreed to all
that I have said, but that by it I had been dismissed out
of that controversy.
It i s an observation I have somewhere met with,
('That whoever is once got into the inquisition, guilty
'< or not guilty, seldom ever gets clear out again."
I
think your lordship is satisfied there is no heresy in my
book. The suspicion it was brought into, upon the
account of placing certainty only upon clear and distinct
ideas, is found groundless, there being no such thing in
my book ; and yet it is not dismissed out of the controversy. I t is alleged still, that " my notion of ideas, as
I have stated it, may be of dangerous consequence as
to that article of the Christian faith, which your lordship has endeavoured to defend ;" and so I am bound
over to another trial. '' Clear and distinct apprehensions concerning nature and person, and the grounds
'(of identity and distinction, so necessary in the dispute
'(of the Trinity, cannot be had from sensation and re66 flection; " was another accusation.
To this, whether
true or false, 1 pleaded, that it makes me no party in
this dispute of the Trinity, more than in any dispute
that can arise ; nor of one side of the question more than
another. My plea is allowed, " let it be so ;" and yet
nature and person are made use of again, to hook me
into the heretical side of the dispute : and what is now
the charge against me, in reference to the unitarian controversy, upon the account of nature and person? even
this new one, viz. that '' if. my notions of nature and
" persarl hold, your lordship does not see how it is
" possible to defend the doctrine of the Trinity."
How
is this new charge proved? even thus, in these words
annexed t~ it : " For if these terms really signify no'' thing in themselves, but are only ahstract and conic' plex ideas, which the coiiimon use of language hath
appropriated to be the signs of two ideas; then it is
('plain, that they are only notions of the mind, as all
'(

'(
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6' abstracted snd complex ideas are ; and so one nature
'6 and three persons can be no more."
My lord, I am not so conceited of my notions, 4s to
think that they deserve that your lordship should dwell
long upon the consideration of them. But pardon me,
my lord, if I say, that it seems to me that this representation which your lordship here makes to yourself, of
my notions of nature and person, and the inference from
it, were made a little in haste : and that if it had not
been so, your lordship would not, from the preceding
words, have drawn this conclusion ; " and so ope nature
'' and three persons can be no more ;" nor charged it
upon me.
For as to that part of your lordship's representation
of my notions of nature and person, wherein it is said,
'' if these terms in themselves signify nothing; " though
I grant that to he my notion of the terms nature and
person, that they are two sounds that naturally signify
not one thing more than another, nor in themselves signify any thing a t all, but have the signification which
they have, barely by imposition: yet, in this my notion
of them, give me leave to presume, that upon more
leisurely thoughts I shall have your lordship, as well as
the vest of niankiod that ever thought of this matter,
concurring with me. So that if your lordship continues
positive in it, " that you cannot see how it is possible
" to defend the doctrine of the Trinity, if this my notion of nature and person hold ;" I, as far as my eyesight will reach in the case (which possildy is but a little
way) cannot see, but it will be plain to all mankind,
that your lordship gives up the doctrine of the Trinity ;
since this notion of nature and person that they are two
words that signify by imposition, is what will hold in
the common sense of all mankind. And thep, my lord,
all those who think well of your lordship's ability to defend it, and believe that you see as far in that question
as any body (which I take to be the common sentiment
of all the learned world, especially of those of our country and church) will be in great danger to have an iH
opinion of the evidence of that article : since, I imagine,
there i s scarce one sf them, who dues not thinh tbk
'(
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notion will hold, viz. that these terms nature and person
signify what they do signify 13y imposition, and not by
nature.
Though, if the contrary were true, that these two
words, nature and person, had this particular priviIcge,
above other names of things, that they did naturally and
i n themselves signify what they do signify, and that they
. eceived not their significations from the arbitrary imposition of' men, I do not see how the defence of the
doctrine of the Trinity should depend hereon ; unless
your lordship concludes, that it is necessary to the defence of the doctrine of the Trinity, that these two articulate sounds should have natural significations ; and
that unless they are used in those significations, it were
impossible to-defend the doctrine of the Trinity. Which
is in effect to say, that where these two words are not in
use and in their natural signification, the doctrine of the
Trinity cannot be defended. And if this be so, I grant
your lordship had reason to say, that if it hold, that the
terms nature and person signify by imposition, your
lordship does not see how it is possible to defend tlie
doctrine of the Trinity. But then, my lord, I beg your
lordship to consider, whether this be not mightily to
prejudice that doctrine, and to undermine the belief of
that article of faith, to make so estraordinary a supposition necessary to the defence of it; and of more dangerous consequerice to it, than any thing your lordship can
imagine deducible from my book ?
As to the remaining part of' what your lordship has,
in the foregoing passage, set down as some of my notions
af nature and person, viz. that these terms are only ab.
stract or complex ideas : I crave leave to plead, that I
never said any such thing ; and I should be ashamed if 1
ever had said, that these, or any other terms, were ideas ;
which is all one as to say, that the sign is the thing signified. Much less did I ever say, c4 That these ternis
'c are only ahstract and complex ideas, which the com'' mon use of language hath appropriated to be the signs
of two ideas." For to say, that the common use of
'' language has appropriated abstract and complex ideas
" to be the signs of ideas," seems to me so extraordinary
'(
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8 way of talking, that I can scarce persuade myself it
would be of credit to your lordship, to think it worth
your while to answer a man, whom you could suppose
to vent such gross jargon.
This therefore containing none of my notions of nature and person, nor indeed any thing that I understand ;
whether your lordship rightly deduces froin it this consequence, viz. " and so one nature and three persons can
6' be no more;" is what I neither know nor am concerned to examine.
Your lordship has been pleased to take my Essay of
Human Understanding to task, in your Vindication of
the doctrine of the Trinity : because the doctrine of i t
will not furnish your lordship '' with clear and distinct
appreheiisions concerning nature and person, and the
' grounds of identity and distinction.
6
For, says your
lordship, we must talk unintelliglbly about this point
6'
[of the Trinity] unless we have clear and distinct ap'' prehensions of nature and person," &c.
Whether, by my way of ideas, one can have clear and
distinct apprehensions of nature and person, I shall not
now dispute, how much soever I am of the mind one
may. Nor sha!l I question the reasonableness of this
principle your lordship goes upon, viz. that my book
is to be disputed against, as opposite to the doctrine of
the Trinity, because it fails to furnish your lordship
" with clear. and distinct apprehensions of nature and
" person, and the distinction between them ;" though
I promised no such clear and distinct apprehensions, nor
have treated in my book any where of nature a t all.
But upon this occasion I cannot but observe, that your
lordship yourself, in that place, makes ('clear and dis" tinct ideas necessary to that certainty of faith," which
Your lordship thinks requisite, though it be that very
thing for which you blame the men of the new way of
reasoning, and is the very ground of your disputing
against the unitarians, the author of Christianity not
mysterious, and me, jointly under that title.
Your lordship, to supply that defect in my book of
clear and distinct apprehensions of nature and person,
for tlie vindication of the doctrine of the Trinity, without which it cannot. be talked of intelligibly nor de6'

6'
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fended, undertook to clear the distinction between na.
ture and person. This, I told your lordship, gave me
hapes of gettiqg farther insight into these matters, and
more clear and distinct apprehensions concerning nature
and person, than was to be had by ideas ; but that after
all the attention and application I could use, in reading
what your lordship had writ of it, I found myself so
little enlightened concerning nature and person, by what
your lordship had said, that I found no other remedy,
but that I must be content with the condemned way by
ideas.
This, which I thought not only an innocent, but a
respectful answer, to what your lordship had said about
nature and person, has drawn upon me a more severe reflection than I thought it deserved. Scepticism is a pretty
hard word, which I find dropt in more places than one ;
but I shall refer the consideration of that to another
place. All that I shall do now, shall be to mark out
(since your lordship forces me to it) more particularly
than I did before, what I think very hard to be understaod, in that which your lordship has said to clear the
distinction between nature and person; which I sIiall do,
for these two ends :
First, as an excuse for my saying, '' that I had learnt
'(nothing out of your lordship's elaborate discourse of
('them, but this ; that 1 must content myself with my
'' condemned way by ideas."
And next to show, why not only I, but several others,
think that if my book deserved to be brought in, and
taken notice of among the anti-trinitarian writers, for
want of clear and distinct ideas of nature and person ;
what your lordship has said upon these subjects will
more justly deserve, by him that writes next in defence
of the doctrine of the Trinity, to be brought in among
the opposers of the doctrine of the Trinity, as of dangerous consequence to it; for want of giving clear and
distinct apprehensions of nature and person ; unless the
same thing ranks one man among the unitarians, and
another amongst the trinitarians.
What your lordship had said, for clearing of the distinction of nature and person, having surpassed my un-
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I was resolved not to incur your lordship's displeasuke a
second time, by confessing I found not myself enlightened by it, till I had taken all the help I could imagine,
to find out these clear and distinct apprehensions of nature and person, which your lordship had so much declared for. T o this purpose, I consulted others upon
!&at you had said ; and desired to find somebody, who,
understanding it himself, would help me out, where tny
Own application and endeavours had been used to nd
prpose. But my misfortune has been, my lord, that
among several whom I have desired to tell me their sense
of what your lordship has said, for clearing the notions
of nature and person, there has not been one who owded,
that he understood your lordship's meaning ; but confessed, the farther he looked into what your lordship
had there said about nature and person, the more he
was at a loss about them.
One said, your lordship began with giving two significations of the word nature. One of them, as it stood
for properties, he said he under4tood : but the other,
wherein '(nature was taken for the thing itself, wherein
" those properties were," he said, he did not understand. But that, he added, I was not to wonder at, in
a man that was not very well acquainted with Greek ;
and therefore might well be allowed not to have learning enough not to understand an English word, that
Aristotle was brought to explain and settle the sense of.
Besides, he added, that which puzzled him the more in
it, was the very explication which was brought of it out
of Arist'otle, viz. that 'c nature was a corporeal sub" stance, which had the principles of motion in itself f'
because he could not conceive a corporeal substance,
having the principles of motion in itself. And if nature
were a corporeal substance, having the principles of
motion in itself; it must be good sense to say, that a
corporeal substance, or, which is the same thing, a body
having the principles of motion in itself, is nature;
which he cabfessed, if any body should say to him, he
could not understand.
Another thing, he said, that perplexed him in this
explication of nature, was, that if lC nature was a cor-
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‘(poreal substance, which had the principles of motion
‘(in itself,” he thought i t might happen that there
might be no nature a t all. For corporeal substances
having all equally principles, or no principles of motion in themselves ; and all men who do not make matter and iiiotion eternal, being positive in it, that a body,
a t rest, has no principle of motion in it ; nirist conclude,
that corporeal substance has no principle of motion in
itself: from hence it will follow, that to all those who
admit not matter and motion to be eternal, no nature,
in that sense, will be left a t all, since nature is said to
be a corporeal substance, which hath the principles of
motion in itself: but such a sort of corporeal substance
those men have no notion of at all, and consequently
none of nature, which is snch a corporeal substance.
Now, said he, if this be that clear and distinct apprehension of nature, which is so necessary to the doctrine
of the Trinity ; they who have found it out for that purpose, and find it clear and distinct, have reason to be
satisfied with it upon that account : but how they will
reconcile it to the creation of matter, I cannot tell, I,
for my part, said he, can make it consist neither with the
creation of the world, nor with any other notions ; and
so, plainly, cannot understand it.
He farther said, in the following words, which are
these, ‘(but nature and substance are of an equal extent ;
‘(and so that which is the subject of powers and pro(‘perties is nature, whether it be nieant of bodily
‘‘ or spiritual substances ;)’ he neither understood the
connexion nor sense. First, he understood not, he said,
that (‘nature and substance were of the same extent.”
hTature, be sairi, in his notion of it, extended to things
that were not substances ; as he thought it might properly be said, the nature of a r e c t q p l n r triangle was,
that the square of the hypothenuse was equal to the
square of the two other sides ; or, it is the nature of sin
to offend God: though it be certain, that neither sin
nor a rectangular triangle, to which nature is attributed
in these propositions, are either of them substances.
Farther, he said, that he did not see how the particle
but’’ Connects this to the preceding vords, But
(f
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least of all, could he comprehend the inference from
hence : " and so that which is the subject of powers and
6' properties is nature, whether it be meant of bodily or
' 6 spiritual substances."
Which deduction, said he,
stands thus : '(Aristotle takes nature for a corporeal
6' substance, which has the principle of motion in itself;
therefore nature and substance are of an equal extent,
'6 and so both corporeal and incorporeal substances are
6' nature."
This is the very connexion, said he, of the
whole deduction in the foregoing words : which I undcrstand not, if I understand the words : and if I understand not the words, I am yet farther from understanding any thing of this explication of nature, whereby
me are to come to clear and distinct apprehensions of it.
Nethinks, said he, going on, I understand how by
making nature and substance one and the same thing,
that may serve to bring substance into this dispute ; but
for all that, I cannot, for my life, understarid nature to
be substance, nor substance to be nature.
There is another inference, said he, in the close of
this paragraph, which both for its connexion and expression seems, to me, very hard to be understood, it
being set down in these words : '' so that the nature of
things properly belongs to our reason, and not to
" mere ideas."
For when a man knows what it is for
the nature of things properly to belong to reason, and
riot to mere ideas, there will, I guess, some difficulty
remain, in what sense soever he shall understand that
expression, to deduce this proposition as an inference
from the foregoing words, which are these: '' I grant,
" that by sensation and reflection, we come to know
" the powers and properties of things ; but our reason
" is satisfied that there inust be something beyond those,
" because it is impossible that they should subsist by
" themselves : so that the nature of things properly be" Iongs to our reason, and not to mere ideas."
It is true, said I ; but his lordship, upon my taking
reason in that place for the power of' reasoning, hnth, in
his answer, with a little kind of warmth, corrected my
mistake, in these words : " still you are at it, that you
'' citn find 110 opposition between ideas and reasor! : but
6'
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‘‘ ideas are objects of the understanding, and the understanding is one of the faculties employed about them.”
No doubt of it. But you might easily see that by
reason, I understood principles of reason, allowed by
‘‘ mankind; which, I think, are very different from
Lc ideas.
But I perceive reason, in this sense, is a thing
‘f you hatre no idea of; or one as obscure as that of
‘‘ substance.”
I imagine, said the gentleman, that if his lordship
should be asked, how he perceives you have n b idea of
reason in that sense, or one as obscure as that of substance ? he would scarce have a reason ready to give for
his saying so : atld what we say which reason cannot account for, must be ascribed to some other cause.
Now truly, said I, my mistake was so innocent and
so unaffected, that if I had had these very words said to
me then, which his lordship sounds in my ears now, to
awaken my understanding, viz. ‘‘ that the principles of
6 c reason are very different from ideas;” I do not yet
find how they would have helped me to see what, it
seems, was no small fault, that I did not see before.
Because, let reason, taken for principles of reason, be as
different as it will from ideas ; reason, taken as a faculty,
is as different from them, in my apprehension : and in
both senses of the word reason, either as taken for a
faculty, or for the principles of reason allowed by mankind, reasan and ideas niay consist together.
Certainly, said the gentlemen, ideas have something
in them, that you do not see ; or else such a small mistake, ad you made in endeavouring to make them consistent with reason as a faculty, would not have moved
so~greata man as my lord bishop of Worcester so as to
make him tell you, “ that reason, taken for the common
c6 principles of reason, is a thing whereof you have no
(‘idezs, or one as obscure as that of substance.” For,
if I mistake not, you have in your book, in more places
than one, spoke, and that pretty largely, of self-evident
propositions and maxims: so that, if his lordship has
ever read those parts of your Essily, he cannot doubt,
but that you have ideas of those conimon principles of
reason.
“
“
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It may be so, I replied, but such things are to be
borne from great men, who often use them as marks of
distinction : though I should less expect them from my
lord bishop of Worcester than from almost any one;
because he has the solid and interior greatness of learn.
ing, as well as that of outward title and dignity. But
since he expects it from me, I will do what I can to see
what, he says, is his meaning here by reason. I wiU
repeat it just as his lordship sags, " 1 might easily have
seen what he understood by it." My lord's words
immediately following those above taken notice of, are:
and so that which is the subject of powers and properties is the nature, whether it be meant of bodily or
'' spiritual substances." And then follow these, which
to be rightly understood, his lordship says must be read
thus: I grant, that by sensation and reflection we
come to know the properties of things ; but our rea('son, i. e. the principles of reason allowed by mankind, are satisfied that there must be something be'(yond these, because it is impossible they should sub'(sist by themselves ; so that the nature of things properly belongs to our reason, i. e. to the principles of
" reason allowed by mankind ; and not to mere ideas."
This explication of it, replied the gentleman, which
my lord bishop has given of this passage, makes it more
unintelligible to me than it was before ; and I know him
to be so great a master of sense, that I doubt whether
he himself will be better satisfied with this sense of his
words, than with that which you understood in it. But
let us go on to the two next paragraphs, wherein his
lordship is at farther pains to give us clear and distinct
apprehensions of nature: and that we may not mistakb,
let us first read his words, which run thus :
" But we must yet proceed farther ; for nature may
" be considered two ways :"
1. " As it is in distinct individuals ; as the nature of
cc
a man is equally in Peter, James, and John ; and this
cc
1s the common nature, with a particular subsistence,
CC
proper to each of them. For the nature of a man, as
lrin Peter, is distinct from that siq-pe nature, as it is ixt
((

c6

I'

('

'(

VOL. 111,

M

16!l
MP,
Zoeke’a Rep4 to the
(6 James and John ; otherwise they would be but one
‘6 person, as well as have the same nature.
And this
a distinction of persons in them is discerned both by
our senses, as to their different accidents : and by our
reason, because they have a separate existence ; not
* coniing into it at once, and in the same manner.”
2. 6‘ Nature may be considered abstractly, without
respect to individual persons : and then it makes an
‘ 4 entire notion of itself.
For, however the same nature
‘6 may be in different individuals, yet the nature in itself
46 remains one and the same ; which appears from this
C L evident reason, that otherwise every individual must
u make a different kind.”
In these words, said he, having read them, I find the
same difficulties you took notice of in your letter. As
first, that it is not declared whether his lordship speaks
here of nature, asstanding for essential properties, or of
nature, standing for substance ; which dubiousness casts
an obscurity on the whole place. And next, I can no
more tell than you, whether it be his lordship’s opinion
that I ought to think, that one and the same nature is
in Peter and John j or, that a nature, distinct from that
i n John, is in Peter ; and that for the same reason which
left you at a loss, viz. because I cannot put together one
and the same and distinct. But since his lordship, in
his answer to you, has said nothing to give us light in
these matters, we must be content to be in the dark ;
and if he has not thought fit to explain it, so as to make
himself to be understood by us, we may be sure he has
a reason for it. But pray tell me, did you understand
the rest of these two paragraphs that you mentioned,
only those two difficulties? For I must profess to you,
that I understand so little of either of them, that they
contribute nothing at all to give me those clear and distinct apprehensions of nature and person, which I find,
by his lordship, it is necessary to have, before one can
have a right understanding of the doctrine of the Trinity.
May, I am so far from gaining by his lordship’s discourse those clear and distinct apprehensions of nstuw
and ;person, that what he objects to your new method
‘t
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of certainty, I found verified in this hh clearing the
distinction between nature and person, that it left me

I

I

in mow. doubt than I was in before,
Truly, sir, replied I, that was just my case; but
minding then only what I thought immediately related
to the objections to my book, which followed; I passed
]JY what I might have retorted concerning the obscurity
and difficulty in his lordship’s doctrine about nature and
person, and contented myself to tell his lordship, in as
respectful terms as I could find, that I could not understand him : which drew from him that severe refleetion,
that I obstinately stick to a way that leads to scepticism,
which is the way of ideas. But now that, for the vindication of my book, I am showing that his lordship’s
way, without ideas, does as little (I will not say less)
furnish us with clear and distinct apprehensions concerning nature and person, as my Essay does ; I do not
see but that his lordship’s Vindication of the Trinity, is
as much against the doctrine of the Trinity, as my Essay
of Human Understanding; and may, with as much rean
son on that account, be animadverted on by another,
who vindicates the doctrine of the Trinity, as my book
is by his lordship.
Indeed, said he, if failing of clear and distinct apprehensions, concerning nature and person, render any book
obnoxious to one that vindicates the doctrine of the
Trinity, and gives him sufficient cause to write again&
it, as opposite to that doctrine: I know no book of
more dangerous consequence to that article of faith, nor
more iiecessary to be writ against by a defender of tha$
article, than that part of his lordship’s Vindication,
which we are now upon. For to my thinking, I never
met with any thing more unintelligible about that subject, nor that is more remote from clear and distinct
apprehensions of nature and person. For what more
effectualmethod could there be to confound the notions
of nature and person, instead of clearing their distinction, than to discourse of them without first defining
them? Is this a way to give clear and distinct apprehensions of two words, upon a right understanding of
which, all oyy potions of the doctrine of the Trinity
nt %
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depend ; and without which, we must talk unintelligibly
about that point ?
His lordship tells us here, nature may be considered
two ways. What is it the nearer to be told, nature may
be considered two or twenty ways, till we know what
that is which is to be considered two ways? i. e. till he
defines the term nature, that we may know what precisely is the thing meant by it.
He tells us, nature may be considered,
'< 1. As it is in individuals.
2. Abstractly."
1. His lordship says, cc nature may be considered, as
" in distinct individuals."
It is true, by those that
know what nature is. But his lordship having not yet
told me what nature is, nor what he here means by i t ;
it is impossible for me to consider nature in or out of
individuals, unless I can consider I know not what : so
that this consideration is, to me, as good as no consideration ; neither does or can it help at all to any clear
and distinct apprehensions of nature. Indeed he says,
Aristotle by nature signified a corporeal substance ; and
from thence his lordship takes occasion to say, '' that
" nature and substance are of an equal extent ;" though
Aristotle, taking nature for a corporeal substance, gave
no ground for such a saying, because corporeal substance
and substance are not of an equal extent. But to pass
by that : if his lordship would have us understand here,
that by nature he means substance, this is but substituting one name in the place of another; and, which is
worse, a more doubtful and obscure term, in the place
of one that is less so ; which will, I fear, not give us
very clear and distinct apprehensions of nature. His
lordship goes on :
" As the nature of a man is equally in Peter, James,
" and John : and this is the coinmon nature, with a
'' particular subsistence proper to each of them."
Nere his lordship does not tell us what consideration
of nature there may be, but actually affirms and teaches
something. I wish I had the capacity to learn by it the
ckar and distinct apprehensions of nature and person,
which i s the lesson he is her@uppn, He says, (6 that
'(
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6‘ the nature of a man is equally in Peter, James, and
That is more than I know: because I do
‘6 John.”
not know what things Peter, James, and John are. They
may be drills, or horses, for aught I know ; as well as
Weweena, Cuchipe, and Cousheda, may be drills, as his
lordship says, for aught he knows. For I know no law
of speech that more necessarily makes these three sounds,
Peter, James, and John, stand for three men ; than Weweena, Cuchipe, and Cousheda, stand for three men :
for I knew a horse that was called Peter ; and I do not
know but the master of the same team might call other
of his horses James and John. Indeed if Peter, James,
and John, are supposed to be the names only of men, it
cannot be questioned but the nature of man is equally
in them ; unless one can suppose each of them to be a
man, without having the nature of a man in him : that
is, suppose him to be a man, without being a man. But
then this to me, I confess, gives no manner of clear or
distinct apprehensions concerning nature in general, or
the nature of man in particular; it seeming to me to
say no more but this, that a man is a man, and a drill
is a drill, and a horse is a horse : or, which is all one,
what has the nature of a man, has the nature of a man,
or is a man ; and what has the nature of a drill, has the
nature of a drill, or is a drill ; and what has the nature
of a horse, has the nature of a horse, or is a horse ; wltether it be called Peter, or not called Peter. But if any
one should repeat this a thousand times to me, and go
over all the species of creatures, with such an unquestionable assertion to every one of them ; I do not find,
that thereby I should get one jot clearer or distincter
apprehensions either of nature in general, or of the nature of a man, a horse, or a drill, &c. in particular.
His lordship adds, 6‘ and this is the common nature,
“ with a particular subsistence: proper to each of.them.”
I do not doubt but his lordship set down these words
with a very good meaning ; but such is my misfortune,
that I, for my life, cannot find it out. I have repeated
“ and this” twenty times to myself; and my weak understanding always rejolts, and what? To which I am
always ready to answer, the nature of a man in Peter,
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and the nature of a man in James, and the nature of t-t
man in John, is the common nature; and there I stop,
and can go no farther to make it coherent to myself,
till I add of man : and then it must be read thus ; “ the
cc nature of man in Peter is the common nature of mqn,
cc with a particular subsistence proper to Peter.”
That
the nature of man in Peter, is the nature of a man, if
Peter be supposed to be a man, I certainly know, let
the nature of man be what it will, of which I yet know
nothing; but if Peter be not supposed to be the name of
8 man, but be the name of a horse, all that knowledge
vanishes, and I know nothing. But let Peter be ever so
much a man, and let it be impossible to give that name
to a horse, yet I cannot understand these words, that the
common nature of man is in Peter; for whatsoever is in
Peter, exists in Peter ; and whatever exists in Peter, is
particular : but the common nature of man, is the general nature of man, or else I understand not what is
meant by common nature. And it confounds my understanding, to make a general a particular.
But to help me to conceive this matter, I am told,
st i t is the common nature with a particular subsistence
‘‘ proper to Peter.” But this helps not my understanding in the case : for first, I do not understand what subsistence is, if it signify any thing different from existence; and if it be the same with existence, then it is so
far from loosening the knot, that it leaves it just as it
was, only covered with the obscure and less known term,
subsistence. For the difftculty to me, is, to conceive an
ahiversal nature, or universal any thing, to exist ; which
would be, in my mind, to make an universal a partia l a r : which, to me, is impossible.
No, said another who was by, it is but using the word
subsistence instead of existence, and there is nothing
easier; if one will consider this common or universal
nature, with a particular existence, under the name of
subsistence, the business is done.
Just as easy, replied the former, T find it in myself, as
t o cansider the nature of a circle with four angles ; for
t o consider tt circle with four angles, is no more impassi.Meto me,than to consideran universal with w particular
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existence; which is to consider an universa really
existing, and in effect a particular, But the words,
(6 proper to each of them,” follow to help me out.
I
hoped so, till I considered them; and then I found I
understood them as little as all the rest. For I know
not what is a subsistence proper to Peter, more than to
James or John, .till I know Peter himself; and then
indeed my senses will discern him from James or John,
or any man living.
His lordship goes on : 6c for the nature of man, as in
cr Peter, is distinct from that same nature as it is in
James and John; otherwise they would be but one
“person, as well as have the same nature.” These
words, by the casual particle for, which introduces
them, should be a proof of something that goes before :
hut what they are meant for a proof of, I confess I understand not. For the proposition preceding, as far as
I can make any thing of it, is this, that the general
nature of a man has B particular existence in each of
the three, Peter, James, and John, But then how the
saying, that ‘(the nature of man, as in Peter, is distinct
“ from the same nature as it is in James and John,”
does prove that the general nature of man does or can
exist in either of them, I cannot see.
The words which follow, ‘‘ otherwise they would be
‘‘ one person, as well as have the same nature,” I see
the connexion of; for it is visible they were brought to
prove, that the nature in Peter is distinct from the nature
in Janies and John. But with all that, I do not see ci€
what use or significancy they are here : because, to me,
they are more obscure and doubtful, than the propoSition they are brought to prove. For I scarce think there
can be a clearer proposition than this, viz. that three
natures, that have three distinct existences in three men,
8% as his lordship says, three distinct natures, and so
needs no proof. But to prove it by this, that ‘(other“ wise they could not be three persons,” is to prove it
by a proposition unintelligible to me; because his lordship has not yet told me, what the clear and distinct
apprehension of person is, which I ought to have* For
his lordship supposing it, as he h,to be ti fens,
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which has in itself a certain signification ; I; who have
no such conception of it, should in vain look for it in
the propriety of our language, which is established upon
arbitrary imposition : and so can, by no means, imagine
what person here signifies, till his lordship shall do me
the favour to tell me.
To this I replied, that six pages farther on, your
lordship explains the notion of person.
T o which the gentleman answered, whether I can get
clear and distinct apprehensions of person, by what his
lordship says there of person, I shall see when I come to
it. But this, in the mean time, must be confessed, that
person comes in here six pages too soon, for those who
want his lordship's explication of it, to niake them have
clear and distinct apprehensions of what he means, when
he uses it.
For we must certainly talk unintelligibly about nature and person, as well as about the doctrine of the
Trinity, unless we have clear and distinct apprehensions
concerning nature and person : as his lordship says, in
the foregoing page.
It follows, '' and this distinction of persons in them,
'' is discerned both by OUT senses, as to their different
c6 accidents; and by our reason, because they have a
'(separate existence : not coming into it at once and in
the same manner."
These words, said he, which conclude this paragraph,
tell us how persons are distinguished; but, as far as I
can see, serve not at all to give us any clear and distinct
apprehensions of nature, by considering it in distinct
individuals : which was the business of this paragraph.
His lordship says, we may consider nature as in distinct individuals : and so I do as much, when I consider
.it in three distinct physical atoms or particles of the air
or Ether, as when I consider it in Peter, James, and
John. For three distinct physical atoms are three distinct individuakand have three distinct natures in them,
as certainly as three distinct men ; though I cannot discern the distinction between them by my senses, as to
their different accidents ; nor is their separate existence
discernible to my reason, by their not coming into it at
'(
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Once and in the same mannm : for they did, for aught I
know, or at least might, come into existence at once
and in the same manner, which was by creation. I
think it will be allowed, that God did, or might, create
more than one physical atom of matter at once : SO that
here nature may be considered in distinct individuals,
without any of those ways of distinctiou which his lordship here speaks of: and so I cannot see how these last
words contribute aught, to give us clear and distinct apprehensions of nature, by considering nature in distinct
individuals.
But to try what clear and distinct apprehensions concerning nature, his lordship's way of considering nature
in this paragraph carries in it ; let me repeat his lordship's discourse to you here, only changing one common
nature for another, viz. putting the common nature of
animal, for the common nature of man, which his lordship has chose to instance i n ; and then his lordship's
words would run thus : '' nature may be considered two
'' ways ; first, as it is in distinct individuals ; as the na'' ture of an animal is equally in Alexander, Bucepha'' lus, and Podargus ; and this is the common nature,
" with a particular subsistence, proper to each of them.
" For the nature of animal, as i n Bucephalus, is distinct
" from the same nature as in Podargus and Alexander;
" otherwise they would be but one person, as well as
'' have the same nature. And this distinction of per" sons in them is discerned both by our senses, as to
their different accidents; and by our reason, because
" they have a separate existence, not coming into it at
" once and in the same manner."
To this I said, I thought he did violence to your lordship's sense, i n applying the word person, which signifies an intelligent individual, to Bucephalus and Podargus, which were two irrational animals.
To which the gentleman replied, that he fell into this
mistake, by his thinking your lordship had somewhere
spoken, as if an individual intelligent substance were not
the proper definition of person. But, continued he, I
h y no stress on the ward person,.in the instance wherein
I have used his lordship's words, and therefbe, if piw
'(
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please, put individual for it ; and then reading it SO, let
me ask you whether that way of considering it contri-

.

butes any thing to the giving you clear and distinct a p
prehensions of nature ? which it ought to do, if his lordship's way of considering nature, in that paragraph,
were of any use to that purpose: since the common nature of animal is as much the same : or, as his lordship
says in the next paragraph, as much an entire notion of
itself, as the common nature of man. And the common nature of aniiiial is as equally in Alexander, Bucephalus, and Podargus, with a particular subsistence pro.
per to each of them ; as the common nature of man is
equally in Peter, James, and John, with a particular
subsistence to each of them, &c. But pray what does
all this do towards the giving you clear and distinct apprehensions of nature?
I replied, truly neither the consideration of nature, as
in his lordship's distinct individuals, viz. in Peter, James,
and John ; nor the consideration of nature, as in your
distinct individuals, viz. in Alexander, Bucephalus, and
Podargus ; did any thing towards the giving me clear
and distinct apprehensions of nature. Nay, they were
so far from it, that, after having gone over both the one
and the other several times in my thoughts, I seem to
have less clear and distinct apprehensions of nature than
I had before. But whether i t will be so with other
people, as I perceive it is with you, and me, and some
others, none of the dullest, whom I have talked with
upon this subject, that must he left to experience ; and
if there be others that do hereby get such clear and distinct apprehensions concerning nature, which may help
them in their notions of the Trinity, that cannot be
denied them,
That is true, said he: but if that be so, I must necessarily conclude, that the notionists and the ideists
have their apprehensive faculties very differently turned ;
since in their exphining themseIves (which they on both
sides think clear and intelligible) they cannot understand
o w atlother.
But let us go on ta nature, considered absti'actly, in
tbc wxt mE0.

in
Secondly, nature may be considered, says his lordship
abstrnctly, without respect to individual persons.
I do not see, said he, what persons do here, more than
any other individuals. For nature, considered abstractly,
has no more respect to persons, than any other sort of
individuals.
And then, says his lordship, it makes an entire notion
of itself. T o make an entire notion of itself, k i n g an
expression I never met with before, I shall not, I think,
be much blamed if I be not confident, that I perfectly
understand it. T o guess therefore, as well as I can,
what can be meant by it, I consider, that whatever the
mind makes an object of its contemplation a t any time,
may be called one notion, or, as you perhaps will call it,
one idea; which may be an entire notion or idea, though
it be but the half of what is the object of the mind at
another time. For methinks the number five is as
much an entire notion of itself, when the mind contemplates the number five by itself: as the number teti is
an entire notion by itself, when the mind contetnplates
that alone and its properties : and in this sense I can
understand an entire notion by itself. But if it meah
any thing else, I confess, I do not understand it. But
then the difficulty remains ; for I cannot see how in this
sense, nature abstractly considered makes an entire notion, more than the nature of Peter makes an entire notion. For if the nature in Peter be considered by itself,
or if the abstract nature of man be considered by itself,
or if the nature of animal (which is yet more abstract)
be considered by itself; every one of these being made
the whole object, that the mind a t any time contemplates, seems to me as much an entire notion, as either
of the other.
But farther, what the calling nature, abstractly considered, an entire notion in itself, contributes to ~ i t havt
ing or not having clear and distinct apprehensions df
nature, is yet more remote from my comprehension.
His lordship’s next words are; c6 for however the
“same nature may be in different individuals, ?et the
nature in itself remains one and the ssttne ; whmh ap-
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c6 pears from this evident reason, that otherwise every
'(individual must make a different kind."
T h e coherence of which discourse, continued he, tending, as it seems, to prove, that nature, considered abstractly, makes an entire notion of itself; stands, as far
as I can comprehend it, thus : '(because every indivi.
cc dual must not make a different kind ; therefore nature,
'c however it be in different individuals, yet in itself it
c6 remains one and the same,
And because nature,
however it be in different individuals, yet in itself
('remains one and the same ; therefore, considered abstractly, it makes an entire notion of itself." This
is the argument of this paragraph ; and the connexion
of it, if I understand the connecting words, " for, and
" from this evident reason."
But if they are used for
any thing else but to tie those propositions together, as
the proofs one of another, in that way I have mentioned :
1 confess, I understand them not, nor any thing that is
meant by this whole paragraph. And in that sense I
understand it in, what it does towards the giving us
clear and distinct apprehensions of nature, I must confess, I do not see at all.
Thus far, said he, we have considered his lordship's explication of nature : and my understanding what his lordship has discoursed upon it, under several heads, for the
giving us clear and distinct apprehensions concerning it.
Let us now read what his lordship has said concerning person ; that I may, since you desire it of me, let
you see how far I have got any clear and distinct apprehension of person, from his lordship*s explication of
-that. His lordship's words are ; " let us now come to
cc the idea of a person.
For although the common nacc ture of mankind be the same, yet we see a difference
cc in the several individuals from one another : so that
cc Peter, and James, and John, are all of the same
'(kind; yet Peter is not James, and James is not John.
'(But what is this distinction founded upon ? they may
" be distinguished from each other by our senses, as to
,cc difference of features, distqce of place, &c. but that
,6c is nbt all ; for supping there were no external dif((
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ference, pet there is a difference between them, as.
46 several individuals in the same common nature.
And
6' here lies the true idea of a person, which arises f
rom
61 the manner of subsistence, which is in one individual,
46 and is not communicable to another.
An individual
'6 intelligent substance is rather supposed to the making
'6 of
a person, than a proper definition of it ; for a
' 6 person relates to something which doth distinguish it
from another intelligent substance in the same nature ;
66 and therefore the foundation of it lies in the peculiar
66 manner of subsistence, which agrees to one, and to
6' none else, of the same kind : and this it is which is
called personality."
In these words, this I understand very well, that s u p
posing Peter, James, and John to be all three men ; and
man being a name for one kind of animals ; they are all
of the same kind. I understand too very well, that Peter
is not James, and James is not John, but that there is
a difference in these several individuals. I understand
also, that they may be distinguished from each other
by our senses, as to different features and distance of
place, &c. But what follows, I do confess, I do not
understand, where his lordship says, but that is not all ;
" for supposing there were no such external difference,
('yet there is a difference between them, as several individuals in the same nature." Par first, whatever
wiILingness I have to gratify his lordship in whatever he
would have me suppose, yet I cannot, I find, suppose,
that there is no such external difference between Peter
and James, as difference of place ; for I cannot suppose
a contradiction ; and it seems to me to imply a contradiction to say, Peter and James are not in different
places. The next thing I do not understand, is what
his lordship says in these words : " for supposing there
" were no such external difference, yet there is a dif'' ference between them, as several individualsoin the
'(same nature." For these words k i n g here to show
what the distinction of Peter, James, and John, is
founded upon, I do not understand how they at all do it.
His lordship says, Peter is'not James, and James
is not John," He then asks, ." but what is this dig(6
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tinction founded upon ? ’’ And to resolve that, he an.
s w w , ‘*not by difference of features, or distance of
‘6 place,’’ with an &e. because, ‘‘ supposing there were
no such external difference, yet there is a difference between them.” In which passage, by these
words, such external difference, must be meant all
other difference but what his lordship, in the next
words, is going to name ; or else I do not see how his
lordship shows what this distinction is founded upon,
For, if, supposing such external differences away, there
may be other differences on which to found their distinction, besides that other which his lordship subjoins,
viz. “ the difference that is between them, as several
‘(individuals in the same nature.” I cannot see that
his lordship has said any thing to show what the distinction between those individuals is founded OD ; because if he has not, under the terms external difference,
coinprized all the differences besides that his chief and
fundamental one, viz. the difference between them as
‘6 several individuals, in the same common nature; ”
it may be founded on what his lordship has not mentioned. I conclude then it is his lordship’s meaning,
(or else I can see no meaning in his words) that supposing no difference between them, of features or distance
of place, &c. i. e. no other difference between them,
yet there would be still the true ground of distinction,
in the difference between them, as several individuals in
the same common nature.
Let us then understand, if we can, what is the difference between things, barely as several individuals in the
same common nature, all other differences laid aside.
Truly, said I, that I cannot conceive,
Nor I neither, replied the gentleman : for considering
them as several individuals, was what his lordship did,
when he said, Peter was not James, and James was not
John; and if that were enough to show on what the
distirrction between them was founded, his lordship need
have gone no farther in his inquiry after that, for that
he had found already : and yet methinks thither are we
at last come again, as to the foundation of the distinctioa between them, viz. that they are several individuals
*(
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in the same common nature. Nor can I here see any
other ground of the distinction between those, that are
several individuals in the same common nature, but
this, that they are several individuals i n the same commen nature. Either this is all the meaning that his
lordship's words, when considered, carry in them; or
else I do not understand what they mean : and either
way, I must own, they do not much tcrwards the giving
me clear and distinct apprehensions of nature and person.
One thing more I must remark to you, in his lordship's way of expressing himself here; and that is, in
the former part of the words last read, he speaks, as he
does all along, of the same common nature being in
mankind, or i n the several individuals : and, in the latter
part of them, he speaks of several individuals being in
the same common nature. I do by no means find fault
with such figurative and common ways of speaking, in
popular and ordinary discourses, where inaccurate
thoughts allow inaccurate ways of speaking; but I think
I may say, that metaphorical expressions (which seldom
terminate i n precise truth) should be as much as possible
avoided, when men undertake to deliver clear and distinct apprehensions, and exact notions of things; because, being taken strictly and' according to the letter,
(as we find they are apt to be) they always puzzle and
mislead, rather than enlighten and instruct.
I do not say this (continued he) with an intention to
accuse his lordship of inaccurate notions; but yet, I
think, his sticking so close all along to that vulgar way
of speaking of the same common nature, being in several
individuals, has made him less easy to be understood.
For to speak truly and precisely of this matter, as in
reality it is, there is no such thing as one aad the same
common nature in several individuals : for all, that in
truth is in them, is particular, and can be nothing but
particular. But the true meaning (when it ha8 any)
of that metaphorical and popular phrase, I take to be
this, and no more, that every particular individual man
Or horse, &e. has such a nature or constitution, as agree%
and is conformabie to that idea, which that g e m d
name stands for.
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His lopdship’s next words are: ‘‘ and here lies the

‘‘ true idea
“

of a person, which arises from that manner

of subsistence which is i n one individual, and is not

c( communicable to another.”
The reading of these
w d s , said he, makes me wish, that we had some other
way of comniunicating our thoughts, than by words ;
for, no doubt, it would have been as much a pleasure
to have seer] what his lordship’s thoughts were when he
writ this, as it is now an uneasiness to pudder in words
and expressions, whose meaning one does not comprehend. But let us do the Lest we can. ‘‘ And here,” says
his lordship, “ lies the true idea of person.”
Person being a dis-syllable, that in itself signifies nothing ; what is meant by the true idea of it (it having
no idea, one more than another, that belongs to it, but
the idea of the articulate sound, that those two syllables
make in pronouncing) I do not understand. If by true
idea be meant true signification, then these words will
run thus; here lies the true signification of the word
person : and then, to make it more intelligible, we must
change here into herein, and then the whole comma
will stand thus ; herein lies the true signification of the
word person : which reading, herein, must refer to the
preceding words. And then the meaning of these words
will be, the true signification of person lies in this, that
‘(supposing there were no other difference in the several
individuals of the same kind, y.et there is a difference
“between them, as several individuals in the same
‘‘ common nature.” Now, if in this lies the true signification of the word person, he must find it here that
can. For if he does find it in these words, he must find
it to be such a signification as will make the word person agree as well to Bucephalus and Podargus, as to
Alexander : for let the difference between Bucephalus
and Podargus, as several individuals in the same common nature, be what it will ; it is certain, it will always
be a8 great, as the difference between Alexander and
Hector, 8s several individuals in the same common nature. . So that, if the true signification of person lies i.n
tbat difference, it will belong to Bucephalus and Podar-.
gus, as well as to Alexander and Hector. But let any
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or p r o f o d y &mt the true
idea, or the ~gn&xbtkmitf +thetctrts pmwn, he w a
never be able *to &e me waderstand, &a& Buw~alus
and Pdargw are pmons, h the trae &gnifiCatiQti of
the word psm,
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But that which more certainly and fsr emr will
hinder me from finding the hue sig¶ifk&iw of perBen,
lying in the foregroing wwds, is, that they 3
to do what I find is impossible for me to d ~ i, e., 6ind
a di&erence between two iadiviri4luals, as several jndivi&ah in the same c a m m n nature, without any +P
diBerence. For if I never find aay other Wewwx, I
should never find two individuals. For Gwt, we fid POW
diffeweace, and by that we find they are two or several
indiriduds; but in this way we are bid to fmd two iRdividds, without any difference: but that, I find, is
too mbik and sublime for my weak eapacity. But
when by any diEerence af time, or place, QI*any thkg
else, I have Once found them to be two, or sewed9 I
cannot for ever after consider them but as several. They
being once, by some diff-e,
found to he two, it is
unavoidable for me, from thenceforth, t o consider thern
as two. 3 u t to find sewed where I find ri6 diEFewxe ;
or, as iris lordship is pleased to call it, elr6ernal difference at d ; is, I confess, too hard for me.
This his lordship farther tells us, in these wads
which follow ; cc which arises from the manner of s u b
“sistence, which is in one individual, which is not
‘‘connnunicable .to another:” which is, I owa, a
learned way of speaking, and is supposed to contatin
some r e h e d philosophic notion of it, whicbts me is
either wholly b v e h e n s & , or else may be e x p m d
in these plain and commm words, viz. that every thing
that egiests has, in the time or plsce, or &her perceivable differences of its existence, Eumethw inomm u n i c a b to all those of its own kind, whe~ebyit will
, kept several from all .the rest. This, 9
externally j
think, irr that which the le-d
have bean pleased aQ
tern apecuii~rmanner af stlhsist-ence; but if t4k MPW
YOL. 111.
N
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ner of subsistence be any thing else, it will need some
farther explication to make me understand it.
His lordship’s next words which follow, I must
acknowledge, are also wholly incomprehensibIe to me :
they are, (’ an individual intelligent substance is rather
“ supposed to the making of a person, than the proper
66 definition of it.”
Person is a word ; and the idea that word stands for,
or the proper signification of that word, is what I take
his lordship is here giving 11s. Now what is meant by
saying, “ an individual intelligent substance is rather
“ supposed to the making the signification of the word
‘ 4 person, than the proper definition of it,” is beyond
my reach. And the reason his lordship adjoins, puts
it in that, or any other sense, farther from my cornprehension. ‘( For a person relates to something, which
<‘ does distinguish it from another intelligent substance
6 c in the same nature ; and therefore the foundation of it
cc lies in the peculiar manner of subsistence, which agrees
cc to one, and none else of the kind: and this is that
‘(which is called personality.”
These words, if nothing else, convince me, that I am
Davus, and not Oedipus ; and so I must leave them.
His lordship, a t last, gives u s what, I think, he intends for a definition of person, in these words ; (‘there‘;fore a person is a complete intelligent substance,
(‘with a peculiar manner of subsistence.” W e r e I
cannot but observe, that what was, as I think, denied
or half denied to be the proper definition of person, in
saying, “ i t was rather supposed to the making of
‘‘ a person, than the proper definition of it,” is yet
here got into his lordship’s definition of person ; which
I cannot suppose but his Iordship takes to be n proper
definition. There is only one word changed in it;
and, instead of (‘individual intelligent substance,” his
lordship has put it “ complete intelligent substance :”
which, whether it makes his the more proper definidion, I leave to others ; since possibly some will be apt
to think, that a proper definition of person cannot be
well made, without the term individual, or an equiva.
I
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lent. But his lordship has, as appears by the place,
put in complete, to exclude the soul from being a person; which, whether it does it or no, to me seems
doubtful : because possibly many may think, that the
soul is a complete intelligent substance by itself, whether in the body or out of the body; because every
substance, that has a being, is a complete substance,
whether joined or not joined to another. And as to the
soul's being intelligent, nobody, I guess, thinks, that
the soul is completed in that, by its union with the
body; for then it would follow, that it would not be
equally intelligent out of the body ; which, I think, nobody will say.
And thus I have, at your request, gone over all that
his lordship has said, to give us clear and distinct apprehensions of nature and person, which are so necessary
to the understanding the doctrine of the Trinity, pnd
talking intelligibly about it. And if I should judge of
others by my own dulness, I should fear that by his
lordship's discourse few would be helped to think or
talk intelligibly about it. But I measure not others by
my narrow capacity : I wish others may profit by his
lordship's explication of nature and person, more than I
have done. -4nd so the conversation ended.

'
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My lord, I should not have troubled your lordship
with a dialogue of this kind, had not your lordship
forced me t o it in my own defence. Your lordship, a t
the end of your above-mentioned explication of nature,
has these words: let us now see how far these things
"can come from our ideas, by sensation and reflec" tion."
And to the like purpose, in the close of your
explication of person, your lordship says; " but how
'' do our simple ideas help us out in this matter? Can
" we learn from them the difference of nature and per" son? "
Your lordship concludes we cannot. But
You say, what makes a person must be understood some
other way. And hereupon, my lord, my book is
thought worthy by your lordship to be brought into
the controversy, and argued against, in your Vindication d the doctrine of the Trinity; because, as your
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lordship conceives, clear and distinct apprebnsions OP
nature and person cannot be had from it.
I humbly crave leave to represent to your lordship,
that if want of affording clear and distinct apprehensions concerning nature and person, make any book
anti-trinitarian, and, as such, fit to be writ against by
your lordship; your lordship ought, i n the opinion of
a great many men, in the first place, to wiite against
your O W R Vindication of the doctrine of the Trinity:
since, among the many I have consulted concerning
your lordship’s notions of nature and person, I do not
find any one that understands them better, or has got
from them any clearer or more distinct apprehensions
concerning nature and person, than I myself, which
indeed is none a t all.
The owning of this to your lordship in my former
letter, I find, displeased your lordship : I have therefore here laid before your lordship some part of those
difficulties which appear to me, and others, in your
lordshipk explication of natrire and person, as my apology. for saying, I had not learned any thing by it.
And to make it evident, that if want of clear and
distinct apprehensions of nature and person involve any
treatise in the unitarian controversy ; .your brdship’s,
* upon that mcount,
is, I hunibly conceive, as guilty as
mine; and may be reckoned one of the first that ought
to be charged with that offence, against the doctrine of
the Trinity.
This, my lord, I cannot help thinking, till I understand better. Whether the not being able to get clear
and distinct apprehensions concerning nature and person, from what your lordship has said of them, he the
want of capacity in m y understanding, or want of
dearness in that which I have endeavoured to understand, I shall not presume to say: of that the world
must judge. If it be my dulness (as I cannot presume
much upon my own quickness, having every dny experienced how short-sighted I am) I have this yet to defend me fiam any very severe censure in the case, that
L have as muck endeavoured to understand yoor lordship, as I uver did to understand any hdg. And if
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your lordship’s B O ~ ~ O I I S , laid down a b u t nature a d
person, tlpe plain Q R ~intelligible, them are a great
many others, whose parts lie under no blemish in the
world, who find them neither plain nor intelligible.
Pardon me therefore, I beseech you, my lord, if I
return jour lordship’s question, ‘‘ how do your loid(‘ship’s notions help us out in this matter? Can we
learn from them clear and distinct apprehensions
“concerning nature and person, and the grounds of
66 identity and distinction ? ”
To which the answer
will stand, no; till your lordship has explained your
notions of them a little clearer, and shown what ultimately they are founded on and made up of, if they
are not ultimately founded on and made up of our
simple ideas, received from sensation and refkction;
which i s that for which, in this point, you except
against my book : and yet, though your lordship sets
yourself to prove, that they cannot be had froin our
simple ideas by sensation and reflection ; though youp
lordship lays down several heads about them, yet you
do not, that I see, offer any thing to instruct us from
what other original they come, or whence they are to
be had.
But perhaps this may be my want of understanding
what your lordship has said about them : and, possibly
from the same cause it is, that I do not see how the
four passages your lordship subjoins, as out of my book
(though there be no such passages in my book, as, I
think, your lordship acknowledges, since your lordship
answem sothing to what I said thereupon;) the two
things your lordship says are granted, that tend to the
clearing this matter, and the four inferences your lordship makes ; are a& or Any of them, applied by your
lordship, to show that clear and distinct apprehensions
concerning aature and person cannot be had upon my
principles; a t least as clear as can Be had upon your
lordship’s, when you please to let us know them.
Hitherto, my lord, I h a w considered only what is
charged upon iny book by your lordship in reference
to the unitarian controversy, viz. the manner and
m n d s on which my bodr has been, by ywtr I o a g p ,
endeavoured to be brought intcl the mritmversy mn‘6
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ceniing the Trinity, with which it hath nothing to do :
nor has your lordship, as I humbly conceive, yet showed
that it has.
There remain to be considered several things, which
your lordship thinks faulty in my book ; which, whether they have any thing to do or no with the doctrine
of the Trinity, I think myself obliged to give your
lordship satisfaction in, either by acknowledging my
errours, or giving your lordship an account wherein
your lordship’s discourse comes short of convincing me
of them. But these papers being already grown to a
bulk that exceeds the ordinary size of a letter, I shall
respite your lordship’s farther trouble in this inatter
for the present, with this promise, that I shall not fail
to return my acknowledgments to your lordship, for
those other parts of the letter you have honoured me
with.
Before I conclude, it is fit, with due acknowledgment, I take notice of these words, in the close of
your lordship’s letter : ‘‘ I hope, that, in the managing
‘‘ this debate, I have not either transgressed the rules
of civility, or mistaken your meaning ; both which I
‘‘ have endeavoured to avoid, And I return you thanks
(‘for the civilities you have expressed to me, through
IC your letter : and I do assure you, that it is out of no
disrespect, or the least ill-will to you, that I have
‘‘ again considered this matter,” &c.
Your lordship hopes you have not mistaken my
meaning: and I, my lord, hope that where you have
(as I humbly coriceive I shall make it appear you have)
mistaken my meaning, I may, without offence, lay it
before your lordship. And I the more confidently
ground that hope upon this expression of your lordship
here, which I take to be intended to that purpose;
since, in those several instances I gave, in niy former
letter, of your lordship’s mistaking not only my meaning, but the very words of niy book which you quoted,
your lordship has had the goodness to bear with me)
without any manner of reply.
Your lordship assures me, ‘6 that it is out of no &s‘* respect o~ the least ill-will to me, that you have again
‘(

considered this matter.” .
A
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. My lord, my never having, by any act of mine, deserved otherwise of your lordship, is a strong reason to
keep me from questioning what your lordship says.
And, I hope, my part in the controversy has been
Such, that I may be excused from making any such
profession, in reference to what I write to your lordship. And I shall take care to continue to defend myself so, in this controversy, which your lordship is
pleased to have with me, that I shall not come within
the need of any apology, that what I say is out of no
disrespect or the least ill-will to your lordship. But this
inust not hinder me any where, from laying the arguinent in its due light, for the advantage of truth.
This, my lord, I say not to your lordship, who proposing to yourself, as you say in this very page, nothing
but truth, will not, I know, take it amiss, that I endeavour t o make every thing as plain and as clear as I
can : but this 1 say, upon occasion of some exceptions
of this kind, which I have heard others have made
against the former letter I did myself the honour to
write to your lordship, as if I did therein bear too hard
upon your lordship. Though your lordship who
knows very well the end of arguing, as well as rules
of civility, finds nothing to blame in my way of
writing ; and I should be very sorry it should deserve
any other character, than what your lordship has been
pleased to give it in the beginning of your postscript.
It is my misfortune to have any controversy with your
lordship ; but since the concern of troth alone engages
me in it, as I know your lordship will expect that I
should omit nothing that should make for truth, for that
is tnc end we both profess to aim at, ; so I shall take
care to avoid all foreign, passionate, and urimarinerl~
mixtures, wliicli do no way become a lover of truth in
any debate, especially with one of your lordship’s character and dignity.
My lord, the imputation of a tendency to scepticism, and to the overthrowing any article of the Christian faith, are no small charges; and all censures of
that high nature, I humbly conceive, are with the
Inore caution to be 1 ass?d, the greater the authority is
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of the person they wme froan, But whether te pro.
nou~ce80 hardly of the book, merely upon surmises, be
to be taken for a mark of good-will to the auhhar, I
must leave to you^' lordship. This I am sure, I find the
world thinks me obliged to vindicate myself. I have
taken Ieave to say,niesely upon surmises,because I cannot
see any argument your lordship has any where brought,
to show its tendency to scepticism, beyond what your
Eardshiip Bas in these words in the same page, viz. that it
i6 your lordship’s great prejudice s p i n s t it that it leads
to scepticism ; OF, that your lordship can find no way to
attain to certainty in it, upon my grounds.
I confess, my lord, I think that there is a great part
of the visible, and a great deal more of the yet much
krger intellectual world, wherein our poor and weak
understandings, i n this state, are not capable of knowledge; and this, I think, a great part of mankind
agrees with me in. But whether or no my way of certainty by ideas comes short of what it should, on your
lordship’s way, with or without ideas, will carry us to
clearer and larger degrees of certainty ; we shall see,
when your lordship pleases to let us know wherein your
way of certainty consists. Till then, I think, to avoid
scepticism, it is better to have some way of certainty
(though it will not lead us to it in every thing) than no
way at all.
T h e necessity your lordship has put upon me of vin
dicating myself, must be my apology for giving your
lordship this second trouble; which, I assure myself,
you will not take amiss, since your lordship was so much
concerned for my vindication, as to declare, you had
no reason to be sorry, that the author of Christianity
mt mysterious had given me occasion to vindicate myself. I return your lordship my humble thanks, for
affording me this second opportunity to do it j and am,
with the utmost respect,
?dy U R D ,
LOWON,
Your lordship’s most humble
29 JUNE, 1697.
and most obedient servant,

JOHN IDCRE*
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MY LORD,

THOUGHI have sa p t a precedent, as your brdship has given me in the letter you have honoured me
with ; yet, I doubt, whether even your lordship’s example wilt be enough to justify me to the world, if,
in a letter writ to one, f should put a p t s c d p t in
answer to another man, to whom I do not speak in my
letter: I shan therefore only beg, that your lordship
will be pleased to excuse it, if you find a short answer
to the paper of another man, not big enough to be published by itself, appear under the same cover with my
answer to your lordship. T h e paper itsel€ came to my
hands, a t the same time that your lordship’s letter
did ; and, containing some exceptions to my Essay concerning Human Understanding, is not wholly foreign
in the matter of it.
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HUMAN UNDERSTANDING,

&c.

BEFOREany thing came out against my Essay con.
cerning Human Understanding the last year, I was
told, that I must prepare myself for a storm that was
coming against it ;it being resolved by some men, that
i t was necessary that book of mine should, as it is
phrased, be run down. I do not say, that the author
of these Remarks was one of those men : but I premise
this as the reason of the answer I am about to give him.
And though 1 do not say he was one of them, yet in
this, I think, every indifferent reader will agree with
me, that his letter does not very well suit with the
character he takes upon himself, or the design he pretends in writing it.
He pretends, the business of his letter is to be informed: but if that were i n earnest so, I suppose he
would have done two things quite otherwise than he
has. The first is, that he would not have thought it
necessary for his particular information, that his letter
(that pretends inquiry i n the body of it, though it c3rries remarks in the title) should have heen published
i n print : whereby I am apt to think, that however in
it he puts on the person of a learner, yet he would miss
his aim, if he were not taken notice of as a teacher;
and particularly, that his remarks showed the world
great faults in my book.
T h e other is, that he has not set his name to his
letter of inquiries ; whereby I might, by knowing the
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person that inquires, the better knov how to suit my
answer to him. I cannot much blame him in another
respect, for concealing his name : for, I think, any one
who appears among Christians, may be well ashamed of
his name, when he raises such a doubt as this, viz.
whether an infinitely powerful and wise being be veracious or no ; unless falsehood be in such reputation with
this gentleman, that he concludes lying to I>e no mark
of weakness and folly. Besides, this author might, if
he had pleased, have taken notice, that, in more places
than one, I speak of the goodness of God; another
evidence, as I take it, of his veracity.
H e seems concerned to know '' upon what ground
'6 I will build the divine law, when I pursue morality
'' to a demonstration ? "
If he had not been very much in haste, he would
have seen that his questions, in that paragraph, are a
little too forward ; unless he thinks it necessary I should
write, when and upon what he thinks fit. When I
know him better, I may perhaps think I owe him great
observance; but so much as that very few men think
due to themselves.
I have said indeed in my book, that I thought morality capable of demonstration, as well as the mathematics: but I do not remember where I promised this
gentleman to demonstrate it to him.
He says, u if he knew upon what grounds 1 would
" build my demonstratiori of morality, he could make
" a better judgment of it."
His judgment who makes
such demands as this, and is so much in haste to be a
judge, that he cannot stay till what he has such a mind
to be sitting upon, be horn; does not seem of that
consequence, that any one should be in haste to gratify
his impatience.
And gin= ' 6 he thinks the illiterate part of mankind
'' (which is the greatest) must have a more c o m p :
'' dious way to know their duty, than by long deduc-.
" tione ;" he inay do well to consider, whether it were
for their sakes he published this. question, viz. '' What
.
" is the reason and ground of the divine law T "
.

a
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Whoever &xerely acknowledge$ any law

law of God, cannot fail to acknowledge

h the

also, that it

hath aU that masou and ground that a just and mise law
an or ought to have ; and will easily persuade himself
raising suoh questions and scruples about it.
A
, man that insinuates, as he does, as if I held, that
‘8 the distinctis0 of virtue and vice was to be picked
I‘ up by 9ur eyes, or ears, or our nostrils;” shows so
much igporance, or SP much malice, that be desewee no
$0 forbear

&her answer but pity,
‘(T h e , h n o r t a l i t y of the soul is another thing, he
“ says, he cannot clear to himself, upon my principles.”
It mqy be 80. T h e right reverend the lord bishop of
step, in the letter be has lately honoured me with
in print, has undertaken to prove, upon n i j principles,
the wul’s immsterhlity ; which, I g u p p s e l this author
will not question to be a proof of its immortality. And
to his lordship’s letter 1 refer him for it. ,But if that
will not serve his turn, I will tell him a principle of mine
that will clear it to him ; and that is, the revelation of
life and immortality of Jesus Christ, thnough the gospel.
He mentions other doubts he has, unresolved by my
principles. If my principles do not teach them, the
world, I think, will, I am sure I shall, be obliged to
him tQ direct me to such as will supply that defect in
mine. For I never had the vanity to hope to out-do
other men. Nor did I propose to myself, in publishing my Essay, to be an answerer of questions ; or
expect that all doubts should e;. out of the world, as
8000 8s my book came into it.
The world has now my bo&, such as it is: if any
one finds, that there be many questions that my prinCipZa will not resolve, he will do the world more service to lay down such principles as will resolve them,
than to quarrel with my ignorance (which 3 readily
nowledge) and possibly for that which emnot be
dke, I shall never think the worse of mine, because
th4y will not resolve every one’s doubts, till I see tho*
principles laid down by any one, that will; and then I
will quit mine.
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If any one finds any thing in my Essay to be corrected, he may, when he pleases, write against it ; and
when I think fit, I will answer him. For I do not intend my time shall be wasted at the pleasure of every
one, who may have a mind to pick holes in my book,
and show his skill in' the art of confutation.
T o conchide ; were there nothing else in it, I should
not think it fit to trouble myself about the questions of
a man, which he himself dues not think worth the
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Wherein, besides other incident Matters, what his Lordship has
said concerning Certainty by Reason, Certainty by Ideas,
and Certainty by Faith; the Resurrection of the Body; the
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Notions with the Articles of the Christian Faith, and their
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OF
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SECOND LETTER.
Y Y LORD,

YOURlordship,

in the beginning of the last letter
honoured me with, seems so uneasy and displeaFed
at my having said too much already in the question
between us, that I think I may conclude, you would
be well enough pleased if I should say no more; and
you would dispense with me, for not keeping my promise I made you to answer the other parts of your first
letter, If this proceeds from any tenderness in your
lordship for my reputation, that you would not have me
expose myself by an overflow of words, in many places
void of clearness, coherence, and argument, and that
therefore might have been spared ; I must acknowledge
it is a piece of great charity, and such wherein you wiU
have a lasting advantage over me, since good manners
will not permit me to return you the like. Or should I,
in the ebullition of thoughts, which in me your lordship finds as impetuous as the springs of Modena mentioned by Ramazzini, be in danger to forget myself, and
to think I had some right to return the general complaint of length and intricacy without force ; yet you
have secured yourself from the suspicion of any such
trash on your side, by making cobwebs the easy product
of those who write out of their own thoughts, which it
might be a crime in me to impute to your lordship.
If this amplaint of yours be not a charitable warning
to me, I cannot well guess a t the design of it; for 1
Would not think that in a controversy, which you, my
lord, have dragged me into, you would assume it as 8
Privilege due to youlgelf to be as copious, as you please,
YOU
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and say what you think fit, and expect 1-should reply
only so, and so much, as would just suit your good
liking, and serve to set the cause right on that side
which your lordship contends for.
My lord, I shall always acknowledge the great distance that is between your lordship and myself, and pay
that deference that is due to your dignity and person.
But controversy, though it excludes not good manners,
will not be managed with all that submission which one
is ready to pay in other cases. Truth, which is inflexible, has here its interest, which must not be given
up, in a compliment. Plato and Aristotle, and other
great names, must give way, rather than make us renounce truth, or the friendship we have for her.
This possibly your lordship will allow, for it is not
spun out of my own thoughts; I have the authority of
others for it, I think it was in print before I was Lorn.
But you will say however, I am too long in my replies,
It is not impossible but it may be so. But with all due
respect to your lordship's authority (the greatness
whereof I shall always readily acknowledge) I must
crave leave to say, that i n this case you are by no means
a proper judge. We are now, as *wellyour lordship as
myself, before a tribunal to which you have appealed,
and before which you have brought me: it is the public
must be judge, whether your lordship has enlarged too
far in accusing me, or I in defending myself. Common
justice makes great allowance to a man pleading in his
own defence; and a little length (if he should be guilty
of it) finds excuse in the compassion of by-standers,
when they see a man causelessly attacked, after a new
way, by a potent adversary : and, under various pretences, occasions sought, and words wrested to his disadvantage.
This, my lord, you must give me leave to think to be
my case, whilst this strange way your lordship has
brought me into this controversy ; your gradual accusations of my book, and the different causes your lordship
has assigned of them ; together with quotations out of
it, which I cannot find there ; and other things I have
complained of (to some of which yo\ir lordship has not
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m e , bQt that the riddle was a Addle still; the disprop r t i o n in the number of pages is not so great as to be
the st&ject of much wonder: especially to those who
consider, that, in What you call personal matter, I was
showilig that my Essay, having in it nothing contrary
to the doctrine of the Trinity, was yet brought into that
dispute; aad that therefore I had reason to complain of
it, and of the manner of its being brought in : and if
you had pleased not to have moved other questions, nor
brought other charges against my book till this, which
*as the occasion and subject of my first letter, had been
cleared : by making out that the passages you had, in
your Vindication of‘ the doctrine of the Trinity, quoted
out of my book, had samething in them against the
doctrine of the Trinity, and so were, with just reason,
brought by you, as they were, into that dispute; there
had been no other but that personal matter, as you call
it, between tis.
In the eftamination of those pages meant, as you said,
for my satisfaction, and of other parts of your letter, I
found (contrary to what I expected) matter of fenewing
and enlarging my complaint, and this I took notice of
and set down in my reply, which it seems I should not
have done: the knowledge of the world should have
taught me better ; and T should have taken that for satisfaction which you were pleased to give, in which I
could not find any, nor, as I believe, any intelligent or
impartial reader. So that your lordehip’s care of the
world, that it should not grow weary of this controversy, and the fault you find of my misemploying fifty
pages of my letter, reduces itself at last in effect to no
more but this, that your lordship should have a liberty
to gay what you please, pay me in what coin you think
fit : my part should be to be satisfied with it, pest content, and say nothing; This indeed rHight be a WRY not
to wewy the world, and to save fifty pages of dean
paper, and put such an end to the controversy, as your
lordship would dot dislike.
I kavn from pow lordship, that it is the first part of
widom, in some men’s opinions, ~ d tot begin in such
&sputa. W b t the k l ~ ~ w k d gofe the wrld (which i5

to th$ BirhQgof W’orc$#fr*
l@P
a sort of wisdom) s h o d in y q lordship’s opirGon
make a man do, when one of p u r lordsbp’s character begins with him, is very plaio: he is not t~ rer
ply, so fhr as he judges his defence and $he matter
requires, but as your lordship is plegsed to allow i vvbih
some may think no better than if one rnighg wt =ply
at all.
After having thus rebuked me for having been &m
copious in my reply, in the next words pourlordsbip
instructs me what I should have answergd; that “ I
should have cleared myself by declaring to the wwld,
tilat I owned the doctrine of the Trinity, gs it #I&
(‘been received in the Christian church.”
This, as I take it, is a mere personal matter, of fhs
same woof with a Spanish san-benito, and, as it W ~ St + ~
me, designed to sit close to me. What must I do DOW,
my lord? Must I silently put on and wear this bdge
of your lordship’s fayour, and, as one well understanding the world, say not a word of it, because &e world
soon grows weary of personal matters? If in gat$&
for this personal favour 1 ought $0 be silent, yet I ~m
bere,
forced to tell you, that, in what you require of
you possibly have cut out too much work for p pow
ordinary layman, for whom it is too hqd to 4~0s.
how a doctrine so disputed has been receivgd in $he
Christian church, and who might have though$ it eamgh
to own it as delivered in the scriptures. Your lords&
herein lays upon me what I cannot do, withe@ OW&
to know what I am sure I do not know: for him the
doctrine of the Trinity has been dways received io tl;hg
christian church, I confess myself igaorant. I hqve not
had tirqe ts examine tbe history of it, asd to read &we
Controversies that have been writ about it : aAd 40 @wn
a doctrine as received by others, when I 40 W h w
how these others received it, is perhaps a s b ~ Fay
$ to
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I presume your lordship, in your discourse in vindication of the doctrine of the Trinity, intends to give
it us as it has been received in the Christian church.
And I think your words, viz. ‘(it is the sense of the
‘(Christian church which you are bound to defend, and
no particular opinions of your own,” authorize one
‘(to think so. But if I am to own it as your lordship
has there delivered it, I must own what I do not understand ; for I confess your exposition of the sense of
the church wholly transcends my capacity.
If you require me to own it with an implicit faith, I
shall pay that deference as soon to your lordship‘s exposition of the doctrine of the church, as any one’s. But
if I must understand and know what I own, it is my
misfortune, and I cannot deny, that I alii as far from
owning what you in that discourse deliver, as I can be
from professing the most unintelligible thing that ever
I read, to be the doctrine that I
Whether I make more use of my poor understanding
in the case, than you are willing to allow every one of
your readers, I cannot tell : but such an understanding
as God has given me is the best I have, and that which
I must use in the apprehending what others say, before
I can own the truth of it: arid for this there is no help
that I know.
That which keeps me a little in countenance, is, that,
if I mistake not, men of no mean parts, even divines of
the church of England, and those of neither the lowest
reputation nor rank, find their understandings fail them
on this occasion ; and stick not to own that they understand not your lordship in that discourse, and particularly that your sixth chapter is unintelligible to them
as well as me; whether the fault be in their or my
understanding, the world must be judge. But this is
only by the by, for this is not the answer I here intend
your lordship.
Your lordship tells me, that, ‘6 to clear myself‘, I should
‘(have owned to the world the doctrine of the Tri6c nity, as it has been received,” &c.
Answer. I know
not whether in a dispute managed after a new way,
wherein one man iS urged against, and another man’s
((
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words all along quoted, it may not also be a good, as
well as a new rule, for the answerer to reply to what
was never objected, and clear himself from what was
never laid to his charge. If this be not so, and that this
new way of attacking requires not this new way of defence, your lordship’s prescription to me here what I
should have done, will, amongst the most intelligent and
impartial readers, pass for a strange rule in controversy,
and such as the learnedest of them will not be able
to find in all antiquity; and therefore must be imputed to something else than pour lordship’s great
learning.
Did your lordship in the discourse of the vindication
of the Trinity, wherein you first fell upon my book, or
in your letter (my answer to which you are here correcting) did your lordship, I say, any where object to me,
that I did not own the doctrine of the Trinity, as it has
(Ibeen received in the Christian church,” &c.?
If you
did, the objection was so secret, so hidden, so artificial,
that your words declared quite the contrary. I n the
Vindication of the doctrine of the Trinity, your lordship says, that my notions were borrowed to serve other
purposes [whereby, if I understand you right, you meant
against the doctrine of the Trinity] than I intended
them ; which you repeat again * for my satisfaction, and
insist -f upon for my vindication.
You having so soleinnly more than once professed to
clear me and my intentions from all suspicion of having
any part in that controversy, as appears farther in the
close of your first letter, where all you charge on me, is
the ill use that others had, or might make of my notions ;
how could I suppose such an objection made by your
lordship, which you declare against, without accusing
Your lordship of manifest prevarication ?
If your lordship had any thing upon your mind, any
secret aims, which you did not think fit to own, but yet
Would have me divine and answer to, as if I knew them ;
)his, 1confesg, is too much for me, who look no farthFr
Into men’s thoughts, than as they appear in thar
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books, Where you have given your thoughts veqt in
yqur words, I have not, I thipk, omitted to take notice
Qf them, Bot wholly passing by those insinuations, which
have been dropped fiom your lordship’s pen; which
from another, who had not professed so much personal
respect, would have shown no exceeding good disposition
of mind towards me.
When your lordship shall go on to accuse me of not
believing the doctrine of the Trinity, as received in the
christian church, or any other doctrine you shall think
fit, I shall answer as I would to an inquisitor. For
though your Iordship tells me, ‘c I need not be afraid of
c c the inquisition, or that you intended to charge me
6s with heresy in denying the Trinity ;” yet he that shall
consider your lordship’s proceeding with me from the
beginning, as fkr as it is hitherto gone, may have rea13011 to think, that the methods and management of that
holy office are not wholly unknown to your lordship, nor
have escaped your great reading. Your proceedings
with me have had these steps :
1. Several passages of my Essay of Human Understanding, and some of them relating barely to the being
of a G d , and other matters wholly remote from any
question about the Trinity, were brought into the Vindication of the doctrine of the Trinity, and there argued
against as containing the errours of those and them;
which those and them are not known to this day.
2. In your lordship’s answer to my first letter, when
what was given as the great reason why my Essay was
brought into that controversy, viz. because in it “ cer*‘tainty was founded upon clear and distinct ideas;”
was found to fail, and was only a suppsitiua of your
own ; other accusations were sought against it, in relation to the doctrine of the Trinity : viz. that ‘6 it might
Of dangerous consequence to that doctrine, to in‘‘‘‘be
troduce the new term of ideas, and to place certainty
‘‘ fhe pemeption of the qgreement or disagreement of
c c ~ r ~ d What
~ . ”are become of these charges, we
spe b the progress of this letter, whnn we c o w t0
consider what your lordship has replied to my answer

upon these p9ipts.
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3. These accusations not having, it seems, weight
enough to effect what you intended, my book bas been
rummaged again to find gew and more important faults
in it ; and now at last, at the third effort, '' my notions
6' of ideas are found inconsistent with the articles ~f the
'6 Christian faith."
This indeed carries some sound in it,
and may be thought worthy the name and pains of so
great a man, and zealous a father of the church, as your
lordship
.
That I map not be too bold in affirming a thing I was
not privy to, give me leave, my lord, t o teil your lordship
why I presume my book has upon this opasion been
looked over again, to see what could be found in it capable to bear a deeper accusation, that might look like
something in a title-page. Your lordship, by your station in the church, and the zeal you have shown in
defending its articles, could not be supposed, when y w
first brought my book into this controversy, to have
omitted these great enormities that it now stands accused of, and to have cited it for smalleF mistakes, ;some
whereof were not found, but only imagined to be in it;
if you had then known these great faults, which you
now charge it with, to have been in it. I f your lordship had been apprized of its being guilty of such $angerous errours, you would not certainly have passed
them by : and therefore I think one may reasonably conclude, that my Essay was new looked into on purpose.
Your lordship says, '' that what you have done hereia,
'' you thought it your duty to do, not with respect to
c 6 yourself, but to some of the mysteries of our faith,
" which you do not charge me with opposing, but by
" laying such foundations as do tend to the overthrow
" of them."
It cannot be doubted but your duty woukl
have made you at the first warn the world, that '' xpy
"notbns were inconsistent with the articles of the
'' Christian faith," if your lordship had then known it :
though the excessive respect and tenderness you express
towards nw personalry in the irnnzediately p r e c s n g
words, would be enough uttedy to confwnd me, were
I not a little ggqwinted with y.our hrdship's civiGties
tbh@ %d
in this kind, For pou $dlme, 66 W
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together made your lordship think it necessary to do
c6 that which you was unwilling to do,
until I had
(6 driven you to it ; which was to show the reasons you
(6 had, why you looked on my notion of ideas and of cercc tainty by them, as inconsistent with itself, and with
‘6 some important articles of the christian faith.”
What must I think now, my lord, of these words?
Must 1 take them as a mere compliment, which is never
to be interpreted rigorously, according to the precise
meaning of the words? Or must I believe that your unwillingness to do so hard a thing to me restrained your
duty, and you could not prevail on yourself (how much
soever the mysteries of faith were in danger to be overthrown) to get out these harsh words, viz. that ‘(my
cc notions were inconsistent with the articles of the
‘(christian faith,” till your third onset, after I had
forced you to your duty by two replies of mine?
It will not become me, my lord, to make myself a
compliment from your words which you did not intend
me in them. But, on the other side, I would not willingly neglect to acknowledge any civility from your
lordship in the full extent of it. The business is a little
nice, because what is contained in those passages cannot
by a less skilful hand than yours be well put together,
though they immediately follow one another. This, I
am sure, falls out very untowardly, that your lordship
should drive me (who had much rather have been otherwise employed) to drive your lordship to do that which
you were unwilling to do. The world sees how much I
was driven : for what censures, what imputations must
my book have lain under, if I had not cleared it from
those accusations your lordship brought against it ; when
I am charged now with evasions, for not clearing myself
from an accusation which you never brought against me
But if it be an evasion not to answer to an objection that
has not been made, what is it, I beseech you, my lord,
to make no reply to objections that have been made? Of
which I promise to give your lordship a list, whenever
you shall please to call for it.
I forbear it now,for fear that if I should say all that
T might upon this new accusation, it would be more
6c
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than would suit with your lordship’s liking ; and you
should complain again that you have opened a passage
which brings to your mind Ramazzini and his springs
of Modena. But your lordship need not be afraid of
being overwhelmed with the ebullition of my thoughts,
nor much trouble yourself to find a way to give check
to it : mere ebullition of thoughts never overwhelms or
sinks any one but the author himself; but if it carries
truth with it, that I confess has force, and it may be
troublesome to those that stand in its way.
Your lordship says, 6c you see how dangerous it is, to
4‘ give occasion to one of such a fruitful invention as I
66 am, to write.”
I am obliged to your lordship, that you think my
invention worth concerning yourself about, though it
he so unlucky as to have your lordship and me always
differ about the measure of its fertility. I n your first
answer you thought I too much extended the fertility of my invention, and ascribed to it what it had no
title to ; and here, I think, you make the fertility of my
invention greater than it is. For in what I have answered to your lordship, there seems to me no need a t all of a
fertile invention. It is true, it has been hard for me to
find out who you writ against, or what you meant in
many places. As soon as that was found, the answer
lay always so obvious and so easy, that there needed no
labour of invention to discover what one should reply.
The things themselves (where there were any) stripped
of the ornaments of scholastic language, and the less obvious ways of learned writings, seemed to me to carry
their answers visibly with them. This permit me, my
lord, to say, that however fertile my invention is, it has
not in all this controversy produced one fiction or wrong
quotation,
But, before I leave the answer you dictate, permit me
to observe that I am so unfortunate to be blamed €or
owning what I was not accused to disown ; and here for
not owning what I was never charged to disown. The
like misfortune have my poor writings : they offend your
lordship in some places, because they are new; and in
others, because they are not new.

a4
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Your next words, which are a new charge, T. shall
pass over till I come to your proof of them, and pro.
ceed to the next paragraph. Your lordship tells me,
'(you shall wave all unnecessary repetitions, and come
cc immediately to the matter of my complaint, as it is renewed in my second letter."
What your lordship means by unnecessary repetitions
here, seems to be of a piece with your blaming me in
the foregoing page, for having said tao much in my
own defence ; and this taken all together, confirms my
opinion, that in your thoughts it would have been better I should have replied nothing at all. For you having set down here near twenty lines as a necessary repetition out of your former letter, your lordship omits my
answer to them as wholly unnecessary ta be seen ; and
consequently you must think was at first unnecessary to
have been said. For when the same words are necessary
to be repeated again, if the same reply which was made
to them be not thought fit to be repeated too, it is plainly
'udged to be nothing to tile purpse, and should have
.been spared at first.
It is true, your lordship has set down some few expressions taken out of several parts of my reply ; but in
what manner, the reader cannot clearly see, without
going back to the original ofthis matter. H e must therefore pardon me the trouble of a deduction, which cannot be avoided where controversy is managed at this
tate : which necessitates, and so excuses tbe length of the
answer.
My book was brought into the trinitarian controversy
by thesg steps. Your lordship says, that,
" 1. The unitarians have not explained the nature
" and bounds of reason.
('2. The author of Christianity not mysterious, t o
" make amends for this, has offered an account of rea'(

p@.
cc 3. His doctriw concerning reason sopposes that
'' we must have clear and distinct ideas Q#? whatever we
'' pretend to any certahty o f in aur mind.
'' 4, YQWloxdslip c& this a aew way d reason.
#(

'(bg.

to tke Bishop
W&cestei.,
M8
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5. This gentleman of this new way of reasaning,"
in his first chapter, says something which has a conformity with some of the notions in my book. But it
is to be observed he speaks them as his own thoughts,
and not upon my authority, nor with taking any notice
of me.
6. By virtue of this, he is presently entitled to I know
not how inuch of m y book ; and divers passages of mp
Essay are quoted, and attributed to him under the titlC
of rL the gentlemen of the new way of reasoning," (for
he is by this time turned into a troop) and certain unknown (if they are not all contained in this one author's
doublet) they and these, are made by your lordship to
lay about them shrewdly for several pages together
in your lordship's Vindication of the doctrine of the
Trinity, &c. with passages taken out of my book, which
your lordship was at the pains a to quote as theirs, i, e.
certain unknown anti-trinitarians.
Of this your lordship's way, strange and new to me,
of dealing with my book, I took notice.
To which your lordship tells me here you replied in
these following words, which your lordship has set down
as no unnecessary repetition. Your words are: c c it
'(was because the person who opposed the mysteries of
Christianity went upon my grounds, and made use of
'' my words ; " although your lordship declared withal,
'' that they were used to other purposes than I intended
'' them :" and your lordship confessed, '(that the rea'(son why you quoted m y words so much, was, because
" your lordship found my notions, as to certainty by
" ideas, was the main foundation on which the author of
" Christianity not mysterious went ; and that he had
" nothing that looked like reason, if that principle were
" removed, which made your lordship so much endea" Vow to show, that it would not hold ; atld so you
'' supposed the reason why your lordship so often men" tioned my words,
was no lon er a riddle to me.''
And to this *tition
your lordsi i p sclbjoins, that " I
" set down these passages in my second letter," but with
these wopds annexed, c c that all this seems to me to do
" nothing to the clearing of tbia matter."
'(
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Answer. I say so indeed in the place quoted by your
lordship, and if I had said no more, your lordship had
done me justice in setting down barely these words as
my reply, which being set down when your lordship
was in the way of repeating your own words with no
sparing hand, as we shall see by and by, these few of
mine set down thus, without the least intimation that I
had said any thing more, cannot but leave the reader
under an opinion, that this was my whole reply.
But if your lordship will please to turn to that place
of my second letter, out of which you take these words,
I presume you will find that I not only said, but proved,
" that what you had said in the words above repeated,
'' to clear the riddle in your lordship's way of writing,
('did nothing towards it..'
That which was the riddle to me, was, that your lordship writ against others, and yet quoted only my
words ; and that you pinned my words, which you argued against, upon a certain sort of these and them that
no-where appeared, nr were to be found; and by this
way brought my book into the controversy.
T o this your lordship says, '' you told me it was be'' cause the person who opposed the mysteries of Chris'' tianity, went upon my graunds, and made use of my
Lc words."
Answer. He that will be at the pains to compare this,
which you call a repetition here, with the place you quote
for it, viz. Ans. 1, will, I humlily conceive, find it a new
sort of repetition : unless the setting down of words and
expressions not to be found in it be the repetition of any
passage. But for a repetition, let us take it of what
your lordship had said before.
T h e reason, and the only reason there given why you
quoted my words after the manner you did, was, '' be<< cause you found my notions as to certainty by ideas,
" was the main foundation which the author of Christi('anity not mysterious went upon." These are the
words in your lordship's first letter, and,this the only
reason there given, though it hath grown a little by
repetition. And to this my reply was, 6' that I thought
6' your lordship^ had fwpd, tb44 that which the author
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‘6 of Christianity not mysterious went upon, and for
‘(which he was made one of the gentlemen of the new
“way of reasoning, opposite to the doctrine of the
‘ 6 Trinity, was, that he made or supposed clear and dis6‘ tinct ideas necessary to certainty: but that was not my
‘6 notion as to certainty by ideas,”
&c. Which reply,
my lord, did not barely say, but showed the reason
why I said, that what your lordship had offered as the
reason of your manner of proceeding, did nothing
towards the clearing of it: unless it could clear the
matter, to say you joined me with the author of Christianity not mysterious, who goes upon a different notion
of certainty from mine, because he goes upon the same
with me. For he (as your lordship supposes) making
certainty to consist in the perception of the agreement
or disagreement of clear and distinct ideas ; and I, on
the contrary, making it consist i n the perception of the
agreement or disagreement of such ideas as we have,
whether they be perfectly in all their parts clear and
distinct or nu : it is impossible he should go upon my
grounds, whilst they are so different, or that his going
upon my grounds should be the reason of your lordship’s
joining me witli, him. And now I leave your lordship
to judge, how you had cleared this matter ; and whether
what I had answered, did not prove that what you said
did nothing towards the clearing of it.
This one thing, methinks, your lordship has made
very clear, that you thought it necessary to find some
way to bring in my book, where you were arguing
against that author, that he niight be the person, and
mine the words you would argue against together. But
it is as clear that the particular matter which your lordship made use of to this purpose, happened to be somewhat unluckily chosen. For your lordship having accused him of supposing clear and distinct ideas necessary
to certainty, which you declared to be the opinion you
opposed, and for that opinion having made him a gentleman of the new way of reasoning, your lordship imagined that was the notion of certainty I went on. But
I t . falling out otherwise, and I denying it to I.>e
mine, the imaginary tie between that author and me

&US
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was tlfiexpectedly dissolved ; and there t a s no appear.
an& of reason for bringing passages out of my book,
and arguing against them as your lordship did, as if
they were that author's.
To justify this (since my notion of certainty could
not be brought to agree with what he was charged with,
as opposite to the doctrine of the Trinity) he at any
rate must be brought to agree with me, and to go upon
my notion of certainty. Pardon me, my lord, that I
say at any rate. The reason I have to think so, is this :
either that the author does make clear and distinct ideas
necessaiy to certainty, and so does not go upon my notion of certainty; and then your assigning his going
upon my notion of certainty, as the reason for your
joining us as you did, shows no more but a willingness
in your lordship to have us joined : or he does not lay all
certainty only in clear and distinct ideas, and so possibly
for aught I know may go upon my notion of certainty. But then, my lord, the reason of your first
bringing him and me into this dispute, will appear to
have been none. All your arguing against the gentlemen of this new way of reasoning will be found to be
against nobody, since there is nobody to be found that
lays all foundation of certainty only in dear and distinct
ideas ; nobody to be found that holds the opinion that
your lordship opposes.
Having thus given you an account of some part of my
reply (to what your lordship really answered in your
first letter) to shorn that my reply contained something
more than these words here set down by your lordship,
viz.. '' that all this seems to me to do nothing t o the
" clearing this mattet:" I come now to those parts of
your repetition, as your lordship is pleased to call it,
wherein thew is nothing repeated.
Your lordship says, " that you told me " the reason
why I was brought into the controversy after the 'manner k had complained of, 'c was because the person who
c' opposed the mysteries of Christianity, went upon my
'(grounds; " and for this you quote your first letter.
But having turned to that place, arid finding there these
words, *' that you found my notions as to wrtainty by
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ideas was the main foundation which that author
6‘ went upon ;” which are far from being repeated in
the words set down here, unless grounds in general be
the same with the notions as to certainty by ideas: I
beg leave to consider what you here say as new to me,
and not repeated.
Your lordship says, that you brought me into the
controversy as you did, c L because the author went
It is possible he did, or did not :
c c upon my grounds.”
but it cannot appear that he did go upon my grounds,
till those grounds are assigned, and the places both out
of him and me produced to show, that we agree inthe same grounds, and go both upon them : when this
is done, there will be room to consider whether it be
so or no.
In the mean time, you have brought me into the
controversy, for his going upon this particular ground,
supposed to be mine, c6 that clear and distinct ideas are
“ necessary to certainty.”
It can do nothing towards
the clearing this, to say in general, as your lordship
does, that he went upon niy grounds ;”because though
he should agree with me in several other things, but
differ from me in this one notion of certainty, there could
be no reason for your dealing with me as you have done:
that notion of certainty being your very exception
against his account of reason, and the sole occasion you
took of bringing in passages out of my book, and the
very foundation of arguing against them.
Your lordship farther says here, in this repetition,
which you did not say hefore in the place referred to as
repeated, ‘‘ that he made use of my words.” I think
he did of words something like mine. But as I humbly
conceive also, he made use of them as his own, and
not as my words ; for I do not remember that he quoted
me for them. This I am sure, that i n the words quotcd
out of him by your lordship, upon which my book is
brought in, there is not one syllable of certainty b
ideas.
No doubt whatever he or I, or any one, have said, if
Your lordship disaplwoves of it, you have a right to
Vestion hini that said it, But I do not see how this
(6
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gives your lordship any right to entitle any body to
what he does not say, whoever else says it.
T h e author of Christianity not niysterious says in his
book something suitable to what I had said in mine :
borrowed or not borrowed from mine, I leave your lordship to determine for him. But I do not see what
ground that gives your lordship to concern,me in the
controversy you have with him, for things I say which
he does not; and which I say to a different purpose
from his. Let that author and me agree in this one notion of certainty as much as you please, what reason,
X beseech your lordship, could this be, to quote my
words as his, who never used them ; and to purposes, as
you say more than once, to which I never intended them?
This was that which I complained was a riddle to me,
And since your lordship can give no other reason for it,
than those we have hitherto seen, I think it is sufficiently
unriddled, and you are in the right when you say, cc you
think it no longer a riddle to me.”
I easily grant my little reading inay not have instructed me, what has been, or what may be done, in
the several ways of writing and managing of controversy, which like war always produces new stratagems :
only I beg my ignorance may be my apology for saying,
that this appears a new way of writing to me, and this
is the first time I ever niet with it.
But let the ten lines which your lordship has set down
out of him be, if you please, supposed to be preciselg
my words, and that he quoted my book for them, I
do not see how even this entitles hiin to any more of
my book than he has quoted; or how any words of
mine, in other parts of my book, can be ascribed to
him, or argued against as his, or rather, as I know not
whose, which was the thing I complained o f ; for the
these and they, those passages of my book were ascribed
to, could not be that author, for he used them not;
nor the author of the Essay of Human Understanding,
for he was not argued against, but was discharged frolll
the controversy dnder debate. So that neither he nor
I being the they and those, that so often occur, and
deserved so M U C pains
~
from your lordship; I could

I
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not but complain of this, to me, incomprehensible way
of bringing my book into that controversy,
Another part of your lordship’s repetition, which I
humbly conceive, is no repetition, because this also I
find not in that passage quoted for it, is this, that YOUP
lordship confessed that the reason why you quoted my
words so much.
My lord, I do not remember any need your lordship
had to give a reason why you quoted my words so
much, because I do not remember that I made that the
matter of my complaint. That which I complained
of, was not the quantity of what was quoted out of my
book, but the manner of quoting it, viz.
that I was
cc so everywhere joined with others, under the com‘ 6 p ~ e h e n ~ iwords
ve
they and them, though my book
‘‘ alone were every-where quoted, that the world would
“ be apt to think, I was the person who argued against
“ t h e Trinity.” And again, (‘ that which I complained of was, that I was made one of the gentle“men of the new way of reasoning, without k i n g
“guilty of what made them so, and was so brought
‘(into a chapter wherein I thought myself not concerned; which was managed so, that my book was
“ all along quoted, and others argued against : others
‘‘ were entitled to what I said, and I to what others
“ said, without knowing why or how.”
Nay, I told
your lordship in that very reply, ‘‘ that if your lord“ ship had directly questioned any of my opinions, I
‘(should not have complained.” Thus your lordship sees
my complaint was not of the largeness, but of the m a n n a
of your quotations. But of that, in all these many
pages employed by your lordship for my satisfaction,
YOU, as I remember, have not been pleased to offer any
reason, nor can I hitherto find it any way cleared: when
I do, I shall readily acknowledge your great mastery in
this, as in all other ways of writing.
I have in the foregoing pages, for the cleering this
matter, been pleased to fake notice of them and those,
as directly signifying nubody, Whether pour lordship
will excuk me for so doing, I know not, since f perceive such slight wards $s them and those are not to biz
((
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minded in your lordship’s writings : your lordship has
a privilege to use such trifling particles, without taking
any great care what or whom they refer to.
To show the reader that I do not talk without book
’In the case, I shall set down your lordship’s own words :
‘(what a hard fate doth that man lie under, that falls
‘c into the hands of a severe critic ! H e must have care
c‘ of his but, and for, and them, and it.
For the least
6c ambiguity in any of these will fill up pages in an
cc answer, and make a book look considerable for the
cc bulk of it.
And what must a man do, who is to
“answer all such objections about the use of parti‘(cles? ” I humbly conceive it is not without reason,
that your lordship here claims an exemption from having
a care of your but, and your for, and your them, and
other particles. The sequel of your letter will show,
that it is a privilege your lordship makes great use of,
and therefore have reason to be tender of it, and to cry
out against those unmannerly critics, who question it.
Upon this consideration, I cannot but look on it as a
misfortune to me, that it should fall in my way to displease your lordship, by disturbing you in the quiet, and
perhaps antient possession of so convenient a privilege.
But how great soever -the advantages of it may be to 8
writer, I, upon experience, find it is very troublesome
and perpIexing to a reader, who is concerned to understand what is written, that he may answer to it. But
to return to the place we were upon.
Your lordship goes on and says, cc whether it doth,
c( or no,” i. e. whether what your lordship had said
doth clear this matter or no, ‘(you are content to leave
‘ I it to any indifferent reader; and there it must rest at
‘‘ last, although I should write volumes upon it.”
Upon the reading of these last words of your lordship’s, I thought you had quite done with this personal
matter, so apt, as you say, to weary the world. But
whether it be that your lordship is not much satisfied
in the handling of it, or in the letting it alone ;
ther your lordship meant by these last words, that
I write about it is volumes, i. e. too much, as
lordship has toZd me in the first page ; but what
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813 lordship says about it, is but necessary: whether these
or any other be the cause of it, personal matter, as it
Seems, is very importunate and troublesome to your
lordship, as it is to the world. S o u turn it going in
the end of one paragraph, and personal matter thrusts
itself in again in the beginning of the next, whether of
itself, without your lordship’s notice or consent, I examine not. But thus stand the immediately following
words, wherein your lordship asks me, ‘(but for what
6‘ cause do I continue so unsatisfied? ”
To which you
make me give this answer, “ that the cause why I
continue so unsatiA$ed, is, that the author mentimed
went upon this ground, that clear und distinct ideas
are necessary to certainty, but that is not my notion

,

1

as to certainty by ideas; which is, that certainty consists in the perception of the agreement or disagreement of ideas, such us we have, whether they be in all
their parts perfectly clear and distinct or n o ; and
that I have no notions of certainty more than this
one.”
These words, which your lordship has set down for
mine, I have printed in a distinct character, that the
reader may take particular notice of them; not that
there is any thing very remarkable in this passage itself, but because it makes the business of the fourscore
following passages. For the three several answers
that your lordship says you have given to it, and that
which you call pour defence of them, reach, as I take
it, to the 87th page. But another particular reason
why this answer, which your lordship has made for me
to a question of your own putting, is distinguished by
;t particular character, is to save frequent repetitions of
It ; that the reader, by having recourse to it, may see
whether those things, which your lordship says of it,
be so or no, and judge whether I am in the wrong,
when I assure him, that I cannot find them to be as
YOU say.
only before I come to what your lordship positively
gays of this which you call my answer, I crave leave to
observe that i t supposes I continue unsatisfied : to which
I reply, tha$ I no .where.say that I continue un&~fi6@d,-
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I may sap, that what is offered for satisfaction, gives
none to me or any body else; and yet I, as well as
other people, may be satisfied concerning the matter.
I come now to what your lordship says positively
of it.
1. You say that I tell you, that '' the cause why I
continued unsatisfied, is, that the author mentioned
went upon this ground, that clear and distinct ideas
'(are necessary to certainty ; but that is not my notion
gc of certainty by ideas," &c.
To which I crave leave to reply, that neither in that
part of my second letter, which your lordship quotes
for it, nor any where else, did I tell your lordship any
such thing. Neither could I assign that suthor's going
upon that ground, there mentioned, as any cause of
dissatisfaction to me; because I know not '(that he
'e went upon this ground, that clear and distinct ideas
'6 are necessary to certainty:"
for I have met with
nothing produced by your lordship out of him, to prove
that he did so. And if it be true, that he goes upon
grounds of certainty that are not mine, I know nobody
that ought to be dissatisfied with it but your lordship,
who have taken so much pains to make his grounds
mine, and my grounds his, and to intitle us troth to
what each has said apart.
2. Your lordship says,
this is no mpre than what
'6 I had said before in my former letter."
Answ. For
this I appeal to the 57th, or rather (as I think you
writ) 87th page, quoted for it by your lordship ; where
any one must have very good eyes, to find all that is set
down here in this answer (as you a little lower call it)
which you have been pleased to put into my mouth.
For neither in the one nor the other of those pages, is
there any such answer of mine. Indeed, in the 87th page
there are these words; " that certainty, in my opinion,
6' lies in the perception of the agreement or disagree.
cc ment of ideas, such as they are, and not always in
('the having perfectly clear and distinct ideas."' Bot
these words there are not given as an answer to this
question, why do I continue so unsatisfied? And the
re-ahle
answer set dowq is, as 1: take it, more than
I'
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'(

to

the Bishop of ?Yowest@.

these words, as much more in proportion as your lordship's whole letter is, more than the half of it.
8. Your lordship says of the remarkable answer
above set down, that you took particular notice of
66 it,"
To which I crave leave to reply, that your lordship,
,lo.where before took notice of this answer, as you call
it; for it was no-where before extant, though it be true
Some part of the words of it were. But some part of
the words of this answer (which too were never given
as an answer to the question proposed) can never be
this answer itself.
4. Your lordship farther says, that <' you gave three
6' several answers to it."
To which I must crave leave further to reply, that
never any one of the three answers, which you here say
you gave to this my answer, were given to this answer;
which, in the words above set down, you made me give
to your question, why I continued so unsatisfied?
To justify this my reply, there needs no more but to
set down these your lordship's three answers, and to
turn to the places where you say you gave them.
The first of your three answers is this, ('that those
'' who offer at clear and distinct ideas, bid much fairer
"for certainty than I do (according to this answer)
'c and speak more agTeeably to my original grounds of
" certainty."
The place you quote for this, is, Ans. 1.
p. 80, but in that place it is not given as an answer to
my saying, that '6 the cause why I continue unsatisfied,
" is, that the author mentioned went upon this ground,
" that clear and distinct ideas are necessary to certainty,
" but," &c.
And if it be given for answer to it here,
it seems a very strange one. For I am supposed to say,
that cc the cause why I continue unsatisfied, is, that
" the author mentioned went upon a ground different
and to satisfy me, I am told his way
" from mine:
is better than mine; which cannot but be thought an
answer very likely t o satisfy me.
Your second answer, which you say you gave to that
'emarkable passage above set down, is this ; '' that it
" 1s very possible the author of Christianity nut mptc7,
'(
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rious, might mistake or misapply my notions; but
he thought them
6c the same, and we have no reason to be sorry that he
‘6 hath
given me this occasion for the explaining my
‘(meaning, and for the vindication of myself in the
‘6 matters I apprehend he had charged me with : ” and
for this you quote your first letter, p. 36. But neither are
these words in that place an answer to my saying,
“ that the cause why I continued dissatisfied, is, that
(‘that author went upon this pound, that clear and
cc distinct ideas are necessary to certainty, but,” &c.
Your third answer, which you say you gave to that
passage above set down, is, that my own grounds of
certainty tend to scepticism, and that, in an age
66 wherein the mysteries of faith are too much exposed
“ by the promoters of scepticisni and infidelity, it is a
cc thing of dangerous consequence to start such new
cc methods of certainty, as are apt to leave men’s minds
“ more doubtful than before:”
For this you refer
your reader to your first letter. But I must crave leave
also to observe, that these words are not all to be found
in that place, and those of them which are there, are
by no means an answer to my saying, ‘‘ that the cause
6c why I continue unsatisfied, is,” &c.
What the words which your lordship has here set
down as your three answers, are brought in for in those
three places quoted by your lordship, any one that will
consult them may see; it would hold me too long in
personal matter to explain that here, and therefore for
your lordship’s satisfaction I pass by those particulars.
But this I crave leave to be positive in, that in neither
of them, they are given in reply to that which is above
set down, as my answer to your lordship’s question,
c c for what cause do I continue so unsatisfied ? ” Though
your lordship here says, that to this answer they were
given as a reply, and it was it you had taken notice of,
and given these three several replies to. As answers
therefore to what you make me say here, viz. “ t h a t
‘6 the cause of my continuing unsatisfied, is, that the
author mentioned went upon a ground of certainty
fc that 4 none of mine ;” I cmaot capsjder thew, For
6c

‘(there is too much reason to believe
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to this neither of them is @veri as an answer : though
this and it, in ordinary construction, make them have
that reference. But these are some of your privileged
particles, and may be applied how and to what you
please.
But though neither of these passages be any manner
of answer to what your lordship calls them answers to ;
yet you laying such stress on them, that well nigh half
your letter, as I take it, is spent in the defence of
them ; it is fit I consider what you say under each of
them.
I say, as I take it, near half your letter is in defence
of these three passages.
One reason why I speak so doubtfully, is, that though
you say here, (‘that you will lay them together, and
‘ 6 defend them,” and that in effect all that is said to
that part is ranged under these three heads ; yet they
being brought in as answers to what I am made to say,
is 66 the cause why I continued unsatisfied,” I should
scarce think your lordship should spend so many pages
in this personal matter, after you had but two or three
pages before so openly blamed me for spending a less
number of pages in my answer, concerning personal
matters, to what your lordship had in your letter concerning them.
Another reason why I speak so doubtfully, is, because
I do not see how these three passages need so long, or
any defences, where they are not attacked ; or if they
be attached, methinks the defences of them should have
been applied to the answers I had made to them ; or if
I have made none, and they be of such moment that
they require answers, your lordship’s minding me that
they did so, would either, by my continued silence,
have left to your lordship all that you can pretend to
f91.my granting them, or else my answers to them have
Pven your lordship an occasion to defend them, and
Perhaps to have defended them otherwise than you have
done. This is certain, that these defences had come
time enough when they had been attacked, and then it
Would have been seen, whether what was said did defend them or no, The trutb ’is, my lord, if you wiu

-
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give me leave to speak my thoughts freely, when I
consider these three, as I call them, answers, how they
themselves are Brought in, and what relation that which
is brought under each of them has to them, and to the
matter in question; methinks they look rather like
texts chosen to be discoursed on, than as answers to be
defended in a controversy. For the connexion of that
which in train is tacked OR to them, is such that makes
me see I am wholly mistaken in what I thought the
established rule of controversy. This was also another
reason why I said you spent, as I take it, near half of
your letter in defence of them. For when I consider
how one thing hangs on another, under the third answer, where I think that which you call your defending
it ends; it is a hard matter by the relation and dependency of the parts of that discourse, to tell where
it ends.
Bct to consider the passages themselves, and the
defence of them.
That which you call your first answer, and which you
say you will defend, is i n these words; ‘( those who
‘(offer at clear and distinct ideas, bid much fairer for
certainty than I do (according to this answer) and
cc speak more agreeably to my original grounds of cer‘(tainty.” These words being brought in at first as a
reply to what was called my answer, but was not my
answer, as may be seen, Lett. 1. I took no notice of
them in my second letter, as being nothing at all to the
point in hand; and therefore what need they have of a
farther defence, when nothing is objected to them, I do
not see. T o what purpose is it to spend seven or eight
pages to show, that another’s notion about certainty is
better than mine; when that tends not to show how
your saying, that the certainty of my proof of a God
‘c is not placed upon any clear and distinct ideas, but
‘(upon the force of reason distinct from it,” concerns
me ; which was the thing there to be shown, as is visible
to any one who will vouchsafe to look into that part of
my first letter. And indeed why should your lordship
tmu& yourself to prove, which of two different ways
of certainty by ideas is best, when you have 50 ill an
((
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opinion of the whole way of certainty by ideas, that
YOU accuse it of tendency to scepticism? But it seems
your lordship is resolved to have all the faults in m y
book cleared or corrected, and so you go on to defend
these words : " that those who offer at clear and dis' 6 tinct ideas, bid much fairer for certainty than I do."
1could have wished that your lordship had pleased a
little to explain them, before you had defended them ;
for they are not, to me, without some obscurity. However, to guess as well as I can, I think the proposition
that you intend here, is this, that those who place certainty in the perception of the agreement or disagreement of only clear and distinct ideas, are more in the
right than I am, who place it in the perception of the
agreement or disagreement of ideas, such as we have,
though they be not in all their parts perfectly clear and
distinct
Whether your lordship has proved this, or no, will
be seen when we come to consider what you have said
in the defence of it. In the mean time, I have no
reason to be sorry to hear your lordship say so; because
this supposes, that certainty can be attained by the perception of the agreement or disagreement of clear and
distinct ideas, For if certainty cannot be attained by
the perception of the agreement or disagreement of clear
and distinct ideas, how can they be more in the right,
who place certainty in one sort of ideas, that it cannot
be had in, than those who place it in another sort of
ideas, that it cannot be had i n ?
.
I shall proceed now to examine what your lordship
has said in defence of the proposition you have here set
down to defend, which you may be sure I shall with all
the favourableness that truth will allow ; since if your
lordship makes it out to be true, it puts an end to the
dispute you have had with me. For it confutes that
main proposition which you have so much contended
for; " that to lay all foundation of certainty, as to
'' matters of faith, upon clear and distinct ideas, does
'' certainly overthrow all mysteries of faith :" unless
YOU will say, that mysteries of faith cannat consist with
What you have proved to be W e .
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place certainty in the perception of the agreement or
disagreement of clear and distinct ideas only, your lordship says, ‘(that it is a wonderful thing, in point of
‘‘ reason, for m e to pretend to certainty by ideas, and
not allow these ideas to be clear and distinct.” This,
my lord, looks as if I placed certainty only in obscure
and confused ideas, and did not allow that it might be
had by clear and distinct ones. But I have declared
myself so clearIy and so fully to the contrary, that I
doubt not but your lordship would think I deserved to
be asked, whether this were fair and ingenuous dealing,
to represent this matter as this expression does? But
the instances are so many, how apt my unlearned way
of writing is to mislead your lordship, and that always
on the side least favourable to my sense, that if I should
cry out as often as I think I meet with occasion for it,
your lordship would have reason to be uneasy at the
ebullition and enlarging of my complaints.
Your lordship farther asks, dlhow can I clearly per4‘ceive the agreement or disagreement of ideas, if 1
‘6 have not clear and distinct ideas?
For how is it, pos6‘ sible for a man’s mind to know whether they agree
6‘ or disagree, if there be some parts of those ideas we
‘c have onlv general and confused ideas of? ”
I would
rather read these latter words, if your lordship please,
‘6 if there be some parts of those ideas that are only
general and confused :” for “ parts of ideas that we
‘‘ have only general and confused ideas of,” is not very
clear and intelligible to me.
Taking then your lordship’s question as cleared of
this obscurity, it will stand thus: ‘c how is it possible
6‘ for a man’s mind to know, whether ideas agree or
6‘ disagree, if there be some parts of those ideas obscure ‘
“ and confused ? ” In answer to which, I crave leave
to ask; “ Is it possible for a man’s mind to perceive,
66 whether ideas agree or disagree, if no parts of those
6; ideas be obscure and confused,” and by that perception to attain certainty ? If your lordship says no : holy
do you hereby prove, that they who place certainty in
the perception of the Weernent OF disagreement of
(+

to

,
1

1

1'

1

the Bishop of Worcester.

831
only clear and distinct ideas, are more in the riglit
than I ? For they who place certainty, where it is impossible to be had, can in that be no more in the right,
than he who places it in any other impossibility. If
you say yes, certainty may be attained by the perception
of the agreement or disagreement of clear and distinct
ideas, you give up the main question: you grant the
proposition, which you declare you chiefly oppose ; and
so all this great dispute with me is at an end. Your
lordship may take which of these two you please ; if the
former, the proposition here to be proved is given up ;
if the latter, the whole controversy is given up: one of
them, it is plain, you must say.
This, and what your lordship says farther on this
point, seems to me to prove nothing, but that you
suppose, that either there are no such things as obscure
and confused ideas; and then, with submission, the
distinction between clear and obscure, distinct and confused, is useless ; and it is in vain to talk of clear and
obscure, distinct and confused ideas, in opposition to
one another: or else your lordship supposes, that an
obscure and confused idea is wholly undistinguishable
from all other ideas, and so in effect are all other ideas.
For if an obscure and confused idea be not one and
the same with all other ideas, as it is impossible for it
to be, then the obscure and confused idea may and will
be so far different fsom some other ideas, that it may
he perceived whether it agrees or disagrees with them
or no. For every idea in the mind, clear and obscure,
distinct or confused, is but that one idea that it is, and
not another idea that it is not; and the mind perceives
it to be the idea that it is, and not another idea that it
is different From.
What therefore I mean by obscure and confused ideas,
1have at large shown, and shall not trouble your lordship with a repetition of here. For that there are such
obscure and confused ideas, I suppose the instances your
lordship gives here evince: to which I shall add this
one more : suppose you should in the twilight, or in a
thick mist, see two things standing upright, near the
size and shape of an ordinary man ; but in SO dim &
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light, or at such a distance, that they appeared very
much alike, and you could not perceive them to be
what they really were, the one a statue, the other a man ;
would not these two be obscure and confused ideas?
And yet could not your lordship be certain of the truth
of this proposition concerning either of them, that it
was something, or did exist ; and that by perceiving the
agreement of that idea (as obscure and confused as it
was) with that of existence, as expressed in that proposition.
This, my lord, is just the case of substance, upon
which you raised this argument concerning obscure and
confused ideas : which this instance shows may have
propositions made about them, of whose truth we may
be certain.
Hence I crave liberty to conclude, that I am nearer
the truth than those who say that cc certainty is founded
G only in clear and distinct ideas,” it‘ any body does
say so. For no such saying of any one of those, with
whom your lordship joined me for so saying, is, that I
remember, yet produced ; though this be that for which
u they ” and
those ” whoever they be, had from your
lordship the title of tthe gentlemen of the new way of
reasoning ; and this be the opinion which your lordship
declares 6c you oppose, as certainly overthrowing all
‘‘ mysteries of faith, and excluding the notion of sub‘‘ stance out of rational discourse.” Which terrible
termagant proposition, viz. v that certainty is founded
<‘ only in clear and distinct ideas,” which has made
such a noise, and been the cause of the spending above
ten times fifty pages, and given occasion to very large
ebullition of thoughts ; appears not, by any thing that
has been yet produced, to he any where in their writings, with whom upon this score you have had so warm
a controvemy, but only in your lordship’s imagination,
and what YOU have, at least for this once, ‘6 writ oiit of
6‘ your own thoughts.”
But if this paragraph contain so little in defence of
the proposition which your lordship, in the beginning
of it, set down on purpose to defend: what follows is
vidbly inwe remote from it. But since: your lordship
$*
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has been pleased to tack it on here, though without applying of it any way, that I see, to the defence of the
proposition to be defended, which is already got clean
out of sight : I am taught, that it is fit I consider it here
in this, which your lordship has thought the proper
place for it.
In the next paragraph, your lordship is pleased to
take notice of this part of my complaint, viz. that I say
more than twice or ten times, " that you blame those
who place certainty in clear and distinct ideas, but I
'(do n o t ; and yet you bring me in amongst them."
And for this, your lordship quotes seventeen several
pages of my second letter. Whoever will give himself
the trouble to turn to those pages, will see how far I
am in those places from barely saying, ('that you blame
those who place certainty," &e. and what reason you
had to point to so many places for my so saying, as a
repetition of my complaint. And I believe they will
find the proposition about placing certainty only in
clear and distinct ideas, is mentioned in them upon
several occasions, and to different purposes, as the argument required.
Be that as it will, this is a part of my complaint, and
you do me a favour, that after having, as you say, met
with it in so many places, you are pleased at last to take
notice of it, and promise me a full answer to it. The
first part of which full answer is in these words ; ('that
" you do not deny but the first occasion of your lord" ship's charge, was in the supposition that clear and
"distinct ideas were necessary, in order to any cer" tainty in our minds."
And that the only way to
" attain this certainty, was by comparing these ideas
" together.''
M y lord, though I have faithfully set down these
words out of my second answer, yet I must own I have
Printed them in something of a different character from
that which they stand in your letter. For your lordship has pirblished this sentence so, as " if the supbsi" tion that clear and distinct ideas were necessary in
'' order to any certainty in our minds," were my s u p
Psition; whereas I must crave leave to let W' rSader
'6
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know, that that suppositiog is purely your lordship's :
for you neither in your defence of the T h i t y , nor in
your first answer, produce any thing to prove, that that
was either an assertion or supposition of mine ; but your
lordship was pleased to suppose it for me. As to the
Iatter words, ' I and that the only way to attain this cer" tainty, was by comparing these ideas together :
If
your lordship means by these ideas, ideas in general :
then 1 acknowledge these to be my words, or to be my
sense : but then they are not any supposition in my book,
though they are made part of the supposition here ; but
their sense is expressed in my Essay at large in more
places than one. But if by these ideas your lordship
means only clear and distinct ideas, I crave leave to deny
that to be my sense, or any supposition of mine.
Your lordship goes on ; " but to prove this ;" Prove
what, I beseech you, my lord? That certainty was to
be attained by comparing ideas, was a supposition of
mine. T o prove that, there needed no words or principles of mine to be produced, unless your lordship
would prove that which never was denied.
But if it were to prove this, viz. that " it was a supGc position of mine, that clear and distinct ideas were
6' necessary to certainty ;" and that to prove this to be
a supposition of mine, '' my words were produced, and
my principles of certainty laid down, and none else;"
I answer, I do not remember any words or principles
of mine produced to show any ground for such a supposition, that I placed certainty only in clear and distinct
ideas ; and if there had been any such produced, your
lordship would have done me and the reader a favour to
have marked the pages wherein one might have found
them produced, unless your lordship thinks you make
amends for quoting so many pages of iiiy second letter,
which might have been spared, by neglecting wholly to
quote any of your own where it needed. When your
lordship shall please to direct me to those places where
such words and principles of mine were produced to
prove such a supposition, I shall readily turn to them,
to see how far they do really give ground for it. But
my bad memory not suggesting to me any thing like it,
'I
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your lordship, I hope, will pardon me if I do not turn
over your defence of the Trinity and your first letter, to
see whether you have any such proofs, which you yourself seem so much to doubt. or think so meanly of, that
you do not so much as point out the places where they
are to be found ; though we have in this very page so
eminent an example, that you are not sparing of your
pains in this kind, where you have the least thought
that it might serve your lordship to the meanest purpose.
But though you produced no words or principles of
mine to prove this a supposition of mine, yet in your
next words here your lordship produces a reason why
you yourself supposed it. For you say, “you could
not imagine that I could place certainty in the agree‘‘ ment or disagreement of ideas, and not suppose those
ideas to be clear and distinct:” so that at last the
satisfaction you give me, why my book was brought
into a controversy wherein it was not concerned, is,
that your lordship-imagined I supposed in it, what I did
riot suppose in it. And here I crave leave to ask, whether the reader may not well suppose that you had a
great mind to bring my book into that controversy,
when the only handle you could find for it, was an imagination of a supposition to be in it, which in truth was
not there ?
Your lordship adds, ‘‘ that I finding myself joined
“ in such company which I did not desire to be seen
“ in, I rather chose to distinguish myself from them,
“ by denying clear and distinct ideas to be necessary to
“ certainty.”
If it might be permitted to another to guess at your
thoughts, as well as you do at mine, he Erhaps would
turn it thus ; that your lordship finding no readier way,
as you thought, to set a mark upon my bok, than by
bringing several passages of it into a controversy concerning the Trinity, wherein they had nothing to do ;
and speaking of them under the name of ‘‘ those ” and
“them,” as if your adversaries in that dispute had
made use of those passages against the Trinity, when no
one opposer of the doctrine of the Trinity, that I know,
YOL, III.
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or thRt you have produced, eyer quide use of any one of
them I YQV thought frt to jumble my book with other
peqple’s opinians after a Qew way, never VS& by qny
atber writer that I ever heard af, Ifany one will consider whR,t your lordship has said for my satisfaction
(wherein you have, as I humbly conceive I have shown,
praduced nothing but imaginations of imaginations,
and syppasitions of suppositions) he will, I conclude,
without straining of his thaughts, he carried to this
conjecture.
But coqjectures apart, your lordship says, 65 that T
‘(finding myself joined in such company which I did
‘‘ not desire to be seen in, I rather chose to distinguish
‘‘ myself :” if keeping to my bo& be called distinguishing myself, You say, ‘‘ I rather chose :” #,ather ! than
yhat, my lord, I beseech you? Your learned way of
writing, I find, ia every where beyand my capacity ; and
unless I will guess a t your meaning (which i s not very
safe) beyond what I can certainly understsnd by your
wwds, f eften know not what to answer to. It i s certain, yo^ mean hew, that I preferred 6‘ distinguishing
“ myself from them I found myself joined with” to
samething; but to what, yau do not say. If you mean
to owning that for my notion of certainty, which is not
my notion of certainty, this is true; I did and ehdl
always rather choose to distinguish myself from any of
them, than own that for my notion which is not my
notion : if yau mean that 5 preferred E‘ my distinguish‘‘ ing myself from them, to my being joined with them ;”
you make me choose, where there neither is nor can be
any choice. For what is wholly out of one’s pawer,
lyws no worn for choice; and ]c think I should be
laughed at, if I should say, I rather choose to djstin‘6 guish myself from the papists, than that it should
(‘rain?’ For it ia na more ie my choice not to be
joined, as your lordship has been pleased to join me,
with $he u~know-n‘6 they ” and 6‘ them,” than it is in
my power that it shcluld not rain,
rt ia I& you will oay here agiiin, this i s 8 n i e criticism ; I grant, my lard, it i e abuk wards and expres.
pione; But sin% f oannot know paur meaning but b$
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p u r words and expressions, if this defect in my undepstanding very frequently tmrtake me in your writings
to and concerning me, it is troublesome, I confess ; but
what must 1 do? Must I play a t blind-rnan'skbuff?
Catch at what I do not see? Answer to I know not what :
to no meaning, i. e. to Dothing? Or must I p u m e to
know your meaning, when 1 d o not 3
For example, suppose I should presume it to be pour
meaning here, that I found myself joined in compaay,
by your lordship, with the author Q€ Christianity not
mysterious, t?y your lordship's imputing the same DOtions of certainty to us both ; that I did not desire to be
see^ in his company, i. e. t o be thought to be d his
opinion in other things ; and therefore Cc I chose rather
" to distinguish mpsdf from him, hy denying clear and
distinct ideas to In? necessary to certainty, than to be
(6 so joined with him ? "
if I should presume this to Be
the sense of these your words here, and that by t
b
doubtful signification of the expressions of being joined'
in company, and seen in company, used equivwfly,
your lordship should mean, that because I ww said to he
of his opinicm in one thing, I was to be thought to b
of' his apinion in all things, and therefm disowwd b
be of his opinion io that, wherein I was of his ophhfi,
because I would not be thought of his opinion all
through : woliid not your l d s h i p be dispieased wdth
me fhr supping yw t o have s w h a meaning as this,
and a& me again, whether I could think you a man
'' af so littb sense to talk thus 3 " And yet, my 1 d ;
this i s the best 3 can make of these wards, which seem
to me mther to discaver a secret In yoqr way of dealing.
with RW, than any thing in me that I am a s h 4 of.
For 1 am not, nor ever shall be ashamed to OWB m y
QP&n I have, heeause anather man holds the same ;
and SO far as that brings m e into his mmpnp, I shall
not be trauMed 00 be seen m it. But I shall never thi&
that t h t enales me to any other of his opi&ms, or
makes me of his company in on7 other mse, how much
s@@mF
that i
atk design : Po0 your lordshiphas used no.
art a& pg&sto make me &his and theunitarians
@ m ~ q in
y a& that t h y sap
ktturre h t author'
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h8s ten lines in the beginning of his book, which agrees
with something I have said in mine ; from whence we
become companions, so universally united in opinion,
that they must be entitled to all that I say, and I to all
that they say.
My lord, when I writ my book, I could not desigi
(‘to distinguish myself from the gentlemen of the nev
c6 way 6f reasoning,” who were not then in being,
no
are, that I see, yet ; since I find nothing produced ou
of the unitarians, nor the author of Christianity no
mysterious, to show, that they make clear and distincl
ideas necessary to certainty. And a11 that I have donc
since, has been to show, that you had no reason to joir
my book with men (let them be what ‘(they ” or “those’
you please) who founded certainty only upon clear and
distinct ideas, when my book did not found it only upon
clear and distinct ideas. And I cannot tell why thc
appealing to my b o k now, should he called “ a choos.
ing rather to distinguish myself.”
My reader must pardon me here for this uncouth
phrase of joining my book with men. For as your
lordship ordered the matter (pardon me, if I say in your
new way of writing) so it was, if your own word may
be taken in the case: for, to give me satisfaction, you
insist upon this, that you did not join me with those
gentlemen in their opinions, but tell me ‘‘ they used my
‘‘ notions to other purposes than I intended them; ’
and so tliere was no need for me cc t o distinguish myself
ec from them,” when your lordship had done it for me
as you plead all along : though you are pleased to tell
me, that I was joined with them, and that 6 6 I found
‘‘ myself joined in such company, as I did not desire to
‘6 be seen in.”
My lord, I could find myself joined in no company
upon this occasion, but what you joined me in, And
theivfore I beg leave to ask your lordship, did you join
me in company with those, in whosecompny, you here
sty, “ I do not desire to be seen?” If you own that YOU
did, how must I understand that passage where you say,
that 6c you must do that right to the ingenious author
u of .the Essay of Human Understanding, frorm ,when@
$‘
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g d will of such endeavews, and judge whether such
arts ~ V O U Fnot a little 6f the spirit o€ the inquisitioh.
For, if I mistake not, it is the method of that holy
&e, and the way of those revered guardians of what
they call the Christian faith, to raise reports or start occasions of suspiaion concerning the orthodoxy of any
one they have no very good-will towards, and require
him to clear himself; gilding all this with the care of
*&ion, and the profession of respect and tenderness to
the person himself, even when they deliver him up to
be burnt by the secular power.
I shall not, my lord, say, that you have had any ill.
will to me ; for I never deserved any from you. But I
shall be better able to answer those, who am apt to think
the method you have taken, has some conformity, so
far as it h8s gone, with what protestants complain of in
the inquisition ; when you shall have cleared this matter
a little otherwise, End assigned a more sufficient reason
for bringing me into the party oE those that oppose the
doctrine of the Trinity, than only because the author of
Christianity not mysterious has, in the beginnibg of his
book, half a score lines which you guess he borrowed
9ut of mine. For that, in truth, is all the matter of
fact upon which all this dust is raised ; and the matter
so advanced by degrees, that now I ain told, '' I should
'' have cleared myself, by owning the doctrine of the
6' Trinity ;" as if1 had been ever accused ofdisowning
it. But that which shows no small skill in this ma.
nagement, is, that I am called upon to clear myself, by
fhe very mme person who, raising the whole dispute,
hae himself over and over again cleared me ; and upon
that grounds the satisfaotion he pretends to give me and
sthers; in auswer to my complaint of his having, with.
out any reason at all, brought my book into the con=
troveray concerning the Trinity. But to go on.
If the preceding part of this paragmph had nothing
in it of defence of this propaition, t h t those who
'c offer at clear and distinct ideas, bid much fairer for
'' certainty than do, &cl" it is certain, that what fol=
lows ia altqpthar as remote frsm any ~uchdefence,
. Your lordijhip s a p , '( that uertainty hp sense, (xur
('
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tainty by reasofi, and certainty by ternembratlee, are
6' to be dibtifiguished h r n the certainty" tmdet. debate,
and to be shut aut froin it! and tr ori this you s p n d
three paps. Sup osing it so, how oes this at all tend
to the defence o this proposition, that ('those who
'6 offer at clear and distinct ideas, bid much fairer fat
'6 ceftainty than I do ? " Fur whether certainty by Sehse,
by reason, and by remembrance, be or be not comprehended in the certainty under debate, this propositiw,
6' that those who offer at clear ahd distinct ideas, bid
'c much fairer for certainty than I do9'' will fiat a t all
be confirmed or invalidated thereby.
The proving therefore, that certainty by sense, by
reason, and by remembrance," is to be excluded from
the certainty under debate, serving nothing to the defence of the proposition to be defended, and so having
nothing to do here : let us now consider it as a proposition that your lordshib has a mind to prove, as serving
to some other great purpose of pour own, or perhaps in
some other view against my book : for you seem to lay
no small stress upon it, by your way of introducing it.
For you very solemnly set yourself tb prove, cc that the
" certainty under debate is the certainty of knowledge,
" and that a proposition whose ideas are to be compared
(6
as to their agreement or disagreemeht, is the proper
'' object of this certainty." Prom whence your lordship infers, that '' therefore this certainty is to be dis" tinguished from a certainty by sense, by reason, atid
by remembrance." But by what logic this is infdred, is not eas to me to discover. For cKif a pruposE
't tion, whose i eks are to be compared as to theit a
" ment or disagreement, be the proper object of the
certainty " under debate ; if propositions whose cer
tainty we arrive a t by sehse, reason, or remenibtmce,
be of ideas, which may be compared as! to theit a@&
men€ or disagreeti.lent ; thew they cannot be excluded
f ~ o Mthat certainty, which is to be had by so momparing thse ideas ! unless they must be shut out Eor the
very s8nk reason that others are taken 111.
1. Then a to certainty by setise, or propositiotl$ Of
that kind:
'g
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66 T h e object of the certainty under debate,
your
'' lordship owns, as a proposition whose ideas are to be
GC compared as to their agreement or disagreement."
T h e agreement or disagreement of the ideas of a proposition to be compared, may be examined and perceived
by sense, and is certainty by sense: and therefore how
this certainty is to be distinguished and shut out from
that, which consists in the perceiving the agreement OF
disagreement of the ideas of any proposition, will not
be easy to show ; unless one certainty is distinguished
from another, by having that which makes the other to
be certainty, viz. the perception of the agreement or
disagreement of two ideas, as expressed in that proposition : v. g. may I not be certain that a ball of ivory that
lies before my eyes is not square? And is it not my
sense of seeing, that makes me perceive the disagreement of that square figure to that round matter, which
are the ideas expressed in that proposition ? How then
is certainty by sense exchded or distinguished from
that knowledge, which consists in the perception of the
agreement or disagreement of ideas?
2. Your lordship distinguishes the certainty which
consists in the perceiving the agreement or disagreement
of ideas, as expressed in any proposition, from certainty
by reason. To have made good this distinction, I humlily conceive, you would have done well to have showed
that the'apeement or disagreement of two ideas could
not be perceived by the intervention of a third, which
I, and as I guess other people, call reasoning, or knowing by reason & for example, cannot the sides of a
given triangle be known to be equal by the intervention
of two circles, whereof one of these sides is a common
radius ?
To which, it is like, your lordship will answer, what
I find you do here, about the knowledge of the existence of substance, by the intervention of the existence
of modes, '(that you grant one may come to certainty
4 s of knowledge in the case ; but not a certainty by ideas,
$6 but by a consequence of reason deduced from the
64 ideas we have b;u our senses,"
This, my JQrd,you
838
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bave said, and thus you have more than once opposed
reason and ideas as inconsistent ; which I should be very
glad to see proved once, after these several occasions I
have given your lordship, by excepting against that s u p
position. But since the word idea has the ill luck to be
SO constantly opposed by your lordship to reason, permit
me if you please, instead of it, to put what I mean by
it, viz. the immediate objects of the mind in thinking
(for that is it which I would signify by the word ideas)
and then let us see how your answer will run. You
grant, that from the sensible modes of bodies, we may
come to a certain knowledge, that there are bodily substances; but this you say is not a certainty by the immediate objects of the mind in thinking, '(but by a con" sequence of reason deduced from the immediate ob" jects of the mind in thinking, which we have by our
'' senses." When you can prove that we can have a
certainty by a consequeiice of reason, which certainty
shall not also be by the immediate objects of the mind
in using its reason ; you may say such certainty is not
by ideas, but by consequence of reason. But that I
believe will not be, till you can show, that the mind
can think, or reason, or know, without immediate objects of thinking, reasoning, or knowing ; all which objects, as your lordship knows, I call ideas.
You subjoin, ('and this can neves prove that we have
"certainty by ideas, where the ideas themselves are
" not clear and distinct."
The question is not '(whe" ther we can have certainty by ideas that ase not clear
" and distinct," or whether my words (if by this particle this you mean my words set down in the foregoing
page) prove any such thing, which I humbly conceive
they do not : but whether certainty by reason be excluded from the certainty under debate? which I humbly conceive you have not from my words, or any other
"ay proved.
3. The third sort of propositions that your lordship
excludes, are those whose certainty we know by remembrance : but in these two the agreement or disagreement
of the ideas contained in them is perceived ; not dways
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ifid&, h$ it tv& at first, by an actual View of the connexioa of all the intermediate ideas, whereby the agreea84

rhent or disa
ment of those in the proposition Was at
fiit percei%Tbut by other interm&ate ideas, that
shotv the agreemefit or disagreement of the ideas cbntained in the proposition, whose certainty we remember,
As in the i n s t m e you here make use of, viz. that the
three angles of tl triafigle are equal to ttvo right odes:
the certainty of which prdposition we know by remem.
braace, sr though the demonstration hath slfpt out of
cc our minds ;” but we know it in a different way from
what your lotdship supposes. T h e a w m e n t of the
two ideas, a’s joined ih that proposition, is perceived ;
but it is by the intervention of other ideas than those
which at first produced that perception. 1 remember,
i. e. I know (for remembrance is but the reviving of
some past knowledge) that I was once certain of the
truth of this proposition, that the three angles of a triabgle are equal to two right ones. The immutability
of the same relations between the same immutable things,
is now the idea that shows mp, that if the three angles
of a triangle were once equal to two right ones, they
witl always be equal to two right ones; and hence I
tome to be certain, that what was once tpub in the case,
is always true : what ideas once agreed, .will always
agree; and consequently what I once knew to be true,
I shall always know to be true as long as I can remem.
ber that f once knew it.
Your lokdship says, that the. debate ktween us is
about certainty of knowledge, with regard to some
rt proposition dhose ideas are to be compared as to their
‘ I agreement or disagreement :” out df this debate, you
say, certainty by sense, by reason, and by remembrance,
is to be excluded. I desire you then, my lord, to tell
*hat sort of propositions will be within the debate, and
to name ine one of them ; if propositions, whose certainty we h o w by sense, rehson, o~ remembrance, are

ekduded.
However, from what you have said concerning them,
frott~torchhip in the nett ‘parapph wbcludes them out
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I&rlg out of the question.”

Out of what question, I beseech you, my lwd ? The
question here, and that of p u r own proposing to h?defended in the affirmative, is this, cc whether those who
6‘ offer a t clear and distinct ideas bid much fairer fix
‘6 certainty thnn I do ? ”
And how certainty by sene,
by reasoh, and by remembrance comes to have any pas4
ticular exception in reference to this question, it is fnp
misfortune not to be able to find.
But your lordship, leaving the examination of the
question under debate, by B new state of the question,
would pin upon me what I never said. Your words
are, ‘(these things then being put out of the question,
‘6 which belong not to it; the question truly stated is,
whether we can attain to any certainty of knowledge
“ as to the truth of a proposition in the way of ideas,
where the ideas themselves, by which we came to
‘(that certainty, be not clear and distincb.” With submission, my lord, that which I say in the point, is, that
we may be certain of the truth of a propolsition con:
cerning an idea which is not in all its parts clear and
distinct; and therefore if your lordship will hrava any
question with me concerning this matter, “ the question
‘6 truly stated is, whether we can frame any p r o p i t i o n
“ concerning a thing whereof we have but an obscure
“ and confused idea, of whose truth we can be certain ? ”
That this is the question, you will e a d y agree, when
you will give yourself the trouble to look back to the
rise of it,
Your lordship having found out a strange sort ofmeni
who had broached ‘‘ a doctrine which supposed that WE
“ must have clear and digtfacfi ideas of whatever we
“ pretend to a certainty of in our minds’’ was pleased
for this to call them 4c the gentlemen of a new way of
“reasoning” and to make me one of them. I an*
swered, that I placed not certainty only in clear and
d i s h t i d e a s , and so ought not to have k e n made one
of them, being not guilty of what made ‘‘ a gentleman
“ of this mew way of reasoning.”
It is pretended still,
Qat I. am guiity ; and endearnufed bo be prnyede 3’0
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know now whether I am or no, it must be considered
what you lay to their charge, as the consequence of that
opinion ; and that is, that upon this ground ‘I we can‘(not come toany certainty that there is such a thing
‘(as substance.” This appears by more places than
one. Your lordship asks, ‘‘how is it possible that we
‘‘ may be certain that there are both bodily and spiri.
‘6 tuaI substances, if our reason depend upon clear and
‘6 distinct ideas ? ” And again, (‘how conie we to be
(6 certain that there are spiritual substances in the world,
‘‘ since we can have no clear and distinct ideas con‘‘ cerning them ? ” Arid your lordship having set down
some words out of my book, as if they were inconsistent
with my principle of certainty founded only in clear and
distinct ideas, you say, “ from whence it follows that
(‘we may be certain of the being of a spiritual substance,
though we have no clear and distinct ideas of it.”
Other places might be produced, but these are enough
to show, that those who held clear and distinct ideas
necessary to certainty, were accused to extend it thus
far, that where any idea was obscure and confused, there
no proposition could be made concerning it, of whose
truth we could be certain : v. g. we could not be certain
that there was in the world such a thing as substance,
because we had but an obscure and confused idea of it.
I n this sense therefore I denied that clear and distinct
ideas were necessary to certainty, v. g. I denied it to be
my doctrine, that where an idea was obscure and confused, there no proposition could h made concerning
it, of whose truth we could be certain. For I held we
might becertain of the truth of this proposition, that
there was substance in the world, though we have but
an obscure and confused idea of substance: and your
lordship endeavoured to prove we could not, as may be
Seen at large in that 10th chapter of your Vindica‘(

tion, &e.
From all which, it is evident, that tbe question between us truly stated is this, whether wecan attain CNtainty of the truth of a proposition concerning any thing
whereof we have but an obscure and confused idea ?
. This being the qwstioe, the first thing you say, is,
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that Des Cartes was of your opinion against rue. Ans.
If the question were to be decided by authority, I had
rather it should be by your lordship’s than Des Cartes’s :
and therefore I should excuse myself to you, as not
having needed, that you should have added his authority to yours, to shame me into a submission ; or that
you should have been at the pains to have transcribed
SO much out of him, for my sake, were it fit for me to
hinder the display of the riches of your lordship’s universal reading; wherein I doubt not but I should take
pleasure myself, if I had it to show.
I come therefore to what I think your lordship p r b
cipally aimed a t ; which, as I humbly conceive, was
to show out of my book, that I founded certainty only
on clear and distinct ideas. “ And yet, as you say, I
LL have complained of your lordship in
near twenty
6s places of my second letter, charging this upon me.
‘6 By this the world will judge of the justice of my
‘6 complaints,
and the consistency of my notion of
*‘ideas.”
Ans. What (‘consistency of my notion of ideas”
has to do here, I know not; for I do not remember
that I made any complaint concerning that. But supposing my complaints were ill-grounded in this one
case concerning certainty, pet they might be reasonable
in other points; and therefore, with submission, I
humbly conceive the inference was a little too large, to
conclude from this particular against my complaint in
general.
In the next place I answer, that supposing the places:
which your lordship brings out of my book did prove
what -they do not, viz. that I founded certainty only in
clear and distinct ideas, yet my complaints in the case
are very just. For your lordship at first brought me
into the controversy, and made me one of the gen“ tlemen of the new way of reasoning,” for founding
all certainty on clear and distinct ideas, onip upon a
bare suppositjon that I did so; which f think your
ledship cwfesses in these words, where you say, “ that
“ YOU do not deny but the first occasion of your charge,
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was the supposition that clear and distinct ideas were
necessary in order to any certainty in our minds;
‘4 and that the only way to attain this certainty was
(‘the comparing t h e e , i. e. clear and distinct ideas,
together: but to prove this, my words, your Io&.
( 6 ship says, were produced, and my principles of cer$6 tainty laid down, and none else.”
Answ. I t is
strange, that when my principles of certainty were laid
dswn, this (If I held it) was not found among them.
Having looked therefore, I do not find in that place,
that any words or principles of mine were produoed to
p o u e that I held, that the only way to attain certainty,
was by comparing only clear and distinct ideas ; so that
all that then made me one of the gentlemen of the new
way of reasaning, was only pour supposing that I supposed that clear and distinct ideas are necessary to certainty, And therefare I had then, and have still, reason
t o complain, that your lordship brought me into this
controversy upon so slight grounds, which I humbly
conceive will always show it to have proceeded not so
much from any thing you had then found in my book,
as from a great willingness in your lordship a t any rate
tci do it; and of this the passages which yau have here
now produced out of my Essay, are an evident proof.
Far if your lordship had then known any thing that
seemed so much to yaup purpose, “when you produced, as you say, my words and my principles to
prove,” that I held clear and distinct ideas necessary
to certainty ; it cannot be believed that you would have
omitted these passages, either then or in your answer
to my first letter, and deferred them to this your answer
Qo my second. These passages therefore now quoted
here by your lardship, give me ieave, my lord, to sup.
puse have been by a new and diligent search found out,
and are now at last brought, post factum,” to give
Some eolauur to yaur way of proceeding with me;
thaugh these passages being, as I mppose, then unkaown to you, they cauM not he the ground o€ making
me m e of those who place certainty ody in clear and
(6
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((

(;

&tinct ideas.

ta the Biskaj qf I;yprcyter.
Let us come to the passages thernselvss, and see what
help they afford you.
The first wqrds you Set down out of my Essay grn
these; ‘‘ the mind not being certain of {he
( 6 truth
of that it doth not evidently
’ti*
6‘ know,”
From these words, that which
I infer in that place is, “ that therefQre the mind is
(6 bound in such cases to give up its assept to an un‘6 erring testimony.”
But your lordship from them
infers hem, ‘‘ therefore I make clear ideas necessery to
( 6 certainty ;’’ or therefore, by considering the immediate oGects of the mind in thinking, we canaot be
certain that substance (whereof we have an obscure qnd
confused idea) doth mist. I shall leave your lordship
to make goqd this consequence when you think fit, and
proceed to the next passage you allege, which you say
proves it more plainly. I believe it will be thought it
should be proved more phinly, Qr else it will not be
proved at all.
This plainer proof is out of B. iv. c, 4. Q 8. in these
words, ‘(that which is requisite to make our knowledge certain, is the clearness of our ideas.” Anow.
The certainty here spoken of, is the certaipty of general
prnpasitions in morality, and not of the particular existence of any thing; and therefore tends not at all
to any such position as this, but we cannot be certain
of the existence of qny particular sort of being, though
we have but an ohscure and confused idea of it : thcrqgh
it doth affirm, that we cannot have any certain perception of the relations of general moral ideas (wherein
consists the certainty of general moral propositions) any
farther than those ideas are clear in our minds. And
that this is so, I refer my reader to that chapter for satisfwtioq.
Tbe third place produced by your lordship out of
B, iv. c. 1s: Q 14.is, for it being evident that our
“ knowledge cannot exceed OUF ideas ; where they are
“ either imperfect,
confused, or obscure, we cannot
“ expect to have certain, perfect, or clear knowledge.”
To undemtaU4 these words aright, we must see in what
@Wethey stand, Bad that is in 8 chapter af the b
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provenlent of our knowledge, and therein are bsought
it is lCfor the en.
larging of our knowledge, to get and settle in ollr
‘‘ minds, as far as we can, clear, distinct, and constant
‘‘ ideas of those things we would consider and know:’
The reason whereof there given, is this; that as far as
they are either imperfect, confused, or obscure, we
cannot expect to have -certain, perfect, or clear know.
ledge; i.e. that our knowledge will not be clear and
certain so far as the idea is imperfect and obscure.
Which will not at all reach your lordship’s purpose,
who would argue, that because I say our idea of substance is obscure and confused, therefore upon my
grounds, we cannot know that such a thing as substance
exists ; because I placed certainty only in clear and
distinct ideas. Now to this I answered, that I did not
place all certainty only on clear and distinct ideas,
in such a sense as that; and therefore to avoid being
mistaken, I said, “ that my notion of certainty by ideas
( 6 is,
that certainty consists in the perception of the
‘ 6 agreeinent or
disagreement of ideas ; such as we
‘6 have, whether they be in all their
parts perfectIy
6‘ clear and distinct or no :” vie. if they are clear and
distinct enough to be capable of having their agreement
or disagreement with any other idea perceived, so fas
they are capable of affording us knowledge, though a t
the same time they are so obscure and confused, as that
there are other ideas, with which we can by no means
so compare them, as to perceive their agreement or disagreement with them. This was the clearness and
distinctrtess which I denied to be necessary to certainty.
If your lordship would have done me the honour to
have considered what I understood by obscure and confused ideas, and what every one must understand by
them, who thinks clearly and distinctly concerning
them, I am apt to imagine you would have spared you~”
self the trouble of raising this question, and omitted
these quotations out of my book, as not serving to your
lordship’s purpose.
T h e fourth passage, which you seem to lay most stress
on, proves 85 little 40 your-purpose as either of the
as a reason to show how necessary
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former three : the words are these ; but obscure and
6 6 confused ideas can never produce any clear and cer(6 tain knowledge, because as flir as any ideas are confused or obscure, the mind can never perceive clearly
(6 whether they agree or no.”
The latter part of these
words are a plain interpretation of the former, and
show their meaning to be this, viz. our obscure and
confused ideas, as they stand in contradistinction to
clear and distinct, have all of them something in them,
Rihereby they are kept from being wholly imperceptible
and perfectly confounded with all other ideas, and so
their agreement or disagreement, with at least some
other ideas, may be perceived, and thereby produce
certainty, though they are obscure and confused ideas.
But so far as they are obscure and confused, so that their
agreement or disagreement cannot be perceived, so far
they cannot produce certainty ; v. g. the idea of substance is clear and distinct enough to have its agreement
with that of actual existence perceived : but yet it is
so far obscure and confused, that there be a great many
other ideas, with which, by reason of its obscurity and
confusedness, we cannot compare it so, as to produce
such a perception ; and in all those cases we necessarily
come short of certainty. And that this was so, and
that I meant so, I huinbiy conceive you could not but
have seen, if you had given yourself the trouble to reflect on that passage which you quoted, viz.
that
“certainty consists in the perception of the agree“ment or disagreement of ideas, such as we have,
“ whether they be in all their parts perfectly clear
(‘and distinct or no.” T o which, what your lordshill has here brought out of the second book of
my Essay, is no manner of contradiction : unless it
be a contradiction to say, that an idea, which cannot
well compared with some ideas, from which it is
not clearly and sufficiently distinguishable, is yet capable of having its agreement or disagreement perceived
W i t h some other idea, with which it is not so confounded, but that it may be compared : and therefore I
had, and have still reason to. complain of your lordship,
VOL. III.
R
((

((

‘(

848

Mr. Locke's s e m d Rep&

for charging that upon me, which I never said nor
meant.
T o make this yet inore visible,.give m e leave to
make use of an instance in the object of the eyes in
seeing, from whence the metaphor of obscure and con.
fused is transferred to ideas, the objects of the mind in
thinking. There is no object which the eye sees, that
can be said to be perfectly obscure, for then it would
not be seen a t all ; nor perfectly confused, for then it
could not be distinguished from any other, no not from
a clearer. For example, one sees in the dusk some.
thing of that shape and size, that a man in that degree
of light and distance would appear. This is not so
obscure, that he sees nothing ; nor so confused, that lie
cannot distinguish it from a steeple or a star ; but is so
obscure, that he cannot, though it be a statue, distinguish it from a man : and therefore in regard of a man,
it can produce no clear and distinct knowledge: but
yet as obscure and confused an idea as it is, this hinders
not but that there may tnany propositions be made concerning it, as particularly that it exists, of the truth of
which we may he certain. And that without any contradiction to what I say in my Essay, viz. '' that ob" scure and confused ideas can never produce any clear
and certain knowledge; because as far as they are
'' cortfusecl or obscure, the mind cannot perceive clearly
" whether they agree or no."
This rcason that I there
give plainly limiting i t only to knowledge, where the
obscurity and confusion is such, that i t hinders the perception of agreement or disagreement, which is not so
great in any obscure or confused idea, but that there
are some other ideas, with which it may be perceived
to agree or disagree, and there it is capable to produce
certainty in us.
And thus I am come to the end of your defence of
your first answer, as you call it, and desire the reader
to consider how much, in the eight pages employed in
it, i s said to defetld this prpposition, that those who
'' offer at clear and distinct ideas, bid much fairer for
6' certainty than I ds? "
'6
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But your lordship having, under this head, taken
occasion to examine my making clear and distinct ideas
necessqvy to certainty, I crave leave to consider here
what you say of it in another place. I find one argu.:
ment more to prove, that I place certainty only in clear
and distinct ideas. Your lordship tells me, and bids
me observe my own words, that I positively say, " that
' the mind not being certain of the truth of that it
6
'(doth not evidently know: so that, says your lord'(ship, it is plain here, that I place certainty in evident
knowledge, or in clear and distinct ideas, and yet my
" great complaint of your lordship was, that you charg'( ed this upon me, and now you find it in my own
'' words." Answer. I do observe my own words, but do
not find in thein '' or in clear and distinct ideas,"
though your lordship has set these down as my words.
I tliere indeed say, ci the mind is not certain of whqt it
'( does not evidently know." Whereby I place certainty, as your lordship says, only in evident knowledge;
but evident knowledge may be had in the clear and evident perception of the agreement or disagreement of
ideas, though some of them should not be in all their
parts perfectly clear and distinct, as is evident in this
proposition, " that substance does exist."
Rot you give not off this matter so : for these words of
mine above quoted by your lordship, viz. " it being evi" dent that our knowledge cannot exceed our ideas,
" where they are imperfect, confused, or obscure, we
" cannot expect to have certain, perfect, or clear know" ledge ;'' your lordship has here up again : and thereupon charge it on me as 3 contradiction, that confessing
our ideas to be imperfect, confused, and obscure, I say
1 do not yet place certainty in clear and distinct' ideas.
Answer. The reason is plain, for I do not say that all
our ideas are imperfect, confused, and obscure ; noy that
obscure and confused ideas are in all their pqrts so
obscure and confused, that no agreement OF disagreement
h w n them and any other idea can be perceived;
and therefore my confession of imperfect, obscure, arid
ideas takes not away all knowledge, even cony
cerning those very ideas.
R2

94.2

'

Ah. Xocke's second Reply

But, says your lordship, can certainty be had wit}
66 imperfect and obscure ideus, and yet no certainty br
'' had by them? " Add if you please, my lord, [b!
those parts of them which are obscure and confused :.
and then the question will be right put, and have thi!
easy answer : Yes, my lord; and that without any con.
tradiction, Ixcause an idea that is not in all its part!
perfectly clear and distinct, and i s therefore an obscurc
and confused idea, niay yet with those ideas, wilt
which, by any obscurity it has, i t is not confounded,
be capable to produce knowledge by the perception ol
its agreement or disagreement with them. And yet it
will hold true, that in that part wherein it is imperfect,
obscure, and confused, we cannot expect to have cer.
tain, perfect, or clear knowledge.
For example : he that has the idea of a leopard, a':
only of a spotted animal, must be confessed to have but
a very imperfect, obscure, atid confused idea of that
species of animals ; and yet this obscure and confused
idea is capable by a perception of the agreement or disagreement of the clear part of it, viz. that of animal,
with several other ideas, to produce certainty : though
as far as the obscure part of it confounds it with the
idea of a lynx, or other spotted animal, it can, joined
with them, in many propositions, produce no knoaledge.
This might easily be understood to be my meaning
by these words, which your lordship quotes out of my
Essay, V;z.' " that our knowledge consisting in the per'(ception of the agreement or disagreement of arry
" two ideas, its clearness or obscurity consists in the
('clearness or obscurity of that perception, and not in
'(the clearness OF obscurity of the ideas themselves."
Upon which your lordship asks, how is it possible
" for the mind to have a clear perception of the agree'# ment of ideas, if the ideas themselves be not clear
6c and distinct? "
Ans. Just as the eyes can have a
clear perception of the agreement or disagreement of
the clear and distinct parts of a writing, with the clear
parts of another, though one, or both of them, be So
obscure and blurred in other parts, that the eye cannot
'(
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perceive any agreement or disagreement they have one
wit11 another. And I am sorry that these words of
ll1ine, ‘(my notion of certainty by ideas, is, that certainty consists in the perception of the agreement or
“disagreement of ideas, such as we hare, whether
$6 they be in all their parts perfectly clear and distinct
6‘ or no ;” were not plain enough to make your lordship
understand my meaning, arid save you all this new, and,
as it seems to me, needless trouble.
In your 15th page, your lordship conies to your
second of the three ansuers, which you say you had
given, and would lay together and defend.
You say, ( 2 . ) you answered, ‘(that it is very possible the author of‘ Christianity not mysterious might
“mistake or inisapply my notions, but there is too
6‘ much reason to believe he thought them the same ;
‘(and we have no reason to be sorry that he hath given
‘‘ me this occasion for the explaining my meaning, and
‘‘ for the vindication of myself in the matters I appre‘‘ hend he had charged me with.” These words ’your
lordship quotes out of your first letter. But as I have
already observed, they are not there given as an answer
to this that you make me here say; and therefore t o
what purpose yoti repeat them here is not easy to discern, unless it can be thought that an unsatisfactory
answer in one place can becmme satisfactory by being
repeated in another, where it is, as I humbly conceive,
less to the purpose, and no answer a t all. It was there
indeed given as an answer to my saying, that I did not
place certainty in clear and distinct ideas, which I said
to show that you had no reason to bring me into the
controversy, because the author of Christianity not
mysterious placed certainty in clear and distinct ideas.
7’0 satisfy iiie for your doing so, your lordship answers,
C$
that it was very possible that author might mistake
(C
or misapply my notions.”
A reason indeed, that
\4equally justify your bringing my book into any
controversy : for there is no author so infallible, write
he in what controversy he pleases, but it is possible he
may mistake and inisapply niy qcrtions.
6‘

‘6
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That was the force of this your lordship's answer in
tliat place of your first letter, but what it serves for in
this place of your second letter, I have not wit enough
t b see. T h e remainder of it I have answered in my
second letter, and therefore cannot but wonder to see it
repeated here again, without any notice taken of what
1 said in answer to it, though you zet it down here
again, as you say, on purpose to defend.
Rut all the defence made is only to that part of my
reply, which you set down as a fresh complaht that I
make in these words: " this can be no reason why 1
'' should be joined with a man that had misapplied niy
notions, arid that no man hath so much mistaken and
'' misapplied nip notions as your lordship ; and there.
6' fore I ought rather to be joined with your lordship."
And then you, with some warmth, subjoin : '(but is
'' this fair and ingenuous dealing to represent this mat.
'' ter so, as if your lordship had joined us together,
'(because he had inisunderstood and misapplied my
t6 notions? Can I think your lordship a man of so little
'' sense to make that the reason of i t ? " No, sir, says
pour'lordship, " it was because he assigned no other
k c grounds but mine, and that in my own words ; how'(ever,
now I would divert the meaning of them
qnothef. way."
Mp lord, I did set down your words at large in niy
second letter, and therefore do not see how I could he
liable to any charge of unfair or disingenuous dealing
in representing the matter ; which I am sure you will
allow as a proof of my not misrepresenting, since I find
YOU use it yourself as a sure fence against any such
accusation ; where you tell me, '' that you have set
'c down my words a t large, that I may not con~plain
'' that your lordship misrepresents my sense." The
same answer I must desire my reader to apply for me t o
those pages, where your lordship 111aIies complaints of
the like kind with this here.
The reasons you give for joining nic with the author
of Christianity not rhysterious, are put down verbatim
as you gave thein; arid if they did not give me that
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satisfaction they were designed for, am I to be bIamed
that I did not find them better than they were? You
joined me with that author, because he placed certaitlty
only in clear and distinct ideas. I told your lordship I
did not do so, and therefore that could be no reason for
your joining me with him. Your answer, it was pos6 1 sible he might mistake or misapply my notions : ” so
that our agreeing in the notion of certainty (the pretended reason for which we were joined) failing, all the
reason which is left, and which you offer id this answer
for your joining OF us, is the possibility of his mistaking
my notions. And I think it a very natural inference,
that if the mere possibility of any one’s mistaking me,
be a reason for my being joined with hiin ; any one’s
actual mistaking me, is a stronger reason why I should
he joined with him. But if such an inference shows
(more than you would have it) the satisfactoriness and
force of your answer, I hope you will not be angry with
me, if I cannot change the nature of things.
Your lordship indeed adds in that place, that c( there
‘(is too much reason to believe that the author thought
L( his notions and mine the same.”
Answer. When your lordship shall produce that
reason, it will be seen whether it were too much or too
little. Till it is produced, there appears no reason a t
all ; and such conceded reason, though it may be too
much, can be supposed, I think, to give very little satisfaction to iIie or any body else in the case.
But to make good what you have said in your answer,
your lordship here replies, that ‘(you did not join us
‘‘ together, because he had misunderstood and misap“plied my notions.” Answ. Neither did I say, that
therefore you did join us. But this 1 crave leave to
say, that all the reason you there gave for your joining
US together, was the possibility of his mistaking and
lnisapplying my notions.
a u t your lordship now tells me, ‘( No, sir,” this was
not the reason of your joining us; but “ it was
‘ I because he assigned no other grounds but mine, and
I<
in my own words.” Answ. My lord, I do not remember that in that place you give this as g reason
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for your joining of us ; and I could not answer in that
place to what you did not there say, but to what you
there did say. Now your lordship does say it here,
here I take the liberty to answer it.
T h e reason you now give for your joining me with
that author, is, because he assigned no other grounds
“ but mine ;” which, however tenderly expressed, is to
be understood, I suppose, that he did assign my grounds.
Of what, I beseech your lordship, did he assign my
grounds, and in my words? If it were not my grounds
of certainty, it could be no manner of reason for your
joining me with him ; because the only reason why at
first you made him (and me with him) c r a gentleman
‘c of the new way of reasoning, was his supposing clear
arid distinct ideas necessary to certainty,” which was
the opinion that you declared you opposed. Now, my
lord, if you can show where that author has in my words
assigned niy grounds of certainty, there will be soine
grounds for what you say. But till your lordship docs
that, it will be pretty hard to believe that to be the
ground of your joining us together; which, being no
where to be found, can scarce be thought the true reason
of your doing it.
Your lordship adds, gc however, now I would divert
‘(the meaning of them [i. e. those my words] another
(‘way.”
Answ. Whenever you are pleased to set down those
words of mine, wherein that author assigns my grounds
of certainty, it will be seen how I now divert their
meaning another way : till then, they must remain with
several other of your lordship’s invisible ‘(them,” which
are no where to be found.
But to your asking me, c c whether I can think your
’‘ lordship a man of that little sense ? ” I crave leave to
reply, that I hope it must not be concluded, that as
often as in your way of writing I meet with any thing
that does nut seem to me satisfactory, and I endeatrW
to show that it does not prove what it is n?ade use of
for, that I presently think your lordship a man of
‘6 little sense.”
This would be a very hard rille in (le&ding one’s self i especially fur nic, agnirist so great
((
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and learned a man, whose reasons and meaning it is not,
I find, always easy for so mean a capacity as mine to
reach : and therefore I have taken great care to set down
your words in most places, to secure myself from the
illiputation of misrepresenting your sense, and to leave i t
fairlybefore the reader to judge,whether I mistake it,and
how far I ani to be blamed if I do. And I would have
set down your whole letter page by page as I answered
it, would not that have iiiade my book too big.
If I must write under this fear, that you apprehend I
think meanly of you, as often as I think any reason you
lnake use of is not satisfactory in the point it is brought
for; the causes of uneasiness would return too often,
and it would be better once for all to conclude your
lordship infallible, and acquiesce in whatever you say,
than in every page to be so rude as to tell your lordship,
I think you have little sense ; ” if that be the interpretation of my endeavouring to show, that your reasons
come short any where.
My lord, when you did me the honour to answer my
first letter (which I thought might have passed for a submissive complaint of what I did not well understand,
rather than a dispute with your lordship) you were
pleased to insert into it direct accusations against my
book ; which looked as if you had a mind to enter into
a direct controversy with me. T h i s condescension in
your lordship has made me think myself under the protection of the laws of controversy, which allow a free
examining and showing the weakness of the reasons
brought by the other side, without any offence. If this
be not permitted me, I must confess I have been mistaken, and have been guilty in answering you any thing
at all : for how to answer without answering, 1 do not
know.
I wish you had never writ any thing that I was particularly concerned to examine ; and what I have been
concerned to examine, I wish it had given me no occasion for any other answer, but an admiration of the
manner and justness of your corrections, and an acknowledgment of an increase of that great opinion which I
had of your lordship before. But I hope it is not e&.
to
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pected from me in this debate, that I should admit as
good and conclusive all that drops from your pen, for
fear of causing so much displeasure as you seem here to
have upon this occasion, or for fear you should oldect
to me the presumption of thinking you had but little
sense, as often as I endeavoured to show that what you
say is of little force.
When those words and grounds of mine are produced,
that the author of Christianity not mysterious assigned,
which your lordship thinks a sufficient reason for your
joining fne with him, in opposing thc doctrine of the
Trinity ; I shall consider them, and endeavour to give
you satisfaction about them, as well as I have already
concerning those ten lines, which you have more than
once quoted out of him, as taken out of mp book, and
blhich is all that your lordship has produced out of hini
of that kind: in all which there is not one syllable of
clear and distinct ideas, or of certainty founded in them.
I n the mean time, in answer to your other question,
‘6 but is this fair and ingenuous dealing? ” I refer my
reader to niy second Ietter, where he may see a t large
all this whole matter, and all the unfairness and disingenuity of it, which I submit to him, to judge whether for
any fault of that kind it ought to have drawn on me the
marks of so much displeasure.
Your lordship goes on herc, and teIls me, that ‘‘ al( r though you were willing to allow me all reasonable
‘(occasions for my own vindication, as appears by your
‘‘ words ; pet you were sensihle enough that I had given
too just an occasion to apply them in that manner, as
GC appears by the next page.”
What was it, I beseech you, my lord, that I was to
vindicate myself from, and what was those ‘(them ” I
had given too just an occasion to apply in that manner;
and what was that manner they were applied in, and
what was the occasion they were so applied? For I
can find none of all these in that next page to which
your lordship refers me. When those are set down, the
world will be Ixtter able to judge of the reason you had
to join ine after the manner you did. However, saying;
my lord, without proving, 1 humbly conceive, is but
((
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saying : and in such personal matter so turned, shows
more the disposition of the speaker, than any ground for
what is said. Your lordship, as a proof of your great
care of me, tells me at the top of that page, that you
had said so much, that nothing could be said more for
lny vindication : and, before you come to the bottom
of it, you labour to persuade the world, that I have
need to vindicate myself. Another possibly, who could
find in his heart to say two such things, would have
taken care they should not have stood in the same
page, where the justa-position might enlighten them
too much, and surprise the sight. But possibly your
lordship is so well satisfied of the world's readiness to
believe your professions of good-will to me, as a mark
whereof you tell me here of your willingness " to allow
me all reasonable occasions to vindicate myself; " that
nobody can see any thing but kindness in whatever you
say, though it appears in so different shapes.
In the following words, yonr lordship accuses nie of
too nice a piece of criticism ; and tells me it looks like
chicaning. Answ. I did not espect, in a controversy
begun and managed as this which your lordship has
been pleased to have with me, to be accused of chicaning, without great provocation ; because the mentioning
that word, might perhaps raise in the reader's mind some
odd thoughts which were better spared. But this accusation made me look back into the places you quoted
in the margent, and there find the matter to stand thus :
T o a pretty large quotation set down out of the postscript to my first letter, you subjoin ; " which words
('seem to express so much of a Christian spirit and tem" per, that your lordship cannot believe I intended to
" give any advantage to the enemies of the Christian
" faith ; but whether there hath not been too just an
" occasion for them to apply '(them" in that manner,
" is a thing very fit for me to consider."
I n my answer, I take notice that the term '' them,"
in this passage of your lordship's, can in the ordinary
construction of our language be applied to nothing but
'' which words " in the beginning of that passage, i. e.
to my words immediately preceding, This your lord-
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ship calls chicaning, and gives this reason for it, viz,
cc because any one that reads without a design to cavil,
‘(would easily interpret ‘e theiii” of niy words and notions about which the debate was.” Answ. That
any one that reads that passage with or without design
to cavil, could hardly make it intelligible without interpreting ‘‘ thein” so, I readily grant; but that it is
easy for iiie or any body to interpret any one’s meaning
contrary to the necessary construction and plain import
of the words, that I crave leave to deny. I ain sure it
is not chicaning to presume that so great an author as
your lordship writes according to the rules of grammar,
and as another man writes, who understands our ]ailguage, and would be understood: t o do the contrary,
would be a presumption liable to blame, and might deserve the name of chicaning and cavil. And that in
this case it was not easy to avoid the interpreting the
term c c thein” as I did, the reason you give why I should
have done it, is a farther proof. > 7 ~ lordship,
~ r
to show
it was easy, says “ the postscript coiiies in but as a pa‘(renthesis :” now I challenge any one living to sliow
me where in that place the parenthesis iiiust begin, and
where end, which can makc (‘thein” applicable to any
thing, but the words of my postscript. I hare tried
with more care and pains than is usually required of a
reader in such cases, and cannot, I must own, find where
to make a breachin the thread of your discourse, with
the imaginary parenthesis, which your lordship mentions, and was not, I suppose, omitted by the printer
for want of marks to print it. And it’ this, which you
give as the key, that opens to the interpretation that I
should have made, be so hard to be found, the interpretation itself could not be so very easy as you speak of.
But to avoid all blame for understanding that passage
as I did, and to secure myself from being suspected to
seek a subterfuge in the natural iiiiport of your words,
against what might be conjectured to be your sense, I
added, “ but if by any new way of construction, unin6c telligible to me, the word ‘‘ thein ” here shall be apcc plied to any passages of my Essay of Human Under6‘ standing ; I must humbly crave lewe to observe this
((
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one thing, in the whole course of what your lordship
6; has designed for my
satisfaction, that though my
6‘ complaint be of your lordship‘s manner of applying
$ 6 what I had published in my Essay, so as to interest
me in a controversy wherein I meddled not; pet
your lordship all along tells me of others, that have
(6 misapplied I know not what words in my book, after
I know not what manner. Now as to this matter,
I beseech your lordship to believe, that when any one
in such a manner applies my words contrary to what
I intended them, so as to make them opposite to the
‘(doctrine of the Trinity, and me a party in that con$6 troversy against the Trinity,
as your lordship knows
[ complain your lordship has done; I shall complain
‘(of them too, and consider, as well as I can, what
satisfaction they give me and others in it.” This
passage of mine your lordship here represents thus, viz.
that I say, that if by an unintelligible new way of construction the word “ them” be applied to any passages
in my book, what then ? Why then, whoever they are,
I intend to complain of them too. But, says your
lordship, the words just before tell me who they are,
viz. the enemies of the Christian faith. And then your
lordship asks, whether this be all that I intend, viz.
only to complain of thein for making me a party in the
controversy against the Trinity ?
My lord, were I given to chicaning, as you call my
being stopt by faults of grammar that disturb the senpe,
and make the discourse incoherent and unintelligible, if
we are to take it from the words as they are, I should
not want matter enough for such an excercise of my
pen ; as for example, here again, where your lordship
makes me say, that if the word ‘(them ” be applied to
any passages in my book, then whoever they are, I intend to complain, &c. These being set down for my
words, I would be very glad to be able to put them into
a grammatical construction, and make to myself an intelligible Sense of them. But ‘(they” being not a word
that I have an absolute power over, to place where and
for what I will, I confess I cannot do it. For the term
“ they ” in the words here, as your lordship has set them
(6
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dpwn, having nothing that it can refer to, but passages,
or them,” which stand for words, it must be a very
sudden metamorphosis that must change them into pcrsons, for it is for persons that the word 6c they” starids
here ; and yet I crave leave to say, that as far as I understand English, ‘‘ they ” is a word canpot be used
without reference to something mentioned before, Your
lordship tells me, the words just before tell me who
they are.” T h e words just mentioned before, are
these ; ‘(if by an unintelligible new way of construction,
cc the word cc them” he applied to any passage of my
6c book: ” for it is to some words before indeed, but
before in the same contexture of discourse, that the
word (c they ” must refer, to make it any where intclligible. But here are no persons mentioned in the words
just before, though your lordship tells me the words
just liefore show who they are ; but this just before,
where the persons are mentioned whom your lordship
intends by “ they” here, i s so far off, that sixteen pages
of your lordship’s letter, one hundred and seventy-four
pages of my second letter, and above one hundred pages
of your lordship’s first letter come between ; so that one
must read above two hundred and eighty pages from
the enemies of the Christian faith, in your first lettcr,
before one can come to the they” which refers t o
them here in your lordship’s second letter.
My lord, it is my misfortune that I cannot pretend to
any figure amongst the men of learning ; but I would
not for that reason be rendered so despicable, that I
could not write ordinary sense in my own language ; I
must beg leave therefore to inform my reader, that what
your lordship has set down here as mine, is neither my
words, nor my sense. For,
1. I say not, if by any uninteUigiLle new way of
construction;” but I say, 6‘ if by any new way of
(‘construction unintelligible to me ;” which are far different eypressions. For that may be very intelligible to
others, which may be unintelligible to me. And indeed, my lord, there are so many passages in your writings in this controversy with me, which for their COIIptruction, as well as otherwise, are so unintelligible to
((
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me, that if I should be so unmannerly as to measure your
understanding by mine, I should not know what to think
of them. In those cases therefore, I presume not to go
beyond my own capacity: I tell your lordship often
(which I hope modesty will permit) what my weak understanding will not reach ; hut I am far from saying
it is therefore absolutely unintelligible. I leave to others
the benefit of their better judgments, to be enlightened
by your lordship where I am not.
2. T h e use your lordship here makes of these words,
6' but if by any new way of construction unintelligible
'(to me, the word " them" be applied to any passages
('in niy book," is not the principal, nor the only (as
your lordship makes it) use for which I said them: but
this; that if your lordship by '' them" in that place
were to be understood to mean, that there were others
that misapplied passages of my book ; this was no satisfaction for what your lordship had done in that kind.
Though this, I observed, was your way of defence ; that
when 1 complained of what your lordship had done, you
told me, that others had done so too: as if that could
be any manner of satisfaction. I added in the close,
ci that when any one in such a manner applies my words
"contrary to what I intended them, so as to make
'(them opposite to the doctrine of the Trinity, and me
'' a party in that controversy against the Trinity? as
" your lordship knows I complain your lordship has
" done ; I shall complain of them too, and consider, as
" well as I can, what satisfaction they give me and
" others in it."
Of this '' any one" of mine, your
lordship makes your fore-mentioned " they," whether
with any advantame
of sense or clearness to my words,
b
the reader must judge. However, this latter part of
that passage, with the particular turn your lordship gives
to it, is what your words would persuade your reader is
all that 1 say here : would not your lordship, upon such
an occasion from me, cry out again, 6' is tbis fair and in" genuous dealing? " And would not you think you
had reason to do so? But let us see what we must
guess your lordship makes me say, asd your exceptions
to it.
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Your lordship makes me say, ‘‘ whoever they are,”
who misapply my words, as I complain your lordship
has done (for these words must be supplied, to make
the sentence to me intelligible) “ I intend to complain
“ of them too :” and tben you find fault with me for
using the indefinite word ‘(whoever,“ and as a reproof
for the unrensonableiiess of it, you say, ‘(but the words
cc just before tell me who they are.”
But my words
are not, “ whoever they are,” but my words are, “ when
‘‘ any one in such a manner applies my words contrary
to what I intended them,” &c. Your lordship would
here have me understand, that there are those that have
done it, and rebukes me that I speak as if 1 knew not
any one that had done i t ; and that I may not plead ignorance, you say, ‘‘ your words just before told me who
(‘they were, viz. the enemies of the Christian faith.”
What must I do now to keep my word, and satisfk
your lordship? Must I complain of the enemies of the
Christian faith in general, that they have applied my
words as aforesaid, and then consider, as well as I can,
whet satisfaction they give me and others in it? For that
was all I promised to do. But this would be strange,
to complain of the enemies of the Christian faith, for
doing what it is w r y likely they never all did, and what
I do not know that any one of them has done. Or must
I, to content your fordship, read over all the writings
of the enemies of the Christian faith, to see whether any
one of them has applied my words, i. e. in such a manner as I complained your lordship has done, that if they
have, I may coniplain of them too ? This truly, niy lord,
is more than I have time for; and if it were worth whilc,
when it is done, I perceive I should not content your
lordship in it. For you ask me here, ‘(is this all I in‘‘ tend, only to complain of them for making me a
(‘party in the controversy against the Trinity?” No,
my lord, this is not all. I promised too, to consider.
cc as well as I can what satisfaction (if they offer any)
‘c they give me and others for so doing.”
And why
should not this content your lordship in reference to
others, as well as it does in reference to yourself? I have
but one measure for your lordship and others. When
((
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others treat me after the manner you have done, why
&odd it not be enough to answer them after the same
manner I have done your lordship? But perhaps your
lordship has some dextrous meaning under this, which E
ani not quick-sighted enough to perceive, and so do not
reply right, as you ivould have me.
I must beg my reader’s pardon, as well as your lord,
ship’s, for using so many words about passages, that
seein not of themselves of that importance. I confess,
that i n theniselves they are not ; but yet it is my niisfortune, that, in this controversy, your way of writing and
representing my sense forces me to it.
Your lordship’s name in writing is established above
control, and therefore it wiIl be ill-breeding in one,
who barely reads what you write, not to take every thing
for perfect in its kind, which your lordship says. Clearims, and force, and consistence, are to be presumed
always, whatever your lordship’s words be : and there
is no other remedy fur an answerer, who finds it difficult
any where to come at your meaning or argument, but
to make his excuse for it, in laying the particulars before
the reader, that he may be judge where the fault lies ;
especially where any matter of fact is contested, deductions from the rise are often necessary, which cannot be
made in few words, nor without several repetitions : an
inconvenience possibly fitter to be endured, than that
your lordship, in the run of your learned notions, should
be shackled with the ordinary and strict rules of language ; and, in the delivery of yoirr sublimer speculations, be tied down to the mean and contemptible rudiments of grammar : though ygur being above these, and
freed from servile observance in the use of trivial particles, whereon the connexion of discourse chiefly dePends, cannot but cause great difficulties to the reader.
And however it may be an ease to any great man, to find
1 h e l f ahove the ordinary rules of writing, he who is
bound to follow the connexiori, and find out his meaning,
will have his task milch increased by it.
,
I am very sensible how much this has swelled these
Papers already, and yet I do not see how any thing less
than what I have said p u l d clear those passages, which
VOL. 111,

8

$68
Nr. ZaeEds seeond R.epj2y
we have hitherto examined, and set them in their due

light.

Your next word8 are these, 4' but whether I have not
made myself toa much a party in it [i. e. the controc( versy against the Trinity] will appear before we have
" done."
This is an item for me, which your lordship
seems so very fond of, and so careful to inculcate, where.
ever you bring in any words it can be tacked to, that if
one can avoid thinking it to be the main end of your
writing, one cannot yet but see, that it could not he so
much in the thoughts and words of a great man, who is
above such personal matters, and which he knows the
world soon grows weary af, unless it had sonie very particular business there. Whether it be the author that
has prejudiced you against his book, or the book prejudiced you against the author, so it is, I perceive that
both I and my Essay are fallen under your displeasure.
I am not unacquainted what great stress is often laid
upon invidious names by skilful disputants, to supply
the want of better arguments. But give me leave, my
lord, to say, that it is too late for nie now to begin to
value those marks of good-will, or a good cause ; and
therefore I shall say nothing more to them, as fitter to
Iw: left to the examination af the thoughts within your
own breast, from what sousce such reasonings spring,
and whither they tend.
I am going, my lord, to a tribunal that ha5 a right
t o judge af thoughts, and being secure that I there shall
be found of na party but that of truth (for which there
is required nothing hut the receiving truth in the love
of it) I matter not much of what party any one shall, as
may best serve his turn, denominate me here. Your
lordship's is not the first pen from which I have received
' such strokes as these, without any great harm ; I never
found freedom of style did me any hurt with those who
knew me, and if those who know me not will take up
harrowed prejudices, it will be more to their own harm
than mine; so that in this, I shall give your lordship
iittle other trauble than my thanks sometimes, where I
find you skilfully and industriously recammending m e
ta the world, under the character you have ehosen for

many incidents deserving to be taken notice of: if my
slowness, not able to keep peace every where with your
uncommon flights, shall have missed any argument
where* you hay any stress ;if you please t o point it out
s 2
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t o me, I shall not fail to endeavour to give you satisfaction therein.
. In the next paragraph your lordship says,

6c those who
writing about articles of faith, and
IC
among them take great care to avoid some which
‘< have been always esteemed fundamental,” SLc. This
seems also to contain something personal in it. But
how far l a m concerned in it I shall know, when you
shall be pleased to tell me who those are, and then it will
be time enough for me to answer.
This is what your lordship has brought in under your
second answer, in these four pages, as a defence of it ;
and how much of it is a defence of that second answer,
let the reader judge.
I am now come to the third of those answers, which
you said, you would lay together and defend. And it
is this :
That my grounds of certainty tend to scepticism,
‘(and that in an age wherein the mysteries of faith are
‘< too much exposed by the promoter of scepticism and
(‘infidelity, it is a thing of dangerous consequence to
“start such new methods of certainty, as are apt to
cc leave men’s minds more doubtfill than before.”
This is what you set down here to be defended : the
defence follows, wherein your lordship tells me that I
say, ‘< these words contain a farther accusation of my
GC book, which shall be considered in its due place.
qC But this is the proper place of considering it : for
6 6 your lordship said, that hereby I have given too just
occasion to the enemies of the Christian faith, to make
4‘ use of my words and notions, as was evidently proved
<‘ from my own concessions. And if this be so, how‘< ever you were willing to have had me explain myself
“ to the genera1 satisfaction ; yet since I decline it, you
‘(do insist upon it, that I cannot clear myself from l a p
I‘ ing that foundation, which the author of Christianity
I Cnot mysterious built upon.”
In which I crave leave to acquaint your lordship with
what I do not understand.
First, 5 do not understand what is rneqpt, by ‘(this

‘‘ are not sparing of
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t i is the proper place ; ” for, i n ordinary construction,
these words seein to denote this 20th page of your lordship’s second letter, which you were then writing, though
the sense would make me think the 46+ page of m y
second letter, which you were then answering, should be
meant. This perhaps your lordship may think a nice
piece of criticism ; but till it be cleared, I cannot tell
what to say in my excuse. For it is likely your lordship
would again ask nie, whether I could think you a man of
so little sense, if I should understand these words t o mean
the 20th page of your second letter, which nobody can
conceive your lordship should think a proper place for me
to consider and answer what you had writ in your first ?
It would be as hard to understand, “ this is,” to mean a
place in my former letter, which was past and done ; but
it is no wonder for me t o be mistaken in your privilegeword ‘* this.” Besides, there is this farther difficulty to
understand ‘‘ this is the proper place,” of the 46th page
of myformerletter; because I do not see why the 82d page
of that letter, where I did consider and answer it, was
not as proper a place of considering it as the 46th, where
I give a reason why I deferred it. Farther, if I iinderstood what you meant here by ‘‘ this is the proper place,”
I should possibly apprehend better the force of your argument subjoined to prove this, whatever it lie, to be
the proper place ; the casual particle ‘‘ for,” which introduces the following words, making them a reason of
those preceding. But in the present obscurity of this
matter, I confess I do not see how your having said
“ that I gave occasion to the enemies of the Christian
“ faith,” &c. proves any thing concerning the proper
place a t all.
Another thing that I do not understand in this defence;
is your inference in the next period, where you tell me,
“ if this be so, you insist upon it that I should clear
“ myself; ” for I do not see how your having said what
YOU there said (for that is it which “ this” here, if it be
not within privilege, must signify) can be a reason for
Your insisting on my clearing myself of any thing, though
I allow this to be your lordship’s ordinary way of proceeding, to insist upon your suggestions and supposii
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tions in one place, as if they were foundations to buiId
what you pleased on in another.
Thus then stands your defence : my grounds of cer&‘ tainty tend to scepticism, and to start new methods
gc of certainty is of dangerous consequence.”
Because
I did not consider this your accusation in the proper
place of considering it, this is the proper place of considering it : because your lordship said, ‘( I had given
too just occasion to the enemies of the Christian faith
to make use of my words and notions ;” and because
your lordship said so, therefore you insist upon it that
I clear myself, &c. This appears, to me, to be the
connexion and force of your defence hitherto : if I am
mistaken in it, your lordship’s words are set down, the
reader must judge whether the construction of the words
do not make it so.
But before I leave them, there are some things that
I crave permission to represent to your lordship more
particularly.
1. That to the accusations of scepticism, I have answered in another, and, as I think, a proper place.
2. That the accusation of dangerous consequence, I
have considered and answered in my former letter ; but
that being, it seems, not the proper place of considering
it, you have not in this your defence thought fit to take
any notice of it.
9, That your lordship has not any where proved, that
my placing of certainty in the perception of the agreement or disagreement of ideas, is apt to leave men’s
minds more doubtful than they were before ; which is
what your accusation supposes,
4. That you set down those words of mine, ‘(these
6c words contain a farther accusation of my book, which
cc shall be considered in its due place ;” as all the answer
which I gave to that new accusation, except what you
take notice of, out of my 95th page ; and take no notice
of what I say from page 82 to 95 ; where I considered
it as I promised, and, as I thought, fully answered it.
5. T h a t the too just occasion, you sap, I have given
&J theenemies of the Christian faith to make use of n3Y
w& and notions,” wants to be proved.
$68,
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6. That 6L what use the enemies of the Christian faith
6‘ have made of my words and notions;’
is no where
shown, though often talked of.
7. That “ if the enemies of the Christian faith have
made w e of my words and notions,” yet that, as I
have shown, is no proof, that they are of dangerous con4
sequence : much less is it a proof, that this proposition,
certainty consists in the perception of the agreement
‘(os disagreement of ideas,” is of dangerous consequenced
For some words or notions in a book, that are af dangerous consequence, do not make all the propusitions of
that book to be of dangerous consequence.
8. That your lordship tells me, ‘(you were willing
to have had me explain myself to the general satis‘(faction;” which is what, in the place from which
the former words are taken, you expressed thus: that
my answer did not come fully up in all things to that
(‘which you could wish,” T o which I have given an
answer : and methinks your defence here should have
been applied to that, and not the same thing (which has
been answered) set down again as part of your defence.
But pray, my lord, give me leave to ask, is not this
meant for a personal matter ? which though the world,
as you say, is soon weary of, your lordship, it seetns,
is not,
9. That you say, 6‘ you insist upon it, that I cshnot
“ clear myself from laying that foundation which the
‘(author of Christianity not mysterious built upom’’
Certainly this personal matter is of some very great eonsequence, that your lordship, who understands the warld
so well, irlsists so much upon it. But if it be true, that
he built upon my fomdation, and if it be of sodh m w
ment to your lordship’s business in the present tctntrw
versy : methinks, without so much irttricaey, It should
not be hard ta show it i it is but proving 1 p . M foundad
tion of certainty (far id is of thati a11 this &spate is) he
went qmi which, as 3 hcthbly &nceive, your l a i h
ship has not done; end then showing that to be my.
fmfidatiofi of mrtaidtjf ; and the busihess is ended. But
lnskad af this your lordship says, th& dc his account of
w
’refls~nsup.pocres &eat. & &&act idw
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certainty, that he imagined he built upon my grounds ;
w that he thought his and my notions of certainty to be
" the same ; that there has been too just occasion given,
G for the enemies of the Christian faith to apply my
words in I know not what manner." These and the
like arguments, to prove that he goes upon my grounds,
your lordship has used ; but they are, I confkss, too subtile and too fine for me to feel the force of them, in a
matter of fact wherein it was so easy to produce both his
and my grounds out of our books (without all this talk
about suppositions and imaginations, and occasions so
far remote from any direct proof) if it were a matter of
that consequence to be so insisted upon, as your lordship
professedly does.
Your lordship has spent a great many pages to tie me
to that author ; and '' you still insist upon it, that I can('not clear myself from laying that foundation which
'' the author of Christianity not mysterious built upon."
W h a t this great concern in a matter of so little moment
means, 1 leave the reader to guess : for, I beseech your
lordship, of what great consequence is it to the world?
What great interest has any truth of religion in this,
that I and another man (be he who he will) make use
of the same grounds to different purposes? This I am
sure, it tends not to the clearing or confirming any one
material truth in the world, If the foundation I have
laid be true, I shall neither disown nor dislike it, whatever this or any other author shall build upon it ; because, as your lordship knows, ill things may be built
upon a good foundation, and yet the foundation never
the worse for it. And therefore if that, or any other
author hath built upon my foundation, I see nothing in
it, that I ought to be concerned to clear myself from.
If you can show that my foundation is false, or show
me a better foundation of certainty than mine, I promise
you immediately to renounce and relinquish mine, with
thanks to your lordship : but till you can prove, that he
that first invented syllogism as a rule of right reasoning,
ar first laid down this principle, '' that it is impossible
(6 for the same thing to be and not to be ;" is answerable
for alt.those opinions which have,kenendeavoured to be
'(
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proved by inode and figure, or have been built upon
that maxim ; I shall not think myself concerned, whatever any one shall build upon this foundation of mine,
that certainty consists in the perception of the agreement or disagreement of any two ideas, as they are expressed in any proposition : much less shall I think niyself concerned, for what you shall please to suppose (for
that, with submission, is all you have done hitherto) any
me has built upon it, though he were ever so opposite
to your lordship in any one of the opinions he should
build on it.
In that case, if he should prove troublesome to your
lordship with any argument pretended to be built upon
my foundation, I humbly conceive you have no other
remedy, but to show either the foundation false, and in
that case I confess myself concerned ; or his deduction
from it wrong, and that I shall not be a t all concerned
in. But if, instead of this, your lordship shall find
no other way to subvert this foundation of certainty,
but by saying, ‘‘ the enemies of the Christian faith build
“ on it,” because you suppose one author builds on it ;
this I fear, my lord, will very little advantage the cause
you defend, whilst it so visibly strengthens and gives
credit to your adversaries, rather than weakens any
foundation they go upon. For the unitarians, I imagine,
will be apt to smile a t such a way of arguing, viz. that
they go on this ground, because the author of Christianity
not mysterious goes upon it, or is supposed by your
lordship to go upon it: and by-standers will do little
less than smile, to find my book brought into the socinbn controversy, and the ground of certainty laid down
in my Essay condemned, only kcause that author is
supposed by your lordship to build upon it. For this
in short is the case, and this the way your lordship has
used in answering objections against the Trinity in point
of reason. I know your lordship cannot be suspected of
Writing booty: but I fear such a way of arguing, in sa
p e a t a man as your lordship, will, ‘‘ in an age wherein
the mysteries of faith are too much exposed, gve too
“just an occasion to the enemies,” and also to the
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friends sf the Christian faith, to suspect that there is a
great failure somewhere.
But to pass by that : this I am sure is personal matter,
which the world perhaps will think it need not have
been troubled with.
Your Defence of your third Answer goes on ; and to
prove that the author of Christianity not mysterious built
upon my foundation, you tell me, that my ground of
certainty is the agreement or disagreement of ideas, as
expressed i n any proposition : which are my own words.
4c From hence you urged, that let the proposition come
‘(to us any way, either by human or divine authority, if
‘(our certainty depend upon this, we can be no more cer4r tain, than we have clear perception of the agreement or
4r disagreement of ideas containedin it. And from hence
4c the author of Christianity not niysterious thought he
‘(had reason to reject all mysteries of faith which are contained in propositions, upon my grounds of certainty.”
Since this personal matter appears of such weight to
your lordship, that it needs to be farther prosecuted;
and you think this your argument, to prove that author
built upon my foundation, worth the repeating here
again ; I am obliged to enter so far again into this personal matter, as to examine this passage, which I formerly passed by as of no moment. For it is easy to show,
that what you say visibly proves not, that he built upon
my foundation ; and next, it is evident, that if it were
proved that he did so, yet this is no proof that my method of certainty is of dangerous consequence ; which is
what was to be defended,
As to the first of these, your lordship would prove,
that the author of Christianity not mysterious built upon
my grounds ; and how do you prove it ? viz. ‘(because
6c he thought he had reason to reject all mysteries of
cc faith, which are contained in propositions, upon my
c6 grounds.”
How does it appear, that he rejected
them upon my grounds? Does he any where say SO ?
No ! that is not offered ; there is no need of such an evidence of matter of fact, in a case which is only of matter
of fact, But ‘(he thought he had reason to reject them
((
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How does it appear
( 6 upon my grounds of certainty.”
that he thought s o ? Very plainly: because ‘< let the
6‘ proposition come to us by human or divine authority,
6‘ if our certainty depend upon the perception of the
‘ 6 agreement or disagreement of the ideas contained in
66 it, we can be no more certain than we have clear
The consequence, I
‘ 6 perception of that agreement.”
grant, is good, that if certainty, i. e. knowledge, consists in the perception of the agreement or disagreement
of ideas, then we can certainly know the truth of no
proposition further than we perceive that agreement or
disagreement. But how does it follow from hence, that
he thought he had reason upon my grounds to reject
any proposition, that contained a mystery of faith ; or)
as your lordship expresses it, ‘‘ all mysteries of faith
which are contained in propositions? ”
Whether your lordship by the word rejecting, accuses
him of not knowing, or of not believing some proposition that contains an article of faith ; or what he has
done or not done; T concern not myself: that which I
deny, is the consequence above-mentioned, which I
submit to your lordship to be proved. And when you
have proved it, and shown yourself to be so familiar
with the thought of that author, as to be able to be p s i tive what he thought, without his telling you ; it will
remain farther to be proved, that because he thought so,
therefore he built right upon my foundation ; for otherwise no prejudice will come to my foundation, by any
ill use made of i t ; nor will it be made good, that my
method or way of certainty is of dangerous consequence;
which is what your lordship is here to defend. Methinks your lordship’s argument here is all one with
this: Aristotle’s ground of certainty (except of first
principles) lies in this, that those things which agree in
a third, agree themselves: we can be certain of no proposition (excepting first principles) coming to us either
by divine or human authority, if our certainty depend
upon this, farther than there is such an agreement:
therefore the author of Christianity not rnystea~us
thought he had reason to reject all mysteries of faith,
Which are contained i n propsitions upon Afistotle’s
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grounds. This consequence, as strange as it is, is j u s t
the saiiie with what is in your lordship’s repeated argument against me. For let Aristotle’s ground of certainty be this that I have named, or what it will, how
does it follow, that because my ground of certainty is
placed in the agreement or disagreement of ideas, therefore the author of Christianity not mysterious, rejected
any proposition more upon my grounds than Aristotle’s ?
And will not Aristotle, by your lordship’s way of arguing here, from the use any one may make or think he
makes of it, be guilty also of starting a new method of
certainty of dangerous consequence, whether this method be true or false, if that or any other author whose
writings you dislike, thought he built upon it, or Be
supposed by your lordship to think so ? But, as I humbly
conceive, propositions, speculative propositions such a$
mine are, about which all this stir is made, are to he
judged of by their truth or falsehood, and not by the
use any one shall make of them ; much less by the persons who’are supposed to build on them. And therefore it may be justly wondered, since you say it is dangerous, why you never proved or attempted to prove it
to be false.
But you complain here tigain, that I answered not a
word to this in the proper place. My lord, if I offended
your lordship by passing it by, because I thought there
was no argument in i t ; I hope I have now given you
some sort of satisfaction, by showing there is no argument in it, and letting you see, that your consequence
here could not be inferred from your antecedent. If
you think it may, 1 desire you to try it in a syllogisni.
$or, whatever you are pleased to say in another place,
my way of certainty hy ideas will admit of antecedents
and consequents, and of syllogism, as the proper form
to try whether the inference be right or no. I shall set
down your following words, that the reader may see
your lordship’s manner of reasoning concerning this
matter in its full force and consistency, aid try it in a
syllogism if he pleases. Your words are:
‘6 By this it evidently appears, that although your
“lordship was willing to allow me all fair ways of
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"interpreting my own sense; yet you by no means
'6 thought, that my words were wholly misunderstood
'6 or misapplied by that author : but rather that he saw
6' into the true consequence of them, as they lie in my
6' book.
And what answer do I give to this ? Not a
' 6 word in the proper place for it."
You tell me, " you were willing to allow ine all fair
(' ways of interpreting my own sense." If your lordship had been conscious to yourself, that you had herein
meant me any kindness, I think 1 may presume, you
would not have minded me here again of a favour,
which you had told me of but in the preceding page,
and, to make it an obligation, need not have been more
than once talked of; unless your lordship thought the
obligation was such, that it would hardly he seen, unless
I were told of it in words at length, and in inore places
than one. For what favour, I beseech you, my lord, is
it to allow me to do that which needed not your allowance to be done, and I could have done (if it had been
necessary) of myself, without being blamed for taking
that liberty ? Whatsoever therefore your meaning was
in these words, I cannot think you took this way to
make me sensible of your kindness.
Your lordship says, '' you were willing to allow me
" to interpret my own sense."
What you were willing
to allow me to do, I have done. My sense is, that certainty consists in the perception of the agreement or disagreement of ideas ; and my sense therein I have interpreted to be the agreement or disagreement, not only
of perfectly clear and distinct ideas, but such ideas as
we have, whether they be in all their parts perfectly
clear and distinct or no. Farther, in answer to your
objection, that it might be of dangerous consequence ; I
so explained my sense, as to show,, that certainty in
that sense was not, nor could be of dangerous consequence. This, which was the point in question between
Us, your lordship might have found a t large explained in
Illy second letter, if you had been pleased to have taken
notice of it.
But it seems you were more willing to tell me, " that
though you were wilting tQ ai1orl. me all ways of
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interpreting my own sense, yet you by no means
thought that my words were wholly misunderstood or
6c misapplied by that author, but rather that he saw into
6‘ the true consequence of them as they lie in my book.”
I shall here set down your lordship’s words, where (to
give me and others satisfaction) you say, (‘you took care
“ to prevent being misunderstood,”
which will best
appear by your own words, viz. (‘that you must do that
6‘ right to the ingenious author of the Essay of Human
‘6 Understanding, fiom whom these notions are borc c rowed to serve other purposes than he intended them.
‘(It was too plain that the bold writer against the niys.
66 teries of our faith, took his notions and expressions
‘‘ from thence, and what could be said more for my
(‘vindication, than that he turned them to other purposes than the author intended them?” This you endeavoured to prove, and then concluded ; ‘‘ by which it
is sufficiently proved, that you had reason to say, that
(‘my notion was carried beyond my intention.” These
words out of your first letter, I shall leave here, set by
those out of your second, that you may at your leisure,
if you think fit, (for it will not become me to tell your
lordship that I am willing to allow it) explain yourself
to the general satisfaction, that it may be known which
of them is now your sense; for they are, I suppose,
too much to be together any one’s sense a t the same
time.
My intention being thus so well vindicated by your
lordship, that you think nothing could be said more for
my vindication, the misunderstanding or not misunderstanding of my book, by that or any other author, is
what I shall not waste my time about. If your lordship
thinks he saw into the true consequence of this position
of mine, that certainty consists in the perception of the
agreement or disagreement of ideas (for it is fkom the
inference that you suppose he makes from that my definition of knowledge, that you are here proving it to be
of dangerous consequence) he is beholden to your lordship for your good opinion of his quick sight : I take no
part ita that, one way or other. What consequenceS
your lordship’s quick sight (which mu& be gdlowed to
(6
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have out-done what you suppose of that gentleman's)
has found and charged on that notion as dangerous, I
shal1 endeavour to give you satisfaction in.
You farther add, that " though I answered not a word
'6 in the proper place, yet afterwards, Let, 2. p. 95. (for
" you would omit nothing that may seem to help my
'6 cause) I offer something towards an answer."
I shall be at a loss hereafter what to do with the 82d
and following pages to the 95th ; since what is said in
those pages of my second letter goes for nothing, because
it is not in its proper place. Though if any one will
give himself the trouble to look into my second letter,
he will find, that the argument I was upon in the 26th
page obliged me to defer what I had farther to say to pour
new accusation : but that I re-assumed in the gad, and
answered it in that and the following pages.
But supposing every writer had not that exactness of
method, which showed, by the natural and visible connexion of the parts of his discourse, that every thing
was laid in its proper place; is it a sufficient answer,
not to take any notice of it ? T h e reason why I put this
question, is, because if 'this be a rule in controversy, I
humbly conceive, I might have passed over the greatest
part of what your lordship has said to me, because the
disposition it has under numerical figures, is so far from
giving me a view of the orderly connexion of the parts
of' your discourse, that I have often been tempted to
suspect the negligence of the printer, for misplacing
pour lordship's numbers ; since so ranked as they are,
they do to me, who am confounded by them, lose all
order and connexion quite.
The next thing in the defence, which you go on with,
is an exception to my use of the word certainty. 1x1
the close of the answer I had made in the pages you pass
over, I add, 6' that though the laws of disputation afiow
" bare denials as a sufficient answer to sayings without
" any offer of a proof; jetl my lord, to show how wil" ling I am to give your lordship all satisfaction in what
'' YW apprehend may be of dangeroils consequenee in
" my book, as to that artiele, I shalt not stand still
sullenly, and put your lordship upon the diE*
of
"5howing wherein $bat danger Xes; but Shall on the
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other side endeavour to show your lordship, that that
definition of mine,whether true or false, right or wrong,
(‘can be of no dangerous consequence to that arti‘‘ cle of faith. The reason which I shall offer for it, is
6‘ this; because it can be of no consequence to it at aI1.”
And the reason of it was clear from what I had saidbe.
fore, that knowing and believing were two different
acts of the mind: and that m y placing of certainty in
the perception of the agreement or disagreement of ideas,
i. e. that my definition of knowledge, one of those acts
of the mind : would not at all alter or shake the definition of faith, which was another act of the mind distinct
from it. And therefore I added, “ that the certainty
‘6 of faith (if your
lordship thinks fit to call it so) has
‘c nothing to do with the certainty of knowledge,
And
‘ 6 to talk of the certainty of faith, seeins all one to me,
as to talk of the knowledge of believing ; a way of
‘6 speaking not easy to me to understand.”
These and other words to this purpose in the following paragraphs your lordship lays hold on, and sets dou7n
as liable to no small exception : though, as you tell me,
‘‘ the main strength of my defence lies in it.” Let
what strength you please lie in it, my defence was strong
enough without it. For to your bare saying, ‘‘ iny
‘6 method of certainty might be of dangerous conse6c quence to any article of the Christian faith,” without
proving it, it was a defence strong enough barely to
deny, and put you upon showing wherein that danger
lies : which therefore, this main strength of my defence,
as you call it, apart, I insist on.
But as to your exception to what I said on this occasion, it consists in this, that there is a certainty of faith,
and therefore you set down my saying, ‘‘ that to talk of
‘‘ the certainty of faith, seems a11 one as to talk of the
‘‘ knowledge of believing;” as that ‘(which shows the
“ inconsistency of my notion of ideas with the articles
“ of the Christian faith.”
These are your words here,
and yet you tell me, “ that it is not my way of ideas but
my way of certainty by ideas, that your lordship is
‘‘ unsatisfied about.” What must I do now in the case,
when your words are expressly, that my notion of ideas
“
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faith? Must I presume that your lordship means my
notion of certaintT? All that I can do,.is to search out
your meaning the best I can, and then show where I apprehend it not conclusive. But this uncertainty ,in most.
phew, what you mean, makes me so much work, that a
great deal is omitted, and yet my answer is too long.
Your lordship asks in the next paragraph, " how
6'
comes the certainty of faith to be so hard a point
*' with me?" Answ. I suppose you ask this question
more to give others hard thoughts of my opinion of
faith, than to be informed yourself. For you cannot be
ignorant that all along in my Essay J use certainty for
knowledge ; so that for you to ask me, '' how comes the
'( certainty of faith to become so hard a point with me?"
is the same thing as for you to ask, how comes the
knowledge of faith, or if you please, the knowledge of
believing, to be so hard a point with me? A question
which, I suppose, you will think needs no answer, let
your meaning in that doubtful phrase be what it will.
I used in my book the term certainty for knowledge
so generally, that nobody that has read my book, though
much less attentively than your lordship, can doubt of
it. That I used it in that sense there, I shall refer my
reader but to two places amongst many to B,4.c.l. § I.
convince him. This, I am sure, your lord- andc.,l.§9.
ship could not be ignorant of, that by
certainty I mean knowledge, since I have so used it in
my letters to you, instances whereof are not a few; some
of theni may be found in the places marked in the margent: and in my second letter, what I say in the leaf
immediately preceding that which you quote upon this
occasion, would have put it past a possibility for any one
to make show of a doubt of it, had nut that k e n amongst
those pages of my answer, which, for its being out of
its proper place, it seems you were resolved not to take
notice of; and therefore I hope it will not be besides
my purpose here to mind you of it again.
After having said something to show why I used certainty and knowledge for the same thing, I added, "that
" Your lordship c d d not but take notice of this in the
" 18th sect. of chap. iv. of my fourth book, it being a
POL. 111.
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‘‘ passage you had quoted, and runs thus: Wherever
cc we perceive the agreement or disagreement of any of
‘(our ideas, there is certain knowledge ; and wherever
cc we are sure those ideas agree with the reality of things,
cc there is certain real knowledge: of which having
cc given the marks, I think I have shown wherein certainty, real certainty, consists.” And I farther add,
in the immediately following words, sc that my definition
of knowledge, in the beginning of the fourth book
‘‘ of my Essay, stands thus: Iinowledge seems to be
‘c nothing but the perception of the connexion, and
‘( agreement or disagreement, and repugnancy of any
‘( of our ideas.” Which is the very definition of certainty, that your lordship is here contesting.
Since then you could not but know that in this diecourse, certainty with me stood for, or was the same
thing with knowledge ; may not one justly wonder how
you come to ask me such a question as this, cc how
Y comes the knowledge of believing to become so hard a
rc point with me?” For that was in effect the question that you asked, when you put in the term certaint?,
since you knew as undoubtedly that I meant knowledge
by certainty, as that I meant believing by faith ;* i. e.
you could doubt of neither. And that you did not
doubt of it, is plain from what you say in the nest p a p ,
where you endeavour to prove this an improper way of
speaking.
Whether it be a proper way of speaking, I allow it t@
be a fair question. But when you knew what I meant,
though I expressed it improperly, to put questions in a
word of mine, used in a sense different from mine, which
could not but be apt to insinuate to the reader, that nV
notion of certainty derogated from the ~ ~ ~ p ~ orp full
o p h
assurance of faith, as the scripture calls it; is what I
guess, in another, would make your lordship ask again,
6c is this fair and ingenuous dealing?”
M y lord, my Bible expresses the highest degree of
faith, which the apostle recommended t @
HebOx*
believers in his time, by full assurance. But
assurance of faith, though it be what assurance soever,
will by no means down with your lordship in my writ*
(c
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ing. You say, I allow assurance of faith ; God forbid I
should do otheryise ; but then you ask, " why not cer6' tainty as well as assurance ?" My lord, I think it may
be a reason not misbecoming a poor layman, and such
as he might presume would satisfy a bishop of the church
of England, that he found his Bible to speak so. I find
my Bible speaks of the assurance of faith, but no where,
that I can remember, of the certainty of faith, though in
many places it speaks of the certainty of knowledge, and
therefore I speak so too ; and shall not, I think, be con
denined for keeping close to the expressions of our Bible,
though the scripture-language, as it is, does not so well
serve your lordship's turn in the present case. When I
shall see, in an authentic translation of our Bible, the
phrase changed, it will then be time enough for me to
change it too, and call it not the assurance, but certainty of faith : but till then, I shall not be ashamed of
it, notwithstanding you reproach me with it, by terming it, the assurance of faith, as I call i t ; when you
might as well have termed it, the assurance of faith, as
your Bible calls it.
I t being plain, that by certainty I meant knowledge,
and by faith the act of believing ; that these words where
you ask, "how comes the certainty of faith to become
'' so hard a point with me?" and where you tell me, ('I
" will allow no certaiiity of faith ;" may make no wrong
impression on men's minds, who may be apt to understand them of the object, atid not merely of the act of
believing: I crave leave to say with Mr. Chillingworth
" that 1 do heartily acknowledge and be- c. \,.,
3.
" lieve the articles of our faith to be in
" themselves truths as certain and infallible, as the very
" common principles of geometry or metaphysics.
But
" that there is not required of us a knowledge ofthem,
" and an adherence to them, as certain as that of sense
" or science :" and that for this reason (amongst others
given both by MI,. Chillingworth and Rfr. Hooker)
Viz. cc that faith is not knowledge, no more than
" three is four, but eminently contained in i t : SO that
'' he that knows, believes, And something more; but
'' he that believes, many times does not know ; nay, if
3pP
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he doth barely and merely believe, he doth never
‘‘ know.” These are Mr. Chillingworth’s
fi *’
own words.
That this assurance of faith may approach very near
to certainty, and not come short of it in a sure and
steady influence on the mind, I have so plainly declared,
that nobody, I think, can question it. I n my chapter,
of reason, which has received the honour of
Essay b iv
c. xvi;s
Is: your lordship’s animadversions, I say of
some propositions wherein knowledge [i. e.
in my sense, certainty] fails us, ‘(that their probability
cc is so clear and strong, that assent as necessarily follows,
<‘ as knowledge does demonstration.” Does your lordship ascribe any greater certainty than this to an article
of mere faith? If you do not, we are it seems agreed in
the thing; and so all, that you have so emphatically
said about it, ,is but to correct a mistake of mine in the
English tongue, if it prove to be one : a weighty point,
and well worth your lordships bestowing so many pages
upon. I say mere faith, because though a man may be
a Christian, who merely believes that there is a God, yet
that is not an article of mere fzith, because it may be
demonstrated that there is a God, and so may certainly
be known.
Your lordship goes on to ask, “have not all man‘‘ kind, who have talked of matters of faith, allowed a
cc certainty of faith as well as a certainty of knowledge?”
T o answer a question concerning what all mankind, who
have talked of faith, have done, may be within the reach
of your great learning : as for me, my reading reaches
not so far. T h e apostles and the evangelists, I can answer, have talked of matters of faith, but J do not find
in my Bible that they have any where spoken (for it is
of speaking here the question is) of the certainty of faith ;
and what they allow, which they do not speak of, I
cannot tell. I say, in my Bible, meaning the English
trandatbn used in our church: though what all mankind, who speak not of faith in English, can do towards
the deciding of this question, I do not see; it being
about the signification of an English word. And whether in propriety of speech it can be applied to faith
c‘
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can only be decided by those who understand English,
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which all mankind, who have talked of matters of faith,
I humbly conceive, did not.
To prove that certainty in English may be applied to
faith, you say, that among the Romans it’was opposed
to doubting; and for that you bring this Latin sentence,
6‘
Nil tam certum est quam quod de dubio certum.”
Answ. Certum, among the Romans, might be opposed
to doubting, and yet not to be applied to fan’th, because
knowledge, as well as believing, is opposed to doubting: and therefore unless it had pleased your lordship
to have quoted the author out of which this Latin sentence is taken, one cannot tell whether certum be not
in it spoken of a thing known, and not of a thing believed: though if it were so, I humbly conceive, it
would not prove what you say, viz. that ‘‘ it,” i. e. the
word certainty (for to that “ it” must refer here, or to
nothing that I understand) was among the Romans applied to faith; for, as I take it, they never used the
English word certainty : and though it be true that the
English word certainty be taken from the Latin word
certus, yet that therefore certainty in English is used
exactly in the same sense that certus is in I’atin, that I
think you will not say; for then certainty in English
inust signify purpose and resolution of mind, for to that
certus is applied in Latin.
You are pleased here to tell me, “ that in my former
‘‘ letter” I said, ‘(that if we knew the original of words,
‘‘ we should be much helped to the ideas they were first
“ applied to, and made to stand for.”
I grant it true,
nor shall I unsay it here. For I said not, that a word
that had its original in one language, kept always exactly
the same signification in another language, into ‘which
it was from thence transplanted. But if you will give
me leave to remind you of it, I remember that you, my
lord, say in the same place, “that little weight is to be
‘‘ laid upon a bare grammatical etymology, when a
‘‘ word is used in another sense by the best authors*”
And I think you could not have brought a more proper
instance t o verify that saying, than that which YOU PrOduce here,
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But pray, my lord, why so far about ? Why are we
sent to the ancient Romans? Why must we consult
(which is no easy task) all mankind, who have talked of
faith, to know whether certainty be properly used for
faith or no ; when to determine it between your lordship and me, there is so sure a remedy, and so near at
hand? It is but for you to say wherein certainty consists. This, when I gently offered to your lordship in
my first letter, you interpreted it to be a design to draw
YOU out of your way.
I am sorry, my lord, you should think it out of your
way to put an end, a short end to a controversy, which
you think of such moment : methinks it should not be
out of your way, with one 1)low finally to overthrow an
assertion, which you think “ t o be of dangerous conse“ quence to that article of faith, which your lordship
‘‘ has endeavoured to defend.” I proposed the same
again, where I say, “for this there is a very easy remedy:
‘( it is but for your lordship to set aside this definition
‘( of knowledge, by giving us a better, and this danger
(‘ is over. But you choose rather to have a controversy
cc with my book, for having it in it, and to put me
“ upon the defence of it.”
This is so express, that
your taking no notice of it, puts me a t a loss what to
think. To say that a man so great in letters does not
know wherein certainty consists, is a greater presumption than I will be guilty of; and yet to think that you
do know and will not tell, is yet harder. Who can
think, or will dare to say, that your lordship, so much
concerned for the articIes of faith, and engaged in this
dispute with me, by your duty, for the preservation of
them, should choose to keep up a controversy with me,
rather than remove thit danger, which my wrong notion of certainty ‘threatens to the articles of faith ? For,
my lord, since the question is moved, and it is brought
by your lordship to a public dispute, wherein certainty
consists, a great many knowing no better, may take up
with what I have said : and rather than have no notion
of certainty at all, will stick by mine, till a better be
showed them. And if mine tends to scepticism, as you
say, and you will not furnish thein with one that does
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not, what is it but to givc way to scepticism, and let it
quietly prevail on men, as either having my notion of
certainty, or none at all? Your lordship indeed says
soliiething in excuse, in your 75th page : which, that
niy answer may be in the proper place, shall Le consi.
&red when we come there.
Your lordship declares, ‘(that yon are utterly against
any private mints of words.” I know not what the
public may do for your particular satisfaction i n the
case ; but till public mints of words arc erected, I know
no remedy for it, but that you must patiently suffer this
matter to go on in the same course, that 1 think it has
gone in ever since language has been in use. Here in
this island, as far as my knowledge reaches, I do not
find, that ever since the Saxons time, in the alterations
that have been made in our language, that any one word
or phrase has had its authority from the great seal, or
passed by act of parliament.
When the dazzling metaphor of the mint and new
milled words, &c. (which mightily, as it seems, delighted your lordship when you were writing that para.
graph) will give you leave to consider this matter plainly
as it is, you will find, that the coining of money in publicly authorized mints affords no manner of argument
against private men’s meddling in the introducing new,
or changing the signification of old words ; every one of
which alterations always has its rise from some private
mint. T h e case i n short is this; money by virtue of
the stamp received in the public mint, which vouches
its intrinsic worth, has authority to pass. This use of
the public stamp would be lost, if private men were suffered to offer money stamped by themselves. On the
contrary, words are offered to the public by every man,
coined in his private mint, as he pleasea ; but it is the
receiving of them by others, their very passing that gives
thein their authority and currency, and not the mint
they come out of. Horace, I think, has De Arte Poet.
given a true account of this matter, in a
country very jealous of any usurpation upon the public
authority-:
$6
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'' Multa renascentur, q u a jam cecidere, cadentque;
'( Quae nunc sunt in honore vocabula, si volet usus,
'( Quem penes arbitrium est &jus, & norma loquendi."

But yet whatever change is made in the signification
or credit of any word by public use, this change has
always its beginning in some private mint : so Horace
tells us it was in the Roman language quite down to
his time:

-'<
$'

"
"
"

Ego cur acquirere pauca,
Si possum, invideor ; quam lingua Catonis & Ennl
Sermonem patrium ditaverit, st nova rerum
Nomina protulerit ? Licuit, semperque licebit
Signatum przesente nota procudere nomen."

Here we see Horace expressly says, that private mints
of words were always licenced; and, with Horace, I
humbly conceive so they will always continue, how utterly soever your lordship may be against them. And
therefore he that offers to the public new milled words
from his own private mint, is not always in that so
bold an invader of the public authority, as you would
make him.
This I say not to excuse myself in the present case;
for I deny, that I have at all changed the signification
of the word certainty. And therefore, if you had pleased,
you might, my lord, have spared your saying on this
oecasion, '' that it seems our old words must nut now pass
66 in the current sense; and those persons assume too
'' much authority to themselves, who will not suffer
'' common words to pass in their general acceptation:"
and other things to the same purpose in this paragraph,
till you have proved that in strict propriety of speech it
could be said, that a man was certain of that which he
did not know, but only believed.
If you had had time, in the heat of dispute, to have
made a little reflection on the use of the English word
certainty in strict speaking, perhaps your lordship wodd
not have been so forward to have made my using it, only
for precise knowledge, so enormous an impropriety ; at

is as capable of making me know a proposition to be
true, as any other way of proof can be; and therefore I
do not in such a case barely believe, but know such 8
proposition to h true, aad attain certainty.
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T h e sum of your accusation is drawn up thus :"that I
'' have appropriated certainty to the perception of the
agreement or disagreement of ideas in any proposi.
tion ; and now I find this will not hold as to articles of
'' faith ; and therefore I will allow no certainty of
'' faith; which you think is not for the advantage of
6'
my cause." The truth of the matter of fact is in
short this, that I have placed knowledge in the perception of the agreement or disagreement of ideas. This
definition of knowledge, your lordship said, '' might be
of dangerous consequence to that article of faith,
6'
which you have endeavoured to defend." This I
denied, and gave this reason for it, viz. that a definition
of knowledge, whether a good or bad, true or false definition, c d d not be of ill'or any consequence to an
article of faith : because a definition of knowledge, which
was one act of the mind, did not at all concern faith,
which was another act of the mind quite distinct froin
it. To this then, which was the proposition in question
between us, your lordship, I humbly conceive, should
have answered. But instead of that, your lordship, by
the use of the word certainty in a sense that I used it
not, (for you knew I used it only for knowledge) woald
represent. me as having strange notions of faith. Whether this he for the advantage of your cause, your lordship will do well to consider.
Upon such an use of the word certainty in a different
sense from what I used it in, the force of all your lordship says under your first head, contained in the two or
three next paragraphs, depends, as I think ; for I must
own (pardon my dulness) that I do not clearly comprehend the force of what your lordship there says : and it
will take up too many pages to examine it period by
period. I n short, therefore, I take your lordship's meaning t o be this:
That there are some articles of faith, viz. the fun" damental principles of natural religion, which man(' kind may attain to a certainty in I3y reason, without
6' revelation : which, because a man that proceeds upon
'6
my grounds cannot attain to a certainty in by reasonl
their credibility to him, when they are considered as,
'6

'6
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purely matters of faith, will be weakened." Those
which your lordship instances in, are the being of a God,
providence, and the rewards and punishments of a future
state.
This is the way, as I humbly conceive, your lordship
takes here to prove niy grounds of certainty (for so you
call my definition of knowledge) to be of dangerous consequence to the articles of faith.
To avoid ambiguity and confusion in the examining
this argument of your lordship's, the best way, I humbly conceive, will be to lay by the term certainty ; which
your lordship and I using in different senses, is the less
fit to make what we say to one another clearly understood ; and instead thereof, to use the term knowledge,
which with me, your lordship knows, is equivalent.
Your lordship's proposition, then, as far as it has any
opposition to me, is this, that if knowledge be supposed
to consist in the perception of the agreement 3r disagreement of ideas, a man cannot attain to the knowledge
that these propositions, viz. " that there is a God,
" providence, and rewards and punishments in a future
" state, are true ; and therefore the credibility of these
" articles, considered purely as matters of faith, will be
" weakened to him."
Wherein there are these things
to be proved by your lordship.
1. That upon my grounds of knowledge, i. e. upon a
supposition that knowledge consists in the perception of
the agreement or disagreement of ideas, we cannot attain
to the knowledge of the truth of either of those propositions, viz. '< that there is a God, providence, and rewards
" and punishments in a future state."
2. Your lordship is to prove, that the not knowing
the truth of any proposition lessens the credibility of it ;
which, in short, amounts to this, that want of knowledge lessens faith in any proposition proposed. This is
the proposition to be proved, if your lordship uses certainty in the sense I use it, i. e. for knowledge ; in which
only use of it, will it here bear upon me.
But since I find your lordship, in these two or three
Paragraphs, to use the word certainty in so uncertain a
sense, as sometimes to signify knowledge by it, and
to
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sometimes believing in general, i. e. any degree of be.
lieving; give me leave to add, that if your lordship
means by these words, “ let US suppose a person by naLc tural reason to attain to a certainty as to the beingof
I C a God, i. e. attain to a belief that there is a God,
‘6 &c. or the soul’s inimortality :” I say, if you take certainty in such a sense, then it will be incumbent upon
your lordship to prove, that if a man finds the natural
reason whereupon he entertained the belief of a God, o p
of the immortality of the soul, uncertain, that will
weaken the credibility of those fundamental articles, ;1s
matters of faith: or, which is in effect the same, that
the weakness of the credibility of any article of faith
from reason, weakens the credibility of it from revelation. For it is this which these following words of yours
import : ‘‘for before, there was a natural Credibility in
66 them on the account of reason ; but by going on wrong
$ 6 grounds of certainty, all that is Iost.”
T o prove the first of these propositions, viz. that upon
the supposition that knowledge consists in the perception of the agreement or disagreement of ideas, we cannot attain to the knowledge of the truth of this proposition, that there is a God ; your lordship argues, that
I have said, “that no idea proves the existence of the
c‘ thing without itself: ” which argument reduced to
form, will stand thus ; if it be true, as I say, that no idea
proves the existence of the thing without itself, then upon
the supposition that knowledge consists in the perception of the agreement or disagreement of ideas, we cannot attain to the knowledge of the truth of this proposition, ‘‘ that there is a God :” which argument so manifestly proves not, that there needs no more to be said to
it, than to desire that consequence to be proved.
Again, as to the immortality of the soul, your lordship urges, that I have said, that I cannot know but thd
matter may think ; therefore upon my ground of knowledge, i. e. upon a supposition that knowledge consists
in the perception of the agreement or disagreement of
ideas, there is an end of the soul’s immortality. This
consequence I must also desire your lordship to prove.
Only I crave leave by the by to point out some thiW

Your lordship undertakes to show, that my defining
knowledge to consist in the perception of the ap'eetnent
Or disagreement of ideas, '(weakens the credibzty gf
" this fundamental article of faith," that there is a God
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what is your lordship’s proof of it ? Just this, the saying
that no idea proves the existence of the thing without
itself will not do ; ergo, the saying that knowledge con.
sists in the perception of the agreenient or disagreement
of ideas, weakens the credibility of this fundamental
article. This, my lord, seems to ine no proof: and all
that I can find, that is offered to make it a proof, is only
your calling these propositions c c my general grounds of
certainty, my method of proceeding, the way of ideas,
‘(and my own principles in point of reason :” as if that
made these two propositions the same thing, and what.
soever were a consequence of one may be charged as a
consequence of the other; though it be visible that
though the latter of these be ever so false, or ever so far
from being a proof of a God, yet it will by no means
thence follow, that the former of them, viz. that knowledge consists in the perception of the agreement or disagreement of ideas, weakens the credibility of that fundamental article. But it is but for your lordship to call
them both the way of ideas,” and that is enough.
T h a t I may not be accused by your lordship “for
‘‘ unhir and disingenuous dealing, for representing this
(‘ matter so;” I shall here set down your lordship’s
words at large : “let us now suppose a person by natural
6c reason to attain to a certainty, as to the beirig of a
6‘ God, and immortality of the soul; and he proceeds
6‘ upon J. L.’s general grounds of certainty, from the
66 agreement or disagreement of ideas : and so from the
6c ideas of God and the soul, he is made certain of these
6‘ two points before-mentioned.
But let us again suppose that such a person, upon a farther examination
(6
of J. L.’s method of proceeding, finds that the way of
“ ideas in these cases will not do: for no idea proves
(‘ the existence of the thing without itself, no inore
‘‘ than the picture of a inan proves his being, or the
visions of a dream make a true history ; (which are
(‘ J. L.’s own expressions). And for the soul he cannot
“ be certain, but that matter may think, (as J. L. af6‘ firms) and then what becomes of the soul’s imrnate6‘ riality (and consequently immortality) from its ope‘#
rations? But for all this, says J. L,,his assurance of
((

((
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faith remains firm on its basis. Now you appeal to
to

6'

any man of sense, whether the finding the uncertainty
of his own principles, which he went upon in point of
' 6 reason, doth not weaken the credibility of these fun.
' 6 damental articles, when they are considered purely
'( as matters of faith? For, before, there was a natural
credibility in them on the account. of reason ; but by
(4 going on wrong grounds of certainty, all that is lost;
" and instead of being certain, he is more doubtful than
' 6 ever."
These are your lordship's own words; and
now I appeal to any man of sense, whether they contain
any other argument against my placing of certainty as I
do, but this, viz. a man mistakes and thinks that this
proposition, no idea proves the existence of the thing
without itself, shows that in the way of ideas one cannot
prove a God : ergo, this proposition, " certainty consists
" in the pesception of the agreement or disagreement of
'' ideas, weakens the credibility of this fundamental
" article, that there is a God."
And so of the iinmortality of the soul ; because 1 say, I know not but matter
may think; your lordship would infer, ergo, my definition of certainty weakens the credibility of the revelation of the soul's immortality.
Your lordship is pleased here to call this proposition,
'' that knowledge or certainty consists in the perception
" of the agreement or disagreement of ideas," my general grounds of certainty ; as if I had some more particular grounds of certainty. Whereas I have no other
ground os notion of certainty, but this one alone; all
my notion of certainty is contained in that one particular proposition : but perhaps your lordship did it, that
yoti might make the proposition above quoted, viz. " no
" idea proves the existence of the thing without itself,"
under the title you give it, of '' the way of ideas," pass
for one of my particular grounds of certainty ; whereas
it is no inore any ground of certainty of mine, or defirlilion of kllowkdge, than any other proposition in my
6'

'6

'6
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Another thing very reinarkable in what your lordship
here says, is, that you make the failing to attain knowledge by anv way ofcertaintyin sume particular instances#
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to be the finding the uncertainty of the way itself; which
is all one as to say, that if a manmisses by algebra the

certain knowledge of some propositians in mathematics,
therefore he finds the way or principles of algebra to he
uncertain or false. This is your lordship’s way of reasoning here : your fordship quotes out of me, that I say no
r( idea proves the existence of the thing without itself ;1’
and that I say, c L that one cannot be certain that matter
cannot think :”from whence your lordship argues, that
he who says so, cannot attain to certainty that there is
a God, or that the soul is immortal ;and thereupon your
lordship concludes,
he finds the uncertainty of the
Lc principles he went upon, in point of reason,” i. e.
that he finds this principle or ground of certainty he went
upon in reasoning, viz. that certainty or knowledge
consists in the perception of the agreement or disagreement of ideas, to be uncertain. For if your lordship means here, , b y “principles he went upon in
‘‘ point of reason,” any thing else but that definition
of knowledge, which your lordship calls my way, method, grounds, &c. of certainty, which I and others,
to the endangering some articles of faith, go upon : I
crave leave to say, it concerns nothing at all the argument your lordship is upon, which is to prove, that the
placing of certainty in the perception of the agreement
or disagreement of ideas may be of dangerous consequence to any a~ticleof faith.
Your lordship, in the next place, says, before we can
‘‘ believe any thing, upon the account of revelation,
w we must suppose there is a God.” What use does your
lordship make of this? Your lordship thus argues;
but by my way of certainty, a man is made uncertain,
whether there be a God or n o ; for that to me is the
meaning of those words, how can his faith stand firm
“ as to divine revelation, when he is made uncertain
by his OWR way, whether there be a God or no?” or
they can to me mean nothing to the question in hand.
What is the conclusion from hence? This it must be,
or nothing to the purpose ;ergo, my definition of knowledge, m,which is the Same thing, my placing of certainty in the perception of the agreement or disagree((
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ment of ideas, leaves not the articles of faith the 5ame
credibility they had before.
To excuse my dulness in not being able to comprehend this consequence, pray, my lord, consider, that
your lordship says ; ‘‘ before we can believe any thing
6‘ upon the account of revelation, it must be supposed
I‘ that there is a God.”
But cannot he, who places
certainty i n the perception of the agreement or disagreement of ideas, suppose there is a God?
But your lordship means by ‘‘ suppose,” that one must
be certain that there is a God. Let it be so, and let it
be your lordship’s privilege in controversy to use one
word for another, though of a different signification, as
I think to cc suppose ” and ‘‘ be certain ” are. Cannot
one that places certainty in the perception of the agreement or disagreement of ideas, be certain there is a God?
I can assure you, my lord, I ani certain there is a God ;
and yet I own, that I place certainty in the perception
of the agreement or disagreement of ideas : nay, I dare
venture to say to your lordship, that I have proved there
is a God, and see no inconsistency at all between these
t w o propositions, that certainty consists in the perception of the agreement or disagreement of ideas, and that
it is certain there is a God. So that this my notion of
certainty, this definition of knowledge, for any thing
your lordship has said to the contrary, €eaves to this fundamental article the same credibility, and the same certainty it had before.
Your lordship says farther, ‘6 to suppose divine reve“lation, we must be certain that there is a principle
“ above matter and motion in the world.”
Here, again,
my lord, your way of writing makes work for my ignorance ; and before I can either admit or deny this proposition, or judge what force it has to prove the proposition in question, I must distinguish it into these different senses, which I think your lordship’s way of speaking may comprehend. For your lordship may mean it
thus, ‘(to suppose divine revelation, we must be certain,
‘‘ i.e. we must believe that there is a principle above
“ matter and motion in the world.”
Or your lordship
may mean thus, $6 we must be certain, &e. we Wdst
\TO&, 311,
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'' know that there is something above matter and motion in the world." In the next place your lordship
may mean by something above mattes and motion,
either simply an intelligent being ; for knowledge, with.
out determining what being it is in, is a principle above
matter and motion : or your lordship may mean an immaterial intelligent being. So that this undetermined
way of expressing includes a t least four distinct propositions, whereof some are true, and others not so. For,
1. M y lord, if your lordship means, that to suppose
a divine revelation, a man must be certain, i.e. must
certainly know, that there is an intelligent being in the
world, and that that intelligent being is iinniaterial froin
whence that revelation comes ; I deny it. For a man
may suppose revelation upon the belief of an intelligent
being, from whence it comes, without being able to
make out to himself, by a scientifical reasoning, that
there is such a being. A proof whereof, I humbly conceive, are the anthropomorphites among the Christians
heretofore, who nevertheless rejected not the revelation
of the New Testament : and he that will talk with illiterate people in this age, will, I doubt not, find many,
who believe the Bible to be the word of God, though
they imagine God himself in the shape of an old man
sitting in heaven; which they could not do, if they
knew, i. e. had examined and understood any demonstration whereby he is proved to be immaterial, without
which they cannot know it.
2. If your lordship means, that to suppose a divine
revelation, it is necessary to know, that there is simply
an intelligent being ; this also I deny. For to suppose
a divine revelation, it is not necessary that a man should
know that there is such an intelligent being in the
world : I say, know, i. e. from things that he does know,
denionstratively deduce the proof of such a being: it is
enough for the receiving divine reveIation, to believe,
that there is such a being, without having by demonstration attained to the knowledge that there is a GodEvery one that believes right, does not always reason
exactly, especially in abstract metaphysical speculations:
and if nnbsdy can believe the Bible to be of divine rev@
'(

“ there is a supreme intelligent being,” from whence it
Comes, who can neither deceive nor be deceived; I
grant it to be true.
These being the several propositions, either of which
IllaT be meant in yoyr lordship’s pa general, and to me

u2
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daubtful way of expressing yourself; to avoid the length,
which a particular answer to each of them would run
me into, I will venture (and it is a venture to answer to
an ambiguous proposition in one sense, when the author
has the liberty of saying he meant it in another ; a great
convenience of general, loose, and doubtful expressions)
I will, I say, venture to answer it, in the sense I guess
most suited to your lordship's purpose; and see what
your lordship proves by it. I will therefore suppose
your lordship's reasoning to be this ; that,
T o suppose divine revelation, a man must be cer' 6 tain, i. e. believe that there is a principle above mat'< ter and motion, i. e. an immaterial intelligent being
" in the world.''
Let it be so; what does your lordship infer? " Therefore upon the principle of certainty
" by ideas, he [i. e. he that places certainty in the per'' ception of the agreement or disagreement of ideas]
" cannot be certain of [i. e. believe] this."
This consequence seems a little strange; but your lordship
proves it thus; " because he does not know but mat'' ter may think ; " which argilment, put into forin, will
stand thus :
If one who places certainty in the perception of the
agreement or disagreement of ideas, does not know but
matter may think ; then whoever places certainty so,
cannot believe there is an immaterial intelligent being
in the world.
But there is one who, placing certainty in the perception of the agreement or disagreemerit of ideas, does
not know but matter may think :
Ergo, whoever places certainty in the perception of
the agreement or disagreement of ideas, cannot think
that there is an intelligent immaterial being.
This argumentation is so defective in every part of it,
that for fear I should be thought to make an argument
for your Iordship in requital for the answer your lordship made for me, I must desire the reader to consider,
your lordship says, '( we must be certain ; he cannot be
'' certain, because he doth not know :" which in short
is, he cannot because he cannot ; and he cannot because
he &th not, This considered will justify the syllogism
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I have made to contain your lordship's aqyment in its
full force.
I come therefore to the syllogism itself, and there first
I deny the minor, which is this :
'(There is one who, placing certainty in the percep(4 tion of the agreement or disagreement of ideas, doth
( 6 not know but matter may think."
I begin with this, because this is the foundation of all
your lordship's argument ; and therefore I desire your
lordship would produce any one, who placing certainty
in the perception of the agreement or disagreement of
ideas, does not know but matter may think.
The reason why I press this, is, because, I suppose,
your lordship means me here, and would have it thought
that I say, I do not know but that matter may think:
but that I do not say so ; nor any thing else from whence
may be inferred what your lordship adds in the annexed
words, if they can be inferred from it; '(and consequently all revelation may be nothing but the effects
of an exalted fancy, or the heats of a disordered ima('gination, as Spinosa affirmed." On the contrary, I
do say, " it is impossible to conceive that
matter, either with or without motion, f$ lo'
could have originally in and froni itself,
perception and knowledge." And having in that
chapter established this truth, that there is an eternal,
immaterial, knowing being, 1 think nobody but your
lordship could have imputed to me the doubting, that
there was such a being, because I say in another place,
and to another purpose, '( it is impossible
B. iv. c. 8.
" for us, by the contemplation of our own
6.
" ideas,
without revelation, to discover
whether omnipotency has not given to some systems
of matter, fitly disposed, a power to perceive and
'' think, or else joined and fixed to matter so disposed
'(a thinking immaterial substance : it being in respect
of our notions not much more remote from our corn<' prehensions to conceive, that God can, if he pleases,
superadd t o our idea of matter a faculty of thinking,
than that he should superadd to it another substance,
with a faculty of thinking." From my saying thrts,
('
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that God (whom I: have proved to be an immaterial
being) by his omnipotency, may, for aught we know,
superadd to some parts of matter a faculty of thinking,
it requires some skill for any one to represent me, as
your lordship does here, as one ignorant or doubtful
whether matter may not think ; to that degree, '(that
I am not certain, or 1 do not believe that there is a
" principle above matter and motion in the world, and
cc consequently all revelation may be nothing but the
('effects of an exalted fancy, or the heats of a disor" dered imagination, as Spinosa affirmed."
For thus
I, or somebody else (whom I desire your lordship to
produce) stands painted in this your lordship's argument
from the supposition of a divine revelation ; which your
lordship brings here to prove, that the defining of knowledge, as I do, to consist in the perception of the agreement or disagreement of ideas, weakens the credibility
of the articles of the Christian faith,
But if your lordship thinks it so dangerous a position
to say, '' i t is not much harder for us to conceive, that
God can, if he pleases, superadd to matter a faculty
'L of thinking, than that he should superadd to it an" other substance with a faculty of thinking; '' (which
is the utmost I have said concerning the faculty of thinking in matter :) I humbly conceive it would be more
to your purpose to prove, that the infinite omnipotent
Creator of all things out of nothing, cannot, if he pleases,
superadd to some parcels of matter, disposed as he sees
fit, a faculty of thinking, which the rest of matter has
not; rather than to represent me, with that candour
your lordship does, as one, who so far makes matter a
thinking thing, as thereby to question the being of a
principle above matter and motion in the world, and
consequently to take away all revelation : which how
natural and genuine a representation it is of my sense,
expressed in the passages of my Essay, which I have
above set down, I humbly submit to the reader's judg.
ment, and your lordship's zeal for truth to determine;
and shall not stay to examine whether man may not
have an exalted fancy, and the heats of a disordered
imagination, equally overthrowing divine revelation,
~
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though the power of thinking Le placed only in an immaterial substance.
I come now to the sequel of your major, which is this :
If any one who places certainty in the perception
of the agreement or disagreement of ideas, does not
c 6 know but
matter may think ; then whoever places
certainty so, cannot believe there is an immaterial
intelligent being in the world."
The consequence here is from does not to cannot,
which I cannot but wonder to find in an argument of
your lordship's. For he that does not to-day believe or
~ I I O W , that matter cannot be so ordered by God's omnipotency, as to think (if that subverts the belief of an
immaterial intelligent being in the world) may know or
believe it to-morrow; or if he should never know or
believe it, yet others who define knowledge as he does,
may know or believe it. Unless your lordship can prove,
that it is impossible for any one, who defines knowledge
to consist in the perception of the agreement or disagreement of ideas, to know or believe that matter cannot think. But this, as I remember, your lordship has
not attempted any where to prove. And-yet without
this, your lordship's way of reasoning is no more than
to argue, one cannot do a thing because another does
not do it. And yet upon this strange consequence is
buiIt all that your lordship brings here to prove, that
my definition of knowledge weakens the credibility of
articles of faith, v. g.
It weakens the credibility of this fundamental article
of faith, that there is a God? How so? Because I who
have so defined knowledge, say in my b a y , ('That the
'* knowledge of the existence of any other
" thing [but of God] we can have only by B. iv*
§ 1.
" sensation ; for there being no necessary
" connexion of real existence with any idea a man hath
" in his memory, nor of any other existence but that of
'' God, with the existence of any particular man ; no
" particular man can know the existence of any other
" being, but only when, by actual operating upon him,
" it makes itself perceived by him: for the having the
*
idea
of any thing in our mind, no more proves the
bc
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existence of that thing, than the picture of a

tnatl

evidences his being in the world, or the visions of a
dream make thereby a true history." For so are the
words of my book, and not as your lordship has been
pleased to set them down here: and they were well
chosen by your lordship, to show that the way of ideas
would not do : i. e. in my may of ideas, I cannot prove
there is a God.
But supposing I had said in that place, or any other,
that which would hinder the proof of a God, as I have
not, might I not see my errour, and alter or renounce
that opinion, without changing my definition of knowledge? Or could not another man, who defined knowledge as I do, avoid thinking, as your lordship says I
say, ICthat no idea proves the existence of the thing
'' without itself; " and so be able, notwithstanding iny
saying so, to prove that there is a God?
Again, your lordship argues, that my definition of
knowledge weakens the credibility of the articles of
faith, because it takes away revelation ; and your proof
of that is, '' because I do not know, whether matter
('may not think."
The same sort of argumentation your lordship goes on
with in the next page, where you say ; again, before
'(there can be any such thing as assurance of faith upon
'(divine revelation, there must be a certainty as to sense
and tradition ; for there can be no revelation pre" tended now, without immediate inspiration : and the
G basis of our faith is a revelation contained in an an' 6 cient book, whereof the parts were delivered a t distant
" times, but conveyed down to us by an universal tra" dition.
But now, what if my grounds of certainty
" can give us no assiirance as to these things? Your
'(lordship says you do not mean, that they cannot demonstrate matters of hot, which it were most unrea" sonable to expect, but that these grounds of certainty
" make all things uncertain ; for your lordship thinks
('you have proved, that this way of ideas cannot give
('a satisfactory account, as to the existence of the plain66 est objects of sense ; because reason cannot perceive
*c the connexion between the objects and the ideas : how
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then can we arrive to any certainty in perceiving
those objects by their ideas?”
All the force of which argument lies in this, that L
have said (or am supposed to have said, or to hold; for
that I ever said so, I do not remember) that ‘(reason
cr cannot perceive the connexion between the objects
6‘ and the ideas :”
Ergo, whoever holds that knowledge
consists in the perception of the agreement or disagreement of ideas, cannot have any assurance of faith upon
divine revelation.
My lord, let that proposition, viz. ‘‘ that reason cannot perceive the connexion between the objects and
‘‘ the ideas,” be mine as much as your lordship pleases,
and let it be as inconsistent as you please, with the assurance of faith upon divine revelation : how will it follow
from thence, that the placing of certainty in the perception of the agreement or disagreement of ideas is the
cause that there ‘‘cannot be any such thing as the assur(‘ance of faith upon divine revelation ” to any body ?
Though I who hold knowledge to consist in the perception of the agreement or disagreement of ideas, have
the misfortune to run into this erroiir, viz. “ that rear( son cannot perceive the connesion between the ob“jects and the ideas,” which is inconsistent, with the
assurance of faith upon divine revelation ; yet it is not
necessary that all others who with me hold, that certainty consists ih the perception of the agreement or
disagreement of ideas, should also hold, ‘(that reason
“ cannot perceive the connexion between the objects
“ and the ideas,” or that I myself should always hold
it ; unless your lordship will say, that whoever places
certainty, as I do, in the perception of the agreement or
disagreement of ideas, must necessarily hold all the
errours that I do, which are inconsistent with, or weaken
the belief of any article of’ faith, and hold them incorrigibly. Which has as much consequence, as if I should
argue, that because your lordship, who lives at Worcester, does sometimes mistake in quoting me : therefore
nobody who lives a t Worcester can quote my words
right, or your lordship can never mend your wrong
quotations. For, my lord, the holding certainty tu
6‘
6‘
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consist in the perception of the agreement or disagreement of ideas, is no more a necessary cause of holding
those erroneous propositions, which your lordship im.
putes ko me, as weakening the credibility of the mentioned articles of faith, than the place of your lordship’s
dwelling is a necessary cause of wrong quoting.
I shall not here go about to trouble yoiir lordship,
with divining again what may be your lordship’s precise
meaning in several of the propositions contained in the
passages above set down ; especially that remarkable ambiguous, and to me obscure one, vie. ‘(there must be a
“ certainty as to sense and tradition.”
I fear I have
wasted too much of your lordship’s, and my reader’s
time in that employment already ; and there would be
no end, if I should endeavour to explain whatever I am
at a loss about the determined sense of, in any of your
lordship’s expressions.
Only I will crave leave to beg my readers to observe,
that in this first head, which we are upon, your lordship
has used the terms certain and certainty near twenty
times, but without determining in any of them, wlicther
yon mean knowledge, or the fill1 assurance of faith, to
any degree of believing ; though it Le evident, that in
these pages your lordship uses certainty for all these
three: which ambiguous use of the main word in that
discoiirse, cannot but render your lordship’s sense clear
and perspicuous, and your argument very cogent ; and
no doubt will do so to any one, who will be but at the
pains to reduce that one word to a clear determined
sense all through these few paragraphs.
Your lordship says, ‘(have not all mankind, who have
6c talked of matters of faith, allowed a certainty of faith,
‘‘ as well as a certainty of knowledge? ” Ans. But did
ever any one of all that mankind allow it as a tolerable
way of speaking, that believing in general (for which
your lordship has used it) which contains in it the lowest
degree of faith, should be called certainty ? Could he,
who said, c6 I believe, Lord, help my unbelief! ” or any
one who is weak in faith, or of little faith, be properly
said to be certain, or de dubio certus,” of what he
believes but with a weak degree of assent? I shall not
((
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question what your lordship's great learning may authorize ; but I imagine every one hath not skill, or will not
assume the liberty to speak so.
If a witness before a judge, askedwpon his oath whether he were ceztain of such a thing, should answer, Yes,
he was certain : and, upon farther demand, should give
this account of his certainty, that he believed it ; would
he not make the court and auditors believe strangely of
him? For to say that a nian is certain, when he barely
believes, and that perhaps with no great assurance of
faith, is to say that he is certain, where he owns an uncertainty. For he that says he barely believes, acknowledges that he assents to a proposition as true, upon bare
probability. And where any one assents thus to any
proposition, his assent excludes not a possibility that i t
may be otherwise ; and where, in any one's judgment,
there is a possibility to be otherwise, there one cannot
deny but there is some uncertainty; and the less cogent
the probabilities appear, upon which he assents, the
greater the uncertainty. So that all barely probable
proofs, which procure assent, always containiiig some
visible possibility that it may be otherwise (or else it
would be demonstration) and consequently the weaker
the probability appears, the weaker the assent, and the
more the uncertainty ; it thence follows, that where
there is such a mixture of uncertainty, there a man is so
far uncertain : and therefore to say, that a man is certain where he barely believes or assents but weakly,
though he does believe, seems to me to say, that he is
certain and uncertain together. But though bare belief
always includes some degrees of uncertainty, yet it does
not therefore necessarily include any degree of wavering ; the evidently strong probability may as steadily
determine the man to assent to the truth, or make him
take the proposition for true, and act accordingly, as
knowledge makes them see or be certain that it is true.
And he that doth so, as to truths revealed in the scripture, will show his faith by his works; and has, for
aught I can see, all the faith necessary to a Christian,
and required to salvation.
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. My lord, when I consider the length of my answer
here, to these few pages of your lordship's, I cannot
but bemoan my own dulness, and my own unfitness to
deal with so learned an adversary, as your lordship, in
controversy: for I know not how to answer but a pro.
position of a determined sense. Whilst it is vague and
uncertain in a general or equivocal use of any of the
terms, I cannot tell what to say to it. I know not but
such comprehensive ways of expressing one's self, niay
do well enough in declamation ; but in reasoning there
can be no judgment made, till one can get to some positive determined sense of the speaker. If your lordship
had pleased to have condescended so far to my low CBpacity, as to have delivered your meaning here determined to any one of the senses above set down, or any
other that you may have in these words I gathered them
from ; it would have saved me a great deal of writing,
and yourlordship loss of time in reading. I should not say
this here to your lordship, were it only in this one place
that I find this inconvenience. It is every where in all
your lordship's reasonings, that my want of understanding causes me this difficulty, and against my will multiplies the words of my answer : for notwithstanding all
that p e a t deal that I have already said to these few
pages of your lordship's ; yet my defence is not clear,
and set in its due light, unless I show i n particular of
every one of those propositions (some whereof I admit
as true, others I deny as not so) that it will not prove
what is to be proved, viz. that my placing of knowledge
in the perception of the agreement or disagreement of
ideas, lessens the credibility of any article of faith, which
it had before.
Your lordship having done with the fundamental artid e s of natural religion, you come in the next place to
those of revelation ; to inquire, as your lordship says,
$'
whether those who embrace the articles of faith, in
" the way of ideas, can retain their certainty of those
('articles, when these ideas are quitted?' What this
inquiry is, I know not very well, because I neither understand what it is to embrace artides of faith in the
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way of ideas, nor know what your lordship nieans by
retaining their certainty of those articles, when these
ideas are quitted. But it is no strange thing for my
short sight, not always distinctly to discern your lord.
ship's meaning ; yet here I presume to know that this
is the thing to be proved, viz. '( that my definition of
knowledge does not leave to the articles of the Christian faith the same credibility they had before." The
articles your lordship instances in, are,
1, The resurrection of the dead. And here your
lordship proceeds just in the same method of arguing,
as yoti did in the former : your lordship brings several
passages concerning identity out of my Essay, which you
suppose inconsistent with the belief of the resurrection
of the same body; and this is your argument to prove,
that my defining of knowledge to consist in the percey
tion of the agreement or disagreement of ideas, " alters
the foundation of this article of faith, and leaves it
'' not the same credibility it had before. Now, my
lord, granting all that your lordship has here quoted
out of my chapter of identity and diversity, to be as
false as your lordship pleases, and as inconsistent as your
lordship would have it, with the article of the resurrection from the dead: nay, granting all the rest of m y
whole Essay to be false ; how will it follow from thence,
that the placing certainty in the perception of the agreement or disagreement of ideas, weakens the credibility
of this article of faith, that '6 the dead shall rise? Let
it be, that I who place certainty in the perception of
the agreement or disagreement of ideas am guilty of
errours, that weaken the credibility of this article of
faith ; others who place certainty in the same perception, may not run into those errours, and so not have
their belief of this article at all shaken.
Your lordship therefore, by all the long discourse you
have made here against my notion of personal identity,
to prove that it weakens the credibility af the resurrection of the dead, should you have proved it ever SO
clearly, has not, I humbly conceive, said therein any
one word towards the proving, that my definition of
knowledge weakend the credibility of this article O f faith.
6'
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For this, my lord, is the proposition to IE proved, as
your lordship cannot but remember, if you please to
recollect what is said to your 21st and following pages,
and what, in the 95th page of my second letter, quoted
by your lordship, it was designed as an answer. to. And
so I proceed to the next articles of faith your lordship
instances in. Your lordship says,
2. ‘(T h e next articles of faith which my notion of
6‘ ideas is inconsistent with, are no less than those of
“ t h e Trinity, and the incarnation of our Saviour.’’
Where I must humbly crave leave to observe to your
lordship, that in this second head here, your lordship
has changed the question from my notions of certainty
to my notion of ideas. For the question, as I have often
had occasion to observe to yoiir lordship, is, whether
my notion of certainty, i. e. my placing of certainty in
the perception of the agreement or disagreement of ideas,
alters the foundation, and lessens the credibility of‘ any
article of faith ? This being the question between your
lordship and me, ought, I humbly conceive, most especially to have been kept close to in this article of the
Trinity ; because it was upon the account of my notion
of certainty, as prejudicial to the doctrine of the Trinity,
that my book was first brought into this dispute. But
your lordship offers nothing, that I can find, to prove
that my definition of knowledge or. certainty does any
way lessen the credibility of either of the articles here
mentioned, unless your insisting upon some supposed
errours of mine about nature and person, must be taken
for proofs of this proposition, that my definition of certainty lessens the credibility of the articles of the Trinity,
and our Saviour’s incarnation. And then the answer I
have already given to the same way of argumentation
used by your lordship, concerning the articles of a God,
revelation, and the resurrection, I think may suffice.
Having, as I beg leave to think, shown that your
lordship has not in the least proved this proposition, that
the placing of certainty in the perception of the agreement or disagreement of ideas, weakens the credibility
of any one article of faith, which was your former accusation against this (as your lordship is pleased to call it)
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(6 new method of certainty, of so dangerous consequence
to that article of faith which your lordship has endeavoured to defend ;” and all that your terrible representation of it being, as I humbly conceive, come to just
nothing: I come now to vindicate my book from your
new accusation in your last letter, and to show that you
no more prove the passages you allege out of my Essay
to have any inconsistencywith the articles of the Christian
faith you oppose them to, than you have proved by
them, that my definition of knowledge weakens the
credibility of any of those articles.
1. T h e article of the Christian faith your lordship
begins with, is that of the resurrection of the dead ; and
concerning that, you say, ‘‘ the reason of believing the
‘(resurrection of the same body, upon my grounds, is
from the idea of identity.” Answ. Give me leave,
my lord, to say that the reason of believing any article
of the Christian faith (such as your lordship is here speaking of) to me and upon my grounds, is its being a part
of divine revelation. Upon this ground I believed it,
before I either writ that chapter of identity and diversity, and before I ever thought of those propositions
which your lordship quotes out of that chapter, and
upon the same ground I believe it still; and not from
my idea of identity. This saying of your lordship’s
therefore, being a proposition neither self-evident, nor
allowed by me to be true, remains to be proved. So
that your foundation failing, all your large superstructure built thereupon comes to nothing.
But, my lord, before we go any farther, I crave leave
humbly to represent to your lordship, that I thought
YOU undertook to make out that my notion of ideas was
inconsistent with tl!e articles of the Christian faith. But
that which your lordship instances in here, is not, that I
yet know, any article of the Christian faith. The resurrection of the dead, I acknowledge to be an article of the
Christian faith : butthat the resurrection of the same body,
in your lordship’s sense of the same body, is an article of
the Christian faith, is what, I confess, I do not yet know.
In the New Testament (wherein, I think, are contained all the articles of the Christian faith) I fiud our
‘6
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‘(

8041
N+.
Loake's second Reply
Cjaviour and the apostles to preach the resurrection of
the dead, and the resurrection from the dead, i n many
places: but I do not remember any place, where the
resurrection of the same body is so much as mentioned.
Nay, which is very remarkable in the case, I do not re.
member in any place of the New Testament (where the
general resurrection at the last day is spoken o f ) any
such expression as the resurrection of the body, much
less of the same body. And it may seem to be, not
without some special reason, that where St. Paul's discourse was particularly concerning the body, and so led
him to name it ; yet when he speaks of the resurrection,
he eays, you, and not your bodies. 1 Cor. vi. 14.
I say, the general resurrection at the Iast day ; because
where the resurrection of some particular persons, pre.
sently upon our Saviour's resurrection, is mentioned,
the words are, '(The graves were opened,
Matt'
xxvii* " and many bodies of saints, which slept,
52, 53.
" arose and came out of the graves after
cc his resurrection, and went into the holy city, and
'' appeared to many." Of which peculiar way of speaking of this resurrection, the passage itaelf gives a reason
in these words, ci appeared to many;" i. e. those who
slept, appeared, so as to be known to be risen. But this
could not be known, unless they brought with them the
evidence, that they were those who had been dead,
whereof there were these two proofs ; their graves were
opened, and their bodies not only gone out of them, but
appeared to be the same to those who had known them
formerly alive, and knew them to be dead and buried.
For if they had been those who had been dead so long,
that all who knew them once alive were now gone, those
to whom they appeared might have known them to be
men, but could not have known they were risen from
the dead, because they never ktlew they had been dead.
AI1 that by their appearing they could have known, %'a%
that they wete so many living strangers, of whose resurrection they knew nothing. It was necessary therefore,
that they should dome in such bodies,
might in make
and site, &e. appear to be the same they had before,
tbst they might be known to those of their acqiiaint-
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ance whom they appeared to. And it is probable they
were such as were newly dead, whose bodies were not
dissolved and dissipated ; and therefore it is particularly
said here (differently from what is said of the general
resurrection) that their bodies arose : because they were
the same that were then lying in their graves, the moment before they rose.
But your lordship endeavours to prove it must be the
same body ; and let us grant, that your lordship, nay,
and others too, think you have proved it must be the
same body: will you therefore say, that he holds what
is inconsistent with an article of faith, who having never
seen this your lordship's interpretation of the scripture,
nor your reasons for the same body, in your sense of the
same body ; or, if he has seen them, yet not understanding them, or not perceiving the force of them ; believes
what the scripture proposes to him, viz. that at the last
day the dead shall be raised," without determining
whether it should be with the very same bodies or no? .
I know your lordship pretends not to erect your particular interpretations of scripture into articles of faith ;
and if you do not, he that believes '' the dead shall be
'' raised," believes that article of faith which the scripture proposes; and cannot Ire accused of holding any
thing inconsistent with it, i€it should happen, that what
he holds is inconsistent with another proposition, viz.
" that the dead shall be raised with the same bodies,"
in your lordship's sense ; which I do not find proposed
in holy writ as an article of faith.
But your lordshipargues, '' it must be the same body;"
which, as you explain same M y , '' is not the same in" dividual particles of matter, which were united a t the
" point of death ; nor the same particles of matter, that
" the sinner had at the time of the commission of his
" sins. But that it must be the same material substance,
" which was vitally united to the soul here ;" i. e, as I
understand it, the same individual particles of matter,
which were, some time during his life here, vitally united
to the ml.
Your first argument, to prove that it must be the
Same body in this sense of the same body, is taken from
('
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these words of our Saviour: " All that are
'6 in the graves shall
hear his voice, and
29.
'6 shaIl come forth."
From whence your
lordship argues, that these words, " all that are in
" the graves," relate to no other substance, than what
was united to the soul in life; because '(a different
" substance cannot be said to be in the graves, and
'' to come out of them." Which words of your lordship's, if they prove any thing, *prove that the soul
too is lodged in the grave, and raised out of it at the
last day. For your lordship says, " can a different sub" stance be said to be in their graves, and come out of
('them ? " So that according to this interpretation of
these words of our Saviour, no other substance being
raised, but what hears his voice ; and no other substance
hearing his voice, but what being called comes out of
the grave ; and no other substance coming out of the
grave, but what was in the grave, any one must conclude, that the soul, unless it be in the grave, will make
no part of the person that is raised, unless, as your lordship argues against me, '' you can make it out, that a
('substance which never was in the grave may come out
of it," or that the soul is no substance.
But setting aside the substance of the soul, another
thing that will make any one doubt, whether this your
interpretation of our Saviour's words be necessarily to be
received as their true sense, is, that it will not be very
easily reconciled to your saying, you do not mean by the
same body '' the same individual particles which were
'' united at the point of death." And yet by this interpretation of our Saviour's words, you can mean no
other particles but such as were united a t the paint of
death : because you mean no other substance, but what
comes out of the grave ; and no substance, no particles
come out, you say, but what were in the grave : and I
think your lordship will not say, that the particles that
were separate from the body by perspiration, before the
point of death, were laid up in the grave.
But your Iordship, I find, has an answcr to this ; v k
'6 that by comparing this with other pIaces, you find
$6 that the words [of PUP Saviour above quoted] are f a
John
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be understood of the substance of the body, to which
6‘ the soul was united ; and not to (I suppose your lord‘‘ ship writ of) those individual particles,” i. e. those
individual particles that are in the grave a t the resurrection ; for so they must be read, to make your lordship’s sense entire, and to have the purpose of your
answer herc. And then methinks this last sense of our
Saviour’s words given by your lordship, wholly overturns the sense which you have given of them above;
where from those words you press the belief of the resurrection of the same body, by this strong argument, that
a substance could not, upon Iiearing the voice of Christ,
6‘ come out of the grave, which was never in the grave.”
There (as far as I can understand your words) your
lordship argues, that our Saviour’s words must be understood of the particles in the grave, “ unless, as your
6‘ lordship says, one can make it out that a substance
‘‘ which was never in the grave, may come out of it.”
And here your lordship expressly says, “that our Savi‘(our’s words are to be understood of the substance of
‘‘ that body, to which the soul was [at any time] unit‘‘ ed, and not to those individual particles that are in
6‘ the grave.”
Which put together, seems to me to say,
that our Saviour’s words are to be understood of those
p3rticles only that are i n the grave, and not of those particles only which are in the grave, but of others also which
have a t any time been vitally united to the soul, but
never were in the grave.
The next text your lordship brings, to make the resurrection of the same body, in your sense, an article of
faith, are these words of St. Paul: “ For we Cor. v,
“ must all appear before the judgment-seat
“ of Christ, that every one may receive the things done
“ in his body, according to that he hath done, whether
“ i t be good or bad.” To which your lordship SUIIjoins this question : “ Can these words be understood of
“ any other material substance, but that body in which
“ these things were done?” Answ. A man may suspend
his determining the meaning of the apostle to be, that a
sinner shall suffer for his sins in the very same Ijody
wherein he cornrnitted them ; becsuse St, Paul does r\o,t
6‘
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gay hC shall have the very same body when he suffers,
that he had when he sinned, The apostle says indeed,
s‘ dohe in his body.”
The b d y he had, and did things
in &t five & fifteen, was no doubt his body, as much as
that which he did things in a t fiRy was his body, though
his body were not the very same body a t those different
ages: and so will the body, which he shall have after
the resurrection, be his body, though it be not the very
same with that which he had at five, or fifteen, or fifty,
He that at threescore is broke on the wheel, for a murder he committed at twenty, is punished for what he
did in his body ; though the body he has, i. e. his body
a t threescore, be not the same, i. e. made up of the same
individual. particles of matter, that that body was, which
he had h r t y years before. When your lordship has
resolved with yourself, what that same immutable he is,
which at the last judgmeat shall receive the things done
in his body; your lordship will easily see, that the body
he had, when an embryo in the womb, when a child
playing in coats, when a man marrying ilwife, and when
bed-rid dying of a consumption, and at last, which he
shall have after his resurrection ; are each of them his
body, though neither of them be the same body, the
one with the other.
But farther to your iordship’s question, “can these
‘6 words h understood of any other material substance,
‘6 but that b d y in whith these things were done?” I
answer, these words of St. Paul may be understood of
another material substance, than that body in which
these things we- dune ; because your lordship teaches
me, and gives me 8 strong reason so to understand them.
Your lordship says, that ‘< you do not saythe same pars< tides of matter, which the sinner had at the very
~6 time of the mimission of his sins, shall be raised at
the last day.” And your lordship gives this reason
for it : c‘ for then a long sinner must have 8 vast body,
*< considering the continual spending of partides by
6‘ perspiratisn.”
Now, my lord, if the apostle‘s words,
as p u r lordlip muid argue, mnnot bt! understood of
any & h e material substance, but that M y in which
these thitrgs were done ; and no bsdy, upn the ernoval
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or change of some of the particles that a t asg time make
it up, is the same material substance, or the a w e M y :
it will, I think, thence follow, that either the sisper
must have all the same individual particles vitally united
to his soul, when he is raised, that he had vitally united
to his soul, when he sinned: or else St. Paul’s wards
here cannot he understoad ta mean the same W y in
which ‘*the things were done.” Far if there were ather
particles of matter in the M y , wherein the thing was
done, than in that which is raised, that whieh is raised
cannot be the same body in which they were done:
unless that alone, which has just all the same iadividual
particles when any action is done, being the same body
wherein it was done, that also, which has not the same
individual particles wherein that action was done, can
be the same body wherein it was done ; which ie in effeot
to make the same body sometimes to be the same, and
sometimes not the same.
Your lordship think it suffices to make the same M y
to have not all, but no other particles of matterp but
such as were sometime or other vitally united to the
soul before; but such a body, made up of part of the
particles sometime or other vitally united to the soul, is
no more the same body wherein the actions were done
in the distant parts of the long sinner’s life, than that is
the same body in which a quarter, or half, or three
quarters, of the same particles, that made i t up, are
wanting. For example ; a sinner has acted bew in his
body an hundred years ; he i s raised at the last day, but
with what body? T h e same, says YOUT lordship, that he
acted in ; because St. Paul says (‘he must receive the
‘$ things done in his body.”
What therefwe must his
body a t the resurrection consist of? Nust it consist of
all the particles of matter that have ever been vitally
united to his soul? for they, in successhn, have all of
them made up his M y , wherein he did these things.
No, says your lordship, that would make b i g borjly t@
vast; it eufficea to make the same body in which the
things were done, that it consists of some of the Mides, and no other but such as were sornetiae, duriag
his Ufe, yittauy united to his soul. But awrdhg to
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this account, his body at the resurrection being, as p i r
lordship seems to limit it, near the same size it was in
some part of his life ; it will be no inore the same body,
in which the things were done in the distant parts of his
life, than that is the same body, in which half, or three
quarters, or more of the individual matter, that then
made it up, is now wanting. For example, let his body,
’atfifty years old, consist of a million of parts ; five hundred thousand at least of those parts will be different
from those which made up his body at ten years, and at
a n hundred. So that to take the nunierical particles
that made up his body at fifty, or any other season of
his life; or to gather them promiscuously out of those
which at different times have successively been vitally
united to his soul; they will no more make the same
body, which was his, wherein some of his actions were
done, than that is the same body, which has but half
the same particles : and yet all your lordship’s argument
here for the same body, is, because St. Paul says it must
be his body, in which these things were done ; which it
could not be, “ i f any other substance were joined to
“ it,” i. e. if any other particles of matter made up the
body, which were not vitally united to the soul, when
the action was done.
Again, your lordship says, cc that you do not say the
same individual particles [shall make up the body at
#‘ the resurrection] which were united at the point of
“ death; for there must be a great alteration i n them,
‘‘ in a lingering disease, as, if a fat man falls into a con66 sumption.”
Because it is likely your lordship thinks
these particles of a decrepit, wasted, withered body
would be too few, or unfit to make such a plump, strong,
vigorous, well-sized body, as it has pleased your lordship to proportion out in your thoughts to men at the
resurrection ; and therefore some small portion of the
particles formerly united vitally to that man’s soul, shall
be re-assumed to make up his body to the bulk your
lordship judges convenient : but the greatest part of
them shall be left out, to avoid the making his body
more vast than your lordship thinks will be fit, as a p
pears by these your lordship’s words immediately €01$
‘
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lowing, viz. “that you do not say the same particles
the sinner had a t the very time of commission of his
6. sins, for then a long sinner must have a vast body.”
But then pray, my lord, what must an embryo do,
who, dying within a few hours after his body was vitally
united to his soul, has no particles of niatter, which
were formerly vitally united to it, to make up his body
of that size and proportion which your lordship seems
to require in bodies at the resurrection ? or must we believe he shall remain content with that small pittance of
matter, and that yet imperfect body to eternity ; because
it is an article of faith to believe the resurrection of the
very same body ? i. e. made up of only such particles as
have been vitally united to the soul. For if it be so, as
your lordship says, “that life is the result of the union
‘‘ of soul and body,” it will follow, that the body of an
embryo, dying in the womb, may be very little, not the
thousandth part of an ordinary man. For since from the
first conception and beginning of formation, it has life,
and “ life is the result of the union of the soul with the
‘‘ body (’ an embryo, that shall die either by the untimely death of the mother, or by any other accident
presently after it has life, must, according to your lordship’s doctrine, remain a man not an inch Iortg to eternity ; because there are not particles of matter, formerly
united to his soul, to make him bigger ; and no other
can be made use of to that purpose : though what greater
congruity the soul hath with any particles of matter,
which were once vitally united to it, but are now so no
longer, than it liath with particles of matter, which it
was never united to; would be hard to determine, if
that should be demanded.
By these, and not a few other the like consequences,
one may see what service they do to religion and the
Christian doctrine, who raise questions, and make articles of faith about the resurrection of the same body,
where the scripture says nothing OF the same body; or
if it does, it is with no small reprimand to those who
lnake such an inquiry, “ B u t some man 1 Cor. xv.
‘‘ will say, how are the dead raised up? and 35, kc,
“ with what body do they come? Thou
6‘
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6‘ fool, that which thou sowest is not quickened except
it die. And that which thou sowest, thou sowest not
(6 that body that shall be, but bare grain ; it may chance
(6 of wheat or some other grain : but God giveth it a
6c body as it hath pleased him.”
Words, I should think,
sufficient to deter us from determining any thing for or
against the same body being raised at the last day. It
suffices, that all the dead shall be raised, and every one
appear and answer for the things done in this life, and
receive according to the things he hath done in his body,
whether good or bad. H e that believes this, and has
said nothing inconsistent herewith, I presume may, and
must be acquitted from being guilty of any thing inconsistent with the article of the resurrection of the dead.
But your lordship, to prove the resurrection of the
same body to be an article of faith, farther asks, “ how
(6 could it be said, if any other substance be joined to
the soul at the resurrection, as its body, that they were
the things done i n or by the body?” Answ. Just as
it may be said of a man at an hundred years old, that
hath then another substance joined to his soul, than he
had at twenty, that the murder or drunkenness he was
guilty of at twenty, were things done in the body ; how,
(‘by the body” comes in here, I do not see.
Your lordship adds, ‘:and St. Paul’s dispute about
6c the manner of raising the body might soon have ended,
L6 if there was no necessity of the same body.”
Answ.
When I understand what argument there is in these
words to prove the resurrection of the same body, without the mixture of one new atom of matter, I shall know
what to say to it. In the mean time this I understand,
that St. Paul would have put as short an end to all disputes about this matter, if he had said, that there was
a necessity of the same body, or that it should be the
same body.
T h e next text of scripture you bring for the same
body, is, “ if there be no resurrection of the
‘Or“ dead, then is not Christ raised.”
From
16.
wllich your lordship argues, it seems then
other bodies are to be raised as his was.” T grant
other dead, as certainly raised as Christ was; for else

*
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trary to what your lordship says concerning a fat man
dying of a consumption. But the case I think far different betwixt our Saviour, and those to be raised at the
last day.
1. His body saw not corruption, and therefore to
give him another body, new moulded, mixed with other
Particles, which were not contained in it as it lay in the
grave, whole and entire as it was laid there, had been to
destroy his body to frame him a new one without any
need. But why with the remaining particles of a man’s
long since dissolved and mouldered into dust and
atoms (whereof pssibly a p t part may have under
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gone variety of changes, and entered into other concre.
tions even in the bodies of other men) other new particles of matter mixed with them, may riot serve to make
his body again, as well as the mixture of new and different particles of matter with the old, did i n the coinpass of his life make his body ; I think no reason can be
given.
This may serve to show, why, though the materials of
our Saviour’s body were not changed at his resurrection ; yet it does not follow, but that the body of a man,
dead and rotten in his grave, or burnt, may at the last
day have several new particles in it, and that without
any inconvenience. Since whatever matter is vitally
united to his soul, is his body, as much as is that, which
was united to it when he was born, or in any other part
of his life.
2. In the next place, the size, shape, figure, and lineaments of our Saviour’s body, even to his wounds, into
which doubting Thomas put his fingers and hand, were
to be kept in the raised body of our Saviour, the miie
they were at his death, to be a conviction to his diFciples, to whom he showed himself, and who were to be
witnesses of his resurrection, that their master, the very
same man, was crucified, dead and buried, and raised
again ; and therefore he was handled by them, and eat
before them after he was risen, to give them in all points
full satisfaction that it was really he, the same, and not
another, nor a spectre or apparition of him: though I
do not think your lordship will thence argue, that 1 ~ cause others are to be raised as he was, therefore it is
necessary to believe, that because he eat after his resurrection, others at the last day shall eat and drink after
they are raised from the dead ; which seems to im 8s
good an argument, as because his undissolved body
raised out of the grave, just as it there lay entire, without the mixture of any new particles, therefore the corrupted and consumed bodies of the dead at the resurreCtion shall be new-framed only out of those scattered I)”’”
tides, which were once vitally united to their sods,
without the least mixture of any one single atom of ne@’
matter. But at the last day, when all men are raised7

,
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there will be no need to be assured of any one particular
inan’s resurrection. It is enough that every one shall
appear before the judgment-seat of Christ, to receive according to what he had done in his former life; but
in what sort of body he shall appear, or of what paytic1es made up, the scripture having said nothing, hut
that it shall be a spiritual body raised in incowuption, it
is not for me to determine.
Your lordship asks, ti were they [who saw our Saviour
u after his resurrection] witnesses only of some material
6‘ substance then united to his soul ?”
In answer, I beg
your lordship to consider, whether you suppose our
Saviour was to be known to Lw the same man (to the witnesses that were to see him, and testify his resurrection)
by his soul, that could neither be seen, nor known to be
the same; or by his body, that could be seen, and, by
the discerriible structure and marks of it, be known to
be the same? When your lordship has resolved that, all
that you say in that page will answer itself. But because
one man cannot know another to be the same, but by
the outward visible lineaments, and sensible marks he
has been wont to be known and distinguished by ; will
your lordship therefore argue, that the great judge at
the last day, who gives to each man, whom he raises,
his new body, shall not be able to know who is who,
unless he give to every one of them a body, just of the
same figure, size, and features, and made up of the very
same individual particles he had in his former life?
LVhether such LI way of arguing for the resurrection of
the same body to be an article of faith, contributes much
to the strengthening the credibility of the article of the
resurrection of the dead, I shall leave to the judgment of
others.
Farther, for the proving the resurrection of the same
body to be an article of faith, your lordship says : “but
“the apostle insists upon the resurrection of Christ, not
“ merely as an argument of the possibility of ours, but
‘‘of the certainty of it; because he rose, as the first“ fruits ; Christ the first-fruits, afterwards
“they that are Christ’s at his coming.”
Answ, No doubt the resurrection of Christ
to

~~~~~
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is a prwf af the certainty of our resurrection. But is it
therefore a proof of the resurrection of the same body,
consisting of the same individual particles which con.
curred to the making up of our body here, without the
mixtuw of any one other particle of matter ? I confess I
we no such consequence.
But your lordship pa on : ‘‘St, Paul was aware of
cr the objections in men’s minds, about the resurrection
cc of the same body ; and it is of great consequence, as
IC to this article, to show upon what grounds he pro“ceeds. But some men will say, how are the dead
‘(raised up, and with what body do they come? First,
he shows, that the seminal parts of plants are wonder.
6c fully improved by the ordinary providence of God,in
‘(the manner of their vegetation.” Answ. I do not perfectly understand what it is cc for the seminal parts of
“plants to be wonderfully ihproved by the ordinary
‘@
providence of God,in the manner of their vegetation ?
or else perhaps I should better see how this here tends
to the proof of the resurrection of the same body, in
your lordship’s sense.
It continues, ‘(they sow bare grain of wheat, or of
I‘ some other grain, but God giveth it a body, as it halh
‘(pleased him, and to every seed his own body. Here,
“ says your lordship, is an identity of the material subcc stance supposed.”
It may be so. But to me a diversity of the material substance, i. e. of the component
particles, is here supposed, or in direct words said. For
the words of St, Paul, taken all together, run thus,
“ t h a t which thou sowest, thou sowest not
Ver. 37.
(‘that body which shall be, but bare grain :”
and so on, as your lordship has set down the remainder
of them. From which words of St. Paul, the natural
argument seems to me to stand thus : if the body that
is put in the earth in sowing, is not that body which
shall be, then the body that is put in the grave, is not
that, i. e. the same: body that shall be.
But your lordship proves it to he the same body, bY
these three Greek words of the text, :.€bo)oy
which
your lordship interpretii thus, that proper body which
GC belongs to it.” Answ, Indeed by tho= Greek wordsf
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a, f8‘0v &p&, whether our translators have rightly rendered them “ his own body,” or your lordship more
rightly “that proper body which belongs to it,” Z
formerly understood no more but this, that in the production of wheat and other p a i n from seed, cfod continued every species distinct; so that from grains of
wheat sown, root, stalk, blade, ear, and pains, of wheat,
%rereproduced, and not those of barley ; and so of the
rest : which I took to be the meaning of to every see4
‘6 his own body.”
No, sags your lordship, these words
prove, that to every plant of wheat, and to every grain
of wheat produced in it, is given the proper body that
belongs to it, which is the same body with the grain
that was sown. Answ. This I confess 1do not understand : because I do not understand how one indivicbal
grain can be the same with twenty, fifty, or an hundred
individual grains, for such sometimes is the increase.
But your lordship proves it. For, says your lordship,
‘(every seed having that body in little, which is afkerwards so much enlarged, and in grain the seed is cor“ rupted before its germination ; but it hath its proper
‘(original parts, which makes it the same body with
‘‘ that which it grows up to. For although grain be
b 6 not divided into lobes as other seeds are, ye!
it hath
h e n found, by the most accurate observations, that
rc upon geparating the membranes these seminal parts
‘(are discerned in them, which afterwards grow up to
‘(that body which we call corn.” In which words I
crave leave to observe, that y a i r lordship s u p s , that
a body may be enlarged by the addition of a hundred or
a thousand times as tnuch in bulk as its own matter, and
yet continue the same body; which, I conkss, I cannot
underatand.
But in the next place, if that could be so, and that
the plant in its full growth a1 harvest, increased by a
thousand or a million of times as much new matter
added to it as it had, when it lay in little concealed ia
the g r a h that was sown, was the very same body ; get 1
do mt thiak that, your lordship wiil say, that e v q nth
nute, insensible, and inmncleivablysmall grain of thtt
hundred &- fsont&ed in that lit& organhd semiad
((
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plant, is every one of them the very same with that grain
which contains that whole little seminal plant, and all
those invisible grains in it : for then it will follow, that
one grain is the same with an hundred, and an hundred
distinct grains the same with one ; which I shall be able
to assent to, when I can conceive that all the wheat in
the world is but one grain.
Fur, I beseech you, my lord, consider what it is
St. Paul here speaks of! I t is plain he speaks of that
which is sown snd dies ; i. e. the grain that the htlsbandman takes out of his barn to sow in his field. And
oh this gr3i.i St. Paul says, ‘(that it is not that body
‘‘ that shall he.” These two, viz. that which is sown,
‘(and that body that shall be,” are all the bodies that
St. Paul here speaks of, to represent the agreement. or
difference of men’s bodies after the resurrection, with
those they had before they died. Now I crave leave to
ask your lordship, which of these two is that little
invisible seminal plant, which your lordship here spcaks
of? Does your lordship mean by it the grain that is
sown ? But that is iiot what St. Paul speaks of, he could
not mean this embryonated little plant; for he could not
denote it by these words, ‘(that which thou sowest,” for
that he says must die; but this little embryonated plant
contained in the seed that is sown, dies not: or does
your lordship mean by it the body that shall be?”
But neither by these words, (‘the body that shall be,”
can St. Paul be supposed to denote this insensible little
embryonated plant : for that is already in being, contained in the seed that is sown, and therefore could not
be spoken of under the name of the body that shall be.
And therefore, I confess, I cannot see of what use it is
to your lordship to introduce here this third body, which
St. Paul mentions not ; and to make that the same or not
the same with any other, when those which St. Paul
speaks of, are, as I humbly conceive, these two visible
sensible bodies, the grain sown, and the corn grown up
to ear; with neither of which this insensible enibryonated plant can be the same body, unless an insensible body
can be the same body with a sensible body, and a little
body can be the same body with one ten thqusana or an
((
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hundred thousand times as big as itself. So that yet, I
confess, I see not the resurrection of the same body
proved from these words of St. Paul to be an article of
faith.
Your lordship goes on : " St. Paul indeed saith, that
6' we sow not that body that shall In; but he speaks
'6 not of the identity but the perfection of it."
Here my
understanding fails me again : for I cannot understand
St. Paul to say, that the same identical sensible grain of
wheat, which was sown a t seed-time, is the very same
with every grain of wheat in the ear a t harvest, that
sprang from it : pet so I must understand it, to make i t
prove that the same sensible body, that is laid in the
grave, shall be the very same with that which shall be
raised at the resurrection. For I do not know of any
seminal body in little, contained in the dead carcase of
any man or woman ; which, as your lordship says, in
seeds, having its proper organical parts, shall afterwards
be enlarged, and at the resurrection grow up into the same
man. For I never thought of any seed or seminal parts,
either of plant or animal, " so wonderfully improved
" by the providence of God," whereby the same plant
or animal should beget itself; nor ever heard, that it
was by divine providence designed to produce the
same individual, but for the producinF of future and
distinct individuals, for the continuation of the same
species.
Your lordship's next words are, '' and although there
'' be such a difference from the grain itself, when it
" comes up to be perfect corn, with root, stalk, blade,
" and ear, that it may be said to outward appearance
" not to be the same body ; yet, with regard to the
" seniinal and organical parts, it is as much the same, as
'' the man grown up is the same with the embryo in the
" womb."
Answ. I t does not appear, by any thing I
can find in the test, that St. Paul here compared the
I)ody produced with the seminal and organical parts
corltained in the grain it sprang from, but with the
whole sensible grain that was sown, nficroscopes had
not then discovered the little embryo plant in the seed :
and supposing it shauJd h ~ v tbeeq
:
revealed to St. P a d
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(though in the scripture we find little revelation of na.
tural philosophy) yet an argument taken from a thing
perfectlp unknown to the Corinthians, whom he writ to,
could be of no manner of use to them, nor serve at all
either to instruct or convince them. But panting that
those St. Paul writ to, knew as well as Mr. Lewenhocke ; yet your lordship thereby proves not the raising
of the same M y : your lordship says it is as much the
same [I crave leave to add body] T‘ as LL man grown up is
‘ 4 the same” (same what, I b e e c h your lordship?)
‘i with the embryo in the womb.” For that the body
of the embryo in the womb, and the body of the n~an
grown up, is the same body, I think no one will say ;
unless he can persuade himself that a body, that is not a
hundredth part of another, is the same with that other;
which I think no one will do, till, having renounced
this dangerous way by ideas of thinking and reasoning,
he has learnt to say that a part and the whole are the

same.

Your lordship goes on : (‘and although many argumen& may be used to prove, that a man is not the
‘c same, because We, which depends UPOR the course of
“ the blood, and the manner of respiration and nutrition, is so different in both states : yet that man would
be thought ridiculous, that should serious1 affirm that
lS it was not the same man.
And y a w lortKship says, I
“ grant, that the variation of great parcels of matter in
<‘ plants alters not the identity; and that the organiza‘‘ tion of the parts io one coherent body, partaking of
“ one common life, makes the identity of B plant.”
Answ. M y lord, I think the questionis not a b u t the
same ban, but the same body: for tliough I do say,
(somewhat differently from what your lordship sets
down as my words here) 6s that which has
Emy, b. ii.
‘csuch an organization, as is fit to receive
c a7. 6 4.
c( anddrstribute murishment, so as to continue
and h m e the wood, bark, and leaves, &c, d a plant,
in which mnsists the vegetable life; continues to
66 the
@tint, izs bng as it partalres of the same
{I%, %hughthat life be momrnuniatd to new partidm of m t ~vitaup
, unfed ti, the living plant ;”
6c

E(

E(
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yet I do not remember that I any where say, that a plant
to

which was once no bigger than an oaten straw, and
afterwards grows to he above a fathom about, is the
Same body, though it he still the same plant.
The well-known tree in Epping-forest, called the
king’s oak, which, from not weighing an ounce a t first,
grew to have many tons of timber in it, was all along
the same oak, the very same plant ; but nobody, I think,
will say it was the same body when it weighed a ton, as
it was when it weighed but an ounce ; unless he has a
mind to signalize himself by saying, that that is the
same body, which has a thousand particles of different
matter in it, for one particle that is the same: which is
no better than to say, that a thousand different particles
are but one and the same particle, and one and the same
particle is a thousand different particles; a thousand
times greater absurdity, than to say half is the whole,
or the whole is the same with the half. Which wilt be
improved ten times yet farther, if a man shall say (as
your lordship seems to me to argue here) that that great
oak is the very same body with the acorn it sprang from,
because there was in that acorn an oak in little, which
was afterwards (as your lordship expresses it) SO milch
enlarged as to make that mighty tree: for this embryo,
if I may so call it, or oak in little, being not the hundredth, or perhaps the thousandth part of the acorn,
and the acorn being not the thousandth part of the grown
oak ; it will be very extraordinary to prove the acorn
and the grown oak to be the same body, by a way
wherein it cannot IE pretended, that above one particle
of an hundred thousand or a million, is the same in the
one body that it was in the other. From which way of
reasoning, it will follow, that a nurse and her sucking
child have the same body; and be past doubt, that a
mother and her infant have the same body. But this is
a way of certainty found out to establish the articles of
faith, and to overturn the new method of certainty that
Your lordship says (6 I have started, which is apt to leave
‘‘ men’s minds more doubtful than before.”
And now I desire your lordship to consider of what
use it is to you i n tile present case to quote out of my
VOL. 111.
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Essay these words, " that partaking of one common
'(life makes the identity of the plant ;" since the question is not about the identity of a plant, but about the
identity of a body ; it being a very different thing to be
the same plant, and to be the same body :for that which
makes the same plant, does not make the same body;
the one being the partaking in the same continued vege.
table life, the other the consisting of the same numerical
particles of matter. And therefore your lordship's inference from my words above quoted, in these which
you subjoin, seems to me a very strange one, viz. '' so
'' that in things capable of any sort of life, the identity
'' is consistent with a continued succession of parts ; and
'( so the wheat grown up is the same body with the
" grain that was sown :" for, I believe, if my words,
froin which you infer, " and so the wheat grown up is
" the same body with the grain that was sown," were
put into a syllogism, this would hardly be brought to
be the conclusion.
But your lordship goes on with consequence upon
consequence, though I have not eyes acute enough every
where to see the connexion, till you bring it to the
resurrection of the same body, The connexion of your
lordship's words is as followeth: " and thus the altera('tion of the parts of the body, at the resurrection, is
" consistent with its identity, if its organization and
66 life be the same; and this is a real identity of the
'(body, which depends riot upon consciousness. From
" whence it follows, that to make the sanie body, rio
'' more is required, but restoring life to the organized
'i parts of it." If the question were about raising the
same plant, I do not say but there might be some appearance for making such inference from my words as
this ; '(whence it follows, that to make the same plant,
" no more is required, but to restore life to tlie or'' ganized parts of it." But this deduction, wherein
froin thosc words of mine, that s p a k only of the identity of a plant, your lordship infers there is no more
required to make the same body, than to make the same
plant, bcing too subtile for iiie, 5 leqve to my reader to
find out,
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Your lordship goes on and says, that I grant likewise, that the identity of the same man consists in a
6' participation of the same continued life, by constantly
si fleeting particles of matter in succession, vitally united
6' to the same organized body."
Answ. I speak in
these words of the identity of the same man ; and your
lordship thence roundly concludes, so that there is no
diAiculty of the sameness of the body." But your
lordship knows, that I do not take these two sounds,
man and body, to stand for the same thing; nor the
identity of the man to be the same with the identity of
the body.
But let us read out your lordship's words: bc so that
'i there is no difficulty as to the sameness of the body,
'(if life were continued; and if by divine power life be
" restored to that material suhstance, which was before
'' united, by a re-union of the soul to it, there is no
L'reason to deny the identity of the body: not from the
'' consciousr~essof the soi11, but from that life, which is
" the result of tne union of the soul and body."
If I understand your lordship right, you in these
words, from the passages above quoted out of my book,
argue, that from those words of mine it will follow, that
it is or may be the same body, that is raised a t the resurrection. If so, my lord, your lordship has then
proved, that niy book is not inconsistent with, but conformable to this article of the resurrection of the same
body, which your lordship contends for, and will have
to be an article of faith : for though I do by no means
deny that the same hodies shall be raised a t the last
day, yet I see nothin$ your lordship has said to prove it
to be an article of faith.
But your lordship goes on with your proofs, and says :
" but St. Paul still supposes that it must be that mate'' rial substance to which the soul was before united.
'' For, saith he, '' it is sown in corruption, it is raised
" in incorruption ; it is sown in dishonour, it is raised
" in glory ; it is sown in weakness, it is raised in power ;
*
I t is sown a natural body, it is raised a spiiitual body."
" Can such a inaterial substance,which was never united
" t o the body, be said to be sown in corruption, and
((
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cc weakness, and dishonour?
Either therefore he must
" speak of the same body, or his meaning cannot be
" comprehended."
I answer, " can such a material
" substance which was never laid in the grave, be said
('to be sown," k c . ? For your lordship says, " you do
(6 not
say the same individual particles, which were
46 united at the point of death, shall be raised at the last
6' day ;" and no other particles are laid in the grave,
but such as are united at the point of death; either
therefore your lordship must speak of another body
different ikom thnt which was sown, which shall be
raised ; or else your meaning, I think, cannot be comprehended.
But whatever be your meaning, your Iordship proves
it to be St. Paul's meaning, that the same body shall be
raised which was sown, i n these following words : ('for
(6 what does all this relate to a conscious principle ? "
Answ. T h e scripture being express, that the same per.
sons should be raised and appear before the jrrdgnientseat of Christ, that every one may receive according to
what he had done in his horly ; it was very well suited
to common apprehensions (which refined not about
'(particles that had been vitally united to the soul " )
to speak of the body which each one was to have after
the resurrection, as he would be apt to speak of it himself. For it being his body both before and after the
resurrection, every one ordinarily speaks of his body as
the same, though in a strict and philosophical sense, as
your lordship speaks, it be not the very same. T h u s it
is no impropriety of speech to say, ('this body of mine,
'' which was formerly strong and plump, is now weak
" and wasted ;"though, in such a sense as you are speaking here, it I 2 not the same body. Revelation dcclares
nothing any where concerning the same body, in your
lordship's sense of the same body, which appears not to
have been then thought of. T h e apostle directly proposes nothing for or against the same body, as necessary
to be believed: that which he is plain and direct in, 1s
his opposing and condemning such curious questions
about the body, which could serve only to perplex, not
$0 confirm what was material and necessary for them to
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believe, viz. a day of judgment and retribution to men
i n a future state ; and therefore it is no wonder that
mentioning their bodies, he should use a way of speaking suited to vulgar notions, from which it would he
hard positively to conclude any thing for the determining of this question (especially against expressions in the
same discourse that plainly incline to the other side) in
a matter which, as it appears, the apostle thought not
necessary to determine, and the Spirit of God thotight
not fit to gratify any one's curiosity in.
But your lordship says, '' the apostle speaks plainly
of that body which was once quickened, and after" wards falls to corruption, and is to be restored with
Ti more
noble qualities."
I wish your lordship had
quoted the words of St. Paul, wherein he speaks plainly
of that iiumerical body that was once quickened ; they
would presently decide this question. But your lordship proves it by these following words of St. Paul:
"for this corruption must put on incorruption, and
" this mortal must put on immortality : " to which
your lordship adds, '' that you do not see how he could
'' more expressly affirm the identity of this corruptible
" body with that after the resurrection."
HOWexpressly it is affirmed by the apostle, shall he considered
by and by. In the mean time it is past doubt that YOW
lordship best knows what you do or do not see. But
this I will be bold to say, that if St. Paul had anywhere
in this chapter (where there are so many occasions for
it, if' it had been necessary to have been believed) but
said in express words, that the same bodies should be
raised; every one else who thinks of it, will see he had
11101~expressly affirmed the identity of the bodies which
men now have, with those they shall have after the resurrection.
The remainder of your lordship's period, is : '' and
" that without any respect to the principle of self-con" sciousness."
Answ. These words, I doubt not, have
Swie meaning, but I inust own, I know not what; either
towards the proof of the resurrection of the same body,
Or to show that apy thing I have said concerqing dfCOnscioiisness is inconsistent: for I do not ranember
((
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that I have any where said, that the identity of body
consisted in self-consciousness.
From your preceding words, your lordship concludes
thus : c6 and so if the scripture be the sole foundation of
“ our faith, this is an article of it.”
My lord, t o make
the conclusion unquestionable, I humbly conceive, the
words must run thus : and so if the scripture, and your
c 6 lordship’s interpretation of it, be the sole foundation
of our faith ; the resurrection of the same body is an
(c article of it.”
For, with submission, ?our lordship
has neither produced express words of scripture for it,
nor so proved that to be the meaning of any of those
words of‘ scripture which you have produced for it, that
a man who reads and sincerely endeavours to understand
the scripture, cannot but find himself obliged to believe,
as expressly, that the same bodies of the dead,” in
your lordship’s sense, shall be raised, as ‘(that the dead
(‘shall be raised.” And I crave leave to give your‘
lordship this one reason for it :
He who reads with attention this dis1 Cor. xv.
course of St. Paul, where he discourses of
the resurrection, will see that he plainly distinguishes
hetween the dead that shall be raised, and the bodies of
the dead. For it is V S K ~ O ~aolu7~5,
,
o’l, are the
Ver. 15,229 nominative cases t o ~ ~ y ; p m t&Om7i&COVTUiy
,
23, 29, 32,
35, 52,
iyip6&ov~ai, all along, and not U(;,LWTE, bodies,
which one may with reason think would
somewhere or other have been espressed, if all this had
been said, to propose i t as an article of faith, that the
very same bodies should he raised. The same manner
of speaking the Spirit of God observes all through the
New Testament, where it is said, raise * the dead,
‘‘ quicken or make alive the dead, the resurrection of the
“ dead.”
Nay, these very words of our iSaviour, urged
by your lordship for the resurrection of the same body7
run thus: rILv7~5O; f~ 7 0 7 5 , U W I ; ~ E ; BOEKLUOCTUL
I~
4 5 qwvq,; y s ;
xa: rxrropt;uoPrai, o; 74 d y u G rroiduavTtc i i q 2vscra5rv <WS, 01
c6
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* Matt. xxii. 31. Mark xii. 26. John v. 21. Acts xxvi. 7.
Rom. b.17.
1 Thess. iv. 14, 16.
2 Cor. i. 9.
,.

f John V. 88, 29.
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Would not a
well-meaning searcher of the scriptures be apt to think,
that if the thing here intended by our Saviour were to
teach and propose it as an article of faith, necessary to be
believed by every one, that the very same bodies of the
dead should be raised : would not, I say, any one he apt
to think, that if our Saviour ineant so, the words should
rather have been, a&a T A +aTa ol iv 7o;g ~ V V ~ F C E
i. e. “ all the bodies that are in the graves,” rather than
all who are in the (‘graves :” which ,must denote persons, and not precisely bodies ?
Another evidence, that St. Paul makes a distinction
between the dead and the bodies of the dead, so that the
dead cannot be taken in this 1 Cor. xv. t o stand precisely for the bodies of the dead, are these words of the
apostle: ‘c but some man will say, how are
(‘ the dead raised, and with what bodies do Ver. 35.
‘‘ they come? ” Which words ‘(dead” and ‘(they,” if
supposed to stand precisely for the Iiodies of the dead,
the question will run thus: “ how are the dead bodies
‘‘ raised, -and with what bodies do the dead bodies
‘(come? ” which seems to have no very agreeable sense.
This therefore being so, that the spirit of God keeps
so expressly to this phrase or form of speaking in theNem
Testament, ‘‘ of raising, quickening, rising, rcsurrec“ tion, gtc. of the dead,”
where the resurrection at the
last day is spoken of; and that the body is not mentioned, but in answer to this question, ’< with what
‘(bodies shall those dead, who arc raised, come? ” So
that by the dead cannot precisely be nicant the dead
bodies: I do not see but a good Christian, who reads
the scripture with an intention to lxlieve all that is there
revealed to him concerning the resurrection, may acquit
himself of his duty therein, without entering into the
inquiry whether the dead shall have the very same bodies
or no ; which sort of inquiry the apostle, by the appellation he bestows here on him that makes it, seems not
much to encourage. Nor, if he shall think himself
bound to determine concerning the identity of the bodies of the dead raised a t the Jast day, will he, by the
remainder of St. Paul‘s answer, find the determination
&
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of the apostle to be much in favour of the very same
body; unless the being told, that the body sown is not
that body that shall be ; that the body raised is as different from that which was laid down, as the flesh of man
is from the flesh of beasts, fishes, and birds, or as the
sun, moon, and stars are different one from another; or
as different as a corruptible, weak, natural, mortal body,
is from an incorruptible, powerful, spiritual, immortal
body ; and lastly, as different as a body that is flesh and
blood, is from a body that is not flesh and blood ; '' for
" flesh and blood cannot, says St. Paul in
1 Cor. xv. 50.
'' this very place, inherit the kingdom of
$6 God;"
u n l k , I say, all this, which is contained
in St. Paul's words, can be supposed to be the way to
deliver this as an article of faith, which is required to
be believed by every one, viz. '' that the dead should
'' be raised with the very same bodies that they had
'6 before in this life ;" which article, proposed in these
or the like plain and express words, could have left no
mom for doubt in the meanest capacities, cor for contest
in the most perverse minds.
Your lordship adds, in the next words ; '' and so it
'' hath been always understood by the Christian church,
'' viz. that the resurrection of the same body, in your
('lordship's sense of same body, is an article of faith."
Answ. What the Christian church has always understood,
is beyond my knowledge. But for those who coming
short of your lordship's great learning, cannot gather
their articles of faith from the understanding of all the
whole Christian church, ever since the preaching of the
gospel (who make far the greater part of christians, I
think I may say, nine hundred and ninety-nine of a
thousand) but are forced to have recourse to the scripture to find them there; I do not see, that they will
easily find there this proposed as an article of faith, that
there shall be a resurrection of the same lmdy ; but that
there shall be a resurrection of the dead, without explicitly determining, that they shall be raised with bodies
made up wholly of the same particles which were once
vitally united to their souls, in their former life ; without the mixture of any one other particle of matter,
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which is that which your lordship means by the same
body.
But supposing your lordship to have demonstrated
this to be an article of faith, though I crave leave to
own, that I do not see that all your lordship has said
here makes it so much as probable ; what is all this to
me ? Yes, says your lordship in the following words,
( 6 my idea of' personal identity is inconsistent with it,
6' for it makes the same body which was here united to
the soul, not to be necessary to the doctrine of the
" resurrection.
But any material substance united to
'' the same principle of consciousness, makes the same
" body."
This is an argument of your lordship's which I am
obliged to answer to. But is it not fit I should first understand it, before I answer it ? Now here I do not well
know, what it is ('to make a thing not to be necessary to
" the doctrine of the resurrection."
But to help myself
out the best way T can with a guess, I will conjecture
(which, in disputing with learned men, is not very safe)
your lordship's meaning is, that ('my idea of personal
identity makes it not necessary," that, for the raising
the same person, the body should be the same.
Your lordship's next word is, but ;" to which I am
ready to reply, but what ? What does my idea of personal identity do? For something of that kind the adversative particle 6' but " should, in the ordinary construction of our language, introduce, to make the proposition
clear and intelligible: but here is no such thing; '' but"
is one of your lordship's privileged particles, which I
must not meddle with, for fear your lordship complain
of me again, '6 as so severe a critic, that for the least
'' ambiguity in any particle, fill up pages in my answer,
" to make my book look considerable for the bulk of it.
" But since this proposition here, my idea of personal
" identity makes the same body, which was here united
'' to the soul, not necessary to the doctrine of the r e w " reotion ; but any materid substance being united to
" the same principle of consciousness, makes the same
" body; is brought to prove my idea of personal iden66
tity inconsistent -4th the article of the resux"Wtbn :
'$
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I must make it out in some direct sense or other, that 1
may see whether it be both true and conclusive. I there.
fore venture to read it thus, ‘(my idea of personal idenc6 tity makes the same body which was here united to
<‘ the soiil, not to be necessary at the resurrection; but
allows that any material substance being united to the
c6 same principle of consciousness, makes the same body :
‘‘ Ergo, my idea of personal identity is inconsistent
‘‘ with the article of the resurrection of the same
“ body.”
If this Ite your lordship’s sense in this passage, as I
here have guessed it to be ; or else I know not what it
is: I answes,
I . That my idea of personal identity does not allow
(‘that any material substance being united to the same
‘(principle of consciousness, makes the same body.”
I say no such thing in my book, nor any thing from
whence it may be inferred ; and your lordship would
have done me a favour, to have set down the rvoids
where I say so, or those from which you infer so, and
showed how it follows from any thing I have said,
2. Granting that it were a consequence from my idea
of personal identity, that 6c any material substance being
‘(united to the same principIe of consciousness, makes
‘(the same body;” this would not prove that my idea
of personal identity was inconsistent with this proposition, <‘ that the same body shall be raised :” but, on the
contrary, affirms it : since if I affirm, as I do, that the
same persons shall be raised, and it be a consequence
of my idea of personal identity, that ‘‘ any material sub’< stance being united to the sane principle of con‘(sciousness, makes the same body ;” it follows, that if
the same person be raised, the same body must be : and
so I have herein not only said nothing inconsistent with
the resurrection of the same body, but have said more
for it than your lordship. For there can be nothing
plainer, than that in the scripture it is revealed, that the
same persons shall be raised, and appear before the
judgment-seat of Christ, to answer for what they have
done i n their bodies. If therefore whatever matter he
joined to the same principle of consciousness, makes the
((
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R great alteration in them in a lingering disease, as if
a fat man falls into a consumptiorl : you do not say
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cc the same particles which the sinner had a t the very
c c time of commission of his sins ; for then a long sinner
‘c must have a vast body, considering the continual
cc spending of particles by perspiration.”
And again,
here your lordship says, ‘‘ you allow the notion of percc Bonal identity to belong to the same man under several
cc changes of matter.”
From which words it is evident, that your lordship supposes a person in this world
may be continued and preserved the same, in a body
not consisting of the same individual particles of matter ; and hence it demonstratively follows, that let pour
lordship’s notion of personal identity be what it will, it
makes “ t h e same body not to be necessary to the same
cc person ;” and therefore it is, by your lordship’s r’ule,
inconsistent with the article of the resurrection. When
your lordship shall think fit to clear your own notion of
personal identity from this inconsistency with the article
of the resurrection, I do not doubt but my idea of personal identity will be thereby cleared too. Till then,
all inconsistency with that article which your lordship
has here charged on mine, will unavoidably fall upon
your lordship’s too.
But for the clearing of both, give me leave to say,
my lord, that whatsoever is not necessary, does noL
thereby become inconsistent. It is not necessary to the
same person, that his body should always consist of the
same numerical particles ; this is demonstration, because
the particles of the bodies of the same persons in this
life change every moment, and your lordship cannot
deny i t ; and yet this makes it not inconsistent with
God’s preserving, if he thinks fit, to the same persons,
bodies consisting of the same numerical particles, always
from the resurrection to eternity. And so likewise,
though I say any thing that supposes it not necessary,
that the same numerical particles, which were vitally
united to the soul in this life, should be re-united to it
a t the resurrection, and constitute the body it shall then
have; yet it is not inconsistent with this, that God mayy
if he pleases, give to every one a body consisting only
of such particles as were before vitally united to his s o d
And thus, I think, I have cleared my b o k fmm all
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that inconsistency which your lordship charges on it,
and would persuade the world it has with the article of
the resurrection of the dead.
Only before I leave it, I will set down the remainder
of what your lordship says upon this head, that though
I see not the coherence or tendency of it, nor the force
of any argument in it against me ; yet that nothing may
be omitted, that your lordship has thought fit to entertain your reader with on this new point, nor any one
have reason to suspect, that I have passed by any word
of your lordship's (on this now first introduced subject)
wherein he might find your lordship had proved what
you had promised in your title-page. Your remaining
words are these: cc the dispute is not how far personal
(' identity in itself may consist in the very same material
'(substance ; for we allow the notion of personal identity to belong to the same man under several changes
cc of matter; but whether it doth not depend upon a
'(vital union between the soul and body, nnd the life
which is consequent upon i t ; and therefore in the
resurrection, the same material substance must be re" united, or else it cannot be called a resurrection, but
a renovation ; i. e. it may be n new life, but not misIC ing the body from the dead."
I confess, IC do not
sce how what is here ushered in, by the words ('and
" therefore,"
is a consequence from the .preceding
words ; but as to the propriety of the name, I think it
will not be much questioned, that if' the same man rise
who was dead, it may very properly be called the resurrection of the dead ; which is the language of the
scripture.
I must not part with this article of' the resurrection,
without returning my thanks to your lordship for making me take notice of a fault in my Essay. W-hen I
writ that book, I took it for granted, as I doubt not
but many others have done, that the scripture had mentioned in express terms, '(the resurrection of the body :'*
but upon the occasion your lordship has given me in
your last letter to look a little more narrowly into what
revelation has declared concerning the resurrection, and
finding no such express words in the scripture, as that
((
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'' the body shall rise or be raised, or the resurrection of
'' the body ;" I shall in the next edition of it change
these words of my book, '' the dead bodies
Essay,
iv* " of men shall rise," into these of the scrip.
c. 18. $ 7.
ture, ('the dead shall rise." Not that I
question, that the dead shall be raised with bodies: but
in matters of revelation, I think it not only safest, But
our duty, as far as any one delivers it for revelation, to
keep close to the words of the scripture; unless he will
assume to himself the authority of one inspired, or make
himself wiser than the Holy Spirit himself: if I had
spoken of the resurrection in precisely scripture-terms,
I had avoided giving your Iordship the occasion of making here such a verbal reflection on my words ; '' What,
u not it' there be an idea of identity as to the body ? "
I come now to your lordship's second head of accusation : your lordship says,
2. '' T h e next articles of faith, which my notion of
'' ideas is inconsistent with, are no less than those of
'' the Trinity and the incarnation of our Saviour."
But all the proof of inconsistency your lordship here
brings, being drawn from my notions of nature and
person, whereof so much has been said already, the
swelling my answer into too great a volume, will excuse
me from setting down at large all that you have said
thereupon, so particularly, as I have done in the precedent article of the resurrection, which is wholly new.
Your lordship's way of proving, " that nip ideas of
('nature and person cannot consist with the articles of
'' the Trinity and incarnation," is, as far as I can understand it, this, that, I say, we have no simple ideas,
hut by sensation and reflection. '' But, says yoiir lord" ship, we cannot have any simple ideas of nature and
'' person by sensation and reflection ; ergo, we can
" come to no certainty about the distinction of nature
" and person in my way of ideas."
Answ. If your
lordship had concluded from thence, that therefore in
my way of ideas, we can have no ideas at all of nature
aiid person, it would have had some appearance of a
consequence ; but as it is, it seems to me such an argument as this: No simple colours, in sir Godfrqy Kneller's
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way of painting, come into his exact and lively pictures,
but by his pencil ; but no simple colours of a ship and
a man come into his pictures by his pencil ; ergo, we
can come to no certainty about the distinction of a
' 6 ship and a man, in sir Godfrey Kneller's
way of
' 6 painting."
Your lordship says, " it is not possible for us to have
6' any simple ideas of nature and person by sensation
6' and reflection,"
and I say so too : as impossible as it
is to have a true picture of a rainbow in one simple
colour, which consists in the arrangement of marly colours. The ideas signified by the sounds nature and
person, are each of them complex ideas ; and therefore
it is as impossible to have a simple idea of either of them
as to have a multitude in one, or a Composition in a
simple. But if your lordship means, that by sensation
and reflection we cannot have the simple ideas, of which
the complex ones of nature and person are compounded;
that I must crave leave to dissent from. till your lordship can produce a definition (in intelligible words)
either of nature or person, in which all that is contained
cannot ultimately be resolved into simple ideas of sensation and reflection.
Your lordship's definition of person, is, '(that it is a
" complete intelligent substance with a peculiar man" ner of subsistence."
And my definition of person,
which your lordship quotes out of my Essay, is, that
" person stands for a thinking intelligent k i n g , that
" has reason and reflection, and can consider itself as
" itself, the same thinking thing in different times and
" places."
T'l'hen your lordship shall show any repugnancy in this niy idea (which I denote by the sound
person) to the incarnation of our Saviour, with which
your lordship's notion of person may not be equally
charged; I shall give your lordship an answer to it.
This I say in answer to these words, " which is repug" nant to the article of the incarnation of our Saviour :"
for the preceding reason, to which they refer, I must
own I do not understand.
The word person naturally signifies nothing, that YOU
allow ; yottr lordship, ip your definition of it, makes it
'6
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stand for a general abstract idea. Person then, in your
lordship, is liable to the same default which you lay on
it in me, viz. that " it is no more than a notion in the
" mind."
The same will be so of the word nature,
whenever your lordship pleases to define i t ; without
which you can have no notion of it. And then the
consequence, which you there draw from their being no
more than notions of the mind, will hold as much in
respect of your lordship's notion of nature and person
as of mine, vix. " that one nature and three persons
6' can be no more."
This I crave leave to say in answer
to all that your lordship has been pleased to urge from
p. 46, to these words of your lordship's, p. 52.
General terms (as nature and person are in their ordinary use in our language) are the signs of general ideas,
and general ideas exist only in the mind ; but particular
things (which are the foundations of these general ideas,
if they are abstracted as they should be) do, or may exist
conformahle to those general ideas, and so fall under
those general names ; as he that writes this paper is a
person to him, i. e. may be denominated a person by
him to whose abstract idea of person he bears a conformity ; just as what I here write, is to hiin a book or
a letter, to whose abstract idea of a book or a letter it
agrees. This is what I have said concerning this matter
all along, and what, I humbly conceive, will serve for
an answer to those words of your lordship, where you
say, " you affirm that those who make nature and per<< son to be only abstract and complex ideas, can neither
"defend nor reasonably believe the doctrine of the
" Trinity ;
and to all that you say, p. 52-58.
Only
give me leave to wish, that what your lordship, out of
a mistake of what I say concerning the ideas of nature
and person, has urged, as you pretend, against them,
do not furnish your adversaries in that dispute, with
such arguments against you as your lordship will not
easity answer.
Your Imdship sets down these words of mine, << per'< son in itself signifies nothing ; But os soon as the
u common use of any language has appropriated it t o
any idea, then that is the true idea of a person ;"
"
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whicb W e d s your lordslhip interprets thus : i, e9 fimen
' 6 may odl a person what they please, for there is PO'' thing but common w e required to it : they may c8ll
" a horse, or a tree, or a stone, a person, ifthey think fit."
Answ. Men, before common use had appropriated this
name to that complex idea which they now signify by
the sound person, might have denoted it by the sound
stone, and vice versa: but can your lordship thence argue, as you do here, men are at the same liberty in ot
country where those words are already in eommon use?
There he that will speak properly, and so as to be under,
stood, must appropriate each sound used in that lanc
p a g e to an idea in his mind (which to himself is definr
ing the word) which is in some degree conformable to
the idea that others apply to it.
Your lordship, in the next paragraph, sets down my
definition of the word person, viz. " that person stands
" for a thinking intelligent being tbat hath reason and
'(reflection, and can consider itself as itself, the same
" thinking being in different times and places ;" asd
then ask many questions upon it. I shall set down pour
lordship's definition of person, whieh is this ; '' a per'' s c ~ isl a complete intelligent substance with a peculiar
'' manner of subsistence ? and then crave leave to ask
your lordship the same questions concerning it, which
your lordship here asks me ooncerning mine: f'hQw
I' comes person to stand far this and nothing else ? front
" whence comes complete substance, or peculiar map" ner of subsistence, to make up the idea of a persan B
'<Whether it be true or fake, I am not now to inquire ;
" but how it comes into this idea of a person ?
Has
'(common use of OUP language appropriated it to this
'(sense? If not, this seems to me a mere arbitrary idea,
" and may as well be denied as affirmed.
And what a
'' fine pass are we come to, in your lordship's way, if a
" mew arbitrary idea must be taken into the only true
" method of certainty ?--But
if this be the true idea
" af ti person, then there can be no union of two natures
" i n one person. For if a complete intelligent 0;Ub" stance be the idea of a person, and the divine and
" human nature8 be eompiete inteGgent s u b s t a ~ e s ;
VOL. 111,
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(6 then the doctrine of the union of two natures and one
'' person is quite sunk, for here must be two persons in
'; this way of your lordship's. Again, if this be the
'' idea of a person, then where there are three persons,
fc there must be three distinct complete intelligent sub'' stances ; and so there cannot be three persons in the
'
6 same individual essence.
And thus both these doc'(trines of the Trinity and incarnation are past recovery
'
6 gone, if this way of your lordship's, hold."
These,
my lord, are your lordship's very words : what force
there is in them, I will not inquire : but I must beseech
3-our lordship to take them as objections I make against
your notion of person, to show the danger of it, and the
inconsistency it has with the doctrine of the Trinity and
incarnation of our Saviour ; and when your lordship has
removed the objections that are in them, against your
own definition of person, mine also, by the very same
answers, will be cleared.
Your lordship's argument, in the following words,
to page 65, s e e m to me (as far as I can collect) to lie
thus: your lordship tells me, that I say, " that in propositions, whose certainty is built on clear and per'' fect ideas, and evident deductions of reason, there no
'' proposition can be received for divine revelation
f' which contradicts them." This proposition, not
serving your lordship's turn so well, for the conclusion
you designed to draw from it, your lordship is pleased to
enlarge it. Fur you ask, But suppose I have ideas
'' sufficient for certainty, what is to be done then?"
From which words 'and your following discourse, if I can
understand it, it s e e m to me, that your lordship supposes
it reasonable for me to hold, that wherever we are any
how certain of any propositions, whether their certainty
be built on clear and perfect ideas or no, there no
proposition can be received for divine revelation, which
And thence your lordship concontradicts them.
cludes, that because I say we may make some propositions, of whose truth we may be certain concernirlg
things, whereof we have not ideas in ail their parts perfectly clear and distinct ; 'c therefore my notion of cer6c tainty by ;de?,
q u s t overthrow the credibility of ti
$'
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matter of faith in all such propositions, which are
'c offered to be believed on the account of divine reve'' lation :" a conclusion which I am so unfortunate as
not to find how it follows from your lordship's premises,
because I cannot any way bring them into mode and
figure with such a conclusion. But this being no strange
thing to me in niy want of skill in your lordship's way
of writing, I, in the mean time, crave leave to ask,
Whether there be any propositions your lordship can be
certain of, that are not divinely revealed? And here I
will presume that your" lordship is not so sceptical,
but that you can allow certainty attainable in many
things, by your natural faculties. Give me leave then to
ask your lordship, Whether where there be propositions,
of whose truth you have certain knowledge, you can receive any proposition for divine revelation, which contradicts that certainty ? Whether that certainty be built
upon the agreement of ideas, such as we have, 01' on
whatever else your lordship builds it. If you cannot, as
I presume your lordship will say you cannot, I make
bold to return you your lordship's questions here to me,
in your own words : let us now suppose that you are
" to judge of a proposition delivered as a matter of faith,
where you have a certainty by reason' from your
" grounds, such as they are? Can you, my lord, assent
to this as a matter of faith, when you are already cer" tain of the contrary by your way ? How is this possiI' ble?
Can you believe that to be true, which you are
c L certain is not true ?
Suppose it to be, that there are
" two natures in one person, the question is, whether
"you can assent to this as a matter of faith? If YOU
should say, where there are only probabilities on the
('other side, I grant that you then allow revelation is Lo
<'prevail. But when you say you have certainty by
" ideas, or without ideas to the contrary, I do not see
('how it is possible for you to assent to a matter of faith
" as true, when you are certain,
from your method,
'' that it is not true. For bow can you believe against
'' certainty-because the mind is actually determined
'' by certainty. And so your lordship's notion of cer('tainty by ideas, or without ideas, be it what it will,
22
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must overthrow the credibility of a matter of faith in
all such propositions, which @reoffered to be believed
6‘ qn the account of divipe revelation.”
This argumentation and conclusion is good against your lordship,
if it be good against me : for certainty is certainty, and
he that is certain is certain, and cannot assent to ‘(that
“ as true, which he is certain is not true,” whether he
supposes certainty to corisist in the perception of the
agreement or disagreement of ideas, such as a man has,
or in any thing else. For whether those who have at.
tained certainty, not by the way of ideas can believe
against certainty, any more than those who have attained
certainty by ideas, we shall then see, when your lord.
ship shall be pleased to show the world your way to certainty without ideas.
Indeed if what your lordship insinuates in the beginning of this passage, which we are now upon, be true,
your lordship is safer (in your way without ideas, i.e.
, withoyt immediate objects of the mind in thinking, if
there be any such way) as to the understanding divine
revelation right, than those who make use of ideas : but
yet you are still as far as they from assenting to that as
true, which you are certain is not true. Your lordship’s
words are: “ so great a difference is there between
‘‘ forming ideas first, and then judging of revelation by
“ them, and the believing of revelation on its proper
‘‘ grounds, and the interpreting the sense of it by due
measures of reason.” If it be the privilege of those
alone who renounce ideas, i. e. the immediate objects
of the mind in thinking, to believe revelation on its
proper grounds, and the interpreting the sense of it,
by the due measures of reason; I shall not think it
strange, that any one who undertakes to interpret the
sense of revelation, should renounce ideas, i. e. that he
who would think right of the meaning of anytext of scsipture, should renounce and lay by all immediate objects
of the mind in thinking.
But perhaps your lordship does not here extend this
difference of believing revelation on its proper grounds,
and not on its proper grounds, to all those who are not,
and all those who we fw ideas. But your lordship
66
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makes this comparison here, only between your lordship and me, who you think am guilty of forming ideas
first, and then judging of revelation by them. Answ.
If so, then this lays the blame not on my doctrine of
ideas, but on my particular ill use of them. That then
which your lordship would insinuate of me here, as a
dangerous way to mistaking the sense of the scripture, is,
'' that I form ideas first, and then judge of revelation
'' by them ;" i. e. in plain English, that I get to myself,
the best I can, the signification of the words, wherein
the revelation is delivered, and so endeavour to understand the sense of the revelation delivered in them.
And pray, my lord, does your lordship do otherwise?
Does the believing of revelation upon its proper grounds,
and the due measures of reason, teach you to judge of
revelation, before you understand the words it is delivered i n ; i. e. before you have formed the ideas in your
mind, as well as you can, which those words stand for?
If the due measures of reason teach your lordship this,
I beg the favour of your lordship to tell me those due
nieasures of reason, that I may leave those undue nieasures of reason, which T have hitherto followed in the
interpreting the sense of the scripture ; whose sense it
seems I should have interpreted first, and understood the
signification of the words afterwards.
My lord, I read the revelation of the holy scripture
with a full assurance, that all it delivers is true: and
though this be n submission to the writings of those inspired authors, which I neither have, nor can have, for
those of any other men ; yet I use (and know not how to
help it, till your lordship show me a better method in
those due measures of reason, which you mention) the
same way to interpret to myself the sense of that book,
that I do of any other. First, I endeavour to understand the words and phrases of the language I read it
in, i. e. to form ideas they stand for. If your lordship
means any thing else by forming ideas first, I confess
I understand it not. And if there be any word or cxpression, which in that author, or in that place of that
author, seems to have a peculiar meaning, i. e. to stand
for an idea, which is different from that, which the
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common use of that language has made it a sign of, that
idea also I endeavour to form in my mind, by comparing this author with himself, and observing the design
of his discourse, so that, as far as I can, by a sincere endeavour, I may have the same ideas in every place when
I read the words, which the author had when he writ
them. But here, my lord, I take care not to take those
for words of divine revelation, which are not the words
of inspired writers : nor think myself concerned with
that submission to receive the expressions of fallible men,
and to labour to find o u t their meaning, or, as your
lordship phrases it, interpret their sense ; as if they were
the expressions of the spirit of God, by the mouths or
pens of men inspired and guided by that infallible spirit.
This, my lord, is the iiiethod I use in interpreting the
sense of the revelation of the scriptures : if your lordship knows that I do otherwise, I desire you to convince
me of it ; and if your lordship does otherwise, I desire
you to show me wherein your method differs from mine,
that I may reform upon so good a pattern: for as for
what you accuse me of in the following wosds, it is that
which either has no fault in it, or if it has, your lordship, I humbly conceive, is as guilty as I, Your words
are,
‘(I may pretend what I please, that I hold the assur‘(ance of faith, and the certainty by ideas, to go upon
very different grounds ; but when a proposition is
6 r offered to me out of scripture to be believed, and I
‘(doubt about the sense of it, is not recourse to be made
‘(to my ideas?” Give me leave, my lord, with all submission, to return your lordship the sanie words : Your
“ lordship may pretend what you please, that you hold
the assurance of faith, and the certainty of knowledge
(‘to stand upon different grounds,” (for I presume your
lordship will not say, that believing and knowing stand
upon the same grounds, for that would, I think, be to say,
that probability and demonstration are the same thing)
66 but when a proposition is offered you out of scrip(6 ture to be believed, and you doubt about the sense
6‘ of it, is not recourse to be made to your notions?”
What, my Iord, is the difference here between your
‘(
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lordship's and my way in the case ? I must hare recourse
t o the

to my ideas, and your lordship must have recourse to
your notions. For I think you cannot believe a proposition contrary to your own notions; for then you
would have the same, and different notions, at the same
time. So that all the difference between your lordship
and me, is, that we do both the same thing ; only your
lordship shows a great dislike to my using the term idea.
But the instance your lordship here gives, is beyond
my comprehension. You say, '(a proposition is offered
'' me out of scripture to be believed, and I doubt about
" the sense of it.-As
in the present case, whether
" there can be three persons in one nature, or, two na" tures and one person."
My lord, my BibIe is faulty
again ; for I do not remember that I ever read in it
either of these propositions, in these precise words,
" there are three persons in one nature, or, there are
" two natures and one person."
When your lordship
shall show me a Bible wherein they are so set down, I
shall then think them a good instance of propositions
offered me out of scripture : till then, whoever shall say
that they are propositions in the scripture, when there
are no such words, so put together, t o be found in holy
writ, seems to me to make a new scripture in words and
propositions, that the Holy Ghost dictated not. I do not
here question their truth, nor deny that they may be
drawn from the scripture: but I deny that these very
propositions are in express words in my Bible. For that
is the only thing I deny here ; if your lordship can show
them me in yours, I beg you to do it.
In the mean time, taking them to be as true as if they
were the very words of divine revelation ; the question
then is, how must we interpret the sense of them? For
supposing them to be divine revelation, to ask, as your.
lordship here does, what resolution I, or any one, can
come to, about their possibility, seems to me to involve
a contradiction in it. For whoever admits a proposition
t o be of divine revelation, supposes it not only to
be possible, but true. Your lordship's question then
can mean only this, what Sense can I, upon my p r i 6 ples, come to, of either of these propositions, but in the
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wttp of ideas? And I crave leave to ask your lordship,
what sense of them can your lordship upon your princi.
ples come to, but in the way of notions? Which, in
plain English, amounts to no more than this, that pour
lordship must ubderstand thein according to the Sense
you have of those'terms they are made up of, and I ac.
cording to the sense I have of those terms. Nor can it
be otherwise, unless pour lordship can take 8. term in any
proposition to have one sense, and yet understand it in
another : and thus we see, that in effect men have differently understood and interpreted the sense of these propositions ; whether they used the way of ideas or not, i. e.
whether they called what ady word stood for, notion, or
seme, or meaning, or idea.
I think myself obliged to returb your lordship niy
thanks, for the news you write me here, of one who has
found a secret way how the same body may be in distant
places at once. It making no part, that I can see, of
the reasoning your lordship was then upon, I can take
it only for a piece of news: and the favour was the
greater, that your lordship was pleased to stop yourself
in the midst of so serious an argument as the articles of
the Trinity and incarnation, to tell it me. And methinks it is pity that author had not used some of the
words of my book, which might have served to have
tied him and me together. For his secret about a body
in two places at once, which he does keep up ; and '' my
** secret about certainty, which your lordship thinks
" has been better kept up too," being all your words ;
bring me into his company but very untowardly. If
your lordship would be pleased to show, that my secret
about certainty (as you think fit to call it) is false or
erroneous, the world would see a good reason why VOU
should think it better kept up ; till then perhaps they
may be apt to suspect, that the fault is not so much in
my published secret about certainty, as somewhere elseBut since your lordship thinks it had been better kept
up, I promise that, as soon as you shall do me the favour
to make public 8 better notion of certainty than mine,
1 will by 8 public retraction call in mine : which I hope
pout lordship wili do,lfor I dare say nobody will think
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it good or friendly advice to your lordship, if you have
such a secret, that you should keep it up.
Your lordship, with some emphasis, bids me observe
my own words, that I here positively say, cc that the
( 6 mind not being certain of the truth of that it doth
'' not evidently know." So that it is plain here, that
'6 I place certainty only in evident knowledge, or in
Cc clear and distinct ideas; and yet my great complaint
6' of your lordship was, that you charged this upon me,
and now your lordship finds it in my own words."
Ans. My own words, in that place, are, cc the mind
'(is not certain of what it doth not evidently know ;"
but in them, or that passage, as set down by your lordship, there is not the least mention of clear and distinct
ideas ; and therefore I should wonder to hear your lordship so solemnly call them my own words, when they
are but what your lordship wodd have to be a consequence of my words ; were it not, as I humbly conceive,
a way not unfrequent with your lordship to speak of
that, which you think a consequence from any thing
said, as if it were the very thing said. It rests therefore
upon your lordship to prove that evident knowledge
can be only where the ideas concerning which it is, are
perfectly clear and distinct. I am certain, that I have
evident knowledge, that the substance of my body and
soul exists, though I am as certain that I have but 8 very
obscure and confused idea of any substance at all : so
that my complaint of your lordship, upon that account,
remains very well founded, notwithstanding any thing
you allege here.
Your lordship, summing up the force of what yo11
have said, adds, '' that you have pleaded, (1.) That my
" method of certainty shakes the belief of revelation in
" general.
(2.) That it shakes the belief of particular
" propositions or articles of faith, which depend upon
" the sense of words contained in scripture."
That your lordship has pleaded, I grant; but, with
submission, I deny that you have proved.
(1.) That my definition of knowledge, which is that
which your lordship calls my method of certainty, shakes
the belief of .revelation in general. For all that your
C(
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lordship offers for proof of it, is only the alleging Some
other passages out of my hook, quite different from that
my definition of knowledge, which, you endeavour t o
show, do shake the belief of revelation in general : but
indeed have not, nor, I humbly conceive, cannot show,
that they do any ways shake the belief of revelation in
general. But if they did, it does not at all follow from
thence, that my definition of knowledge ; i. e. my method of certainty, at all shakes the belief of revelation
in general, which was what your lordship undertook to
prove.
(2.) As to the shaking the belief of particular propositions or articles of faith, which depend, as you here
say, upon the sense of words ; I think I have sufficiently
cleared myself from that charge, as will yet be more
evident from what your lordship here farther urges.
Your lordship says, '(my placing certainty in the per'' ception of the agreement or disagreement of ideas,
('shakes the foundations of the articles of faith [abovementioned] which depend upon the sense of words
" contained in the scripture :"
and the reason your
lordship gives for it, is this, because I do not say we
" are to believe all that we find there expressed."
My
lord, upon reading these words, I consulted the errata,
to see whether the printer had injured you : for I could
not easily believe that your lordship should reason after
a fashion, that would justify such a conclusion as this,
viz. your lordship, in your letter to me, " does not say
" that we are to believe all that we find expressed in
" scripture 1, therefore your notion of certainty shakes
the belief of this article of faith, that Jesus Christ dcscended into hell. This, I think, will scarce hold for
a good consequence, till not saying any truth be the denying of it ;and then if my not saying in my book, that
we are to believe all there expressed, he to deny, .that
we are to believe all that we find there expressed, I
fear many of your lordship's books will be found to
shake the belief of several or all the articles of our faith.
But supposing this consequence to he good, viz. I do
not say, therefore I deny, and thereby I shake the belief
of some articles of faith ; how does this prove, that nlY
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placing of certainty in the perception of the agreement
OS disagreement of ideas, shakes any article of faith ? ,
unless my saying, that certainty consists in the perception of the agreement or disagreement of ideas, €3. iv.
chap. 12. $ 6. of my Essay, be a proof, that I do not
say, in any other part of that book, “that we are to
‘6 believe all that we find expressed in scripture.”
But perhaps the remaining words of the period will
help us out in your lordship’s argument, which all together stands thus : (‘because I do not say we are to
believe all that we find there expressed ; but [I do say]
in case we have any clear and distinct ideas, which
‘(limit the sense another way, than the words seem to
“ carry it, we are t o judge that to be the true sense.”
My lord, I do not remember where I say what in the
latter part of this period your lordship makes me say ;
and your lordship would have done me a favour to have
quoted the place. Indeed I do say, in the chapter your
lordship seems to be upon, “that no proposition can be
“ received for divine revelation, or obtain the assent
“due to all such, if it be contradictory to our clear
intuitive knowledge.” This is what I there say, and
all that I there say : which in effect is this, that no proposition can be received for divine revelation, which is
contradictory to a self-evident proposition ; and if that
be it which your lordship makes me say here in the foregoing words, I agree to it, and would be glad to know
whether your lordship differs in opinion from me in it.
But this not answering your purpose, your lordship
would, in the following words of this paragraph, change
self-evident proposition into a proposition we have attained certainty of, though by imperfect ideas : in which
Sense the proposition your lordship argues from as mine,
will stand thus : that no proposition can be received for
divine revelation, or obtain the assent due to all such,
if it be contradictory to any proposition, of whose truth
we are by any way certain. And then I desire your
lordship to name the two contradictory propositions,
the one of divine revelation, I do not assent to ;the other,
!hat I have attained to a certainty of by my imperfect
Ideas, which makes me reject, or not assent to that of
6‘
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divine revelation. The very setting down of these two
contradictory propositions will be demonstration against
me, and if your lordship cannot (as I humbly conceive
you cannot) name any two such propositions, it is an
evidence, that all this dust, that is raised, is only a great
deal of talk about what your lordship cannot prove : for
that your lordship has not yet proved any such thing, I
am humbly of opinion I have already shown.
Your lordship’s discourse of Des Cartes, in the following pages, is, I think, as far as I am concerned in
it, to show, that certainty cannot be had by ideas; because Des Cartes using the term ideas, missed of it,
Answ. The question between your lordship and me not
being about Des Cartes’s, but my notion of certainty,
your lordship will put an end to my notion of certainty
by ideas, whenever your lordship shall prove, that certainty cannot be attained any way by the immediate abjects of the mind in thinking, i. e. by ideas; or that
certainty does not consist in the perception of the agreement or disagreement of ideas; or lastly, when your
lordship shall show us what else certainty does corisist
h. When your lordship shall do either of these three,
I promise your lordship to renounce my notion, or way,
or method, or grounds (or whatever else your lordship
has been pleased to call it) of certainty by ideas.
The next paragraph is to show the inclination your
lordship has to favour me in the words ‘‘ it may be.” I
shall be always sorry to have mistaken any one’s, especially your lordship’s inclination to favour me : but since
the press has published this to the world, the world must
ROW be judge of your lordship’s inclination to favour
me.
The three or four following pages are to show, that
your lardship’s exception against ideas was not against
the term ideas, and that I mistook you in it. Amur.
My lord, I must own that there are very few pages of
yaar letters, when I come to examine what is the pres
&se meaning of your warils, either as making distinct
propositions, or a continued discourse, wherein I do not
think myself in danger to be mistaken ; but whether in
the pse13t case, one much more learned than It would

to what ill men made use of for the promoting of scepticism and infidelity, I thought it had referred to terms.
Why so? says your lordship: Your quarrel, y.ou say,
Was not with the term ideas. ‘‘But that whlch YOU
I6 ‘
Insisted upon was the way of certainty by ideas, and
“ the new terms as employed to that purpose;” and
therefore it is that which your lordship must be undes
stood to mean, by what (‘ill men make use of,’’ kc.
NOW f appeal to my reader, whether I may not be at-
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cused, if I took them rather to refer to terms, a word
in the plural number preceding in the same period, that,
to "way of ceitainty by ideas," which is the singular
number, and neither preceding, no nor so much as ex.
pressed in the same sentence? And if by my ignorance
in the use of the pronoun them, it is my misfortune to
be often a t a loss in the understanding of your lordship's
writings, I hope I shall be excused.
Another excuse for my understanding that one of the
things in my book which your lordship thought might
be of dangerous consequence, was the term idea, may
be found in these words of your lordship.
But what
" need all this great noise about ideas and certainty,
'' true and real certainty by ideas ; if after all it comes
"only to this, that our ideas only present to us such
'(things from whence we bring arguments to prove
'< the truth of things ? But the world hath been strangely
'< amused with ideas of late; and we have been told,
6c that strange things might be done by the help of ideas,
'' and yet these ideas a t last coine to be common no<< tions of things, which we must make use of in our
'(reasoning." I shall offer one passage more for my
excuse, out of the same page. I had said in my3chapter
about the existence of God, I thought it most proper to
express myself in the most usual and familiar way, by
common words and expressions : '' Your lordship wishes
'(I had done so quite through my book ; for then I had
" never given that occasion for the enemies of o w faith
<' to take up my new way of ideas, as an effectual bat" tery (as they imagined) against the mysteries of the
" Christian faith.
But I might have enjoyed the satisfaction of my ideas long enough, before your lord'' ship had taken notice of them, unless you had f o d
" them employed in doing mischief."
Thus this passage stands in your lordship's former letter, though here
your lordship gives us but a part of i t ; and that part
your lordship breaks off into two, and gives us inverted
and in other words. Perhaps those who observe this,
and better understand the arts of controversy than I do,
may, find some skill in it. But your lordship breaks off
the former passage at these words, ((strangethings might
((
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be done by the help of ideas :” and then adding these
new ones, i. e. “as to matter of certainty,” leaves out
those which contain your wish, that I had expressed
(6 myself in the most usual way by common words and
expressions quite through my hook,” as I had done
in my chapter of the existence of a God ; for then, says
your lordship, “ I had not given that occasion to the
enemies of our faith to take up my new way of ideas,
“ as an effectual battery, &c.”
which wish of your
lordship’s is, that I had all along left out the term idea,
as it is plain from my words which you refer to in your
wish, as they stand in my first letter ; viz. ‘(I thought
“ it most proper to express myself in the most usual and
‘‘ familiar way-by
common words and known ways
of expression : and therefore, as I think, I have scarce
‘( used the word idea in that whole chapter.” Now I
must again appeal to my reader, whether your lordship
having so plainly wished that I had used common words
and expressions in opposition to the term idea, I am not
excusable if I took you to mean that term ? though your
lordship leaves out the wish, and instead of it puts in,
i. e. as to matter of certainty,” words which were not
in your former letter ; though it be for mistaking you
in my answer to that letter, that you here blame me.
I must own, my lord, my dulness will be very apt to
mistake you in expressions seemingly so plain as these,
till I can presume myself quick-sighted enough to understand men’s meaning in their writings, not by their
expressions ; which I coiifess I am not, and is an art I
find myself too old now to learn.
But bare mistake is not all ; your lordship accuses me
also of unfairness and disingenuity in understanding these
words of yours, (‘the world has been strangely amused
with ideas, and yet these ideas at last come to be only
“ common notions of things, as if in them your lord‘( ship owned ideas to be only common notions of
‘‘ things.” To this, my lord, I must humbly crave
leave to answer, that, there was no unfairness or disingenuity in my saying your lordship owned ideas for Such,
becabse I understood you to speak in that place in your
own sense ; and thereby to show that the new term idea
((
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need not be introduced when it signified only the cornmon notions of things, i. e. signified no more than notion doth, which is a more usual word. This I took ta
be your meaning in that place ; and whether I or any
one inighc not so understand it, without deserving to
be told, that (‘this is a way of turning things upon your
(6 lordship, which you did not expect from me,” or
such a solemn appeal as this, “judge now, how fair and
6; ingenious this answer is;” I leave to any one, who
will but do me the favour to cast his eye on the first
passage above-quoted, as it stands in your lordship’s
own words in your first letter. For I humbly beg leave
to 3ay, that I cannot but wonder to find, that when your
lordship is charging me with want of fairness and inge.
nuity, you should leave out, in quoting of your own
words, those which served most to justify the sense I had
taken them in, and put others in the stead of them. In
your first letter they stand thus : ‘(But the world hath
‘6 been strangely amused with ideas of late, and we have
‘‘ been told that strange things might be done by the
6‘ help of ideas ; and yet these ideas at last come to be
‘( only common notions of things, which we must make
‘6 use of in our reasoning ;” and so on, to the end of
what is above set down: all which I quoted, to secure
myself from being suspected to turn things upon your
lordship, in a sense which you17 words (that the reader
had before him) would not bear : and in your second
letter, in the place now under consideration, they stand
thus : ‘‘ but the world hath been strangely amused with
‘‘ ideas of late, and we have been told that strange things
‘’ may be done with ideas, i. e. as to matter of cer‘(tainty :” and there your lordship ends. Will your lordship give me leave now to use your own words, “judge
now how fair and ingenious this is?” words which 1
should not use, but that I find them used by your lordship in this very passage, and upon this very occasion.
I grant myself a mortal man very liable to mistakes,
especially in your writings : but that in my mistakes, I
am guilty of’ any unfairness OP disingenuity, your lordship will, € humbly conceive, pardon me, if I think it
wiU passEor want of faiiness and ingenuity in any ones
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such suspicion, in my fint letter I set down every w d
contained in those paps of your book which I was
cerned i n ; and in my second, I set down most of tha
passages of your lordship’s first answer that I replied to,
Rut because the doing it afl dong in this, would, I find,
too much increase the bulk of my book ; I earnestly beg
every 0ne, who will think this nap reply worth hie perusal, to lay your lordship’s letter before him, that be
may see whether in these pages I d i m t my an8wer to,
without setting them down at large, there be any thing
material unanswered, or unfairly or disingenuously represented.
Your lordship, in the next words, gives a reason why
I ought to have understood your words, as a consequence
of my assertion, and not as your own sense, via, 6‘ Be“ cause you all along distinguish the way of reason by
deduciiig one thing from another, from my way of
‘(certainty in the agreement or disagreement of ideas.”
Ans. I know your lordship does all along talk of reason and my way of ideas, as distinct or opposite: but
this is the thing I have and do complain of, that yoW
lordship does speak of them as distinct, without showing
wherein they are different, since the perception of the
agreement or disagreement 6f ideas, which is mp way of
certainty, is also the way of reason. For the per&ption
of the agreement or disagreement of ideas, is either by
an immediate comparison of two ideas, as in self-evident
propositions; which way of knowledge of truth, is the
way of reason ; or by the intervention bf intermediate
ideas, i. e. by the deduction of one thing from another,
which is also the way of reason, as I have shown : where
1 afiswer to your speaking of certainty placed in good
and sound reman, and not in ideas: in which place, as
in several others, your lordship opposes ideas and reason,
which your lordsbip calls here distinguishing them.! But
to contirlue fo speak frequently of two things a9 differ.
a t , or af two ways as opposite without ever showing
any difference OP opposition in them, after it has been
pre~sedfor, is a way of ingenuity which your loltdship
WiU pardorl to mp ignormce, if 5 have not fW*PIP
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been acquainted with : and therefore, when you shall
have shown, that reasoning about ideas, or by ideas, is
not the same way of reasoning, as that about or by notions or conceptions, and that what I mean by ideas is
not the same that your lordship means by notions ; you
will have some reason to blame me for mistaking you in
the passages above-quoted.
For if your lordship, in those words, does not except
against the term ideas, but allows it to have the same
signification with notions, or conceptions, or apprehensions ; then your lordship's words will run thus : '' But
(6 what need all this great noise about notions, or con66 ceptions, or apprehensions ? and the world has been
strangely amused with notions, or conceptions, or
cc apprehensions of late: " which, whether it be that
which your lordship will own to be your meaning, I
must leave to your consideration.
Your lordship proceeds to examine my new method
of certainty, as you are pleased to call it.
T o my asking, c 6 whether there be any other or older
<' method of certainty ? " your lordship answers, 6c that
" is not the point; but whether mine be any at all:
cc which your lordship denies."
Answ. I grant, to
him that barely denies it to be any at all, it is not the
point, whether there be any older; but to him, that
calls it a new method, I humbly conceive it will not
be thought wholly besides the point to show an older ; at
least, that it ought to have prevented these following
words of your lordship's, viz. '(that your lordship did
'(never pretend to inform the world of new methods :''
which k i n g in answer to my desire, that you would be
pleased to show me an older, or another method, plainly
imply, that your lordship supposes, that whoever will
inform the world of another method of certainty than
mine, can do it only by informitig them of a new one.
But since this is the answer your lordship pleases to make
to my request, I crave leave to consider it a little.
Your lordship having pronounced concerning my definition of knowledge, which you call my method of
certainty, that it might be of dangerous consequence to
an article of the Christian faith ; I desired you to show
b6
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in w b t certainty lies : and desired it of your lordship
by these pressing considerations, that it would secure
that article of faith against any dangerous consequence
from my way, and be a great service to truth in general.
To which your lordship replies here, that you did never
pretend to inform the world of new methods ; and t h e r e
fore are not bound to go any farther than what you found
fault with, which was my new method.
Answ. My lord, I did not desire any new metbod of
you. T observed your lordship, in more places than
one, reflected on me for writing out of iny own thoughts:
and therefore I could not expect from your lordship
what you so much condemn in another. Besides, one
of the faults you found with my method, was, that it
was new : and therefore if your lordship will look again
into that passage, where I desire you to set the world
right in a thing of that great consequence, as it is to
know wherein certainty consists ; you will not find, that
I mention any thing of a new method of certainty : my
words were (‘anottier,” whether old or new was indifferent. In truth, all that I requested, was only such a
method of certainty, as your lordship approved of, and
was secure in ; and therefore I do not see how your not
pretending to inform the world in any new methods,
can be any way alleged as a reason, for refusing so useful
and so charitable a thing.
Your lordship farther adds, ‘‘ that you are not bound
“ to go any farther, than what you found fault with.”
Answ. I suppose your lordship means, that (‘you are
“ not bound by the law of disputation ;” nor are you,
as I humbly conceive, by this law forbid: or if you
were, the law of the schools could not dispense with the
eternal divine law of charity. The law of disputing,
whence had it its so mighty a sanction ? It is at best but
the law of wrangling, if it shut out the great ends of
information and instruction ; and serves only to flatter a
little guilty vanity, in a victory over an adversary less
skilful in the. art of fencing. Who can believe, that
upon so slight an account your lordship should .neglect
your design of writing against me? The great motives
of your contern fQran article of the Christian faith, and
? A
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OF that duty which you profkss has niade you do what
you have done, will be believed to work more uniformly
Sn pour lordship, than to let a father of the church and
d teachet' in Israel, not tell one who asks him, which is
the right and safe way, if he knows it. No, no, my
I)$%
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iord, a character so much to the prejudice of your charity, nobody will receive of your lordship, no, Rot from
yourself: whatever your lordship map say, the world
will believe, that you would have given a better method
of certainty, if you had had one; when thereby you
would have secured men from the danger of running
into errours in articles of frrith; and effectually have
recalled them from my way of certainty, which leads, as
your lordship says, to scepticism and infidelity. For
to turn men fiom the way they are in, the bare telling
them it is dangerous, pyts but a short stop to their going
on in it : there is nothmg effectual to set them a going
right, but to show them which is the safe arid sure way;
a piece of htrmanity, which when asked, nobody, as far
as he knows, refiises another ; and that I have earncstly
asked of your lordship.
Your lordship represents to me the unsatisfactoriness
and inconsistency of my way of certainty, by telling me,
" that it seems still n strange thing to you, that I should
' 6 talk so much of a new method of certainty by ideas ;
'' and yet allow, as I do, such a want of ideas, so much
'(imperfection in them,
and such a want of connexion
" between our ideas and the things themselves."
Answ.
This objection being so visibly against the extent of our
knowledge, and not the certainty of it by ideas, would
need no other answer but this, that it proved nothing to
the point; which was to show, that my way by ideas,
was no way to certainty at all ; not to true certainty,
which is a term your lordship uses here, whish I shall
he able to conceive what yuu mean by, when you shall
be pleased to tell me what false certainty is.
But because what you say here, is in ~ h o r what
t
you
ground%your charge of scepticism on, in puur former
letter ; I shall here, according t o my promise, consider
what pour lordship says there, and hope you will ~llow
this to be BO u d t place.
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YOUPcharge of scepticism, in yoyr former letter, i s
as followeth.
Yous lordship’s first argument congist% in these propositions, viz.
1, That I say, Book IV. Chap 1, that knowledge i s
the perception of the agreement or disagreement af ideas.
2. That I go about to prove, that there are very many
more beings, of which we have no ideas, than those
of which we have; from whence your lordship draws
this conclusion, that we are excluded from attaining
any knowledge, as to the far greatest part of the unb
’‘ verse : ” which I agree to. But with submission, this
is not the proposition to be proved, but this, viz, that
my way by ideas, or my way of certainty by ideas, for
to that your lordship reduces it : i. e. my placing of certainty in the perception of the agreement or disagreement of ideas; leads t o scepticism.
Farther, from my saying, that the intellectual world
is greater and more beautiful certainly than the material,
your lordship argues, that if certainty may be had by
general reasons without particular ideas in one, it may
also in other cases. Answ. It may, no doubt ; but this
is nothing against any thing T have said, for I have ileither
said, nor suppos~,that certainty by general reasons, Qr
any reasons,can he had without ideas; no more than I say,
or suppose, that we can reason witbout thinking, OF
think without immediate objects in our minb in thinking, i. .e think without ideas. But your lwdship aaks,
“ whence comes this certainty (for I say certainty) where
‘‘ there be no particular ideas,” if knowledge iconsists
in the perception of the dtgreeinent or disagreement of
ideas ? I answer, we have ideas as far as we arq certain ;
and beyond that, we have neither certainty, no nor p w
hbiiity. Every thing which we either know oy believe,
is some proposition : now no proposition can ka framed
as the o b m t of our knowledge or a F n t , wherein two
ideas are not j&ed to, or separated from one anotber.
As for example, when I affirm th& sowething exists
’‘ in the world, whereof i have no idea,” e y i s W b
affirmed of something, sQme k h g I and I have W Ck&r
Bn idat Q f sxbteace and smethhg, tbe tW thin@ j@Jd
‘$
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in that proposition, as I have of them in this proposition,
‘(something exists in the world, whereof I have an
46 idea.”
When therefore I affirm, that the intellectual
world is greater and more beautiful than the material ;
whether I should know the truth of this proposition,
either by divine revelation, or should assert it as highly
probable (which is all I do in that chapter,
Essay, b. iv. out of which this instance is brought) it
ch. 3.
means no more but this, viz. that there are
more, and more beautiful beings, whereof we have no
ideas, than there are of which we have ideas ; of which
beings, whereof we have no ideas, we can, for want of
ideas, have no farther knowledge, but that sttch beings
do exist.
If your lordship shall now ask me, how I know there
we such beings : I answer, that, in that chapter of the
extent of our knowledge, I do not say I know, but I
endeavour to show, that it is most highly probable : but
yet B man is capable of knowing i t to be true, because
he is capable of having it revealed to him by God, that
this proposition is true, viz. that in the works of God
there are more and more beautiful beings, whereof we
have no ideas, than there are whereof we have ideas.
If God, instead of showing the very things *to St. Paul,
had only revealed to him, that this proposition was true,
viz, that there were things in heaven, ‘(which neither eye
4c had seen, nor ear had heard, nor had entered into the
‘‘ heart of man to conceive;’’ would he not have known
the truth of that proposition of whose terms he had ideas,
vix. of beings, whereof he had no other ideas, but barely
as something, and of existence ; though in the want of
other ideas of them, he could attain no other knowledge
of them but barely that they existed ? So that in what 1
,have there said, there is no contradiction, nor shadow of
a contradiction, to my placing knowledge in the perception of the agreement or disagreement of ideas.
But if I should any where mistake, and say any thing
inconsistent with that way of certainty of mjne ; how, 1
beseech your lordship, could you conclude from thence,
’that the placing knowledge in the perception of the
agreement or disagreement of ideas tends to scepticism ?
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That whieh is the proposition here to be proved, would
remain still unproved : for I might say things inconsistent with this proposition, that '' knowledge consists in
the perception of the connexion and agreement or
'' disagreement and repugnancy of our ideas ;" and yet
that proposition be true, and very far from tending to
scepticism, unless your lordship will argue that every
proposition that is inconsistent with what a man any
where says, tends to scepticism ; and then I shotild he
tempted to infer, that many propositions in the letkrs
your lordship has honoured me with, will tend to scep
ticism.
Your lordship's second argument is from my saying,
" we have no ideas of the mechanical affections of the
" minute particles of bodies, which hinders our certain
" knowledge of universal truths concerning natural bo" dies :
from whence your lordship concludes, '(that
'' since we can attain to no science, as to bodies or
" spirits, our knowledge must be confined to a very
'(narrow compass." J grant i t ; but I crave leave to
mind your lordship agnin, that this is not the propsition to be proved : a little knowledge is still knowledge,
and not sceptkism. But let me have affirmed our
knowledge to be comparatively very little ; how, I beseech your lordship, does that any way prove, that this
proposition, ('knowledge consists in the perception of
'' the agreement or disagreement of our ideas," any way
tends to scepticism? which was the proposition to be
proved. But the inference your lordship shuts 11p this
head with, in these words: '(so that all certainty is
" given up in the way of knowledge, as to the visible
" and invisible world, or at least the greatest part of
" them ;
showing in the first part of it what pour lordship should have inferred, and was willing to infer ; does
at last by these words in the close, or at least the
" greatest part of them," I guess, come just to nothing:
1 say, I guess; for what '( them,'' by grainmatical
construction, is to be referred to, seems not clear to
me.
Ymr third argument being just of the same kind with
the former, only to show, that I reduce our ki~owledge
6i
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fo a very narrow campass, in respect of the whole extent
of beiqgs; is already answered.
I n the fourth place, your lordship sets down some
words of mine concerning reasoning and demonstration ;
end then concludes, ‘f bltt if there be no way of coming
s6 to demonstration but this, I doubt we must be con(( tent without it,”
’Whieh being nothing but a de&ration of your dsubt, is, I grant, a very short way of
proving any proposition ; and I shall leave to your lordship the satisfaction you have i n such a proof, since I
think it will scarce convince others.
In the last place, your lordship argues, that because I
say, thak the idea i n the mind proves not the existence
of that thing whereof it is an idea, therefore we cannot
know the actual existence of any thing by our senses:
because we know nothing, but by the perceived agreemcntof ideas. But if you had been pleased to have considered my answer there to the sceptics, whose cause you
here seem, with no sniaI1 vigour, t o manage ; you would,
X humbly conceive, have found t h a t you mistake one
thing for another, viz. the idea that has by a former
pensation been lodged in the mind, for actually receiving any idea, i. e. actual sensation; which, I think, I
need not go about to prove are two distinct thin,p, after
what you have here quoted out of my book. Now the
two ideas, that in this case are perceived to agree, and
do thereby produce knowledge, are the idea of actual
sensation (which is an action whereof I have a clear and
distinct idea) and the idea of actual existence of something without me that causes that sensation. And what
other certainty yaur lordship has by your senses of the
existing of any thing without you, but the perceived
wnnexion of those two ideas, I would gladly know.
When yau have destroyed this certainty, which I conwive is the utmoet, 8s to this matter, which our infipit& wise and bountiful Maker has made us capable of
4s this s k t e ; your lordship will have well assisted the
sceptics in carrying their arguments against certainty by
sense, beyond what they could have expected.
f cannot but fear, my lord, that what yau kave said
hem in favour of Sscepticisrrr, against certainty by #ens

889

t6 tilt Bishop of Wrcasler.
*I
(for it iS not at all against me, till you ahow we can have
no idea of actual sensation) without the proper antidote
annexed, in showing wherein that certainty consists (if
the account 1 give be not true) affer you have so strenuously endeavoured to destroy what I have said for it,
will, by your authority, have laid no smali fotlndation
of scepticism : which they will not fail to lay hold of,
with advantage to their cause, who have any disposition
that way. For I desire any one to read this pour fifth
argument, and then judge which of us two is a pmmoter
of scepticism ; I, who have endeavoured, and, as I think,
proved certainty by our senses ; or your lordship, who
has (in your thoughts at least) destroyed these proofs,
without giving us any other to supply their place. All
your other arguments amount to no more but this, that
I have given instances to show, that the extent of our
knowledge, in comparison of the whole extent of being,
is very little and narrow ; which, when 'f your lordship
wiit your Vindication of the doctrine of the Trinity,
" were very fair and ingenuous confessions of the short('ness of human understanding with respect to the na'6 ture and manner of such things, which we are most
certain of the being of, by constant and undoubted
'' experience :'' though since you have showed your
dislike of them in more places than one, particularly
p. 33, and again more at large p. 43, and at last you
have thought fit to represent them as arguments for
scepticism. And thus I have acquitted myself, I hope
to your lordship's satisfaction, of my promise to a m w e
your accusation of a tendency to scepticism.
But to return to your second letter, where I left off.
I n the following pages you have another argument to
" prove my way of certainty tobe nose, but to lead to
scepticism :" which, after a serious perusal of it, Beems
to amount to no more but this, that Des Cartes
and I go both in the way of ideas, an8 we diffep; ergo,
the Idacing of certainty in the perception of t h e ' a F
ment or dieagreement of ideas, is no way of certainty,
but leads to sceptjciem ; which is a confiequence I cannot
admit, and I think is no better than this: your lodsbip
and I differ, and yet we both go in t h e way of ideas :
'(
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ergo, the placing of knowledge in the perception of the
agreement or disagreement of ideas is no way of cer.
tainty at all, but leads to scepticism.
Your lordship will perhaps think I say inore than I
can justify, when I say your lordship goes in the way of
ideas; for you will tell me, you do not place certainty
i n the perception of the agreement or disagreement of
ideas. Answ. No more does Des Cartes ; and therefore,
in that respect, he and I went no more in the same way
of ideas, than your lordship and I do. From whence it
follows, that how much soever he and I may differ in
other points, our difference is no more an argument
against this proposition, that knowledge or certainty con.
sists in the perception of the agreement or disagreement
of ideas, than your lordship's and my difference in any
other point, is an argument against the truth of that my
definition of knowledge, or that it tends to scepticism.
But you will say, that Des Cartes built his system of
philosophy upon ideas ; and so I say does your lordship
too, and every one else as much as he, that has any system of that or any other part of knowledge. For ideas
are nothing but the immediate objects of our minds in
thinking; and your lordship, I conclude, in building
your system of any part of knowledge thinks on something; and therefore you can no more build, or have
any system of knowledge without ideas, than you can
think without some immediate objects of' thinking. Indeed, you do not so often use the word ideas as Des
Cartes or I have clone ; but using the things signified by
that term as much as either of us (unless you can think
without an iinmediate object of thinking) yours also is
the way of ideas, as much as his or mine. Your condemning the way of ideas, in those general terms, which
one meets with so often in your writings on this occasion, amounts at litst to no more but an exception against
a poor sound of three syllables, though your lordship
thinks fit not to own, that you have any exception to itIf, besides this, these ten or twelve pages have any
other argument in them, which I have not seen, I humbly desire you would be pleased to put it into a syllogism,
to convince m y reader, that I have silently passed by an
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argument of importance; and then I+promisean answer
to it : and the same request and promise I make to yaur
lordship, in reference to all other passages in your letter,
wherein you think there is any thing of moment unanswered.
Your lordship comes to answer what was in my for.
mer letter, to show, that what you had said concerning
nature and person, was to me and several others, whom
I had talked with about it, hardly to be understood. To
this purpose the sixteen next pages are chiefly employed
to show what Aristotle and others have said about p h
and natura, a Greek and a Latin word; neither of which
is the English word nature, nor can it concern it at all,
till it be proved that nature in English has, in the propriety of our tongue, precisely the same signification
that pdcris had among the Greeks, and natura among the
Romans. For would it not he pretty harsh to an English ear, to sap with Aristotle, cc that nature is a cor(‘poreal substance, or a corporeal substance is nature ? ’’
to instance but in this one, among those mrzny various
senses which your lordship proves he used the term Q ~ W
in : or with Anaximander, “ that nature is matter, or
‘(matter nature? ” or with Sextus Empiricus, u that
nature is a principle of life, or a principle of life is
‘(nature?” So that though the philosophers of old of
all kinds did understand the sense of the terms p J w and
natura, in the language of their countries : pet it does
not follow, what you would here conclude from thence,
that they understood the proper signification of the term
nature in English. Nor has an Englishman any more
need to consult those Grecians in their use of the sound
9V(or(, to know what nature signifies in English, than
those Grecians had need to consult our writings, or
bring instances of the use of the word nature in English
authors, to justify their using of the term &G in any
sense they had used it in Greek. The like may be said
of what is brought out of the Greek Christian writers;
for I think an Englishman could scarce be justified in
‘saying in English, Lc that the angels were natures,” be‘causeTheodoret and St. Basil call them p h . TOthese,
1 think, there might be added other senses, wherein the

$04
Nr, Ilscke’r sacsptd’Re$dy
word cpiars map be found, made use of by the Greeks,
which ape nat taken natice of by your lordship: as
pavticuferly Aristotle, if I mistake not, uses it for a
plastic power, or a kind of cc anima mundi,” presiding
over the material world, and producing the order
and regularity of motions, formations, and generation
in it.
Indeed your lordship brings a proof from an ailthority that is proper in the case, and would go a great
way in it ; for it is of an Englishman, who, writing of
nature, dves an account of the signification of the word
nature in English. But the mischief is, that among
eight significations of the word nature, which he gives,
that is not to be found, which you quote him for, and
had need of. For he says not that nature in English
is used for substance ; which is the sense your lordship
has used it in, and would justify by the authority of
that ingenious and honourable person : and to make it
out, you tell us, ‘6 Mr. Boyle saps the word essence is
‘ 6 of p a t afinity to nature, if not of an adequate im‘6 port; ” to which your lordship adds,
but the real
So that, in fine,
‘6 essence of a thing is a substance.”
the authority of this excellent person and philosopher
amounts to thus much, that he says that nature and
essence am two terms that have a great affinity ; and
you say, that nature and substance are two terms that
have a great affinity. For the learned Mr. Boyle says
no such thing, nor can it appear that he ever thought
so, till it can be shown, that he has said that essence
and s u b t a m e have the same signification.
I humbly conceive, it would have been a strange way
in any body, but your lordship, to have quoted an author for saying that nature and substance had the same
sif?;nifimtion, when one of those terms, viz. suhstance,
ho does not, upon that occasion, so much as name. But
p u r lordship has this privilege, it seems, to speak of
your infimnces as if they were other men’s words,
w k w f I think f have given several instances; I am
m e I haye given one, where you seem to speak of dear
and distinct ideas as my W O ~ Swhen
,
they are only your
womb, thew infkrred from my noPde sf evideqt OW-
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duced, were there any need.
Had your lordship produced Mr6 Boyle’s testimony,
that nature, in our tongue, had the same signification
with substance, I should presently have submitted to so
great an authority, and taken it for propel’ English, and
a clear way of expressing one’s self, to use nature and
substance promiscuously one for another, But since, I
think, there is no instance of any one who ever did do,
and therefore it must be a new, and consequently ho
very clear way of speaking ; give me leave, my lord, to
wonder, why in all this dispute about the term nature,
upon the clear and right understanding whereof, you
lay so much stress, you have not been pleased to define
it: which would put an end to all dispuWs about the
meaning of it, and leave no doubtfulness, no obscurity
in your use of it, nor any room for any dispute what
you mean by it. This would have saved many pages of
paper, though perhaps it would have made us lose your
learned account of what the ancients have said concerning g d a ~ ,and the several acceptations they used it in.
All the other authors, Greek and Latin, yo& lordship has quoted, may, for aught I know, have used the
term qdarr and natura, properly in their l a n g u a p ; and
have discoursed very clearly and intelligibly about what
those terms in their countries signified. But how that
proves there were no difficulties in the sense or construction in that discourse of yours, concerning nature, which
I, and those I consulted upon it, did not understand ;
is hard to see. Your lordship’s discourse was olrsdure,
and too difficult then for me, and so I must own it Is
still. Whether my friend be any better enlightened by
what you have said to him here, out of so many antient
authors, I am too remote from him a t the writing of
this to know, and so shall not trouble your lordship
with any conversation, which perhaps, when we meet
again, we may have upon it.
The next pdssage of your vindication, which was
complained of to be very hard to be understood, was
this, where you say, that you grant that by sensation
(‘md refle&m we come to knew the pWms and pt.0-
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" perties of things ; but our reason is satisfied that there
" must be something beyond these, because it ,is im'' possible they should subsist by themselves. So that
" the nature of things properly belongs to our reason,
'< and not to mere ideas."
To rectify the mistake that
had been made in my first letter, p. 157, in taking reason here to mean the faculty of reason, you tell me,
'' I might easily have seen, that by reason your lordship
" understood principles of reason allowed by mankind."
To which it was replied, that then this passage of yours
must be read thus, viz. '' that your lordship grants that
" by sensation and reflexion we come to know the pro'< perties of things ; but our reason, i. e. the principles
'(of reason allowed by mankind, are satisfied that there
'' must be something beyond these; because it is irn'(possible they should subsist by themselves. So that
" the nature of things properly belongs to our reason,"
i. e. to the principles of reason allowed by mankind,
and not to mere ideas; '' which made it seem more
" unintelligible than it was before."
T o the complaint was made of the unintelligibleness
of this passage in this last sense given by your lordship,
you answer nothing. So that we [i, e. my friends whom
I consulted and I] 'are still excusable, if not understanding what is signified by these expressions : " the prin'< ciples of reason dlowed by mankind are satisfied, and
'< the nature of things properly belongs to the princi'(ples of reason allowed by mankind ;" me see not the
connexion of the propositions here tied together by the
words. ('so that," which was tile thing complained of
in these words, viz. '' the inference here, both for its
" connexion and expression seemed hard to be under" stood ;
and more to the same purpose, which your
lordship takes no notice of.
Indeed your lordship repeats these words of mine,
" that in both senses of the word reason, either taken
'(for a faculty, or for the principles of reason allowed
" by mankind, reason and ideas may consist together : "
and then subjoins, '' that this leads your lordship to
'' the examination of that which may be of some use,
." viz. to show the difference of my method of cer"
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tainty by ideas, and the method of certainty by reaWhich how it any way justifies your opposing
ideas and reason, as you here, and elsewhere often do ;
or shows, that ideas are inconsistent with the principles
Qf reason allowed by mankind ; I leave to the reader to
judge. Your lordship, for the clearing of what you
had said in your Vindication, &c. from abscurity and
unintelligibleness, which were complained of in it, is
to prove, that ideas are inconsietent with the principles
of reason allowed by mankind : and in answer to this,
you say, you will show the difference of my method
'' of certainty by ideas, and the method of certainty by
'' reason."
My lord, as I remember, the expression in question
was not, '(that the nature of things properly belongs to
'' our reason, and not to my method of certainty by
'' ideas : but this, that the nature of things belongs to
'' our reason, and not to mere ideas. So that the thing
"you were here to show, was, that reason, i. e. the
'' principles of reason allowed by mankind, and ideas ;
" and not the principles of reason, and iiiy method of
'' certainty by ideas, cannot consist together :" for the
principles of reason allowed by mankind, and ideas,
may consist together ; though, perhaps, my method of
certainty by ideas should prove inconsistent with those
principles. So that if all that you say, from this to the
153d page, i. e. forty-eight pages, were as clear demonstration, as I humbly conceive it is the contrary ;
yet it does nothing to clear the passage in hand, but
leaves that part of your discourse, concerning nature,
lying still under the objection was made against it, as
much as if you had not said one word.
But since I am not unwilling that my method of
certainty should be examined, and I should be glad (if
there be any faults in it) to learn the defects of that my
definition of knowledge, froin so great a master as your
1o:dship ; I will consider what you here say, " to show
'' the difference of my method of Certainty by ideas,
" and the method of certainty by reason.:'
Your lordship says, that the way of certainty by
" reason lie5 in two things:
'6

'<son."

6c

868

&
LMka'a
I?$eik&sd
%
Repry
L, The certainty of principles.
9, The certainty of deductions."

I pafit, that a part of that which is called certainty
by
lies in the certainty of pdnciples; which
principles, I presume, your lordship and I are agreed,
are several propositions.
If then these principles are propositions, to show the
difference between your lordship's way of certainty by
reason, and my way of certainty by ideas ; I think it is
visible, that you ought to show wherein the certainty
of those propositions consists in your way by reason,
different from that wherein f make it consist in my way
by ideas. As for example, your lordship and I are
agreed, that this proposition, whatsoever h, is; is a
principle of reason, or a maxim. Now my way of certainty by ideas, is, that the certainty o€ this proposition consists in this, that there is a perceivable connexion or agreement between the idea of being and the
idea of being, or between the idea of existence and the
idea of existence, as is expressed in that proposition.
But now, in your way of reason, pray wherein does
the certainty of this proposition consist? If it be in any
thing different from that perceivable agreement of the
ideas, affirined of cine another in it, I beseech your lardship to tell me; if not, I beg leave to cohclude, that
pour way of certainty by reason, and my way of cwtainty by ideas, in this case are just the same.
But instead of saying any thing, to show wherein the
certainty of principles is different in the way of reason,
from the certainty of principles in the way of ideas,
upon niy friend$ showing, that you had no ground to
say as you did, that I had no idea of reason, as it stands
for pnttciples of reason ; your lordship takes occasion
(as, what will not, in a skilful hand, serve to introduce
any thing one has a mind to?) to tell me, what ideas
I have of them must appear from my book, and you
do there find a chapter of self.evident propositions
*' and maxims, which you cannot but thidk extraordi'' nary for the design of it, which is thus
B*iv* 7. " summed in the conclusion, viz. that it
20.
c6 WIS to show, that tbese maxim, 8s they
'$
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are of little use, where we have clear and &tin&
ideas, so they are of dangerous use, where our ideas
'' are not clew and distinct. And is not this a fair way
'' to convince your lordship, that tny way of ideas is
'' very consistent with the certainty of reason, when the
('way of reason hath been always supposed to proceed
'' upon general principles, and I assert them to be use" less and dangerous ? "
In which words I crave leave to oliserve,
1. That the pronoun " them " here seems to have
reference t o self-evident propositions, to maxims, and
to principles, as terms nscd by your lordship and me ;
though it be certain, that you and I use them in a far
different sense ; for, if I mistake not, you use them all
three promiscuously one for another; whereas it is plain,
that in that chapter, out of which you bring
your quotations here, I distinguish self-evib' iv*
dent propositions from those, which I there
mention under the name of maxims, which are principally these two, '' whatsoever is, is ; and it is impossiFar" ble for the same thing to be, and not to be."
ther it is plain, out of the same place, that by maxims I
there mean general propositions, which are so universally received under the name of maxims or axioms,
that they are looked upon as innate; the two chief
whereof, principally there meant, are those abovementioned : but what the propositions are which you
comprehend under maxims, or principles of reason,
cannot be determined, since your lordship neither defines nor enumerates them; and so it is impossible,
precisely, to know what you mean by '' them" here:
and that which makes me more at a loss, is, that in this
argument, you set down for principles or maxims, propositions that are not self-evident, viz. this, ('that the
" essential properties of a man are to reason and dis. .
" course,"
&c.
2. I crave leave to observe, that you tell me, that in
my book cc you find a chapter of self-evident propsi" tions and maxims," whereas I find no such chapkr in
my book : I have in it indeed a chapter of maxims, but
never an one intitlqd, $6 of self-evident propositions,
VOLI ILI,
2 B
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and maxims,” This, it is possible, your lordship will
call a nice criticism; but yet it is such an one, as
is v e e necessary in the case ; for in that chapter I, as is
before observed, expressly distinguish self-evident propsitiohs from the received maxims or axioms, which
there speak of: whereas it seems to me to be your
design (in joining them in a title of a chapter, contrary
to what I had done) to have it thought, that I treated of
them as one and the same thing ; and so all that I Paid
there, of the uselessness of some few general propositions
under the title of received maxims, might be applied
to all self-evident propositions ; the quite contrary
whereof was the design of that chapter. For that which
I endeavour to show there, is, that all our knowledge
is not built on those few received general propositions,
which are ordinarily called maxims or axioms ; but that
there are a great many truths may be known without
them: but that there is any knowledge, without selfevident propositions, I am so far from denying, that I
am accused by your lordship for requiring, in demonstration, more such than you think are necessary. This
seems, I say, to be your design : and I wish your lordship, by entitling my chapter, as I myself did, and not
as it would best serve your turn, had not made it nrcessary for me to mike this nice criticism. This is certain,
that without thus confounding maxims and self-evident
propositions, what you here say would not so much, as
in appearance, concern me : for,
3. I cmve leave to observe, that all the argument
your lordship uses here against me to prove, that my
way of certainty by ideas is inconsistent with ‘(the way
of certainty by reason, which lies in the certainty of
‘‘ principles, is this, that the way of reason hath heen
(‘always supposed to proceed upon general principles,
‘c and
assert them to be useless and dangerous.” Be
pleased, my lord, to define or enumerate your general
principles, and then we shall see whether I assert theill
to be useless and dangerous, and whether they, who
supposed the way OF reason was to proceed upon general
princi
iEered fropi me; and if they did differ,
whether tWis was more the way of reasan that1 mjw :
‘(

I

What hath been always supposed, is fit only for YOUF
lordship's great reading to declare : but such arguments,
I confess, are wholly lost upon me, who have not time
or occasion to examine what has always been supposed ;
especially in those questions which concerd truths, that
are to he known from the nature of things: because, I
think, they cannot be established by majority of votes,
not easy to be collected; nor if they were collected,
can convey certainty tiil it can be supposed, that the
greater part of mankind are always in the right. In
matters of fact, I own we must govern ourselves by the
testimonies of others ; but in matters of speculation, ta
suppose on, as others have supposed before us, is supposed by many to be only a way to learned ignorance,
which enables to talk much, atid know but little. T h e
truths, which the penetration and labours of others
Before us have discovered and made out, I own we are
infinitely indebted to them for ; and some of them are
of that consequence, that we cannot acknowledge too
much the advantages we receive from those great masters in knowledge : but where they only supposed, they
left it to us to search, and advance farther. And in
those things, I think, it becomes our industry to employ
itself, for the improvement of the knowledge, and adding t o the stock of discoveries left us by our inquisitive
and thinking predecessors.
4. One thing more I crave leave to observe, viz. th&
to these words, '6 these maxims, as they are of little use
'' where we have clear and distinct ideas, so they are of
(' dangerow
use where our ideaq are not Char an8

.
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6' distinct," quoted out of my
Essay; you subjoin,
'( and is not this a fair way to convince your lordship,
'' that my way of ideas is very consistent with the cer*' tainty of reason ? " Answ. My lord, my Essay, and
those words in it, were writ many years before I dieamt
that you or any body else would ever question the consistency of my way of certainty by ideas, with the way
of certainty by reason : and so could not be intended to
convince your lordship in this point: and since you
first said, that these two ways are inconsistent, I never
brought those words to convince you, that my way is
'' consistent with the certainty of reason ;" and therefore why you ask, whether that be a fair way to convince
yon, which was never made use of as any way to convince you of any such thing, is hard to imagine.
But your lordship goes on in the following words
with the like kind of argument, wherc you tell me that
I say, '' that my first design is to prove,
EesayJ iv' " that the consideration of those general
c. 7 . g 4.
I'
maxims adds nothing to the evidence or
" certainty of knowledge ; which, says your lordship,
'( overthrows all that which hath been accounted science
'( and demonstration, and must lay the foundation of
' I scepticism : because our true grounds of certainty de" pend upon some general principles of reason.
To
" make this plain, yon say, you will put a case grounded
' I upon my words; which are, that I have discoiirsed
'' with very rational men, who have actually denied
'(that they are men. These words J. S. understands
" as spoken of themselves, and charges them with very
'; ill consequences ; but you think they are capable of
" another meaning : however, says your lordship, let
" us put the case, that men did in earnest question,
" whether they yere men or not ; and then you do not
" see, if I set aside general maxims, hoiv I can con" vince them that they are men.
For the way your
" loml~hiplooks on as most apt to prevail upon s
d
I'
extraordinary sceptical men, is by general maxiin3
'( and principles of reason."
Answ. I can neither in that paragraph nor chapter
find that I say, " that my first design is to prove, that
66
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maxims ” ti. e. those which your lordship calls general principles of reason] add nothing to
the evidence and certainty of knowledge in general :
for so these words must Le understood, to make good
the consequence which your lordship charges on them,
viz. “ that they overthrow all that has been accounted
(‘ science and demonstration, and lay the foundation of
“ scepticism .”
What my design in that place is, is evident from these
words in the foregoing paragraph:
let us consider
whether this self-evidence be peculiar
b. iv.
*‘ only to those propositions, which are re- c.Essay,
7. 3.
(‘ceived for maxims, and have the dignity
“ of axioms allowed : and here it is plain, that several
other truths, not allowed to be axioms, partake equally
(‘ with them in this self-evidence.” Which shows that
my design there, was t o evince that there were truths
that are not called maxims, that are as self-evident as
those received maxims. Pursuant to this design, I say,
(‘ that the consideration of these axionis ”
[i. e. whatsoever is, is; and it is impossible 5 4.
for the same thing to be, and not to be] cc can add
(‘nothing t o the evidence and certainty of its [i. e. the
mind’s] knowledge;” [‘. e. of tile truth of more
particular propositions concerning identity.]
These
are my words in that place, and that the sense of them
is according to the limitation annexed to them between
those crotchets. I refer my reader to that fourth section ;
where he will find that all that I say amounts to no more
but what is expressed in these words, in the close of it :
(‘I appeal to every one’s own mind, whether this pro‘(position, a circle is a circle, be not as self-evident a
proposition, as that consisting of more general terms,
whatsoever is, is: and again, whether this proposition, blue is not red, be not a proposition that the
mind can no more doubt of, as soon as it understands
the words, than it does of that axiom, it is impossible
“ for the same thing to be, and not to be : and so of a11
(‘the like.” And now I ask your lordship, whether
you do affirm of this, ( 6 that it overthrows all that
44 which hath been counted science and demonstration,
((

((

((

((
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and must lay t h e foundation of scepticism ? ” If you
do, E shall desire you to prove it : if you do not, I must
desire you to consider how fairly my sense has been
represented.
But supposing you had represented my sense right,
and that the little or dangerous use which I there limit
to certain maxims, had been meant of all priiiciples of
reason in general, i n pour sense ; what had this Been,
my lord, to the question under debate? Your lordship
undertakes to show, that your way of certainty by reason is different from my way of certainty by ideas. To
do this, you say in the preceding page, ‘(that certainty
(‘by reason lies, 1. in certainty of principles ; 2. in cerc6 tainty of deductions.”
The first of these you are upon
here: and if in order to what you had undertaken, your
lordship had shown, that in your way by reason, those
principles were certain : but in my way by ideas, we
could not attain to any certainty concerning them : this
indeed had been to show a difference between my way
of certainty, which you call the y a y by ideas; and
yours, which you call the way by reason ; in this pwt
of certainty, that lies in the certainty of principles. I
have said in the words quoted by pour lordship, that
the consideration of those two maxims,
what is,
“ is ; and it is impossible for the same thing to be, and
not to be;” are not of use to add any thing to the
evidence or certaiiity of our knowledge of the truth of
identical predications ; but I never said those maxiins
were in the least uncertain : I may perhaps think otherwise of their use than your lordship does, but I think
no otherwise of their truth and certainty than you do ;
they are left in their full force and certainty for your
use, if you can make any better use of them, than what
1 think can be made. So that in respect of the allowed
certainty of those principles, my way differs not at all
froin your lordship’s.
Pray, my lord, look over that chapter again, and see
whether I bring their truth and certainty any more into
question, than you yourself do; and it is about their
certainty, and not use, that the question here is between
pow lordship and me : we both agree, that they are both

1
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undoubtedly certain ; all then that you bring in the following pages about their use, is nothing to the present
question about the certainty of principles, which p u r
lordship is upon in this place: and you will prove, that
yoiir way of certainty by reason is different from my
way of certainty by ideas ; when you can shok, that you
are certain of the truth of those, or any other maxims,
any otherwise than by the perception of the agreement
or disagreement of ideas as expressed in them.
But your lordship passing by that wholly, endeavours
to prove, that m y saying, that the consideration of those
two general maxims can add nothing to the evidence
and certainty of knowledge in identical predications,
(for that is all that I there say) '' overthrows all that has
" been accounted science and demonstration, and must
" lay the foundation of scepticism ;" and it is by B very
remarkable proof, viz. because our true grounds of
" certainty depend upon some general principles of
" reason ;" which is the very thing I there not
deny, but have disproved ; and therefore should n
humbly conceive, have been rested on as a proof of any
thing else, till my arguments against it had been answered.
But instead of that, your lordship says, you will
put B case that shdl make it plain: which is the business of the six following pages, which are spent in this
,.
' r .
case.
T h e case is founded upon a supposition, which you
seem willing to have thought that you bwrowed either
from J. S. or from m&: whereas truly that supposidoh
is neither that gentleman's nor mine, bht purely YotG'
lordship's own. For however grossly Mr, J S. hawmi$taken (which he has since acknowledged in pdnt). the
obvious sense of those words of my Essay; B;ip. c,',.
on which yau say you ground your case ; yet p7.
1 must do him right herein, that he himself
supposed not, that any man in his wits ever in earnest
questioned whether he himself were a man or no':
though by a mistake (which I cannot but wonder at, in
one so much exercised in controversy as Mr. J. 9.)
,-.fre
charged me with saying it.
to
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Your lordship indeed says, ‘‘ that you think my words
there may have another meaning.” Would you thereby
insinuate, that you think it possible they should have
that meaning which J. S. once gave them? If you do
not, my lord, Mr. J. S. and his understanding them so,
is in vain brought in here to countenance your making
such a supposition. If you do think those words of
my Essay capable of such a meaning as J. S. gave them,
there will appear a strange harmony between your lordship’s and M. J. S.’s understanding, when he mistakes
what is said in my book ; whether it will continue, now
Mr. J. S. takes me right, I know not : but let us come
to the case as you put it. Your words are,
‘(Let us put the case, that men did in earnest ques(‘tion whether they were men or not. Your lordship
‘‘ says, you do not then see, if I set aside general maxims, how I can convince them that they are men.”
Answ, And do you, my lord, see that with maxims you
can convince them of that or any thing else? I confess,
whatever you should do, I should think it scarce worth
while to reason with them about any thing. I believe you
are the first that ever supposed a man so much beside
himself, as to question whether he were a man or no,
aod yet so rational as to be thought capable of being
convinced of that or any thing by discourse of reason.
This, methinks, is little different from supposing a
man in and out of his wits at the same t h e .
But let us suppose your lordship so lucky with your
maxims, that you do convince a man (that doubts of it)
that he is a man ; what proof, I beseech you, my lord,
is that of this proposition, (‘that our true grounds of
“ certainty depend upon some general principles of
‘(reason ? ”
On the contrary, suppose it should happen, as is the
more likely, that your setting upon him with your
maxims cannot convince him ; are we not by this your
case to take this for a proof, (‘that general principles of
reason are not the grounds of certainty? ” For it is
upon the success, or not success of your endeavours to
convince such a man with maxims, that your lordship
puts the proof of this proposition, ‘6 that our true
((

((
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grounds of certainty depend upon general principles of
6'
reason; " the issue whereof must remain in suspense,
till you have found such a man to bring it to trial: and
SO the proof is far enough off, unless you think the case so
plain, that every one sees such a man will be presently
convinced by your maxims, though I should think it
probable that niost people may think he will not.
Your lordship adds, ;' for the way you look on, as
most apt to prevail upon such extraordinary sceptical
'' men, is by general maxims and principles of reason."
Answ. This indeed is a reason why your lordship
should use maxims, when you have to do with such extraordinary sceptical men ; because you look on it as the
likeliest way to prevail. But pray, my lord, is your looking on it as the best way to prevail on such extraordinary
sceptical men, any proof, '(that our true grounds of
6c certainty depend
upon some general principles of
I' reason?" for it was to make this plain, that this case
was put.
Farther, my lord, give me leave to ask, what we have
here to do with the ways of convincing others of what
they do not know or assent t o ? Your lordship and I are
not, as I think, disputing of the methods of persuading
others of what they are ignorant of, and do not yet
assent to ; but our debate here is about the ground of
certainty, in what they do know and assent to.
However, you go on to set down several maxims,
which you look on as most apt to prevail upon your
extraordinary sceptical man, to convince him that he
exists, and that he is a man. The maxims are,
6c That nothing can have no operation.
That all different sorts of being are distinguished
(' by essential properties.
6c That the essential properties of a man are, to rea'' son, discourse, &c.
'c T h a t these properties cannot subsist by themselves,
" without a real substance."
I will not question whether a man cannot know that
he exists, or be certain (for it is of knowledge and eltaint, thequestion here is) that he is a man without the
help of these maxims. I will o d y m v e leave to ask,
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how you know that these are maxims? For methinks
this, ‘(that the essential properties of a man are to rea.
ic son, discourse,” &c. an imperfect proposition, (‘and so
“ forth’’ at the end of it, is a pretty sort of maxim.
T h a t therefore which I desire to be informed here, is,
how your lordship knows these, or any other propositions to be maxims; and how propositions, that are
maxims, are to be distinguished from propositions that
ale not maxims? and the reason why I insist upon it, is
this: because this, and this only, would show, whether
what I have said in my chapter about maxims, “ overthrows all that has been accounted science and de‘(monstration, and lays the foundation of scepticism.”
But I fear my request, that you would be pleased to tell
me what you mean by maxims, that I may know what
propositions, according to your lordship, are, and what
are not maxims, will not be easily granted me : hecause
it would presently put an end to all that you impute to
me, as said in that chapter against maxims, in a sense
that I use not the word there.
Your lordship makes me, out of my book, answer to
the use you make of the four above-mentioned propositions, which you call maxims, as if I were declared of
an opinion, that maxims could not be of any use in
arguing with others : which methinks you should not
have done, if you had considered my chapter of maxims,
which you so often quote. For I there say, maxims
are useful to stop the mouths of wranc.
Essay>
7. 8 11.iv’
glers-to
show, that wrong opinions
Sead to absurdities,” &e.
Your lordship nevertheless goes on to prwe, (‘ that
“ without .,the help of these principles or maxims, I can‘‘ not prove to any that doubt it, that they are men,
‘(in my way of ideas,” Answ. I beseech you, my lord,
t o give me leave to mind you again, that the question is
nat what I can prove; but whether, in my way by
ideas, I cannot without the help of these principles
know that I am a man; arid be certain of the truth of
tbt, and several other propositions: I say, of several
other proposaions ; for I do not think you, in your way
d certainty by reason, pretend to be certain of all $ruth3;
$‘
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or to be able to prove (to those who doubt) all propositions, or so much as be able to convince every one of
every proposition, that you yourself are certain of.
There be many pyopositions in Mr. Newton's excellent
book, which there are thousands of peop€e, and those @
little more rational than such as should deny themselves
to be men, whom Mr. Newton hitnself would not be
able, with or without the use of maxims used in mathematics, to convince of the trutli of: and yet this would
be no argument against his method of certainty, whereby he came to the knowledge that they are true. What
therefore you can conclude, as to niy way of certainty,
from a supposition of iny not being able, in my way by
ideas, to convince those who doubt of it, that they are
men, I do not see. But your lordship is resolved to
prove that I cannot, and so you go on.
Your lordship says, that '(I suppose that we must
" have a clear and distinct idea of that we are certain
'' of; " and this you prove out of my chapter of maxinis,
where I say, " that every one knows the ideas that he
" has, and that distinctly and unconfiisedly one from
" another."
Answ. I suspected all along, that you
mistook what I meant by confused ideas. If your lordship pleases to turn to my chapter of distinct
Essay, b. ii.
and confused ideas, you will there find, that c.PQ.
94,5,6.
an idea, which is distinguished in the mind
from all others, may yet be confused: the confusion
being made by a careless application of distinct names
to ideas, that are not sufficiently distinct. Which having explained at large, in that chapter, I shall not need
here again to repeat. Only permit me to set down an
illstance : he that has the idea of the liquor that circulating through the heart of a sheep, keeps that animal
alive, and he that has the idea of the liquor that circulates $hrough the heart of a lobster, has two different
ideas; as distinct as an idea of an aqueous, pellucid,
cold qquor, is from the idea of a red, opaque, hot liquor :
but yet these two may be confounded, by giving the
name Hood i o this vital circulating liquor of a lobster.
This being considered, \Vi11 show how what -J have
said .there may cm& with ny saying,+thattoSlgaint3'
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ideas are not required, that are in all their parts pel..
fectly clear and distinct : because certainty being spoken
there of the knowledge of the truth of any proposition,
and propositions being made in words, it may be true,
that notwithstanding all the ideas we have in our minds,
are, as far as we have them there, clear aiid distinct ; yet
those which we would suppose the terms in the proposi.
tion to stand for, may not be clear and distinct : either,
1. By making the term stand for an uncertain idea,
which we have not yet precisely determined in our
minds, whereby it comes to stand sometimes for one
idea, sometimes for another, Which though, when m e
reflect on them, they are distinct in our minds, yet by
this use of a name undetermined in its signification,
come to be confounded. Or,
2. By supposing the name to stand for something
more than really is in the idea in our minds, which we
make it a sign of, v. g. let u s suppose, that a man inany
years since, when he was young, eat a fruit, whose shape,
size, consistency, and colour, he has a perfect remeinbrance of; but the particular taste he has forgot, and only
remembers, that it very much delighted him. This
complex idea, as far as it is in his mind, it is evident,
is there : and as far as he perceives it, when he reflects
on it, is in all parts clear and distinct: but when he
calls it a pine-apple, and will suppose, that name stands
for the same precise complex idea, for which another
man (who newly eat of that fruit, and has the idea of
the taste of it also fresh in his mind) uses it, or for which
he hiinself used it, when he had the taste fresh in his
memory : it is plain his complex idea in that part, which
consists in the taste, is very obscure.
To apply this to what your lordship here makes me
suppose, I answer,
1. I do not suppose, that to certainty it is requisite,
that an idea should be in all its parts clear and distinctI can be certain, that a pine-apple is not an arti,choke,
though my idea, which I suppose that name to stand for,
be in me obscure and confused, in regard of its taste.
2. I do not deny, but on the contrary I affirm, that
I can have a clear and distinct idea of 8 man (i. e. the
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idea I give the name man to, may be clear and distinct)
though it should be true, that men are not yet agreed
on the determined idea, that the name man shall stand
for. Whatever confusion there may be in the idea, to
which that name is indeterminately applied ; I do allow
and affirm, that every one, if he pleases, may have a
clear and distinct idea of a man to himself, i. e. which
he ntakes the word man stand for: which, if he makes
known to others in his discourse with them about man,
all verbal dispute wiI1 cease, and he cannot be mistaken
when he uses the term man. And if this were but done
with most of the glittering terms brandished in disputes,
it would often be seen how little some men have to say,
who with equivocal words and expressions make no small
noise in controversy.
Your lordship concludes this part by saying, " thus
" you have showed how inconsistent my n7ay of ideas is
" with true certainty, and of what use and necessity
" these general principles of reason are."
Answ. By
the laws of disputation, which in another place you express such a regnrd to, one is bound not to change the
terms of the question. This I crave leave humbly to
offer to your lordship, because, as far as I have looked
into controversy, I do not remember to have met with
any one so apt, shall I say, to forget or change the question as your lordship. This, my lord, I should not venture to say, but upon very good gtounds, which I shall
he ready to give you an account of, whenever you shall
demand it of me. One example of it we have here : YOU
say, 'cyou have showed how inconsistent my way of
" ideas is with true certainty, and of what use and ne" cessity these general principles of reason are."
My
lord, if you please to look back to the 105th page, you
will see what you there promised was '' to show the dlfference of my method of certainty by ideas, and the
" method of certainty by reason : " and particularly in
the pages between that and this, the certainty of principles, which you say is one of those two things, wherein
the way of certainty by reason lies, Instead of that,
your lordship concludes here, that you have ahowed two
things :
'(

m
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1. € h w inconsistent my way of ideas is with true
Whereas it should be '(to show the inshtency 'or difference of my niethod of cei.tainty
a ly ideas, and the method of certainty by reason ;"
which are two very different propositions. And before
you undertake to show, that my method of certainty is
inconsistent with true Certainty, it will be necessary for
you to &&ne, and tell us wherein true certainty consists,
which your lordship has shown no great forwardness
IC
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do.
2. Another thing which you say you have done, is,

that you have shown of what use and necessity these
general principles of reason are." Ans. Whether by
these general principles you mean those propositions
which you set down, page 108, and call there maxims,
or any other propositions which you have not any where
set down, I cannot tell. But whatsoever they are, that
you mean here by these," I know not how the usefulness of these your general principles, be they what they
will, came to be a question between your lordship and
me here. If you have a mind to show any mistakes of
mine in my chapter of maxims, which, you say, you
think extraordinary for the design of it, I shall not be
unwilling to be rectified; but tbat the usefulness of
principles is not what is here under debate between us,
I, with submission, affirm. That which your lordship
is here to prove, is, that the certainty of principles,
which is the way of certainty by reason, is different
from my way of certainty by ideas. Upon the whole,
I crave Ieave to say in your words, that, 4c thus I have,
" I humbly conceive, made it appear, that you have not
" showed any difference, much less any inconsistency of
" ~riymethod of certainty by ideas, and the method of
cc certainty by reason," in that first part, which you assi& of certainty by reason, viz. certainty of principles.
1 come now to the second part, which you assign of
certainty by reason, viz. certainty of deductions. I only
cMWleave first to set down these words in the latter end
of your discourse, which we have been considering4
wHere your Ibrdship says, '' you begin to think J. s.
$6 was in the right, when he made me say, That I had
"

"
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discoursed with very rational men who denied t
$6 selves to be men."
hnsw. I do not know what may
be done by those who have such a command over the
pronouns " they" and "them," as to put " they them'' selves for they." I shall therefore desire my reader
to turn to that passage of my book, and see whether he
too can be so lucky as your lordship, and can with you
begin to think, that by these words, " who
(' have actually denied, that they, i. e. in- c,Essay, b, iv.
fants and changelings, are men ;" I meant,
who actually denied that they themselves were men.
Your lordship, to prove my method of certainty by
ideas to be different from, and inconsistent with, your
second part of the certainty by reason, which, you say,
lies in the certainty of deductions, begins thus : '' that
you come now to the certainty of reason, in making
" deductions ; and here you shall briefly lay down the
'' grounds of certainty, which the ancient philosophers
'( went upon, and then compare my way of ideas with
" them."
T o which give me leave, my lord, to reply :
(1.) That I humbly conceive, it should have been
grounds of certainty [in making deductions] which the
ancient philosophers went upon ; or else they will be
nothing to the proposition, which your lordship has undertaken here to prove. Now of the certainty in making deductions, I see none of the ancients produced by
your lordship, who say any thing to show, wherein it
consists, but Aristotle; who, as you say, " in his me" thod of inferring one thing from another, went upon
" this common principle of reason, that what things
" agree in a third, agree among themselves."
And it
SO falls out, that so far as he goes towards the showing
wherein the certainty of deductions consists, he and 1
agree, as is evident by what I say in my
Essay. And if Aristotle had gone any farther to show, how we,are certain, that those
two things agree with a third, he would have placed
that certainty in the perception of that agreement, as I
have done, and then he and I should have perfectl).
agreed. I presume to say, if Aristotle had gone farther
in this matter, he wauld have @iced o w knowledge 'or

'6
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certainty of the agreement of any two things in the per.
ception of their agreement. And let not any one Ikon)
hence think I attribute too much to myself in saying,
that that acute and judicious philosopher, if he bad gone
farther in that matter, would have done'as I have done.
For if he omitted it, I imagine it was not that he did
not see it, but that it was so obvious and evident, that
it appeared superfluous to name it. For who can doubt
that the knowledge, or being certain, that any two
things agree, consists in the perception of their agree.
ment ? What else can it possibly consist in ? I t is so ohvious, that it would be a little extraordinary to think,
t h a t he that went so far could miss it. And I should
wonder, if any one should allow the certainty of deduction to consist in the agreement of two things in a third,
and yet should deny that the knowledge or certainty of
that agreement consisted in the perception of it.
(2.) In the next place, my lord, supposing rny method
of certainty, in making deductions, were different from
those of the ancients ; this, at best, would be only that
which I call " argunientum ad verecunEssay, b. iv.
''
diam;" which proves not on which sidc
C. 17. $ 19reason is, though I, in modesty, should answer nothing to their authorities.
(3.) T h e ancients, as it seems by your lordship, not
agreeing one among another about the grounds of certainty ; what can their authorities signify in the case ?
or, how will it appear, that I differ from reason, in differing from any of them, more than that they differ
from reason, in differing one from another? And therefore, after all the different authorities produced by yo11
out of your great measure of reading, the matter will at
last reduce itself to this point, that your lordship should
tell us wherein the certainty of reason, in making deductions, consists; and then show wherein my method
of making deductions differs fro,ni it : which, whether
you have done or no, we shall see in what follows.
Your lordship closes your very learned, and to other
purposes very useful, account of the opinions of the ancients, concerning certainty, with these words : " that
6' thus you have, in as few words as you could, laid
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'' together those old methods of certainty, which have
('obtained greatest reputation in the world." Whereupon I must crave leave to mind you again, that the
proposition you are here upon, and have undertaken t o
prove in this place, is concerning the certainty of deductions, and not concerning certainty in gewral. I
say not this, that I am willing to decline the examination of my method of certainty in general, any way, or
in any place : but I say it to observe, that in discourses
of this nature, the laws of disputation have wisely ordered the proposition under debate to be kept to, arid
that in the same terms, to avoid wandering, obscurity,
and confusion.
I therefore proceed now to consider what use your
lordship makes of the ancients, against my way of certainty in general ; since you think fit to make no use of
them, as to the certainty of reason in making deductions: though it is under this your second branch of
certainty by reason, that you bring them in.
Your first objection here, is that old one again, that
my way of certainty by ideas is new. Answ. Your
calling of it new, does not prove it to be different from
that of reason ; but your lordship proves it to be new,
" 1. Because here [i. e. in my way] we have no
" general principles."
Answ. I do, as pour lordship
knows, own the truth and certainty of the received
general maxims ; and I contet~dfor the usefulness and
necessity of self-evident propositions in all certainty,
whether of itistitution or demonstration. What therefore those general principles are, which you have not
in my way of certainty by ideas, which your lordship has in your way of certainty by reason, I beseech
you to tell me, and thereby to make good this assertion
against me.
2. Your lordship says, " that here [i. e. in my way]
'' we have no antecedents and consequents, no syll0'(gistical methods of demonstration." Answ. If Your
lordship here means, that there be no antecedents and
consequents in my book, or that I speak not, or allow
not of syllogism as a form of argumentation, that has
its iise, I humbly conceive the contrary is plain- But
VOL. 1x1.
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if by 46 here we have no antecedents and consequents,
‘6 no syllogistical methods of demonstration,” you mean,
that I do not place certainty, i n having antecedents and
consequents, or in making of syllogisms, I grant I do
not ; I have said syllogisms, instead of your words, syllogistical methods of demonstration ; which examined,
amount here to no more than syllogisms : for syllogistical
methods are nothing but mode and figure, i. e. syllogisms ; and the rilles of syllogisms are the same, whether the syllogisms be used in demonstration or in probabilily. But it was convenient for you to say *‘ syllo“ gistical methods of demonstration,” if you would
have it thought, that certainty is pIaced in it: for to
have named bare syllogism, without annexing dernonstration to it, would have spoiled all, since every one,
who knows what syllogism is, knows it may as well be
used in topical or fallacious arguments, as in demonstration.
Your lordship charges me then, that in iny way of
ideas I do not place certainty in having antecedents and
consequents. And pray, my lord, do you in your way
by reason do so ? If you do, this is certain that every
body has, or may have certainty in every thing he discourses about : for every one, in any discourse he makes,
has, or may, if he pleases, have antecedents and consequents.
Again, your lordship charges me, that I do not place
certainty in syllogism ; I crave leave to ask again, and
does your lordship? And is this the difference between
your way of certainty by reason, and my way of certainty
by ideas ? Why else is it objected to me, that I do not,
if your lordship does not place certainty in syllogism ?
And ifyou do, I know nothing so requisite, as that you
should advise all people, women and all, to betake themselves immediately to the universities, and to the learn;.@;of logic, to put themselves out of the dangerous state
of scepticism : for there young lads, by being taught
syllogkm, arrive at certainty ; whereas, without mode
and figure, the world is in perfect ignorance and uncertainty, and is sure of nothing. The merchant cannot be
certain that his amount is right cast up, nor the lady
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that her coach is not a wheel-barrow, nor her dairymaid that one and one pound of butter, are two pounds

of butter, and two and two four; and all for want of
mode and figure ; nay, according to this rule, Whoever
liv+ before Aristotle, or him, whoever it was, that first
introduced syllogism, could not be certain of any thing;
no, not that there was a God, which will be the present
state of the far greatest part of mankind (to pass by
whole nations of the east, as China and Indostan, &c.)
even in the Christian world, who to this day have not
the syllogistical methods of demonstration, and so cannot be certain of any thing.
3. Your lordship farther says, that “ i n my way of
“certainty by ideas we have no criterion.” Answ.
To perceive the agreement or disagreement of two ideas,
and not to perceive the agreement or disagreement of
two ideas, is, I think, a criterion to distinguish what a
man is certain of, from what he is not certain of. Has
your lordship any other or better criterion to distinguish
cerlainty from uncertainty ? If you have, I repeat again
my earnest request, that you would be pleased to do
that right to your way of certainty by reason, as not to
conceal it. If your lordship has not, why is the want of
n criterion, when I have so plain a one, objected to my
way of certainty, and my way so often accused of a tendency to scepticism and infidelity, when you yourself
have not a better? And I think I may take the liberty
to say, if yours be not the same, you have not so good.
Perhaps your lordship wili censure me here, and think
it is more than becomes me, to press you so hard concerning your own way ; and to ask, whether your way
of certainty lies i n having anteedents and consequents,
and syllogisms; and whether it has any other or better
criterion, than what I have given: your lordship will
possibly think it enough, that <‘ you have laid down the
‘‘ grounds of certainty which the ancient. Grecians went
“upon.” My lord, if you think so, I must be satisfied with it : though perhaps others will think it strange,
that in a dispute a1Tout.a method of cerlairtty, which,
for its supposed coming &ort of certainty, you charge
with a tendency tc, scepticism and infidelity, you should
2C2l
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produce only the different opiiiions of other men con.
cerning certainty, to make good this charge, without
declaring any of those different opinions or grounds of
certainty to be true or false ; and some may be apt to
suspect that you yourself are not yet resolved whgrein
to place it.
But, my lord, I know too well what your distance above
ine requires of me, to say any such thing to your lordship. Your own opinions are to yourself, and your not
discovering them must pass for a sufficient reason for
your not discovering them : and if you think fit to overlay a poor infant modern notion with the great and
weighty names of Pythagoras, Plato, Aristotle, Plutarch.
and the like ; and heaps of quotations out of the ancients ; who is not presently to think it dead, and that
there is an end of i t ? Especially when it will have too
much envy for any one to open his mouth in defence of
a notion, which is declared by your lordship to be different from what those great men said, whose words are
to be taken without any more ado, and who are not to
be thought ignorant or mistaken in any thing. Though
I crave leave to say, that however infallible oracles they
were, to take things barely upon their, or any man's
authority, is barely to believe, but not to know or
be certain.
Thus your lordship has sufficiently proved my way of
certainty by ideas to be inconsistent with the way of certainty by reason, by proving it new ; which you prove
only by saying, that '' it is so wholly new, that here we
'' have no general principles; no criterion; no ante'' cedents and consequents; no syllogistical methods of
" demonstration : and yet we are told of a better way
'' of certainty to be attained merely by the help of
'' ideas;" add, if your lordship pleases, signified by
words : which put into propositions, whereof some are
general principles, some are or may be antecedents, and
some consequents, and some put together in mode and
figure, syllogistical inethods of demonstration. For,
pray, my lord, may not words, that stand for ideas, be
put into propositions, as well as any other? And may
not those propositions, wherein the t e r m stand for idea,

there to Le such a way of certainty by ideas, and yet
the ideas themselves are so uncertain and obscure?”
Answ. No idea, as it is in the mind, is uncertain;
though to those who use names uncertainly, it may be
uncertain what idea that name stands for. And as to
obscure and confused ideas, no idea is so obscure in all
its parts, or so confounded with all other ideas, but that
one, who, in a proposition, joins it with another in that
part which is clear and distinct, may perceive its agreement or disagreement, as expressed in that proposition :
though when names are used for ideas, which are in some
part obscure or confounded with other ideas, there can
be qp propositions made which can produce certainty
“

“
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concerning that, wherein the idea is obscure and confused. And therefore to your lordship's question, ('how
is i t possible for us to have a clear perception of the
'(
agreement of ideas, it the ideas themselves be not
4'
clear and distinct ?" I answer, very well : because an
obscure or confused idea, i. e. that is not perfectly clear
and distinct in all its parts, may be compared with an.
other in that part of it, which is clear and distinct:
which will, I humbly conceive, remove all those difficulties, inconsistencies, and contradictions, which your
lordship seems to be troubled with, from my words
quoted in those pages.
Your lordship having, as it seems, quite forgot that
you were to show wherein the certainty of deductions,
in the way of ideas, was inconsistent with the certainty
of deductions, in the may of reason, brings here a new
charge upon my way of certainty, viz. " that I have no
'6 criterion to distinguish false and doubtful ideas from
(6 true and certain."
Your lordship says, the academics went upon ideas, or representations of things to
their minds ; and pray, my lord, does not your lordship
do so too ? Or has BZr. J. S. so won upon your lordship,
by his solid philosophy against the fancies of the ideists,
that you begin to think him in the right in this too;
where he says, " that notions are the maphiloterials of our knowledge; and that a nosophy, p 24,
snd 27.
<' tion is the very thing itself existing in
'( the understanding ?" For since' I make
no doubt but that, in all your lordship's knowledge,
you will allow, that you have some immediate objects
of your thoughts, which are the materials of that knowledge, ahout which it is employed, those immediate
objects, if they are not, as Mr. J. S. says, the very things
themselves, must h ideas. Not thinking your lordship
therefore yet so perfect a convert of Mr. J. S.'s, that you
are persuaded, that as often as you think of your cathedral church, or of Des Cartes's vortices, that the very
cathedral church a t Worcester, or the motion of those
vortices, itself exists in your understanding ; when one
of them never existed but in that one place at Worces'(

ter, and the other never existed any where in
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1 conclude, your lordship has imm&ate
objects of your mind, which are not the very t h i n e
themselves existing in your understanding : which if,
with the academics, you will please to call representations, as I suppose you will, rather than with me
ideas, it will make no difference.
This being so, I must then make the same objection
against your way of certainty by reason, that your Iordship does against my way of certainty by ideas (for upon
the comparison o f these two we now are) and then I
return your words here again, viz. that you have na
'(criterion to distinguish false and doubtful represents*
I' tions from true and certain ; how then can any man
be secure, that he is not imposed upon in your lord+
" ship's way of representations?"
Your lordship says, " I tell you of a way of certainty
by ideas, and never offer any such method for exa'' mining them, as the academics required for their pro.
" liability."
Answ. I was not, I confess, so well acquainted with what the academics went upon for the
criterion of a greater probabiiity, as your lordship is ;
or if I had, I writing, as your lordship knows, out of
'(

I
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Mstance, my first idea, which I go upon, of solidity.’’
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Would not one now expect, that this should be an inStance to make good your lordship’s charge, that I have
no criterion to distinguish, whether my idea of solidity
were false and doubtful, or true and certain ?
T o show that I have no such criterion, your lordship
asks me two questions ; the first is, “ how my idea of
‘(solidity conies to be clear and distinct ?” I will supme for once, that I know not how it comes to be clear
and distinct : how will this prove, that I have no criterion to know whether it be true or false ? For the question here is not about knowing how an idea comes to be
clear and distinct ; but how I shall know whether it be
true or fake. But your lordship’s following words seem
to aim a t a farther objection ; your words altogether
are, (6 how this idea” [i. e. my idea of solidity, which
consists in repletion of space, with an exclusion of all
other solid substances] “ comes to be clear and distinct
(6 to me, when others who go on in the same way of
6‘ ideas, have quite another idea of it ?”
My lord, I
desire your lordship to name who those “ others ’) are
who go in the same way of ideas with me, who have
quite another idea of this my idea than I have ; for to
this idea I could be sure that “ it,” in any other writer
but your lordship, must here refer: but, my lord, it is
one of your priviledged particles, and I have nothing to
say to it. But, let it be so, that others have quite another idea of it than I ; how does that prove, that I
have no criterion to distinguish whether my idea of solidity be true or no ?
Your lordship farther adds, ‘‘ that those others think
that they have as plain and distinct an idea, that exfc tension and body are the same :” and then your lordship asks, “ now what criterion is there to come to it
cc certainty in this matter?” Answ. In what matter, I
beseech your lordship ? If it be whether my idea of solidity be a true idea, which is the matter here in question,
in this matter I have given a criterion to know, in my
B. ii. c. 32. Essay : if it be to decide the question, whether the word “ body” more properly stands
for the sirnge idea Of SpRCe, 07 f ~ the
r complex idea of
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space and solidity together, that is not the question
here ; nor can there be any other criterion to decide it
by, hut the propriety of our language.
But your lordship adds, ‘‘ ideas can have no way of
6‘
certainty in themselves, if it be possible for even phi‘‘ losophical and rational men to fall into such con‘( trary ideas about the same thing ; and both sides think
their ideas to be clear and distinct.” If this were so,
I do not see how this would any way prove, that I had
no criterion whereby it might be discerned, whether my
ideas of solidity were true or no; which was to be
proved.
But at last, this which your lordship calls cc contrary
(‘ ideas about the same thing,” is nothing but a difference about a name. For I think nobody will say, that
the idea of extension and the idea of solidity are the
same ideas ; all the difference then between thoee philosophical and rational men, which your lordship mentions here, is no more but this, whether the simple idea
of pure extension shall be called body, or whether the
complex ideas of extension and solidity joined together,
shall be called body; which will be no more than a bare
verbal dispute to any one, who does not take sounds for
things, and make the word body something more than
a sign of what the speaker would signify by it. But
what the speaker makes the term body stand for, cannot
be precisely known, till he has determined it in his own
mind, and made it known to another; and then there
can between them be no longer a dispute about the significatioii of the word: v. g. if one of those philosophical rational men tells your lordship, that he makes
the term body to stand precisely for the simple idea of
pure extension, your lordship or he can be in no doubt
or uncertainty concerning this thing ; but whenever he
uses the word body, your lordship must suppose in his
mind the simple idea of extension, as the thing he means
by body. If, on the other side, another of those philosophical rational men shall tell your lordship, that he
makes the term body to stand precisely for a complex
idea made up of the simple ideas of extension and soli&tp joined toFether ; your lordship or he cas be in no
((
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doubt or uncertainty concerning this thing ; but when.
ever he uses the word body, your lordship must think
on, and allow the idea belonging to it, to be that corn.
plex one.
As your lordship can allow this different use of the
term body in these different men, without changing any
idea, or any thing in your own mind, but the application of the same term to different ideas, which changes
neither the truth nor certainty of any of your lordship’s
ideas, from what it was before : so those two philosophi..
cal rational men may, in discourse one with another,
agree to use that term Iiody, for either of those two
ideas, which they please, without a t all making their
ideas, on either side, false or uncertain. But if they
will contest which of these ideas the sound body ought
to stand for, it is visible their difference is not about any
reality of things, but the propriety of speech ; and their
dispute and doubt is only about the signification of a
word.

Your lordship’s second question is, ‘( whether by this
idea of solidity we may come to know what it is.”
Answ. I must ask you here again, what you mean by
i t ? If your lordship by it means solidity, then your
question runs thus : whether by this [i. e. my] ‘‘ idea of
‘6 solidity, we may come to know what solidity is?”
Answ. Without doubt, if your lordship means by the
term solidity what I mean by the term solidity ; for then
I have told you what it is, in the chapter above-cited
by your lordship: if you mean any thing
B. ii. c. 4.
else by the term solidity, when your lordship will please to tell me what you mean by it, I will
tell your lordship what solidity is. This, I humbly
conceive, you will find yourself obliged to do, if what
I have said of solidity does not satisfy you what it is.
For you will not think it reasonable I should tea your
lordship what a thing is when expressed by you in a
term, which I do not know what your fordship means
by, nor what you make it stand fop.
But your lordship asks, “ wherein it eansists;)’ if you
man wherein the idea af it consists, that I have & d y
tdd your 4&hipr b the h p t e r of ray Etyy above4‘
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mentioned. If your lordship means what is the Ea€
internal constitution, that physically makes solidity in
things; if I answer I do not know, that will no more
make my idea. of solidity not to be true or certain (if
your lordship thinks certainty may be attributed to single ideas) than the not knowing the physical constitution, whereby the parts of bodies are so framed as to
cohere, makes my idea of cohesion not true or certain.
To my saying in my Essay, '(that if any B. c. 4.. 6.
'( one asks me what this solidity is, I send
him to his senses to inform him ;" your lordship replies, " you thought the design of my book would have
'' sent him to his ideas for certainty : and are we, says
" your lordship, sent back again from our ideas to our
'6 senses?" Answ. I cannot help it, if your lordship
mistakes the design of my book : for what concerns certainty, i. e. the knowledge of the truth of propositions,
my book sends every one to his ideas ; but for the p t tiug of simple ideas of sensation, my book sends him
only to his senses. But your lordship uses certainty
here, in a sense I never used it, nor do understand it in ;
for what the certainty of any simple idea is, I confess I
do not know, and shall be glad you would teH me what
you mean by it.
However, in this sense you ask me, and that as if your
question carried a demonstration of my contradicting
myself: '' and are we sent back again, from our ideas
t o our senses?" Answ. My lord, every one is sent, to
his senses to get the simple ideas of sensation, because
they are no other way to be got.
Your lordship presses on with this farther question,
c6 what do these ideas signify then ?" i. e. if 8 man be
sent to his senses lor the idea of solidity. I answer, to
show him the certainty of propositions, wherein the
agreement or disagreement of ideas is perceived; which
is the certainty I speak of, and no other: but what the
certainty is which your lordsliip speaks of in this and
the following page, I confess I do not understand. For
Your lordship adds, that I say farther, "that if this
C' be not a suilicient explication of solidity, I promi=
i6 to tell any one what it is, whexl he t@ rn what
b6
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thinkiog is ; or explains to me, what extension and
motion are." '' Are we not now in the true way to
certainty, when such things as these are given over,
6c of which we have the clearest evidence by sensation
'' and reflection? For here I make it as impossible to
'' come to certain, clear and distinct notions OF these
'( things, as to discourse into a blind man the ideas of
" light and colours.
Is not this a rare way of certain" ty ?" Answ. What things, my lord, I beseech you, are
those which yoii here tell iiie are given over, of which
we have the clearest evidence by sensation or reflection ?
It is likely you will tell me, they are extension and motion. But, my lord, I crave the liberty to say, that
when you have considered again, you will be satisfied,
there are no things given over in the case, but only the
names extension and motion ; and concerning them too,
nothing is given over, but a power of defining them.
When you will be pleased to lay by a little the warmth
of those questions of triumph, which I meet with in this
passage, and tell me what things your lordship makes
these names extension and motion to stand for; you
perhaps will not find, that I make it impossible for those,
who have their senses, to get the simple ideas, signified
by these names, very clear and distinct by their senses :
though I do say, that these, as well as all other names
of simple ideas, cannot be defined ; nor any simple ideas
be brought into our minds by words, any more than the
ideas of light and colours can be discoursed into a blind
man : which is all I do say in those words of mine, which
your lordship quotes, as such wherein I have given over
things, whereof we have the clearest evidence. And
so from my being of opinion, that the names of simple
ideas cannot be defined, nor those ideas got by any words
whatsoever, which is all that I there say ;.your lordship
very pathetically expresses yourself, as if in my way all
were gone, certainty were lost ; and if my method should
be allowed there is an end of all knowledge in the world.
The reason your lordship gives against my way of
certainty, is, " that I here make it as impossible to
e' come to certain, clear, and distinct notions of these
things, [i. e. extensios and wotion] as to discourse
cc
e'

not that our ideas deceive us, but that “ 1 have not a
(‘criterion to distinguish true from false ideas.”
If it be brought to prove that I have no criterion, 1
have this to say, that I neither well understand what it
is for our ideas to deceive us in the way of certainty ;
nor, in the best sense that I can give it, do I see how it
proves that I have no criterion ; nor lastly, how it follows from my saying that most of our simple ideas are
not resemblances.
Your lordship seems by the following words to mean,
that in this way by ideas which are confessed not to be
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resemblances, men are hindered, and cannot go far in
the knowledge of what they desire to know of the nature
of those objects, of which we have the ideas in our
minds. If this should be so, what is this, I beseech
your lordship, to your showing that I have no criterion ?
but that this is a fault in the way by ideas, I shall be
convinced, when your lordship shalI be pleafied to show
me, how in your way of certainty by reason we can
know more of the nature of things without us, or of that
which causes these ideas or perceptions in us. But, I
humbly conceive, it is no objection to the way of ideas,
if any one will deceive himself, and expect certainty hy
ideas, in things where certainty is not to be had ; because
he is told how knowledge or certainty is got by ideas,
as far as men attain to it. And since your lordship is
here comparing the ways of certainty by ideas and by
reason as two different and inconsistent ways, I humbly
crave leave to add, that when you cafishow me any one
proposition, which you have attained to a certainty of,
in your way of certainty by reason, which I cannot attain to a certainty of in my way of certainty by ideas : I
will acknowledge my essay to be guilty of whatever your
lordship pleases.
Your lordship concludes, c' so that these ideas are
*' really nothing but names, if they be not representa'(tions." Answ. This does not yet show, that I have
no criterion to distinguish true from false ideas; the
thing that your lordship is thus showing. For I may
have a criterion to distinguish true from false ideas,
though that criterion concern not names at all. For
your lordship, in this proposition, allowing none to be
ideas, but what are representations : the other, which
YOU say are nothing but names, are not concerned in
the criterion, that is to distinguish true from false ideas:
because it relates to nothing but ideas, and the distinguishing of them one from another; unless true and
false ideas can be any thing but ideas, i. e. ideas and not
ideas at the same time.
But farther, I crave leave to answer, that your lords h i p ' ~proposition, viz. that these ideas are really no'' thing but mimes, if they be not the representations
'(

cc deductions by reason:” (for these were tk t h i n e
you seemed to ine to have undertaken to show, and
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therefore to be upon in this place) does not appear ; but
this appears by the words wherewith you introduce this
examen, that it is to avoid doing me wrong.
Your lordship, as if you had been sensible that your
former discourse had led you towards doing me wrong,
breaks it off of a sudden, and begins this new one of
demonstration, by telling me, "you will do me no
'6
wrong." Can it be thought now, that you forget
this promise, before you get half though your examen ?
or is a misciting my words, and misrepresenting my
sense, no wrong? Your lordship, in this very examen,
sets down a long quotation out of my Essay, and in the
close you tell me : '' these are my own words which your
6'
lordship has set down at large, that I may not com6'
plain that you misrepresent my sense:" this one
would think guaranty enough in a less inan than your
lordship: and yet, my lord, 1 must crave leave to coinplain, that not only my sense, but my very words, we
in that quotation misrepresented.
T o show that my complaint is not ground,
Essay3
iv*
less,
give me leave, my lord, to set down
c. 7. 5 10.
my words, as I read them in that place of
my book which your lordship quotes for them, and as
I find them here in your second letter.

''

;If we add all the self-evident propositions may be made about all
6 our distinct ideas, principles will
6 be almost infinite, at least innume6 rable,
which men arrive to the
6 knowledge ofat different ages; and
6 a great many of these innate princik ples they never come to know all
their lives. But whether theycome
6 in v
iew of the mind earlier or Inter,
6 this is true of them, that they are
6 allknown by their native evidence,
6 are wholly independent, receive no
6 light, nur are cayable of any proof,
6 one from another,' &c.
;

' That it is true
of our particular distinct ide' as, that they are
$ a l l known by
their native evi; dence, arewhole' ly independent,
' receive no light,
nor are capable
of any proof,
one froin an;other,' &c.

to the Bishop of I;t.'orcester.
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By their standing thus together, the reader will without any pains see whether those your lordship has set

down in your letter are my own words; and whether in
that place, which speaks only of self-evident p r o p i tions or principles, 1 have any thing in words or in sense
like this, cc that our particular distinct ideas are known
'' by their native evidence, &e." Though your lordship closes the quotation with that solemn declaration
above-mentioned, cc that they are my own words, which
" you have set down at large, that I may not complain
" you misrepresent my sense,"
And yet nothing can
more misrepresent my sense than they do, applying all
that to particular ideas, which I speak there only of
self-evident ropositions or principles; and that so
plainly, that think I may venture any one's mistaking
it in my own words ; and upon this misrepresentation
of my sense your lordship raises a discourse, and manages a dispute for, I think, a dozen pages following,
against my placing demonstration on self-evident ideas ;
though self-evident ideas are things wholly unknown to
me; and are no where in my book, nor were in my
thoughts.
But let us come to your exceptions against my way
of demonstration, which your lordship is pleased to call
demonstration without principles, Answ. If you mean
by principles self-evident propositions, then you know
my demonstration is not without principles, in that
sense of the term principles: for your lordship in the
next page blames my way, because Z suppose every intermediate idea in denionstration to have a self-evident
connexion with the other idea ; for two such ideas BS
have a self-evident connexion, joined together in a proposition, make a self-evident proposition. If your
lordship means by*principles those which in the place
there quoted By your lordship I mean, viz. whatever
" is, is; and it is impossible for the same
('thing to be, and not to be ;" and such C. 4. § 8.'"*
other general propositions as are received
under the name of maxims ; I grant, that I do say, that
they are not absolutely requisite in every demonstration ;
and 1 think I have shown, that there be demonstrations
VOL. XIX.
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which nay be made without them ; thou@ I do not,
tkst T v m m k e r , say, that they are exdeded, and canuse of in demonstraltion,
qpt brt
Your lorfiship’s first argument against my way af de&st.ration, is,
that it must sup ose ,self-evidence
$6

‘ must be in the ideas of my minx; and that every
‘ intermediate idea, which I take to dernsnstrate any
‘‘ thing by, niust have a self-evident connexion with

the others.” Answ. Taking self-evidence in the ideas
the mind to mean in the perceived agreement or
disagreement of ideas in the mind; I grant, Z do not
wly suppose, b@tsay so.
TQprave it not to be so in demonstratioq, your lordship says, ‘‘ that it is such a way of demonstratiqg, as
c‘ the old phi.losophers never thought of.”
Answ. No6c

qf

body, I think, will question, that your lordship is very
well read in the old philosophers : but he that will answer f9r what the old philosophers ever did, or did not
think of, must not only understand their extant writings better than any man ever did ; but must have ways
to know their thoughts, that other men have not. For
all of them thought more than they writ ; some of them
writ wt at all, and others writ a great deal more than
eyer came to us. But if it should happen, that any of
them placed the proof of any proposition in the agreement of two things in a thud, as I think some of them
hid ; #en i4 will, I humbly conceive, appear, that they
did tbink of my demonstration; unlesp your lordship
can sbow, that they $auld see that two things agreed in
fi third, without perceiving their a g e e p e n t with that
tJlird ; s ~ d
if they did in every syllogism of a demon#ration perceive that agreement, then there was a selfevident connexioa ; which is that which your lordship
sap’ t h y never thmght of.
But supposbg they nevq thaught of i$,
must we pot
out our eyes, and nnt 8ett tbatever they overlooked? Are
al t b dlscwveries made by G&o, w,y lord Bacon, Mr.
Bogie, and Mr. Newton, &e, t~ be rejec#.ed as false,
h W $her k@Chfis what the old philosaphem never
tbhought rrf? Nistake me not, rap lord, in thipking that
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with these great discoverers of truth,
knowledge. On the contrary, Z contend, that my wa
of certainty, my way of demoastration, which your 1ordI
ship so often condemns for its newness, i s not new ; but
is the#verysame that has always been used, both by ancients and moderns, I am only considering here your
lordship’s wgument, of never having been thought of
by the old philosophers ; which is an argument that will
make nothing €or or against the truth of any propasition
advanced by a modern writer, till your lordship has
proved, that those old philosophers (let the happy a$e
of old philosophers determine where your lordship
pleases) did discover all truth, or that they had the sole
privilege to search after it, and besides them nobody
was to study nature, nobody was to think pr reason for
himself; but every one was to be barely a reading philosopher, with gn implicit faith.
Your objection in the next words, that then every
demonstration carries its own light witti it, shows that
your way by reason is what I do not understand, For
this I thought heretofore was the property of demonstraticm, and not a proof that it was not a demonstration, that it carried its own light with it : but yet though
in every demonstration there is a self-evident connexion
of the ideas, by which it is made ; yet that it does not
follow from thence, as your lordship here objects, that
then every demonstration would be as clear and unquesrtionable as that two and two make four, your E~sap,
b. iv.
lordship may see in the same chapter, and o.g.j6,5,6.
the reason of it.
You seem in the following words to allow, that there
is such a connexion of the intermediate ideas in matheqatical demonstration : but say, ‘& you. should be glad
“ to see any demonstration (not about figures and num‘6 bers) of this kind.”
And if that be a g o d argument
against it, I crave leave to use it too on my side;
and to my, ‘6 that I would be glad to see any demons& stration (not about figures and numbers) not of this
kind ;” i,e, wherein there is not a self-evident Conlrexion of all the intermediate ideas. If YOU haye ~ ? ? p
such, I earnestly beg p u r lordship to favour
1~1th
2 D 2
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it ; for I crave liberty to say, that the reason, and form,
and way of evidence in demonstration, wherever there
is demonstration, is always the same.
But you say, THIS is a quite different case from
‘( mine : ” I suppose your lordship means by THB, ma.
thematical demonstration, the thing mentioned in the
preceding period ; and then your sense will run thus :
mathematical demonstrations, wherein certainty is to
be had by the intuition of the self.evident connexion of
all the intermediate ideas, are different from that demonstration which I am there treating of. If you mean
not so, I must own, I know not what you mean by
saying, THIS is a quite different case frpm mine.”
-4nd if your lordship does mean so, I do not see how it
can be so as you say : your words taken all together run
thus : 6c my principal ground is from mathematical de‘( monstrations, and my examples are brought from
cc them. But this is quite a different case from mine : ”
i. e. I am speaking in that chapter of my Essay concerning demonstration in general, and &hecertainty we
have by it. The examples I use are brought from mathematics, and yet you say, 6c mathematical demonstra‘(tions are quite a different case from mine.” If I
here misunderstand your lordship’s THIS, I must beg
your pardon €or it ; it is one of your privileged particles, and I am not master of it. Misrepresent yoiir sense
I cannot ; for your very words are set down, and Iet the
reader judge.
But your lordship gives a reason for what you had
said in these words subjoined, where you say, I grant
‘( that those ideas, on which mathematical demonstra‘(tions proceed, are wholly in the mind, and do not
‘(relate to the existence of things ; but our debate goes
a upon a certainty of knowIedge of things as reallJ‘
existing.” In which words there are these things
remarkable :
1. That your lordship’s exception here, is against
what I have said concerning demonstration in my Essay,
and not against any thing I have said in either of my
letters to your lordship. If therefore your lordship and
I have since, in our letters, had any debate about the
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certainty of the knowledge of things as really existing;
that which was writ before that debate, could have no
relation to it, nor be limited by it. I f therefore your
lordship makes any exception (as you do) to my way of
demonstration, as proposed in my Essay, you must, as
I humlily conceive, take it as delivered there, comprehending mathematical demonstrations ; which cannot
be excluded, hecause your lordship says, " our debate
now goes upon a certainty of the knowledge of things
" as really existing, supposing mathematical demon" strations did not afford a certainty of knowledge of
things as really existing."
8. But in the next place, mathematical demonstrations do afford a certainty of the knowledge of things as
really existing, as much as any other demonstrations
whatsoever ; and therefore they afford your lordship no
ground upon that account to separate them, as you do
here, from demonstrations in other subjects.
Your lordship indeed thinks I have given you sufficient grounds to charge me with the contrary : for you
say, " I grant that those ideas, on which mathematical
'( demonstrations proceed, are wholly in the mind; "
this indeed I grant : ('and do not relate to the existence
'' of things ;" but these latter words I do not remember that I any where say. And I wish you had quoted
the place where I grant any such thing; I am sure it is
not in that place, where it is likeliest to be found^: I
mean, where I examine, whether the knowledge we
have of mathematical truths, be the knowiv. 8 6.
b' iv*
ledge of things as really existing: there I c.EsssyB
say (and I think I have proved) that it is,
though it consists in the perception of the agreement or
disagreement of ideas, that are only in the mind; because it takes in all those things, really existing, which
answer those ideas. Upon which grounds
Essay, b. iv.
it was, that I there affirmed moral know- iv, 7.
ledge also capable of certainty. And pray,
my lord, what other way can your lordship proceed, in
any denionstration you would make, about any other
thing but figures and numbers, but the same that YOU
do in demonstrations about figures and numbers? If
to
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y<ttl wdtild demonstrate any thing concernin
murder, must you not first settle in your min the
lnan
idea
tlP
or notion you have of that animal or that action, and

f

then show what you would demonstrate necessarily to

belong to that idee in your mind, and to those things
e i s t i n g orllp as they correspond with, and answer that
idea in your mind? How else you can make any gene.
ral proposition, that shall contain the knowledge of
things as really existing, I that am ignorant should be
glad to leatn, when your lordship shall do me the favour
to show me any such.
In the mean time, there is no reason why you should
egcept demonstrations about figures and numbers, from
demonstrations about other subjects, upon the account
that I grant, " that those ideas, on which mathematical
'6
demonstrations proceed, are wholly in the mind,"
when I say the same of all other demonstrations. For
the ideas that other demonstrations proceed on, are
wholly in the mind. And no demonstration whatsoever
concertls things as really existing, any farther than as
they correspond with, and answer those ideas in the
mind, which the demonstration proceeds on. This
distinction therefore here of your lordship's, between
mathematical abd other demonstrations, having no
foundation, your inference founded on it falls with it;
via. '< 90 that although we should grant all that 1 say
$6 about the intuition of ideas in mathematical demon'6
strations, yet it conies not at all to my business, unless I can prove, that we have as clear and distinct
(6 ideas of beings, as we have of numbers and figures.''
Though how beings here and numbers and figbres come
to he opposed against one another, 1 shall not be able
to conceive, till I am better instructed, than hitherto I
am, that numbers and figures are no beings ; and that
the mathematicians and philosophers, old ones and all,
have, in all the pains taken about them, employed
their thoughts about nothing. And I would be glad to
know* what those things are, which your lordship says
( 8 bur debate goes upon here as really existing, that are
' 6 beings moi'e than numbers and figures."
Pour lordship'p'rl next exception against my Fay of
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dm9ttst&on, Is, that in it 1 am ificoiisisteht a&
tg n’Ipk1f.’’ &i’
pP0d af it, you say, c6 I design to
ct prove dehanstrations without generai pritrdplee, ; dfid
‘6 pet &veryone h a w s that gmerd principfa are s
q‘6 pused in mathematick” Answ. Every one mag know
that general principles are suppused in tnatfietnzitics,
without kndwing, or etrm being able to ktrow, that I,
who sap also that mathematicians do &en make use of
them, am hconsistent with myself; thouI f h 1 also $ap,
that a demonsttation about 0umb;ers an figures ~r-ltxiy
be made without them.
To pruve tne hconsistent with myself, you add!
6‘ and that person would be thought d&culous, who
“ should go about to prove, that general principks are
rc of little uhe, or of dangerous use in mathemath-d
A man may niake othet ridiculous
6‘ demonstrations.”
faults in writing, besides inconsistency, and there &
a!
instahces enough of it : but by good luck I atn in &this
place clear of what would be thought ridiculous, which
yet is no proof of inconsistency. For I rieoer br went
6‘ about to prove, that general pincipIes are of little!
‘c or dangerous use in mathematical demonstrations.“
To prove tne inconsistent with myself, your lox+dship
uses one argument mom, and that is, that I confess
( 6 that the way of demonstration in morality, is ffom
cc principlesi as those of matbematics by necessary conIC
sequences.” At~sw:with submission, my lord, f do
not say, in the place quoted by your lardship,
that the way of demonstration in morality 8 IS. *’
“ is from principles, as those of the mathe‘‘ matics, by necessary consequences.” But this is that
which I say, ‘(that 1 doubt not but in mbrality frQm
#‘
principles, as incontestable as those of the m a t h matics, by necessary consequences, the measures of
*& right and *rang might be made out.”
Which words,
I humbly comehe, have no inconsistency with my sap
ing, there may be demonstrations without the help of
maxims ; whAtever incohsistency the words which you
hete set down for mine, may have toith it.
My lofd, the words you biiog aut of in7 book aft? SO
((
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often different from those I read in the places which
you refer to, that I am sometimes ready to think, you
have got some strange copy of it, whereof I know nothing, since it so seldom agrees with mine. Pardon
me,my lord, if with some care I examine the objection
of inconsistency with myself; that if I find any 1 may
retract the one part or the other of it. Human frailty,
I grant, and variety of thought in long discourses, may
make a man unwittingly advance inconsistencies. This
may consist with ingenuity, and deserve to be excused :
but for any one to persist in it, when it is showed him,
i s to give himself the lye ; which cannot but stick closer
to him in the sense of all rational men, than if he re.
ceived it from another.
I own, I have said, in my Essay, that there be demonstrations, which may be made without those general maxims, that I there treated of. But I cannot recollect, that I ever said, that those general maxims
could not be made use of in demonstration: for they
are no more shut out of my way of demonstration,
than any other self-evident propositions. And therefore there is no inconsistency in those two propositions,
which are mine, viz. cc Some demonstrations may be
c‘ made without the help of those general maxims,”
and cc morality, I doubt not, may he demonstrated
from principles ;” whatever inconsistency may be in
these two following propositions, which are your lordship’s, and not mine, viz.
the way of demonstration
cc in morality is from principles, and general maxims
are not the way to proceed on in demonstration, as
cc to other parts of knowledge.”
For to admit self.
evident propositions, which ‘is what I mean
B. iv. c. 3. by principles, in the place of my Essay,
8 18.
which your lordship quotes for the first of
B. iv. 7, iny inconsistent propositions, and to say (as
p 10.
I do in the other pIace quoted by your lordship) ‘(that those magnified maxims are not
‘(the principles and foundations of all our other know‘‘ ledge :” has no manner of inconsistency. For thou$
I think t h e n not necessary to every demonstration, SO
((
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neither do I exclude them any more than other self.&
dent propositions out of any demonstration, wherein any
one should make use of them.
The next objection against my way of demonstration,
from my placing demonstration on the self-evidence of
ideas, having been already answered, I shall need to say
nothing in defence of it; or in answer to any thing raised
against it, in your twelve or thirteen following pages
upon that topic. But that your lordship may not think
I do not pay a due respect to all that you say, I shall
not wholly pass those pages over in silence.
1. Your lordship says, that I confess that some of
the most obvious ideas are far from being self-evident.” Answ. Supposing I did say so, how, I beseech your lordship, does it prove, that “ it is impossi‘( ble to come to a demonstration about real beings, in
‘( this way of intuition by ideas ? ” Which is the proposition you promise to make appear, and you bring
this as the first reason to make it appear. For should
I confess a thousand times over, (‘that some of the
‘( most obvious ideas are far from being self-evident ;”
and should I, which I do not, make self-evident ideas
necessary to demonstration : how will it thence follow,
that it is impossible to come to a demonstration, &c. ?
since though I should confess some of the most obvious
ideas not to be self-evident; yet my confession being
but of some, it will not follow from my confession, but
that there may be also some self-evident : and so still
it might be possible to come to demonstration by intuition, because “ some ” in my use of the word never
signifies ‘‘ all.”
In the next place, give me leave to ask, where it is
that I confess, that ‘‘ some ideas are not self-evident ? ”
Nay, where it is, that I once mention any such thing
as a self-evident idea? For self-evident is an epithet, that
1 do not remember I ever gave to any idea, or thought
belonged at all to ideas. In all the places you have
produced out of my Essay, concerning matter, motion,
time, duration, and light ; which are those ideas your
lordship is pleased to instance in, to prove, that ‘(I have
‘’ confessed it of some ;” I crave leave humbly to offer it
((

((

((
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Jrmr I&d$hip, that there is fiot any ~ d d hCanfkssioa,
Ho~evm,you go on to prove it. The prupositioir then
to be proved, is that ‘‘ I confiss that these tire far from
behg selfaehdent ideas.” It is necessary to set it
ddffi, tltfd carty it ih o w minds : for the prbp&fion to
be p v e d , ’ is, I find, a very slippay thing, ahd apt to
tb

slide out &the way.
Four lordship’s proaf is, that according to me, we
can have no intuition of these things which are so ob= vious to us, and consequently we cad have rio self‘(evident ideas of them.” The force of which proof,
f confess, I do not understand. We have no intuition
sc of the obvious thing matter, and the obvious thing
motion ; ergo, we have no self-evident ideas of them.”
Granting that they are obvious things, and that obvious
ad they are, we have, as you express it, no intuition of
them : it will not follow from thence, that we have no
itltuition of the ideas we signify by the names matter
and motion, and so have no self-evident ideas of them.
FOPwhoever has in his mind an idea, which he makes
the name matter or motion stand far, has no doubt that
idea there, arid sees, or has, in your phrase, an intuition
of it there ; and so has a self-evident idea of it, if intuition, accutdhg to your lordship, makes a self-evident
Idtis (for of self-evident ideas, as I have before remarked,
I have said nothing, nor made ahy such distinction, as
self-evident and not self-evident ideas), and if intui=
tidn iif an idea does nut make a self-evident idea, the
want of it is in vain brought here to prove the idea of
matter ur niotion not self-evident.
But your lordship proceeds to instances, and yotit
first instanceis in matter: and here, for fear of mistaking, let us refnember what the proposition tu be pfoved
is, viz. that “ according to me, we have no intuition,
as you call it, of the idea of matter.” Your lordship
begifis and tells me, that I give this accourrt of the idea
a f matter, that “ it consists in a solid substance, every<‘ wiiere the same.”
Whereupon yair tell me, tc you
( 6 tvould be glad to come to a certain Inhowledge at‘
these two things; first, the manher of the cohedon
d6 of the parts af matter, and the demonstration of tbe
*(

t d t k d Elshop af Wirce~ter.
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$6 divisibility of it In the way of ideas?* Ansb, ft
hap ened just as 1 feared, the proposition to be proved
is s ipt already quite out of sight : you o m that f. sa
matter is a solid substance, every-where the same. T h a
idea, which is the idea sigaified by the word matter, 1[
have in my h d , and ha*e an itituition of it there:
how then does this prove, that according to me, ‘(there
“ can be no intuition of the idea of matter?” Leaving
therefore this proposition, which was to be proved, y611
bring places out of my book to show, that we do nbt
know wherein the union and cohesion of the parts of
matter consist; and that the divisibility of matter involves
us in difficulties : neither of which either is, or proves,
that “ according to me, we cannot have an intuition UP
‘‘ the idea of matter ;” which was the proposition to be
proved, and seems quite forgotten during the three fdlowing pages, wholly empluyed upon this fnstance of
matter. YOUask indeed, ‘‘ whether I can imagine,
‘(that we have intuition into the idea of matter? ” But
those words seein to me to signify qhite another thing,
than having an intuition of the idea of matter, as a p
pears by your explication of them in these words subjoined : ‘‘ or that it is possible to come to a demonstra‘I tion about it, by the help of any intervebing ideas?”
wherehy it seems to me plain, that by intuition into it,
your lordship means ‘I demonstration about it,“ i. e.
some knowledge concerning matter, and not a bare view
or intuition of the idea you have of it. And that your
lordship speaks of knowledge concerning some 8flection
of matter, in this and the following question, and not
of the bare intuition of the idea of matter, is farther
evident from the introduction of ybur t W O cjuebtbns,
wherein ybu say, cc there are two things concerning
“ matter, that yoh would be glad to come to a certain
‘‘ knowledge of.” So that all that cah follow, or in
your sense of them does follow, from my words quoted
by you, is, that I own, that the cohesion of its parts is
an affection o€ matter that is hard to be explained ; but
frdm them it can neither be inferred, nor doe; your
lordship attempt to infer, that an one canhot VEW OF
have an intuition of the id& he tis in hfs owtl minda
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which he signifies to others by the word matter: and
that you did not make any such inference from them, is
farther plain, by your asking, in the place above quoted,
not only 6c whether I can imagine, that it is possible to
'' cgme to a demonstration about it ;"but your lordship
also adds, '' by the help of any intervening ideas."
For I do not think you demand a demonstration by the
help of intervening ideas, to make you see, i . e. have
an intuition of your own idea of matter. It wouId mis.
become me to understand your lordship in so strange a
sense ; for then you might have just occasion to ask me
again, '' whether I could think you a man of so little
" sense? " I therefore suppose, as your words import,
that you demand a demonstration by the help of intervening ideas to show you, how the parts of that thing,
which you represent to yourself by that idea, to which
you give the name matter, cohere together ; which is
nothing to the question of the intuition of the idea:
though to cover the change of the question, as dex.
trously as might be, " intuition of the idea" is changed
into '' intuition into the idea ;" as if there were no dif.
ference between looking u p o ~a watch, and looking
into a watch, i.e. between the idea that, taken from
an obvious view, I signify by the name watch, and have
in my mind when I use the word watch ; and the being
able to resolve any question that may be proposed to
me, concerning the inward make and contrivance of a
watch. The idea which taken from the outward visible
parts I give the name watch to, I perceive or have an
intuition of, in my mind equally, whether or no I
know any thing more of a watch, than what is repre=
sented in that idea.
Upon this change of the question, all that follows to
the bottom of the next page, k i n g to show, that from
what I say it follows, that there be many difficulties
concerning matter which I cannot resolve ; many questions concerning it, which I think cannot be demonstratively decided; a d not to show, that any one cannot perceive, or have an intuition, as you call it, of his
own idea of matter: I think I need not trouble your
lordship with an answer to it.
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I n this one instance of matter, you have been pleased
to ask me two hard questions. To shorten your trouble
concerning this business of intuition of ideas, will you,
my lord, give me Ieave to ask you this one easy question
concerning all your four instances, matter, motion,
duration, and light, viz. what you mean by these four
words? That your lordship may not siispect it to be
either captious or impertinent, I will tell you the use
I shall make of it : if your lordship teIls me what you
mean by these names, I shall presently reply, that there
then are the ideas that you have of them in your mind ;
and it is plain you see or have an intuition of them, as
they are in your mind, or, as I should have expressed
it, perceive them as they are there, because you can tell
them to another. And so it is with every one who
can tell what he means by those words; and therefore to all such (amongst which I crave leave to be one)
there can be no doubt of the intuition of those ideas.
But if your lordship will not tell me what you mean by
these terms, I fear you will be thought to use very hard
measure in disputing, by demanding to be satisfied
concerning questions put in terms, which you yourself
cannot tell the meaning of.This considered, will perhaps serve to show, that all
that you say in the following paragraphs, to n. 2. p. 141.
contains nothing against intuition of ideas, which is
what you are upon, though it be no notion of mine;
much less does it contain any thing against my way
of demonstration by ideas, which is the point under
proof. For,
1. What your lordship has said a b u t the idea af
matter, hath been considered already.
2. From motion, which is your second instance, your
argument stands thus : that because 1 say, the definitions
I meet with of motion are insignificant, therefore the
idea fails us, This seems to me a strange consequence;
and all one as to s g , that a deaf and dumb man, because he could not understand the words used in the
definitions that are given of motion, therefore he could
not have the idea of motion, or the idea of motion failed
him. And yet this consequence, as foreigp as it is k,
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that snt&en#, io forced from it to no purpose: the
propwitiuv to be inferred being this, that then we
$6

can have n~ intuition of the idea of motion,"
$, As to time, though the intuition of the idea of
time be not my way of speaking, yet what your lordship
here infers from my words, granting it ta be a right
inference, with submission, proves nothing agairlst the
intuition of that idea. The proposition to be proved, is
" that we can have no intuition af the idea of time ;''
and the proposition which from my words you infer,
is, '6 that we have not the knowledge of the idea of time
by intuition, but by rational deduction," What can
be mare remote than these two propositions? The one
of them signifying (if it signifies any thing) the view
the mind has of it; the other, as I guess, the original
8nd rise of it. For what it i s to have the knowledge
of an idea, pot by intuition, but by deduction of reaSOD," I confess 4 do not well understand ; only I am
sure, in terms it i s not the same with having the intuition of an idea ; but if changing of terms were not
ssme men's privilege, erhaps so much controversy
would nst be written,
he meaning of either of these
propositions I concern not myself about, for neither of
them is mine. I only here sbow, that yau do not prove
the proposition that you yourself framed, and undertook
to prove.
Shoe, my lord, you are so favourable to me, as to
~eelnwilling to correct whatever you can find any way
amiss in my Essay; therefore I shall endeavour to satisfy
you concerning the rise of our idea of duration, from
the sucression of ideas in our minds. Against this,
though it be nothing to the matter in hand, you object,
66
that some people reckoned succession of time right
" by knots and notches, and figures, without ever
'' thinking of idea$." Answ. It is certain that men,
who wanted better ways, might, by knots or notches,
keep accounts Qf the numbers of certain stated lengths
@fthi% 8s well an of the rlumbers of men in their
wmtry, qr af an? other numbers ; and that too withwFti eyer wsnsidenng tbe immediate aqjects of their
tfi~p&ht%
$he name of idea8 : but that they should
"

'(

'(

('

f
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coqnf tine, without ever thinking of something, is very
hard to ~e to conceive ; and the thipgs they thaughk
Qn, or were present in their winds, when they thought,
are what I pall. ideas; thus much in answer in what
your lordship says. But to any one that shall put the
objection strongqr, and say, Many h4ve had tbe idea gtf
time, who never reflected on the eonstant train of ideas,
succeeding one another in their misds, Qhilst waking,
I grqnt i t ; but add, that want of r&xtictn makes not
any thing cease to be: if it did, many men's actions
would have no cauge, nor rise, nor mgpner; becquse
many men never reflect so far on their own actiQps, q$
to consider what they are bottomed on, or how $hey are
performed. A man may measure duration by motion,
of which he bas no other idea, but of a constant succession of ideas in train ; and yet never reflect on that
succession of ideas in his mind. A mpn may guess at
the length of his stay by himself in the dark; here i s
PO succession to measure by, but that of his own
thoughts : and without some successiw, I think there
i s go measure of duration. But though in this case he
measpres the length of the durcltion by the train of his
ideas, yet he may never reflect op that, but conclude
he does it he knows qot how.
You add, (' but besides such arbitrary measures of
time, what need any recwrse to ideas, when the re(' turns of days, and months, and yews, by the plane.
'( tary plotir)ns, are so easy i)pd so uqiversal 3 " Such,
hep, as 1 sqpppse, refers to the knots, and notohes, an4
figures before mentioned: if it does not, I know not
w b t it refers tQ; and if it does, it makes those kn0S.s
sqd potches measures of time, which I humbly conceive
they w@reRat, but only arbitrary ware of recwding (as
rill Qthq ways of recording Ctv) oeft8in sumberg af
known kggths of time : for though any one ste dowp
ly arbitrwy mr)rks, a notches 9 . a~ atick, or stFokes Sf
clt& on 8 f P n c b r d , or figures PP paper, ,the ~urllber
sf yards sf cl&, cr
of milk.that are delivered k . ~
ti oustpwep L. yet I, 4upp~sew h d y tbish, tW the ~10th
9p
w w measured. b y tboae notehe% SltrQkW Qf
ahdko Qp figwmw&b fhwGfOpe CIm bg BQ ~0@k%j
the
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arbitrary measures of those thingb But what this is
against, I confess I do not see: this, I am sure, it is not
against any thing I have said. For, as I remember, I
have said (though not the planetary motions, yet) that
the motions of the sun and the moon are the best mea.
sures of time. But if you mean, that the idea of dura.
tion is rather taken from the planetary motions, than
from the succession of ideas in our minds, I crave leave
to doubt of that ; because motion 110 other way disco.
vers itself to us, but by n succession of ideas.
Your next argument against my thinking the idea of
time to be derived from the: train of ideas, succeeding
one another in our minds, is, that yotrr lordship thinks
the contrary. This, I must own, is an argument by
way of authority, and I humbly submit to it ; though I
think such arguments produce no certainty either in
my way of certainty by ideas, or in your way of certainty
by reason.
4. As to your fourth instance, you having set down
my exceptions to the peripatetic and Cartesian definitions of light, you subjoin this question : '(And is this
'' a self-evident idea of light ? " 1 beg leave to answer
in the same way by a question, and whoever said or
thought that it was, or meant that it should be? He
must have a strange notion of self-evident ideas, let them
be what they will (for I know thetn not) who can think,
that the showing others definitions of light to be unintelligible, is a sex-evident idea of light, But farther, my lord, what, I beseech you, has a self.evident
idea of light to do here ? I thought in this your instance
of light, you were making good what you undertook to
prove from myself, that we have no intuition of light.
But because that perhaps would have sounded pretty
oddly, you thought fit (which I with all submission crave
leave sometimes to take notice of) to change the question : but the misfortune is, that pat rn it is, not concerning our intuition, but the self-evidence of the idea
of light, the one is no better proved %an bhe other : and
pet your lordship concludes this your first head according to your usual form:
thus we have seen what ac'(count the author of the E
ssay hirnseif has given of
('
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66 these self-evident ideas, which are the ground-work
‘6 of demonstration.”
With submission, my lord, he
must have good eyes, who has seen an account I have
given in my Essay of self-evident ideas, when neither in
all that your lordship has quoted out of it, no nor in
my whole Essay, self-evident ideas are so much as once
mentioned. And uhere the account I have given of a
thing, which I never thought upon, is to be seen, I
cannot imagine. What your lordship farther tells me
concerning them, d z . “ that self.evident ideas are the
“ ground-work of demonstration,” I also assure you
is perfect news to me, which I never met with any
where but in your lordship : though if I had made them
the ground-work of dcmonstratiori, as you say, I think
they might remain so, notwithstanding any thing your
lordship has produced to the contrary.
!Ire are now come to your second head, where I expected to have found this consequence made good, ‘(that
‘( there may be contradictory opinions about ideas
‘‘ which I account most clear and distinct: ergo, it is
‘( impossible to come to a demonstration about real
beings in the way of intuition of ideas.” For this
you told me was your second reason to prove this proposition. This consequence your lordship, it seems,
loolrs upon as so clear, that it needs no proof; I can find
none here where you take it up again. To prove something, you say, suppose an idea happen to be thought
‘( by some to be clear and distinct, and others should
‘( think the contrary to be so:” in obedience to your
lordship, I do suppose it. But, when it is supposed, will
that make good the above-mentioned consequence 3
You, yourself, my lord, do not so much as pretend it ;
but in this question subjoined, (‘What hopes of demon“ stration by clear and distinct ideas then?” infer a
quite different proposition. For it is impossible to
“ come to a denionstration about real things in the way
“ of intuition of ideas;” and there is ‘(no hopes of de‘‘ monstration by clear and distinct ideas ;” appear to
me two very different propositions.
There appears something to me yet moreincomprehento
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aibla in your way of managing this argument here. Your
reason is, iie we have seen, in these words, ‘(there may
“ €w cantradictory opinions about some ideas, that I
‘‘ wcoupt most clear and distinct :” and your instance
of it in these words, t6 suppose an idea happen to be
“ tbought by some to be clear and distinct, and others
‘(ehould think the contrary to be so.” Answ. So they
may, witbout having any contradictory opinions about
any idea, that I account most clear and distinct, A
man may think his idea of heat to be clear and distinct,
and another may think his idea of cold (which I take to
be the cantrary idea to that of heat) to be clear and distinct, and be both in the right, without the least appearance of any contradictory opinion. Ail therefore
that yaur lordship says, in the remaining part of this
paragraph, having nothing in it of contradictory oyinions about ideas that I think most clear, gerves not at
all to mgke gaod your second reason. The truth is, all
that you say here concerning Des Cartes’s idea of space,
and another man’s idea of space, amounts to no more but
this, that different men may signify different ideas by
the same name, and will never fix on me what your
lordship would persuade the world I say, ‘( that both
‘6 parts of a contradiction may be true.”
Though I do
say, that in such a IOQW use of the terms bady and va.cum, it may be demonstrated, both that there is, and
h not [z vacuuin: which is a eontradicfian in words,
and i s apt to impose, as if it were so in sense, on those
who mistake words for things ; who are a kind of reasoners, whereof l perceive there is a greater number
than I thought there had been. AU that I
Essay, b. iv. have said in that place quoted by your lordc. 7 . g 12.
ship, is nothing but to show the danger of
relying upon maxims, without a careful guard upon the
use of words, without which they will serve to make
demonstrations an both sides. That this is 80, I dare
appeal bo any reader, should yaur I d s h i p press me
again, as you do bere, with d l the force of these words,
6‘ Say you so ? What ! demapsfmtions on Bath sides ?’
66 And in the! wgy sf ideas toq ?
This is eztraerdinary
c6 indeed 1”
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That all the opposition between Des Cartes and thaie
others, is only about the naming of ideas, I think may
be made appear fram these words of your lordship in
the next paragraph : in the ideas of space and body,
'6 the question supposed, is, whether they be the same'
or no." That this is a question only about names,
and not about ideas themselves, is evident from hence,
that nobody can doubt whether the single idea of pure
distance, and the two ideas of distance and solidity, are
one and the same idea or different ideas, any mope than
he can doubt whether one and two are different. The
question then in the case, is not whether extension considered separately by itself, or extension and solidity together, be the same idea or no; but whether the simple
idea of extension alone, shall be called body, or the cornplex idea of solidity and extension together, shall be
called body. For that these ideas themselves are different, I think I need not go about to prove to any one,
who ever thought of emptiness or fulness : for whetha
in fact the bottle in a man's hand be empty or no, or
can by him be emptied or no: this, I think, is plain,
that his idea of fulness, and his idea of emptiness, are
not the same. This the very dispute concerning a VBcuum supposes : for if men's idea of pure space were not
different from their idea of solidity and space together,
they could never so far separate them in their thoughts,
as to make a question, whether they did always exist
together, any more than they could question, whetber
the same thing existed with itself. Motion cannot be
separated in existence from space ; and yet nobody ever
took the idea of space and the idea of motion to be the
same. Solidity likewise cannot exist without space;
but will any one from thence say, the idea of sol;dity
and the idea of space are one and the same?
Your lordship's third reason, to prove that *( it is im.
" possible to come to a demonstration about real beings
" in this way of intuition of ideas, is, that granting tbe
'' ideas to be true, there is no self-evidence of the con'( nexion of them, which is necessary to make a demonstration."
This, I must own, is to me as incornprebeasible a eonsequence as the former; as ~ S iSQ thgt
((

'(

2E2

480
Mr. Locke's second Reply
which your lordship says to make it out, which I shall
set down in your own words, that its force may be left
entire to the reader : '' But granting the ideas to be true,
'(yet when their connexion is not self-evident, then an
intermediate idea must complete the demonstration,
But how doth it appear, that this middle idea is selfc' evidently connected with them ? For it is said, if that
c6 intermediate idea be not known by intuition, that must
cc need a proof; and so there can be no demonstration :
66 which your lordship is very apt to believe in this way
of ideas ; unless these ideas get more light by being
66 put between two others." Whatever there be in these
words to prove the proposition in question, I leave the
reader to find out; but that he may not be led into
mistake, that there is any thing in my words that may
be serviceable to it, I must crave leave to acquaint him,
that these words set down by your lordship, as out of
my Essay, are not to be found in that place, nor any
where in my book, or any thing to this purpose, '(that
" the intermediate idea is to be known by
B. iv. c. ii. cc intuition;" but this, that there must be
0 7.
an intuitive knowledge or perception of the
agreement or disagreement of the intermediate idea with
those, whose agrement or disagreement by its intervention it demonstrates,
Leaving therefore aU that your lordship brings out of
Gassendus, the Cartesians, Morinus, and Bernier, in their
argument from motion, for or against a vacuutn, as not
being at all concerned in it ; I shall only crave leave to
observe, that you seem to make use here of the same way
of argumentation, which I think I may call your main,
if not only one, it occurs so often, viz. that when I have
said any thing to show wherein certainty or demonstration, &c. consists, you think it sufficiently overthrown,
if you can produce any instance out of my book, of any
thing advanced by me, which comes short of certainty
or demonstration : whereas, my lord, I humbly conceive,
it is no proof against my notion of certainty, or my way
of demonstration, that I cannot attain to them in all
cases. I only tell wherein they consist, wherever they
are ; but if 1 miss of either of them, either by reason of
$
'
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the nature of the subject, ur by inadvertency in my way
of proof; that is no objection to the truth of my notions
of them: for I never undertook that my way of certainty or demonstration, if it ought to be called my way,
should make me or any one omniscient or infallible.
That which makes it necessary for me here again to
take notice of this your way of reasoning, is the question wherewith you wind up the account you have given
of the dispute of the parties above-named about a vacuum : “ and is it possible to imagine, that there should
“ be a self-evident connexion in the case ? ” Answ. It
concerns not me to examine, whether, or on which side,
in that dispute, such a self-evident connexion is, or is
not possible. But this I take the liberty to say, that
wherever it is not, there is no demonstration, whether
it be the Cartesians or the Gassendists that failed in this
point. And I humbly conceive, that to conclude from
any one’s failing in this, or any other case, of a selfevident connexion in each step of his proof, that therefore it is not necessary in demonstration ; is a conclusion
without grounds, and a way of arguing that proves nothing.
I n the next paragraph you come to wind up the argument, which you have been so long upon, viz. to make
good what you undertook ; i. e. cc to show the differenc- of my method of certainty by ideas, and the
‘‘ method of certainty by reason;” in answer to my
saying, I can find no opposition between them : which
opposition, according to the account you give of it, after
forty pages spent in it, amounts at last to this:
(1.) That I affirm, that general principles and maxims of reason are of little or no use ; and your lordship
says, ‘(they are of very great use, and the only proper
‘‘ foundation of certainty.” T o which I crave leave to
say, that if by principles and maxims your lordship
means all self-evident propositions, our ways are even
in this part the same; for as you know, my lord, I
make self-evident propositions necessary to certainty,
and found all certainty only in them, If by principles
and maxims you metin a select number of self-evident
propositions, distinguished from the rest by the name
to

((

4M
Mr. Locke’s second Reply
maxims, which is the sense in which I use the term
maxims in my Essay; then to bring it to a decision,
which of us two, in this point, is in the right, it will
be necessary for your lordship to give a list of those
maxims ; and then to show, that a man can be certain
of no truth, without the help of those maxims. For to
affirm maxims to be the only foundations of certainty,
and yet not to tell which are those maxims, or how they
may be known ; is, I humbly conceive, so far from laying any sure grounds of certainty, that it leaves even the
very foundations of it uncertain. When your lordship
har, thus settled the grounds of your way of certainty
by reason, one may be able to examine, whether it be
truly the way of reason, and how far my way of certainty by ideas differs from it.
(2.) The second difference that you assign, between
my way of certainty by ideas, and yours by reason, is,
that “ I say, that demonstration is by way of intuition
‘(of ideas, and that reason is only the faculty employed
in discovering and comparing ideas with themselvePi,
(‘or with others intervening; and that this is the only
‘‘ way of certainty.” Whereas your lordship ‘(affirms,
.6c and, as you say, have proved that there can be no
“ demonstration by intuition of ideas ; but that all the
“ certainty we can attain to, is from general principles
of reason, and necessary deductions made from them.”
Answ. I have said, that demonstration consists in the
perception of the agreement or disagreement of the intermediate idea, with those whose agreement or disagreement it is to show, in each step of the demonstration; and if you will say this is different from the way
of demonstration by reason, it will then be to the point
above-mentioned,’ which you have been so long upon.
If this be your meaning here, it seems pretty strangely
expressed, and remains to be proved: but if any thing
else be your meaning, that meaning not being the proposition to be proved, it matters not whether you have
,pmved it or no,
Your lordship farther says here, IC that all the cer‘6 tainty we can attain to, is from general principles of
IC I~RSOO, and necessary deductions made ficun them-”
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This, you say, cc you have proved.’’ What has been
proved, is to be seen in what has been already considered. But if your proof, ‘‘ that all the certainty we can
attain to, is from general principles of reason, and
“ necessary deductions made from them,” were as clear
and cogent, as it seems to me the contrary; this will
not reach to the point in debate, till your lordship has
proved that this is opposite to my way of certainty by
ideas. I t is strange (and perhaps to some may be matter
of thought) that in an argument wherein you fay 60
much stress on maxims, general principles of reason,
and necessary deductions from them, you should never
once tell us, what, in your account, a maxim or general
principle of reason is, nor the marks it is to be known
by; nor offer to show what a necessary deduction is,
nor how it is to be made, or may be known. For I have
seen men please themselves with deductions u p deductions, and spin consequences, it mattered not whether out of their own or other men’s thoughts ; which,
when boked into, were visibly nothing but mere ropes

of sand,
It is true, your lordship says,

4c

you now come to

‘(certainty of reason by deductiotis.” But when all

that truly learned discourse, which follows, is read over
and over again, I would be glad to be told, what it ie
your lordship calls a necessary deduction ; and by what
critericrn you distinguish it from such deductions as come
short of certainty, or even of truth itself. I confess I
have read over those pages more than once, and ban find
no such criterion laid down in them by your lordship
though a criterion be there much talked of. But wbether it be my want of capacity for your way of writing,
that makes me not find any light given by your lordship
into this matter; or whether in truth YOU have not
showed, wherein what you call a necessary deduction
consists, and how it may be known from what is not so ;
the reader must judge. This I crave leave to my, that
when you have shown what general principles of reason
and necessar‘y deductions are, the world will then eee,
and bot till then, whether this your way of certaiaty by
reason, from general principles and necewry dedw
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tions made from them, be opposite to, or so much as
different from, my way of certainty by ideas; which
was the thing to be shown.
In the paragraph under consideration, you blame me,
that in my chapter concerning reason I have treated it
only as a faculty, and not in the other senses which I
there give of that word. This exception to my book,
is, I suppose, only from your lordship’s general care of
letting nothing pass in my Essay, which you think needs
an amendment. For any particular reason, that brings
it in here, or ties it on to this part of your discourse, I
confess I do not see. However, to this I answer,
1. The understanding as a faculty, being the subject
of my Essay, it carried me to treat directly of reason no
otherwise than as a faculty. But yet reason as standing
for true and clear principles, and also as standing for
clear and fair deductions froin those principles, I have
not wholly omitted; as is manifest from what I have
said of self-evident propositions, intuitive knowledge,
and demonstration, in other parts of my Essay. So that
your question, (‘why in a chapter of reason are the two
‘‘ other senses of the word neglected?” blaming me for
no other fault that I am really guilty of, hut want of
order, and not putting every thing in its proper place ;
does not appear to be of so mighty weight, but that 1
should have thought it might have been left to the little
nibblers in controversy, without being made use of by
so great a man as your lordship. But the putting things
out of their proper place, being that which your lordship thinks fit to except against in my writings, it so falls
out, that to this too I plead not guilty. For in that
very chapter of reason, I have not omitted to treat of
principles and deductions ; and what I have
15,16,17,18.
e’ 3’ 4’ lay said there, I presume is enough to let others
see, that I have not neglected to declare my
poor sense about self-evident propositions, and the cogency and evidence of demonstrative or probable deductions of reason : though what I have said there, not being
backed with authorities, nor warranted by the names
of ancient philosophers, was not worth pour lordship‘s
taking notice of.

,

If I had filled my book with quotations and collections
of other men’s opinions, it had shown much more learning, and had much more security in i t ; and I myself
had been safe from the attacks of the men of arms, in
the commonwealth of letters : but in writing my book,
I had no thoughts of war, my eye was fixed only on
truth, and that with so sincere and unbiased an endeavour, that I thought I should not have incurred much
blame, even where I had missed it. This I perceive,
too late, was the wrong way : I should have kept myself
still safe upon the reserve. ‘Had I learnt this wisdom of
Thraso in Terence, and resolved with myself, “ H i c
(‘ ergo ero post principia;” perhaps I might have preserved the commendation was given him, c6 illuc est
(‘sapere ut hos instruxit ipsus sibi cavit loco.” But 1
deserved to be soundly corrected, for not having profited
by reading so much as this comes to.
But to return to your accusation here, which all together stands thus : why in a chapter o€ reason are
((
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hinder it from being proper also in mental demonstration, tw long a8 the perception of the miad is properly
e x p d by seeing.
Against my observing, that the notation of the word
impx%ed showing or making to see, your lordship farther says, ‘‘demonstration among some philosophers
‘6 signified only the conclusion of an argument, whereby
cr we are brought from something we did perceive to
cc something we did not ;” which seems to me to agree
with what I say in the case, viz. that by the agreement
of ideas which we do perceive, we are brought to perceive the agreement of ideas which before we did not
perceive, To which no doubt will be answered, as in
a like case, cc not by a way of intuition, but by a deduction of reason,’’ i. e. we perceive not in a way
that afKords us intuition or a sight, but by deductions
of reason, wherein we see nothing. Whereas, my lord,
I humbly conceive, that the force of a deduction of reason consists in this, that in each step of it we see what a
c o m e i o n it has, i. e. have an intuition of the certain
agreement or disagreement of the ideas, as in demonstration ; or an intuition or perception, that they have a
probable, or not so much as a probable connexion, as
in other deductions of reason.
You farther overthrow the necessity of intuitive knowledge, in every step of a demobstration, by the authority of Aristotle; who s a p , ‘c things that are selfdevident
B. iv. c. 7. ‘‘ cannot be demonstrated.” And so say I
9 io, 19, snd too, in several places of my Essay. When
elsewhere.
your lordship can show any inconsistency
between these two propositions, vie, ‘: that
iv* a* ‘‘ intuitive knowledge is necessary in eath
‘(step of a demonstration, and things that are self“ evident cannot be demonstrated;” then I shall own,
YOU have overthrown the necessity of intuition in every
step of a denionstration by reason, as well as by A&
totle’a authority.
I n the remainder ~f this paragraph, I meet with not h h g bdt your lordship finding fault with some, who,
in thk age, have made use of m;rthemeti&d demonstrations h n a t d philosophy; Xwr icwdsbip’rs two rea-
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sons against this way of advancing knowledge upob the
sure grounds of mathematical demonstration, are these :
(1.) '' That Des Cartes, a mathematical man, has
'( been guilty of mistakes in his system." Amw. When
mathematical men will build systems upon fancy, and not
upon demonstration, they are as liable to mistakes as
others. And that Des Cartes was not led into hie mistakes by mathematical demonstrations, but for want of
them, I think has been demonstrated by* some of tho=
mathematicians who seem to be meant here.
(2.) Your second argument against accommodating
mathematics to the nature of material things, is, '< that
" mathematicians cannot be certain of the manner and
'' degrees of force given to bodies, so far distant as the
" fixed stars; nor of the laws of motioi~in other sys'' tems." A very good argument why they should not
proceed demonstratively in this our system upon laws
of motion, observed to be established here: a reason
that may persuade us to put out our eyes, for fear they
should mislead us in what we do see, because there be
things out of our sight.
It is great pity Aristotle had not understood mathematics as well as Mr, Newton, and made use of it in
natural philosophy with as good success : his example
had then authorized the accommodating of it to mate.
rial things. But it is not to be ventured, by it man of
this age, to go out of the method which Aristotle has
prescribed, and which your lordship out of him, has
set down in the following pages, as that which should
be kept to : for it is a dangerous presumption to go out
of a track chalked out by that supposed dictator in the
coinmonwealth of letters, though it led him to the efjer.
nit7 of the world, I say not this, that I do aot think
him a very great man; he made himself so, by not
keeping precisely to beaten tracks : which servile k u b
jection of the mind, if we may take my lord Bacon's
word €or it, kept the little knowledge the world h d ,
from growing greater, for more than a few a@
That.
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the breaking loose from it in this age, is a fault, is not
directly said; but there is enough said, to show there is
no great approbation of such a liberty. Mathematics
in gross, it is plain, are a grievance in natural philosophy, and with reason: for mathematical proofs, like
diamonds, are hard as well as clear, and will be touched with nothing but strict reasoning. Mathematical
proofs are out of the reach of topical arguments, and
are not to be attacked by the equivocal use of words
or declamation, that make so great a part of other discourses; nay, even of controversies. How well you
have proved my way of ideas guilty of any tendency to
scepticism, the reader will see; but this I will crave
leave to say, that the secluding mathematical reasoning
from philosophy, and instead thereof seducing it to
Aristotelian rules and sayings, will not be thought to be
much in favour of knowledge against scepticism.
Your lordship indeed says, ‘(you did not by any means
take off from the laudable endeavours of those, who
(‘have gone about to reduce natural speculations to
u mathematical certainty.”
What can we understand
by this, but your lordship’s great complaisance and
moderation ? who, notwithstanding you spend four pages
to “ show that the endeavours of mathematical men, to
“ accommodate the principles of that science to the
nature of material things, has been the occasion of
(‘great mistakes in the philosophy of this age;” and
that therefore Aristotle’s method is to be followed : yet
you make this compliment to the mathematicians, that
you leave them to their liberty to go on, if they please,
66 in their laudable endeavours to reduce natural specu<‘ lations to mathematical certainty.”
And thus we are come to the end of your lordship’s
clearing this passage: that you grant that by sensa‘(tion and reflection we come to know the powers and
“ properties of things : but our reason [i. e. the prin(‘ciples of reason agreed on by mankind] is satisfied,
(6 that there must be something beyond these ; because
‘6 it is impossible they should subsist by themselves: SO
6; that the nature of things properly belongs to reason
[i. e. the principles of reason agreed on by mankindl
((
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and not to mere ideas.” Which if any ane be so
lucky as to understand by these your lordship’s fifty
pages spent upon it, better than my friend did, when
he confessed himself gravelled by it, as it stands here
recited, he ought to enjoy the advantage of his happy
genius, whilst I miss that satisfaction by the dulness of
mine ; which hinders me also from seeing how the opposition of the way of certainty by ideas, and the way
of certainty by reason, comes in, in the explication of
this passage: or at least, if it does belong to it, yet I
must own, what is a greater misfortune, that I do not
see what the opposition or difference is, which your
lordship has so much talked of, between the way of
certainty by ideas, and the method of certainty by reason. For my excuse, I think others will be as much in
the dark as I, since you no-where tell wherein yourself,
my lord, place certainty. So that to talk of a difference between certainty by ideas, and certainty that is
not by ideas, without declaring in what that other certainty consists; is like to have no better success, than
might be expected from one who would compare two
things together, the one whereof is not known.
You now return to your discourse of nature and person, and tell me, that to what you said about the
general nature in distinct individuals, I object these
three things ;
(1.) “ That I cannot put together one and the same
‘‘ and distinct.” This I own to be my objection;
c6 and consequently there is no foundation for the dis“ tinction of nature and person.”
This, with submission, I deny to be any objection of mine, e i t h e in
the place quoted by your lordship, or any where else.
There may be foundation enough for distinction, as there
is of these two, and yet they may be treated of in a way
so obscure, so confused, qr perhaps so sublime, that an
ordinary capacity inay not from thence get, as your
lordship expresses it, <‘ clear and distinct apprehensions
(‘ of them.” This was that which my friend and 1
complained of in that place, want of clearness in your
lordship’s discourse, not of want of distinction in the
things themselves.
“
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(2.) “That what your lordship said about common
nature, and particular substance in individuals, was
(‘wholly unintelligible to me and my friends.” To
which, my lord, you may add if you please, that it is
still so to me.
(3.) That I said, “that to speak truly and precisely
st of this matter as in reality it is, there is no such thing
as one and the same common nature in several individuals; for all that in truth is in them, is particu(‘lar, and nothing but particular,” &c. Answ. This
was said, to show how unapt these expressions, ‘‘ the
E L same common nature in several individuals, and seve“ ral individuals being in the same common nature;
‘‘ were to give true and clear notions of nature.” To
this your lordship answers, that other, and those very
rational men, have spoken so: to which I shall say no
more, but that it is an argument, with which any thing
may he defended, and all the jargon of the schools be
justified; but, I presume, not strong enough to bring
it back again, let men ever so rational make use of it.
Your lordship adds, ‘‘but now, it seems, nothing is
‘(intelligible but what suits with the new way of ideas.a’
My lord, the new way of ideas, and the old way of
speaking intelligibly, was always, and ever will be the
same. And if I may take the liberty to declare my
sense of it, herein it consists: (1.)That a man use no
words but such as he makes the signs of eertain determined objects of’ his mind in thinking, which he can
make known to another. (2.) Next that be use the
same word steadily for the sign of the same immediate
object af his mind in thinking. (3.) That he join
those words together in propositions, according to the
grammatical rules of that Ianguage he speaks in. (4.)
That he unite those sentences in a coherent discourse.
Thus, and thus only, I humbly conceive, any one may
preserve himself from the confines and suspicion of
jargon, whether he pleases to call those immediate objects of his mind, which his words do qr should stand
for, ideas or no.
You again accuse the way of ideas, to make a common nature no more than a common name. That, my
@$

lord, is not my way by ideas. When your lordship
shows me where I have said so, I pzrorrrise your lorcEship to strike it out : and the like I promise, when you
show me where 6' I presume that we are not to judge o€
'( things by the general principles of reason," which
you call my fundamental mistake. 6' These principles
'( of reason, you say, must be the standard to man'(kind." If they are of such consequence, would it
not have been convenient we should have been instructed
something more particularly about them, than by barely
being told their name ; that we might be able to know
what are, and what are not principles of reason?
But be they what they will, because they must be the
standard to mankind, your lordship says, '(you shaH i~
66 this debate proceed upon the following principles, to
'( make it appear that the difference between nature a d
'' person is not imaginary and fictitious, but grounded
upon the real nature of things." With submission,
my lard,you need not be at the pains to draw up pour
great artillery of so many maxims, where you meet with
no opposition. The thing in debate, whether in &his
debate or no, I kpow not, but what led into this debate,
was about the expressions, fi'one common nature h
'( several individuals, and several individuals in m e
' 6 common nature :" and the question, I thought, was,
whether a general or common nature could be in
particulars, i. e. exist in individuals? But since pour
lordship turns your artillery against those who deny that
there is any foundation of distinction between nature
and person, I am out of gun-shot: for I am mne of
those, who ever said or thought there was no foundst
tion of distinction between nature and person.
The maxims you lay down in the following paragraph,
are to make me understand how one and the game and
distinet may consist ; I confess, f do not we how your
lordship's words there at all make it out. This,indeed,
I do understand, that several particular behe map have
a conformity in them to one general abstract idea, which
may, if you please, be called their eneral or common
nature : but how that idea or gene nature c ~ be
n the
'
same acid disclpct, is still past my eompreheSdW.
'(

d
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To my saying, that your lordship had not told me
what nature is, I am told, that “if I had a mind to
*‘ understand you, I could not but see, that by nature
‘‘ you meant the subject of essential properties.” A
lady asking a learned physician what the spleen was,
received this answer, that it was the receptacle of the
melancholy humour. She had a mind to understand
what the spleen was, but by this definition of it found
herself not much enlightened ; and therefore vent on to
ask, what the melancholy humour was: and by the
doctor’s answer found that the spleen and the melancholy
humour had a relation one to the other; but what the
spleen was, she knew not one jot better than she did
before he told her any thing about it. My lord, relative definitions of terms that are not relative, usually do
no more than lead us in a circuit to the same place froin
whence we set out, and there leave us in the same ignorance we were in at first. So I fear it would fall out
with me here, if I, willing as I am to understand what
your lordship means by nature, should go to ask what
you mean by essential properties.
The three or four next pages, I hope, your lordship
does not think contain any serious answer to what my
friend said concerning Peter, James, and John ; and as
for the pleasantry of your countryman, I shall not pretend to meddle with that, since your lordship, who
knows better than any body his way of chopping of
logic, was fain to give it off, because it was growing
too rough. What work such a dangerous chopper of
logic would make with an argument that supposed the
names Peter, James, and John, to stand for men ; and
then without scruple affirmed, that the nature of man
was in them; if he were let loose upon it: who can
tell? Especially if he might have the liberty strenuously
to use the phrase ‘‘ for his life,” and to observe what a
turn the chiming of words, without determined ideas
annexed to them, gives to the understanding, when
they are gone deep into a man’s head, and pass there
for things.
T o show that the common or general nature of man
could not be in Peter or James, I alleged, that what

t0 th6

sishD$

235
ever existed (as whatever was in Peter or J a m did
was particular ; and that it confounded ray undershad
ing to make a general a particular. In answer, pow
lordship tells me, that, to make me undemtand this,
you had told me in your answer to my first letter, that
I'
we are to consider beings as God had ordered them
'( in their several sorts and ranks," bc. And there.
upon you ask me, '' why it was not answered in the
"

Of WbPCesfe?'.

proper place for it ? " Answ. I own I was not always

so fortunate, as to say things in that, which your brdship thinks the proper place ; But having b e ~ nrebuked

for repetitions, I thought pour lordship could not be
ignorant, that '' I had considered beings as God had
'' ordered them in their several sorts and ranks," &e.
since you could not but have read these words of mino :
(' I would not here be thought to forget, lEassg, b. jii,
'' much less to cfeny, that nature in the c. 3, 13,
'' production af things makes several of
'( them dike. There is nothing more o b h u s , mpe'' cially in the race of animals, and alI things prep
'( gated by seed," &c. And I haveexpressed my sense!
in this point so fully here, and in other phees, particularly b. iii. c. 6. that I dare leave it to my m&,
without any father explication.
Your lordship father asks, Is not that a red m-.
G ture, which is the sid$e~t of red properties?
Andie
'' not the nature really in thost! wfm have ab essential
' 4 pmperties ? "
I answer to both those questions, Ya ;
swh as is the reality of the sttbject, sach is the re&y
of its properties : the abs@& p w d idea is reaHy in
the miBd of him that has it, and the p p e d e s ti& L
has are really and inseparably annexed to i t ; let. this
reality be whatever YOUF lordship p€eases: but tIpis wilt
wver prove, that this general nature exists Peter 03'
J m Those properties, with submission, de net, a$
your b d h i p supposes, exist in Petw a d James : those
qualities i & d may exkt in them, which y m ~
loidship
calls p r q m t k s ; but they are not properkis in either
of them, k
t rn properties only of tikt specifk&strSCt
n J w , which Peter and James, foz thekt s u p p o d eonfwmity to ilj, are r&ed d e r , FW -@#
VOk. 111.
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tionality, as much a property as it is of a man, is no
property of Peter. H e was rational a good part of his
life, could write and read, and was a sharp fellow at a
bargain ; but about thirty, a knock so altered him, that
for these twenty years past he has been able to do none
of these things : there is to this day not so much appearance of reason in him, as in his horse or monkey, and
yet he is Peter still.
Your lordship asks, " Is not that a real nature, that
6' is the subject of real properties?
And is not that na'6
ture really in those who have the same essential pro.
6' perties ? "
Give me leave, I beseech you, to ask, are
not those distinct real natures, that are the subjects of
distinct essential properties ? For example, that the nature of an animal is the subject of essential properties of
an animal, with the exclusion of those of a man or a
horse ; for else the nature of an animal,. and the nature
of a man, and the nature of a horse, would Le the same :
and so, wherever the subject of the essential properties of an animal is, there also would be the subject of
the essential properties of a man, and of a horse : and
so, in effect, whatever is an animal, would be a man :
the real nature of an animal, and the real nature of
a man, being the same. To avoid this, there is no
other way (if this reality your lordship builds so much
on, be any thing beyond the reality of two abstract
distinct ideas in the mind) but that there be one real
nature of an animal, the subject of the essential properties of an animal; and another real nature of a man,
the subject of the essential properties of a man : both
which real natures must he in Peter, to make him a
man. So that every individual man or beast must, according to this account, have two real natures in him,
to make him what he is: nay, if this be so, two will
not serve the turn. Bucephalus must have the real nature of ens or being, and the real nature of body, and
the real nature of vivens, and the real nature of animal,
and the real nature of a horse; i. e. five distinct real
natures in him, to. make him Bucephalus : for these are
all really distinct common natures, whereof one is not
the subject of precisely the same essential properties 8s

to'the Bighop of IVorceJter.

I

435
the other. This, though very hard to my understanding, must be really so, if every distinct, common, or
general nature, be a real being, that really exists any
where, but in the understanding : '' common nature,
" taken in my way of ideas, your lordship truly says,
" will not make me understand such a common nature
" as you speak of, which subsists in several individuals,
" because I can have no ideas of real substances, but
" such as are particular: all others are only abstract
" ideas, and made only by the act of the mind."
But
what your lordship farther promises there, I find, to
my sorrow, does not hold, viz. that in your lordship's
way (as far as you have discovered it) which you call
" the way of reason, I may come to a better understand" ing of this matter."
Your lordship in the next paragraph declares yourself really ashamed to be put to explain these things,
that which you had said being so very plain and easy:
and yet I ani not ashamed to own, " that for my life" I
cannot understand them, as they are now farther explained. Your lordship thinks it proved, that every
common nature is a real being : let it be so, that it is
the subject of real properties, and that thereby it is
demonstrated to be a real being ; this makes it harder
for me to conceive, that this common nature of a man,
which is a real being, and but one, should yet be really
in Peter, in James, and in John. Had Amphitruo
been able to conceive this, he had not been so much
puzzled, or thought Sosia to talk idly, when he told
him, '' domi ego sum inquam et apud te adsum So&
'' idem." For the common nature of man is a real
being, as your lordship says, and Sosia is no more:
and he that can conceive any one and the same real
being to be in divers places at once, can have no difficulty to conceive it of another real being. And so Sosia
may at the same time be at home, and with his master
abroad: and Amphitruo might have been ashamed to
demand the explication of so plain a matter : or at least
if he had stuck a little at here and there too, ought he not
to have been satisfied, as soon as Sosia had told him, I
am another distinct I, here, from the same I, that T
2F2
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am there? Which, BO doubt, Sosia could have made
out: let your lordship’s countryman chop logic with

him, and try whether he cannot. Countrywan. But

PQT is it passible, Sosia, that thou the real same, as
thou sayest, shouldst be at home and here too? Sosia.
Very easily, because I am really the saqe, qnd yet
distinct. Countryman. How can this be? Sosia. By
a trick that I have. Countryman. Canst thou teach
me tbe trick? Sosia. Yes : it i s but for thee to get a
particular subsistence proper to thy real self at home,
apd another particular subsistence proper to thy same
real self abroad, aud the business is done : thou wilt
then easily be the same real thing, and distinct from
thyself; and thpu mayest be in as many places together,
as thou canst get particular subsistences, and be still the
same one real being. Countryman. But what is that
pilrticular subsistence ? Sosia. Hold ye, hold ye, friend,
thaf’s the secret! I thought once it was a particular
existence, but that I find is an ineffectual drug, and
will not do: every one sees it will not make the same
real being distiwt from itself, nor bring it into two
different places at once, and therefore it is laid aside,
and subsistence is taken to do the feat. C9untryman.
Ersistence my boy’s schcrolp~astermade me understand,
the other d v , when my grey mare foaled. For he
told me that a horse, that never was before, began then
to exist ; and when the ppor foal died, he told me the
sawe horse ceased to exist. Sosia. But did he tell thee
what beczune of tbe real common nature of a horse,
&
.tat wqs in it, when the foal died? Countryrqnn. No:
but this I know, that my real horse was really destroyed. Sosia. There’s now thy ignorance! So much of
thy horse, as had a real existence, was really destroyed,
that’s true.: but there was something in thy horse, which
haviug a real particular subsistence, was not destroyed :
psg, and the best part of thy borse too ; for it was that,
whkh had in it all those properties thpt made thy horse
better t b a s a broomstick. Countryman. Thou tell’st
z a wmders
~
of this same subsistence ; what, I pray thee,
is it ?! So&. I beg your: pard04 for that ; it is the very
phitosopher’s stone: those who qre adepti, and can da
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strange things with it, are wiser than to tell whdt it is.
Countryman. Where may it be bought then? Sosill.
That f know not : but I will tell thee where thbu mdyst
meet ovith it. Countryman. Where? Soda. IR S O M ~
of the shady thickets of the Schoolmdn ; and it is *orth
the looking after. For if particular subsistence has such
a power over a real being, as to make one and the same
real being to be distinct, and in divers places at once,
it may perhaps be able to give thee an account what
becomes of that real nature of thy horse after thp horse
is dead; and if thou canst hut find whither that retires,
who knows but thou mayst get as useful a thing as thy
horse again ? since to that real nature of thy horse inseparably adhere the shape and motion, and other proe r t i e s of thy horse.
I hope, my lord, your countryman will not be displeased to have met with Sosia to chop logic with, who,
I think, has made it as intelligible, how his real %elf
might be the same and distinct, and be realty in distinct
places at once, by the help of a particular subsistence
proper to him in each place; as it is intelligibb EioW
any real being under the name of a common n&tiTe,
or under any other name bestowed upon it, ~Ygybe
the same and distinct, and really be in divers phc& at
once, by the help of a particular mbsistence prcpper td
each of those distinct names. At least, if P mpfp answer for Myself, I understand om as Well as the other:
and if my head be tarned from common sense (asI fiml
your lordship very apt to‘ think) so that is great news
to yon that I understand any thing; if in hp W a y 6f
ideas I cannot understand words, thd appek to mC
efther to stand for m ideirs, or to be so joiried, &at
ogether ; I thmk gout’
t&y put hconsistent
$hip ttses me rigMj
me off fbr Cfespepapte,! an8
leave mi?, as yon do; ts the readefs milerStmding.”
To your lordship’s many questions 6
d&, in the pwqyapk *here you baty33n’ to e q h i n
@hat my frtend afid E fomd dfflcrrk ,inpour discouMe
eai+cerning pew;I aw*e$, tfiat t h e t W 6
tttan bnd MU,ate perfectly tqbimy,>*thether fohdd
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on real distinct properties or no : so perfectly arbitrary,
that, if men had pleased, drill might have stood for
what man now does, and vice versa. I answer farther,
that these two names stand for two abstract ideas, which
m (to those who know what they mean by these two
names) the distinct essences of two distinct kinds ; and
as particular existences, or things existing are found by
men (who know what they mean by these names) t o
agree to either of those ideas, which these names stand
for ; these names respectively are applied to those particular things, and the things said to be of that kind.
This I have so fully and at large explained in my Essay,
that I should have thought it needless t o have said any
thing again of it here, had it not been to show my
readiness to answer any questions you shall be pleased
to ask concerning any thing I have writ, which your
lordship either finds difficult, or has forgot.
In the next place, your lordship comes to clear what
you had said in answer to this question put by yourself, what is this distinction of Peter, James, and
'(John founded upon ? " To which you answered, ('that
'(they may be distinguished from each other by our
senses, as to difference of features, distance of
place, &c. But that is not all; for supposing
'(there was no external difference, yet there is a differ'< ence between them, as several individuals in the
" same common nature.''
These words when my friend
and I came to consider, we owned, as your lordship
here takes notice, that we could understand no more by
them but this, c' that the ground of distinction between
several individuals, in the same common nature, is,
" that they are several individuals in the same common
" nature."
Hereupon your lordship tells me, " the
" question now is,
what this distinction is founded
" u p n ? whether on our observing the difference of
" features, distance of place, &c. or on some antece" dent ground."
Pursuant hereunto, as if this were the question, Y p U
in the next paragraph (as far as I can understand It)
make the ground of the distinction between these i d viduals, or the prindpiurn individuationis," to be
'(

'(

'(
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the union of the soul and body, But with submission,
my lord, the question is, whether I and my friend were
to blame, because when your lordship, in the words
above-cited, having removed all other grounds of distinction, said, " there was yet a difference between
" Peter and James, as several individuals in the same
" common nature ;" we could understand no more by
it, but this, " that the ground of distinction between
'' several individuals in the same common nature, is,
" that they are several individuals in the same common
nature."
Let the ground that your lordship now assigns of the
distinction of individuals be what it will, or let what
you say be as clear as you please, viz. that the ground
of their distinction is in the union of soul and body; it
will, I humbly conceive, be nevertheless true, that what
you said before might amount to no more but this,
'' that the ground of the distinction between severalin" dividuals in the same common nature, is, that they
'' are several individuals in the same common uature :"
and therefore we might not be to blame for so understanding it. For the words which our understandings
were then employed about, were those which you had
there said, and not those which you would say five
months after: though I must own, that those which
your lordship here says concerning the distinction of individuals, leave it as much in the dark to me as what
you said before. But perhaps I do not understand your
lordship's words right, because I conceive that the
'' principium individuationis" is the same in all the
several species of creatures, men as well as others ; and
therefore if the union of soul and body be that which
distinguishes two individuals in the human species one
from another, I know not how two cherries, or two
atoms of matter, can be distinct individuals; since I
think there is in them no union of a soul and body.
And upon this ground it will be very hard to tell what
made the soul and the body individuals (as certainly
they were) before! tbeir union.
But I shall leave what your lordship says concerning
('
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this matt& to the examination of those, whose health
and lehre allow them more time than E hare for this
weighty question, wherein the distinction of two men or
two cherries consists ; for fear I should make your lordship’s m n t r y m m a little wonder again, to find a grave
philosopher make a serious question of it.
To yuur next paragraph, I answer, that if the true
ida of a per so^, or the true signification of the word
p o n lies in this, that supposing there was no other
diffaence in the several individuals of the same kind,
yet there Is a difference between them as several individuals in the same common nature ; it will follow from
hence, that the name person will agree to Bucephalus
and Podargus, as well as to Alexander and Hector.
But whether this consequence will agree with what
your lordship says concerning person in another place,
I am not concerned; I am only answerable for this

oonseqmce.
Your lordship is pleased here to call my endeavour
to find out the meaning of your words, as you had put
t k m together, ‘(trifling exceptions.” To which I
mu& say, that I am heartily sorry, that either my understanding, or your lordship’s way of writing obliges
I cannot, as I have said,
answer to what I do not understand ; and a hope here
my trifbg, in searching out your lordship’s meaning,
wag not much out of th way, because I think every
o w will see by the steps I took, that the sense P found
cmt by it, was that which your words implied; and
yum Imdship does not disown it, but mly replies, that
I should not bare dmwn that which was $he natural
cxmsequenee franl it, because that eonsequence wsuld
not well c o d & with wbat you had said in another place.
Whst p u r lordship adds farther to clear yom saphg, that an i u d i v i a intelligent substance is r a t h e
med to the makhg of a persun than the proper
OE it; though in ymr definition of p a y m put a CampEete intelligent wbstance: m y
pon others understandings ; but I mwt SUM
of my Wn, who neither

me so often to such trifling.
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undmtbod it as it stood in your fiM answer,
do I
now as it it4 explained in your second.
Your lordship being here, as you say, cotne to the
end of this debate, I should here have ended too ; aad
it was time, my letter being grown already to too gr&
a bulk: but I being engaged by promise to answer
some things in your first letter, which in my reply to it
I had omitted, I come now to them, and shall endeavour to give your lordship satisfaction in those points ;
though to make room for them I leave aut a great deal
that T had writ in answer to this your -lordship's second letter. And if after all my answer seems too long,
I must k g pour lordship and my reader to excuse it,
and impute it to those occasions of length, which 1
have mentioned in more places than me, as they hdve
occurred.
The original and main question between p u r lordship and me9 being, '' whether there were any thing
'' in my Essay repugnant to the doetrine of the Tri'' nity? " I endeavoured, by examining the grmfids
and manner of your lordship's bringing my book into
that controversy, to bring that question to a &&an.
And therefore in my answer to your lordship's first
letter, I insisted particularly m what had a relation
that p i n t . This method your lordship .in ybnr secatld
letter censured, as if it contained only persooai matters,
which were fit to be laid aside. And by mi*iog ~lew
matter, and charging my book with new a c r m s a t h
before the first was made out, avoided the deeisieti 04
what was in debate between us ; a strong p m m p t h l
to me that p m lordship had little to say to s t t p v
whst began the controversy, which you were s6 w i s n g
to have me let fall ; w h i k ow the other side# hy sileace
h other poiots which f had promised en ansfter t@# w84
aften re$kted on, and I reWed fm lr6%aasr#&&g $12
the proper place.
Your lordship's calling upon me on tkie &m&M
ldot be bo& : it.is b ymr expectatian s h d d be srrt*d,
and pow objeOions eomi&F@d; which, for tb ~&~sBB
rObove I X R I I % ~were
~ ~ ~ a&
,
examined in my % m e r

mswer;; drhkh, w%etMr tme er*,

*I,
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conceive, make nothing for or against the doctrine of
the Trinity. I shall therefore consider them barely as
so many philosophical questions, and endeavour to show
your lordship where and upon what grounds it is I
stick; and what it is that hinders me from the satisfaction it would be to me to be in every one of them of
your mind.
Your lordship tells me, p. 7, " whether I do own substance or not, is not the point before us; but whec6 ther by virtue of these principles I can come to any
And your lordship says,
c6 certainty of reason about it.
the very places I produce do prove the contrary;
'( which you shall therefore set down in my own words,
both as to corporeal and spiritual substances.''
Here again, my lord, I must beg your pardon, that
I do not distinctly comprehend your meaning in these
words, viz. " that by virtue of these principles one
(' cannot come to certainty of reason about substance :"
for it is not very clear to me, whether your lordship
means, that we cannot come to certainty, that there is
such a thing in the world as substance ; or whether we
cannot make any other proposition about substance, of
which we can be certain ; or whether we cannot by my
principles establish any idea of substance of which we
can be certain. For to come to certainty of reason
about substance may signify either of these, which are
far different propositions : and I shall waste your lordship's time, my reader's, and my own (neither of which
would I willingly do), by taking it in one sense, when
you mean it in another, lest it should meet with some
such reproof as this: that (' I misrepresent your meaning: or might have understood it, if I had a mind
'(to it," &c. And therefore cannot but wish that you
had so far condescended to the slowness of my apprehension as to give me your sense so determined, that I
might not trouble you with answers to what was not
your precise meaning.
To avoid it in the present case, and to find in what
sense I was here to take these words, cc come to 110 cer'(tainty of reason about substance," I looked into what
followed, and when I came to the 13th pge, I thought
((

'(

((

'(

I'

which you therefore will set down in my own words,
both as to corporeal and spiritual substances."
The first your lordship brings, are these words Of:
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sensible qualities, whieh we use to find united in the
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'(thing called horse ot stone; yet because we cannot
conceive how they should subsist alone, nor one in

('anather, we suppose them existing in, and supported

('by some

common subject; which support we denote

by the name substance : though it be certain, we have
'' no clear and distinct idea of that thing we suppose a

'' support."

And again,
The same happens concerning the operations of
cc the mind, viz. thinking, reasoning, fearing, &e.
<' which we considering not to subsist of themselves,
'' nor apprehending how they can belong to body, or
" be produced by it, we are apt to think these the
cc actions of some other substance, which we call spirit ;
('whereby yet it is evident, that having no other idea
('ar notion of matter, but something wherein those
'*niaiiy sensible qualities, which affect our senses, do
' I subsist : but supposing a substance, wherein think" ing, knawing, doubting, and a power of moving,
$c. do mbsist : we have as clear a notion of the nature OP substance of spirit, as we have of body ; the
one being supposed to be (without knowing what it
('is) the substratum to those simple ideas we have from
without ; and the other supposed (with a like ignoI6 rance of what it is) to be the substratum tu those
cc speratim$ which we experiment in ourselves.*
But how these words prove, that ('upon my principles we cannot come to any certainty of reason, that
cc there is any such thing as substance in the world ;"
I confess I BO not see, nor has your lordship, as I hntnMy conceive, shown. And I think it would be a hard
matter from these words cif mine to make & s y H o g i a
*hose condudon showid be, ergo, from mg principles
('we munut mine to arly certainty of r e m n , that there
is any substance in the world."
Your lordship indeed tells me, that I wy, c6 that in
tbme &ndthe like fashibns of spelrking, tM the sub& $tanOe is al@ays suypmd something;" and p a t
t h t I bay o v d and bvek, that sub&mee b su posed:
brit>that, gmtr lordship ~ a pIs, net t h a t yoa loC ied for,
cc

((

hb

~~~
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What ybur lordship looks for, is not, 1 And, elwyor
easy for me to guess. But whq$ I brought that, Rnd
mme other passages to the same purpose for, out of my
Essay is, that I think they prove, vi&.tbat (6 I did pob
discard, nor almost discard substance out of the rea.
'@
sonable world." For he that supposes in every species of material beings, substance to be always s~mething, doth not discard or almost discard it out of the
world, or deny any such thing to be. The passages
alleged, 1 think, prove this ; which was all I brought
them for. And if they should happen to prave no
more, I think, you can hardly infer frQm thence, " that
" therefore upon my principles we can cpme to no cer66 tainty, that there is any such thing as substance in
" the world."
Your lordship goes on to insist mightily upon my
supposing; and to these words of mine, we cannot
'( conceive how these sensible qualities should subsist
'' alone, and therefore we suppose B substance to sup'(port them," your lordship replies, " it is but sup" posing still; because we cannot conceive it o t h m
w wise : but what certainty follows fiam not being eble
'' to conceive?" Answ. The same certainty thab follows from the repugnancy to our first conceptions of
things, upon which your lordship grounds the relative
idea of substance. Your words are, '6 it is a mere eft&
" of reason, because it is a sepugnancy to our first con'' ceptions of things, that modes ap accidents s b d d
'6 subsist by themselves."
Your lordship then, if I understand your reasoning here, concludes, that t h e is
substance, because it is a repugnancy to WF camp('tions of things " (for whether that repugnancy be to
our first or second conceptitions, I think that is & e)
6'
that modes or accidents should subsist by them'c selves ;** and I conclwde the same thing, b 4 l t x we
cannot cQgceive how sensible qualities should s u b i d by
themselves. Now what the difference of certainty k
fmrn a repugnancy to Qur conceptlow, and f r ~ n
w t being *He t g conceive, I confess, my lord, f am
not acute enough to discern. And therefgx 2 Seenilfat0
'(

((
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me, that I have laid down the same certainty of the
being of substance that your lordship has done.

Yokr lordship adds, '' are there not multitudes of
things which we are not able to conceive? and yet it
" would not be allowed us to suppose what we think
'(fit upon that account." Answ. POUP
lordship's is
certainly a very just rule ; it is pity it does not reach
the case. '' But because it is not allowed us to suppose
what we think fit i n things, which we are not able to
'' conceive," it does not therefore follow, that we may
not with certainty suppose or infer that which is a natural and undeniable consequence of such an inability
to conceive, as I call it, or repugnancy to our conceptions, as you call it. We cannot conceive the foundation of Harlem-church to stand upon nothing: but because it is not allowed us to suppose what we think fit,
viz. that it is laid upon a rock of diamond, or supported by fairies, pet I think all the world will allow
the infallible certainty of this supposition from thence,
that it rests upon something. This I take to be the
present case, and therefore your next words, I think,
do less concern Mr. L. than my lord b. of W. I shall
set them down, that the reader may apply them to
which of the two he thinks they most belong. They
are, " I could hardly conceive that Mr. L. would have
" brought such evidence as this against himself; but I
" must suppose some unknown substratum in this case."
For these words, that your lordship has last quoted of
mine, do not only not prove, " that upon my prin" ciples we cannot come to any certainty, that there is
'< any such thing as substance in the world," but prove
the contrary, that there must certainly be substance in
the world, and upon the very same grounds that your
lordship takes it to be certain.
Your next paragraph, which is to the same purposc, I
have read more than once, and can never forbear, as
often as I read it, to wish myself young again ; or that a
liveliness of fancy, suitable to that ageJ would teach me
to sped with words for the diversion of my readers.
This I find your lordship thinks so necessary to the
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quickning of controversy, that you will not trust the
debate to the greatness of your learning, nor the gravity
of your subject without it, whatevm authority the dignity of your character might give to what your lordship
says : for you having quoted these woads of mine : " as
" long as there is any simple idea, or sensible quality
" left according to my way of arguing, substance can" not be discarded ; because all simple ideas, all sensi" ble qualities carry with them a supposition of a sub" stratum to exist in, and a substance wherein they in" here: '' you add, " what is the meaning of carrying
" with them a supposition of a substratum and a sub" stance? Have these simple ideas the notion of a sub'' stance in them? No, but they carry it with them:
" How so? Do sensible qualities carry a corporeal sub" stance along with them ? Then a corporeal substance
" must be intromitted by the senses together with them:
" No, but they carry the supposition with them ; and
" truly that is burden enough for them.
But which
'(way do they carry it ? It seems it is only because we
" cannot conceive it otherwise : What is this conceiv" ing? It may be said it is an act of the mind, not
" built on simple ideas, but lies in the comparing the
'' ideas of accident and substance together ; and from
" thence finding that an accident must carry substance
" along with it : but this will not clear it ; for the ideas
'' of accidents are simple ideas, and carry nothing along
'' with them, but the impression made by sensible ob'(jects."
In this passage, I conclude, your lordship had some
regard to the entertainment of that part of your readers,
who would be thought men, as well by being risible 85
rational creatures, For I cannot imagine you meant
this for an argument : if you did, I have this plain simple answer, that, '' by carrying with them a supposi'' tion," I mean, according to the ordinary import of
the phrase, that sensible qualities imply a substratum to
exist in. And if your lordship please to change one Of
these equivalent expressions into the other, all the WPment here, I think, will be a t an end: what Will become of the sprt tin$ smiling, I will not a m ~ *

418

+Mq
&&e% mwi Befib

I.zi+kerto,Z do not see any thing in my words braught
by your fordship that ~ Q Y ~ S ,that upon my princi“plea we an come $9 ng cw$ainty of reason, that
(( t
hm is suktance in the world 3 ” but the contrary,
next words are to teU the world, that
my &mils:abut the dephant and tort&, ‘‘i s ta ridi6‘ cule the potion of substancv, and the European phi‘flosaphers for asserting it.” But if your
4aI d ‘9. 1-p
please to turn again to rap &say,
you wiH find thaw passages wepe not intended ta ridicule the notion af substance, or thme who
asse&ed it, whatever that “ it” slgaifies: but ta show,
that though substance did suppork, accidents, yet philosqhers, who hstdfmnd such a support necessary, had
n0 more a clew idea of what that supporb was, than the
Indian had of that which s u p p ~ t e dbis tortoise, though
sure he was i b was something. Had your pes, which
quoted so much of the nineteenth aection of the thirtwmth chapter of my second book, but set down the
mmdnieg line and a half of that paragraph, you would
by these WOP& which f&ow there, (‘so that af sub‘‘ stance we have no idea of what it is, but mly s con‘6 fused obscure we of what it does;” have p t it past
h b t what X meant. Burt y ~ ~ l o r d s h w
ia
ps pIewd to
take only those, which you thought would Serve best to
pw purwe ; and I crave Laye to add BOW these red n i w g me%,to sbaw my reader what was mine.
It is to the same purpose I we the same
B.5.c. 23. illustration again in that other place, which
§ 2.
p u are pleased to cik likewise; which your
h d s G p says you &id, e only to show that it was B de6‘&rate and (as I thought) k k y similitude.” lt
was u p serious consideration, I o m , t h t I wtetaiIted the opinion., that we had M)clear a d distinct
idea of substance. But 8s b that similitude, 1 dollat
rernewber that it was mu& delibegabed aa ; such haccurate writem as I
who aim ab aothing but plainness, ch is% much s w y s i d e s ; and, €or the gauk sf
repetition, you have been
to p d o n it. But
supporaing you had p r o ~ d ,that simik was to ricticrJre
the n o h P€ &@uoe,
p v W e d irt tk wrihgs d

-
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sRme European philosophers ; it will by no ~pepqgfob

lnw from thence, ‘(that upon my principles we cahnpq
come to aqy certainty of reassn, that there is any
‘‘ such thing $s svbstmce in the world1,” Men’s non
tions of a thing may be laughed et by tkoqe, yhose
principles establish the certainty of the thing itself;
and me may laugh at Aristotle‘s notion of an orb of
fire under the sphere of &e m o q , without principles
that will make him uncertain whether there be any such
thing as fire. My simile did perhaps serve to show,
that t4ere were philosophers, whose knowledge was pot
so clear, nor so great as they pretended. If your Iordship thereupon thought, that the vanity of such a pretension had something ridiculous in it, I shall not eontest your judgment in the case ; for, as human nature is
framed, it is not impossible that whoever is discovered
to pretend to know more than really he d
be in danger to be laughed at.
In the next paragraph, your lordship bestows the
epithet of dull on Burgersdicius and Sanderson, and the
tribe of logicians. I will not question Y Q U ~right t9,
call any body dull, whom you please ; but if your lo$ship does it to insinuate that I did so, I hope I may be
allowed to say thus much in sly own defence, that 1 am
neither so stupid or ill-natured to discredit t h q whom
I quote, for being of the stwe opinipn with w. And
he that will lmk into the eleventh aad twelfth pages o f
my reply, which yopr lordship refers to, will fid thqt
I am very far from c d i n g them dull, or speaking d h i nishiqgly of them, But if I had k e n EO ill-bred or
f d i s h , w to have called them dull; I do nat see &W
that does at all =rye to prove this pimpositioas cc that
~ u p MJ ppiincipies we can come t e DO cer@iaty of
“ z ~ q s o p ,that there is any such thing as subrtfipcef’
wy wre than what follows in the aegt p r a g w p h
Your lofdship in it asla me, as if it were of
great
bpartance to the propmitian to he proye& 6c whether
cc there be no difference between the bare being of B
c6 thing, aad its subsistence by itsel€.” Answ.
Yes;
tkm i s a diEFerence, as X understand those ter
then T hew&yqur Iwdship ts w e usq ditp
VOL. 111.
26
I
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the proposition before us. But because you seem by
this question to conclude, “ that the idea of a thing that
“ subsists by itself, is a clear and distinct idea of sub<‘ stance;” I beg leave to ask, is the idea of the manner of subsistence of a thing, the idea of the thing itself? If it he not, we may have a clear and distinct idea
of the manner, and yet have none but a very obscure
and confused one of the thing. For example, I tell
your lordship, that I know a thing that cannot subsist
without a support, and I know another that does subsist
without a support, and say no more of them: can you, by
having the clear and distinct ideas of having a support,
and not having a support, say, that you have a clear and
distinct idea of the thing, that I know, which has, and
of the thing, that I know, which has not a support?
If your lordship can, I beseech you to give me the clear
and distinct ideas of these, which I only call by the
general name of things, that have or have not supports :
for such there are, and such I shall give your lordship
clear and distinct ideas of, when you shall please to call
upon me for them ; though I think your lordship will
scarce find them by the general and confused idea of
thing, nor in the clearer and more distinct idea of
having or not having a support.
T o show a blind man that he has no clear and distinct
idea of scarlet, I tell him, that his notion of it, that it
is a thing or being, does not prove he has any clear or
distinct idea of i t ; but barely that he takes it to be
something, he knows not what. He replies, that he
knows more than that ; v. g. he knows that it subsists
or inheres in another thing: ‘‘ and is there no differ<‘ ence, says he in your lordship’s words, between the
‘L bare being of a thing, and its subsistence in another?”
Yes, say I to him, a great deal ; they are very different ideas. But for all that, you have no clear and
distinct idea of scarlet, nor such a one as I have, who
see and know it, and have another kind of idea of it
besides that of inherence.
Your lordship has the idea of subsisting by itself,
and therefore you conclude you have a clear and distinct idea of the thing that subists by itself; which
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methinks is all one, as if your countryman should say,
he hath an idea of a cedar of Lebanon, that it is a tree
of a nature to need no prop to lean on for its support,
therefore he hath a clear and distinct idea of a cedar of
Lebanon : which clear and distinct idea, when he comes
to examine, is nothing but a general one of a tree, with
which his indetermined idea of a cedar is confounded.
Just so is the idea of substance, which, however called
clear and distinct, is confounded with the general indetermined idea of something. But suppose that the manner of subsisting by itself gives us a clear and distinct
idea of substance, how does that prove, ('that upon my
" principles we can come to no certainty of reason,
" that there is any such thing as substance in the
cc world ?" Which is the proposition to be proved.
In what follows, your lordship says, '( you do not
'' charge any one with discarding the notion of sub" stance, because he has but an imperfect idea of i t ;
but because upon those principles there can be no cer'' tain idea at all of it."
Your lordship says here " those principles," and in
other places these principles, " without particularly
setting them down, that I know. I am sure, without
laying down propositions that are mine, and proving
that, those granted, '( we cannot come to any certainty
'' that there is any such thing as substance," which is
the thing to be proved ; your lordship proves nothing
in the case against me. What therefore the certain idea,
which I do not understand, or idea of substance, has to
do here, is not easy to see. For that which I am charged
with, is the discarding substance. But the discarding
substance, is not the discarding the notion of substance.
Mr, Newton has discarded Des Cartes's vortices, i. e.
laid down principles from which he proves there is no
such thing ; but he has not thereby discarded the notion
or idea of those vortices, for that he had when he confuted their being, and every one who now reads and understands him, will have. But, as I have already observed, your lordship here, I know not upon what
ground, nor with what intention, confounds the idea of
substance and substance itself: for to the words above
26%
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set down, pour lordship subjoins, '(that you assert it to
be one of the most natural and certain ideas in our
" minds, beeause itis a repugnance to our first con'' ception of things, that modes or accidents should
subsist by themselves; and therefore your lordship
'(said, the rational idea of substance is one of the first
" ideas in our minds, and however imperfect and obscure our notion be, yet we are as certain that sub6c Rtances are and must be, as that there are any beings
in the world." Herein I tell your lordship that I
agree with yous and therefore I hope this is no objection against the Trinity, Your lordship says, you
'' never thought it was : but to lay all foundations of
certainty, as to matters of faith, upon clear and
distinct ideas, which was the opinion you apposed,
'' does certainly overthrow all mysteries of faith, and
excludes the notion of substance out of rational dis'(course;" which your lordship affirms to have been
your meaning.
How these words, '' as to matters of faith," came
in, or what they had to do against me in an answer
only to me, I do not see: neither will I here examine what it is to be '( one of the most natural and
certain ideas in our minds," But be it what it will,
this I am sure, that neither that, nor any thing else
contained in this paragraph, any way proves, cc that
(6 upon my principles we cannot come to any certainty
'(that there is any such thing as substance in the world :"
wbieh WBS the proposition to be proved,
In the next place, then, I crave leave to consl'der
how that i s proved, which though nothing to the proposition to be proved, iS yet what you here assert;
viz. that the idea of substance is one of the most
sc natural and certain ideas in our minds ;*' your p~oof
of Lt is this, 'I because it is a repugnancy to our first
" C Q ~ O ~ Po
E~ things4
S
that modes and accidents
ahauld subsist by themselves, and therefore the
rafional idea of substance is one of the first ideas in
our minds."
From when@ f p a n t it to be a good consequence,
fbst to thwe who find this repugstwe the idea Qf 8
'(

'(

'(
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support is very necessary; or, if you please to call it su,
very rational. But a clear and distinct idea of the thing
itself, which is the support, will not thence be proved
to be one of the first ideas in our minds: or that any
such idea is ever there at all. He that is satisfied that
Pendennis-castle, if it were not supported, would fall
into the sea, must think of a support that sustains it:
but whether the thing that it rests on be timber, or brick,
or stone, he has, by his bare idea of the necessity of
some support that props it up, no clear and distinct
idea at all.
In this paragraph you farther say, '6 that the laying
'' all foundation of certainty as to matters of faith on
'' clear and distinct ideas, does certainly exclude the
'6 notion of substance out of rational discourse." Answ.
This is a proposition that will need a proof.; because
every body at first sight will think it hard to be proved.
For it is obvious, that let certainty in matters of faith,
or any matters whatsoever, be laid on what it will, it
excludes not the notion of substance certainly out of
rational discourse ; unless it be certainly true, that we
can rationally discourse of nothing but what we certainly know. But whether it be a proposition easy or
not easy to be proved, this is certain, that it Concerns
not me ; for I lay not ('all foundation of certainty, as
to matters of faith, upon clear and distinct ideas :'a
and therefore if it does discard substance out of the reasonable part of the world, as your lordship phrases it
above, or excludes the notion of substance out of rational
discourse ; whatever havoc it makes of substance, or
its idea, no one jot of the mischief is to be laid a t my
door, because that is no principle of mine.
Your lordship ends this paragraph with telling me,
that '6 I a t length apprehend your lordship's meaning."
I wish heartily that I did, because it would be much
more for your ease, as well as my own. For in this
case of substance, I find it not easy to know your meaning, or what it is I am blamed for. For in the h$nning of this dispute, it is the being of substance; and
here again it is substance itself is discarded. And in
this verr p a r q p p h , writ as it seems to explain yourseu?,
'(
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so that in the dose of it you tell me that " at length I
'' apprehend your meaning to be that the notion of sub'(stance is excluded out of rational discourse ;" the explication is such, that it renders your lordship's meaning to be more obscure and uncertain than it wasbefore.
For in the same paragraph your lordship says, that
upon my principles there can be no certain idea a t all
of substance;" and also, that (' however imperfect
'' and obscure our notions be, yet we are as certain that
6' substances are and must be, as that there are any beings in the world." So that supposing I did know
(as I do not) what your lordship means by certain idea
of substance, yet I must own still, that what your meaning is b j discarding of substance, whether it be the idea
of substance, or the being of substance, I do not know.
But that, I think, need not much trouble me, since
your lordshipdoes not, that I see, show how any position or principle of mine overthrows either substance
itself, or the idea of it, or excludes either of them out
of rational discourse.
I n your next paragraph, you say, ('I declare, p. 35,
(' that if any one assert that we can have no ideas but
" from sensation and reflection, it is not my opinion."
My lord, I have looked over that 35th page, and find
no such words of mine there; but refer my reader to
that and the following pages, for my opinion concerning
ideas from sensation and reflection, how far they are the
foundation and materials of all our knowledge. And
this I do, because to those words which your lordship
has set down as mine, out of the 35th page, but are not
there, you subjoin, GC that you are very glad of it, and
" w
ill do me all the right you can in this matter;"
which seems to imply, that it is a matter of great consequence, and therefore I desire my meaning may be
taken in my own words, as they are set down at Iarge.
The promise your lordship makes me, 6c of doing me
'' all the right you can," I return you my humble
thanks for, because it is a piece of justice so seldom
done in controversy; and because I suppose you have
here made me this promise, to authorize me to mind
you of it, if at any time your haste should make you
'(

'(

'(
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mistake my words or meaning: to have one’s words
to
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exactly quoted, and their meaning interpreted by the
plain and visible design of the author in Iris whole discourse, h i n g a right which every writer has a just claim
to, and such as a lover of truth will be very wary of
violating. An instance of some sort of intrenchment on
this, I humbly conceive, there is in the next page but
one, where you interpret my words, as if I excused a
mistake I had made, by calling it a sIip of my pen;
whereas, my lord, I do not own any slip of my pen in
that place, but say that the meaning of my expression
there is to be interpreted by other places, and particularly by those where I treat professedly of that subject ;
and that in such cases, where an expression is only incident to the matter in hand, and may seem not exactly
to quadrate with the author’s sense, where he designedly
treats of that subject ; it ought rather to be interpreted
as a slip of his pen, than as his meaning. I should not
have taken so particular a notice of this, but that you,
by having up these words, with an air that makes me
sensible how wary I ought to be, show what use would
be made of it, if ever I had pleaded the slip of my pen.
In the following pages I find a discourse drawn up
under several ranks of numbers, to prove, as I guess,
this proposition, (‘that in my way of ideas we cannot
“ come to any certainty as to the nature of substance.”
I shall be in a conditian to answer to this accusation,
when I shall be told what particular proposition, as to
the nature of substance, it is, which in my way of ideas
we cannot come to any certainty of. Because probably
it may be such a proposition concerning the nature of
substance, as I shall readily own, that in my way of
ideas we can come to no certainty of; and yet I think
the way of ideas not at all to be blamed, till there can
be shown another way, different from that of ideas,
whereby we may come to a certainty of it. For it was
never pretended, that by ideas we could come to mrtainty concerning every proposition, that could be made
concerning substance or any thing else.
Besides the doubtfulness, visible in the phraae itself,
there is another reason that hinders me from understand.
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ing preeiselp what is meant by these words, to

come

to a certainty 8s to the nature of substance ;” vic. be.
cause your lordship makes nature and substance to be
the 5ame : so that to come to a certainty as to the nature
of sbbstance, is, in your lordship’s sense of nature, to
come to a certainty as to the substance of substance ;
which, I own, I do not clearly understand.
Another thing that hinders me from giving particular
answers to the arguments that may be supposed to be
contained in so many pages, is, that I do not see, how
what is discoiirsed in those thirteen or fourteen pages is
brought to prove this proposition, that in my way of
‘a ideas we cannot come to any certainty as to the na‘6 ture of substance :” and it would require too many
words to examine every one of those heads, period by
period, to see what they prove ; when you yourself do
not apply them to the direct probation of any proposition, that I understand.
Indeed you wind up this discourse with these words,
that you leave the reader to judge whether this be a
‘6 tolerable account of the idea of substance by sensation
‘‘ and reflection.” Answ. That which your lordship
has given in the preceding pages, ‘‘ I think is not a
‘ 6 very tolerable account of my idea of substance ;” since
the account you give over and over again of my idea of
substance, is, that “ it is nothing but a complex idea of
(6 accidents.”
This is your account of my idea of substance, which you insist so much on, and which you say
you took out of those places I myself produced in my
first letter. But if you had been pleased to have set
down this one, which is to be found there amongst the
rest produced by me out of B, ji, c. 12. 5 6. of my
Essay, vie. ‘‘ that the ideas of substancesare such coma( binations of simple ideas, a$ are taken to represent
6c distinct particular things subsisting by themselves ;
*( in which, the supposed or confused idea of substance
66 is always the first and chief.” This would have been
si ffiil answer tb all that I think you have under that
variety of heads objected against my idea uf substance.
But your tordshi , in your representation of my idea of
substtmM, thug t $t to M v e this passage out ; though
6‘
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you are pleasd to set down seveid 0thei-s produced both
before and a k r it in my first letter: which, I think,
gives me R right humbl to return your lordship y o u ~
own words : and now freely leave the reader to judge
" whether this, which your lorship has given,
be a
'6 tolerable account of my idea of substance."
T h e next point to be considered is concerning the
immateriality of the soul : whereof there is a great deai
said. The original of this controversy I shall set down
in your lordship's own words : you say, <' the only rea6c son you had to engage in this matter was the bold
'(assertion, that the ideas we have by sensation or re" flection, are the sole matter and foundation of all our
'(reasoning, and that our certainty lies in perceiving
'( the agreement and disagreement of ideas, as expressed
I' in any proposition : which last, you say, are my own
'( words."
T o overthrow this bold assertion, you urge my acknowledgment, '' that upon my principles it cannot
%' be demonstratively proved, that the soul is immaterial,
sc though it be in the highest degree probable:"
and
then ask, " is not this the giving up the cause of cer6' tainty ? " Answ. Just as much the giving up the cause
of certainty on my side, as it is on your lordship's: who,
though you will not please to tell wherein you place certainty, yet it is to be supposed you do place certaiiity in
something or other. Now let it be what you will that
you place certainty in, I: take the liberty to say, that you
cantlot certainly prove, i. e. demonstrate, that the soul
of man is immaterial : I am sure you have not so much
as offered a t any such proof, and therefore you g v e up
the cause of certainty Qpon your principles. Because if
the not being able to demonstrate, that the soul is immaterial upon his principles, who declares wherein he
thinks certainty consists, be the giving up of the cause
of certainty ; the not being able to demonstrate the immateriality of the soul, upon his principles, who does
not tell wherein certainty consists, is no less a giving up
of the cause of certainty. The only odds between these
two is more art and reserve in the one then the other.
And therefore, my lord, you must either upon Pur
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principles af certainty demonstrate that the soul is immaterial, or you must allow me to say, that you too give
up the cause of certainty, and your principles tend to
scepticism as much as mine. Which of these two your
lordship shall please to do, will to me be advantageous ;
for by the one I shall get a demonetation of the soul’s
immateriality, (of which I should be very glad), and that
upon principles which, reaching farther than mine, I
shall embrace, as better than mine, and become your
lordship’s professed convert. Till then, I shall rest
satisfied that my principles, be they as weak and fallible
as your lordsliip pleases, are no more guilty of any suvh
tendency, than theirs, who, talking more of certainty,
cannot attain to it in cases where they condemn the way
of ideas for coming short of it.
You a little lower in the same page set down these as
my words, (‘that I never offered it as a way of certainty,
(‘ where we cannot reach certainty.” I have already told
you, that I have been sometimes in doubt what copy
you had got of my Essay ; because I often found your
quotations out of it did not agree with what I read
in mine : but by this instance here, and some others, I
know not what to think ; since in my letter, which I did
myself the honour to send your lordship, I am sure the
words are not as they are here set down. For J say not
that I offered the way of certainty there spoken of;
which looks as if it were a new way of certainty, that I
pretended to teach the world. Perhaps the difference
in these, from my words, is not so great, that upon
another occasion I shouId take notice of it. But it
being to lead people into an opinion, that I spoke of the
way of certainty by ideas as something new, which I
pretended to teach the world, I think it worth while to
set down my words themselves ; which I think are so
penned, as to show a great caution in me to avoid such
an opinion. illy words are, ‘(I think it is‘a way to
‘6 bring us to a certainty in those things, which I have
‘6 offered as certain ; but I never thought it a way to
66 certainty, where we cannot reach certainty.”
What use your lordship makes of the term 6‘ offered,”
applied to what I applied it not, is to be 5ee4 in your
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next words, which you subjoin to those which you set
down for mine : " but did you not offer to put lis into a
Cc way of certainty ? And what is that but to attain cer(' tainty in such things where we could not otherwise
'' do it?" Answ. If this your way of reasoning here
c a k e s certainty in it, I humbly conceive, in your way
pf certainty by reason, certainty inay be attained, where
it could not otherwise be had. I only beg you, my lord,
to show me the place, where I offer to put you in a way
of certainty different from what had formerly been the
way of certainty, that men by it might attain to certainty in things, which they could not before my book
was writ. Nobody, who reads my Essay with that indifferency, which is proper to a lover of truth, can avoid
seeing, that what I say of certainty was not to teach the
world a new way of certainty (though that be one great
objection of yours against my book) but to endeavour to
show wherein the old and only way of certainty consists.
What was the occasion and design of my book, may ~>e
seen plainly enough i n the epistle to the reader, without
any need that any thing more should be said of it. And
I am too sensible of my own weakness, not to profess,
as I do, " that I pretend not to teach, but
6'
to inquire." I cannot but wonder what
service you, my lord, who are a teacher of
authority, mean to truth or certainty, by condemning
the way of certainty by ideas; because I own, by it I:
cannot demonstrate that the soul is immaterial. May
it not be worth your considering, what advantage this
will be to scepticism, when upon the same grounds your
words here shall be turned upon you ; and it shall be
asked, '' what a strange way of certainty is this, [your
6' lordship's way by reason] if it fails us in some of the
6'
first foundations of the real knowledge of ourselves ?"
T o avoid this, you undertake to prove from my own
principles, that we may be certain, " that the first eter6'
nal thinking being, or omnipotent spirit, cannot, if
6' he would, give to certain systems of created sensible
6' matter, put together as he sees fit, some degrees of
(' sense, perception, and thought." For this, my lord,
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-3s my proposition, and this the

utmost that

I have said concerning the power of think-

ing in matter.
Your first argument I take to be this, that, according
ta me, the knowledge we have being by our ideas, and
our idea of matter in general being a solid substance,
and our idea of body a solid extended figured substance ;
if I admit matter to be capable of thinking, I confound
the idea of matter with the idea of a spirit : to which I
answer, No ;no more than I confound the idea of matter
with the idea of a horse, when I say that matter in general is a solid extended substance ; and that an home is
a material animal, or an extended solid substance with
sense and spontaneous motion.
The idea of matter is an extended solid substance ;
wherever there is such a substance, there is matter, and
the essence of matter, whatever other qualities, not contained in that essence, it shall please God to superadd to
it. For example, God creates an extended solid substance, without the superadding any thing else to it, and
so we may consider it at rest : to some parts of it he
superadds motion, but it has still the essence of matter :
other parts of it he frames into plants, with all the excellencies of vegetation, life and beauty, which are to be
found in a rose or a peach-tree, &c. above the essence
of matter in general but it is still but matter: to other
parts he adds sense and spontaneous motion, and those
other properties that are to be found in an elephant.
Hitherto it is not doubted but the power of God may
go, and that the properties of a rage, a peach, or an
elephant, superadded to matter, change not the properties of matter ; but matter is in these things matter still.
But if one venture to go on one step further, and say,
God may give to matter thought, reason, and volition,
as well as sense and spontaneous motion, there are men
ready presently to limit the power of the omnipotent
cresttor, and tell us he cannot do it ; because it destroys
the essence, " changes the essential properties of mat' 8 th."
To make good which assertion, they have no
more to say, but that thought and reason ate not included in the essence of matter. I grant & i but wh4t'

to

the Bishop of Worcester,

46%

ever excellency, not contained in its essence, be superadded to matter, it does not destroy the essence of matter, if it leaves it an extended solid Bubstance : wherever
that is, there is the essence of matter : and if every thing
of greater perfection, superadded to such a substance,
destroys the essence of matter, what will become of the
essence of matter in a plant, or an animal, whose properties far exceed those of a mere extended solid substance ?
But it is farther urged, that we cannot conceive how
matter can think. I grant it ; but to argue from thence,
that God therefore cannot give to matter a faculty of
thinking, is to say God's onmipotency is limited to a
narrow compass, because man's understanding is so ;
and brings down God's infinite power to the size of our
capacities. If God can give no power to any parts of
matter, but what men can account for from the essence
of matter in general ; if all such qualities and properties
must destroy the essence, or change the essential p r e
perties of matter, which are to our conceptions above
it, and we cannot conceive to be the natural consequence of that essence: it is plain, that the essence of
matter is destroyed, and its essential properties changed
in most of the sensible parts of this our system. For i$
is visible, that all the planets have revolutions aboutr
certain remote centres, which I would have @QY one *e+
plain, or make conceivable by the bare essencg or vatu:
rd powers depending on the essence of matter in geperal, without something added to that essence, which wg
cannot conceive : for the moving of matter in ct crooke4
line, or the attrgction of matter by mattqr, is all tha(
can be said in the case ; either of which it is abcwe our
reach ta derive from the essence of matter, BF body in
generfil ; though one of these two must unawi$bly be
$lowed t o be superadded in this instance to the essence
of mat& in general, The omnipotent Cwatw advised
not with us b the making of the world, and his wt?ye
are not, &e less ewellegt, becguse they are past w
finckg aut,
In the .ne&,place, the vegekable part of the c r e a t h
i q nat doubtd ta be whdly material; and y$$ be th&
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will look into it, will observe excellencies and operations in this part of matter, which he will not find contained in the essence of matter in generaI, nor Ix able
to conceive how they can be produced by it. And will
he therefore say, that the essence of matter is destroyed
in them, because they have properties and operations
not contained in the essential properties of matter as
matter, nor explicable by the essence of matter in general ?
Let us advance one step farther, and we shall, in the
animal world, meet with yet greater perfections and
properties, no ways explicable by the essence of matter
in general. If the omnipotent Creator had not superadded to the earth, which produced the irrational animals, qualities far surpassing those of the dull dead
earth, out of which they were made, life, sense, and
spontaneous 'motion, nobler qualities than were before
in it, it had still remained rude senseless matter ; and if
to the individuals of each species he had not superadded
a power of propagation, the species had perished with
those individuals : but by these essences or properties of
each species, superadded to the matter which they were
made of, the essence or properties of matter i n general
were not destroyed or changed, any more than any
thing that was in, the individuals before was destroyed
or changed by the power of generation, superadded to
them by the first benediction of the Almighty.
In all such cases, the superinducement of greater perfections and nobler qualities destroys nothing of the
essence or perfections that were there before, unless there
can be showed a manifest repugnancy between them ;
but all the proof offered for that, is only, that we cannot conceive how matter, without such superadded perfections, can produce such &ects ; which is, in truth,
no more than to say, matter in general, or every part
of matter, as matter, has them not ; but is no reason to
prove that God, if he pleases, cannot superadd them to
some parts of matter: unless it can be proved to be a
contradiction, that God should give to some parts of
matter qualities and perfections, which matter in general has not ; though we cannot conceive how matter is
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invested with them, or how it operates by virtue of t h u s
new endowments. Nor is it to be wondered that we
cannot, whilst we limit all its operations to those qualities it had before, and would explain them by the known
properties of matter in general, without any such superinduced perfections. For if this be a right rule of reasoning to deny a thing to be, because we cannot conceive the mariner how it comes to be; I shall desire
them who use it to stick to this rule, and see what work
it will make both in divinity as well as philosophy ; and
whether they can advance aiiy thing more in favour of
scepticism.
For to keep within the present subject of the power
of thinking and self-motion, bestowed by omnipotent
power on some parts of matter : the objection to this is,
I cannot conceive how matter should think. What is
the consequence? ergo, God cannot give it a power to
think. Let this stand for a good reason, and then proceed in other cases by the same. You cannot conceive
how matter can attract matter a t any distance, much
less at the distance of 1,000,000 miles : ergo, God cannot give it such a power. You cannot conceive how
matter should feel or move itself, or affect an immaterial
being, or be moved by i t ; ergo, God cannot give it
such powers : which is in effect to deny gravity and the
revolution of the planets about the sun ; to make brutes
mere machines, without sense or spontaneous motion ;
and to allow man neither sense nor voluntary motion.
Let us apply this rule one degree farther. You cannot conceive how an extended solid substance should
think; therefore God cannot make it think: can you
conceive how your own soul, or any substance thinks?
You find indeed, that you do think, and so do I ; but
I want to be told how the adtion of thinking is performed: this, I confess, is beyond my conception; and I
would be glad ifany one, who conceives it, would explain
it to me. God,I find, has given me this faculty ; and
since I cannot but be convinced of his power in this
instance, which though I every moment experiment in
myelf, yet I cannot conceive the maaner of; what
wodd it be less than an insolent absurdity to deny his
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p p e r in &er like cases oaly for this rewan, because I
cwnot conceive the manner how ?
T o exprcrin this mstter a little farther : God has created
a substance: let it he, €or example, a solid extended subs(aace: is God bound l o give it, besides king, a power
of @ion? that, I think, nobody will say. H e therefore
may leave it in a state of inactivity, and it will be nevertheless a substance ; for action is not necessary to the
being of any substance, that God does create. God has
likewise created, and made to exist, de novo, an immaterial substance, which will not lose its being of a substance, though God should bestow on it nothing more
but this bare being, without giving it any activity at
all. Here are now two distinct substances, the one material, the other immaterial, both in a state of perfect
inactivity. Now, I ask, what power God can give to
ope of these substances (supposing them to retain the
same &tinct natures, that they had as substances in their
s w e af inactivity) which he cannot give to the other?
In that state, it is plain, neither of them thinks; for
thinking,being an action, it cannot be denied, that God
car^ put iul end to any action of any created substance,
without annihilagng of the substance whereof it is an
f~c&n: and if it be so, he can also create or give existence tr, sa& a substance, without giving that substance
my action a t all. Now I would ask, why o,mnipotency
cannot give to either of these substances, which are
equally in a &.ate of perfect inactivity, the .same power
tha$ it can give to the other? Let it be, for example,
$,bat of spantamus or se4knotion, which is ,a power
$hat it i s supposed God can give to an unsofid substance,
ied &at he can give t~ a d i d substance.
be asked, why they limit the omnipotency of
W, in refkreuce to the one rather than the ather af
$hem substances ; all that can be said to it iq, that they
M n @ cqaceivs h w the solid substance should ever he
p&&
#Q w v e itself. And as &tl% sa7 I, &re they able
$Q caqc&v@b w a created upsolid subsknce shwld move
blf;
1.rit +ere may be somei n an immaterial
W a w ,
do not know. I grant i t ; and in
@ M a l
gravitatjrm d' e t e r

--

to tke Bbfiop 6f w"c8ster.
towards matter, and in the several proportims
able, inevitably shows, that there is samething in m&
ter that we do not understand, u n h a we can c d w e
self-motion in matter; or an inexpWHe and ims
ceivabie attraction in matter, at immense and almost incomprehensibledistances :it must therefore be confessed,
that there is srmething in solid, as wen as u n d i d , substances, that we do not understand. But this we know,
that they may each of them have their distitind beings,
without any activity superadded to them, pmlm yopr
will deny, that God can take from any being. its power
of acting, which it is probable will be thought too pre'
suniptuous for any one to do ; and, I say, it is as hard
to eonceive seIf-motion in a created immaterial, as in a
materia1 being, consider it how you will : and therefore
this is no reason to deny omnipotency to be able to give
a power of self-motion to a material substance, if fie
pleases, as well as t o an immaterial; since wither of
them can have it from themselves, nor can we COReeive
how it can be in either of them.
The same is visible in the other operation of thinking ; both these substances may be made, and exkt d b
out thought ; neither of them has, or can have tbe p w e r
of thinking from its&; God mag. gve it ts either d
them, according to the good pleasure of hb m i p
tency ; and in which ever of them it is, it, is eqdly
beyond our capacity to comive, how either of t h e
substances thinks. But for that reason, to deny that
God, who had power enough to give them both a being
out of nothing, can, by the same omnipotencp, @e
them what other powers and perfections hepleases; has
no better a foundation than to deny his power ofcra3ation, because we cannot conceive how it is performed :
and there at last this way of reasoning must terminate.
That omnipotency mnnot make a substance tobe
soIid and not solid at the same time, I Bhink, with drte
reverence, we may sg ; but that a s& substance may
not have quaFities, perfections and powers, whkh have
no natural or visibly necessary connexion with r
n
w
and extension, is too much for us (who are bo of yesterday, and hww-nothing] ko be *the
he Ef
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cannot join things together by connexions inconceivable
to us, we must deny even the consistency and being of
matter itself; since every particle of it having some
bulk, has its parts connected by ways inconceivable to
us. So that all the difficulties that are raised against
the thinking of matter from our ignorance or narrow
conceptions, stand not at all in the way of the power of
God, if he pleases to ordain it so ; 1101' prove any thing
against his having actually endued some parcels of matter, so disposed as he thinks fit, with a faculty of thinking, till it can be shown that it contains a contradiction
t o suppose it.
Though to me sensation be comprehended under
thinking in general, yet in the foregoing discourse I
have spoken of sense in brutes, as distinct from thinking : because your lordship, as I remember, speaks of
sense in brutes. But here I take liberty to oljserve,
that if your lordship allows brutes to have sensation, it
will follow, either that God can and doth give to some
parcels o f matter a power of perception and thinking ;
or that all animals have immaterial, and consequently,
according to your lordship, immortal souls, as well as
men : and to say that fleas and mites, &c. have immortal
souls as well as men, will possibly be looked on as going
a great way to serve an hypothesis, and it would not
very well agree with what your lordship says, Ans. 2.
p. 64, to the words of Solomon, quoted out of Eccles.
c. iii.
I have been pretty large in making this matterplain,
that they who are so forward to liestow hard censures or
names on the opinions of those who differ from them,
may consider whether sometimes they are not more due
to their own : and that they may be persuaded a little to
temper that heat, which supposing the .truth in their
current opinions, gives them (as they think) a right to
lay what imputations they please on those who would
fairly examine the grounds they stand upon. For talking with a supposition and insinuations, that truth and
knowledge, nay, and religion too, stands and falls with
their systems, is at best but an imperious way of begging
the question, and assuming to themselves, under the
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pretence of zeal for the cause of God, a titIe to infallibility. I t is very becoming that men’s zeal for truth
should go as far as their proofs, but not go for proofs
themselves. H e that attacks received opinions, with
any thing but fair arguments, may, I own, be justly
suspccted not to mean well, nor to be led by the love
of truth ; but the same may be said of him too, who so
defends thein. A n errour is not the better for being
common, nor truth the worse for having lain neglected :
and if it were put to the vote any where in the world, I
douI,t, as things are inanaged, whether truth would have
the majority ; at least, whilst the authority of men, and
not the esamination of things, must be its measure. The
imputation of scepticism, and those broad insinuations
to render what I have writ suspected, so frequent as if
that were the great business of all this pains you have
I m n at about me, has made me say thus much, my lord,
rather as my sense of the way to cstablish truth in its full
fbrce and IJcauty, than that I think the world will need
to have any thing said to it, to inake it distinguish het wecn your lordship’s and my design in writing ; which
therefore I securely leave to the judgment of the reader,
and return to the argument in hand.
\\%at I have above said I take to be a full answer to
all that your lordship would infer from my idea of matter, of liberty, and of identity, and from the power of
abstracting. I’ou ask, “ how can my way of liberty
agree with the idea that bodies can operate only by
motion and impulse? ” Answ. By the oinnipotency
of God, who can make ail things agree, that involve
not a contradiction. It is true, 1say, “ that
6‘ bodies operate by impulse, and nothing
else.” And so I thought when I writ it,
and can yet conceive no other way of their operation.
But 1 ani since convinced by the judicious Mr. Newton’s incomparable book, that it is too bold a presumption to limit God’s power, i;i this point, by my narrow
conceptions. The gravitation of matter towards matter,
by ways inconceivable to me, is not only a demonstration that God can, if he pleases, put into bodies powers
and ways of operation, above what can be derived fram
2Y!2
66

z5i3

6c

468
Mr. Locke's second Rep&
our idea of body, or can be explained by what we know
of matter, but also an unquestionable and every where
visible instance, that he has done so. And therefore
in the next edition of my book, I shall take care to have
that passage rectified.
As to self-consciousness, your lordship asks, <' what
u is there like self-consciousness in matter ?
Nothing
at all in matter as matter. Rut that God cannot bestow
on some parcels of matter a power of thinking, and with
it self-consciousness, will never be proved by asking,
'' how is it possible to apprehend that mere body should
'' perceive that it doth perceive ? " The weakness of our
apprehension J grant in the case : I confess as much as
you please, that we cannot conceive how a solid, no nor
how an unsolid created substance thinks ; but this weakness of our apprehensions reaches not the power of God,
whose weakness is stronger than any thing in man.
Your argument from abstraction we have in this question, ' 6 if it may be in the power of matter to think,
'(how comes it to be so impossible for such organized
bodies as the brutes have to enlarge their ideas by
" abstraction ? "
Answ. This seems to suppose, that I
place thinking within the natural power of matter. If
that be your meaning, my lord, I neither say, nor suppose, that all matter has naturally in it a faculty of thinking, but the direct contrary. But if you mean that certain parcels of matter, ordered by the divine power, as
seems fit to him, may be made capable of receiving from
his omnipotency the faculty of thinking ; that indeed I
say, and that beinggranted, the answer to your question
is easy, since if oinnipotency can give thought to any
solid substance, it is not hard to conceive, that God may
give that faculty in an higher or lower degree, as it
pleases him, who knows what disposition of the subject is
suited to such a particular way 01' degree of thinking
Another argiment to prove, that God cannot endue
any parcel of matter with the faculty of thinking, is
takea from those words of mine, where I show by what
connexion of ideas we may come to know, that God is
an immaterial substance. They are these : ('the idea of
an eternal, actual knowing being, with the idea of
"
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by the intervention of the id- of matter, and of its actual division, divisibility, and want
of perception,” &c. From whence your lordship
thus argues, (Ihere the want of perception is owned to
‘( be so essential to matter, that God is therefore con.
‘(cluded to be immaterial.” Answ. Perception and
knowledge in that one eternal being, where it has its
source, it is visible, must be essentially inseparable from
it ; therefore the actual want of perception in so great
part of the particular parcels of matter, is a demonstration, that the first being, from whom perception and
knowledge is inseparable, is not matter. How far this
makes the want of perception an essential property of
matter, I will not dispute; it suffices, that it shows, that
perception is not an essential property of matter : and
therefore matter cannot be that eternal original being,
to which perception and knowledge is essential. Matter, I say, naturally is without perception ; ergo, says
your lordship, (‘want of perception is an essential pro‘(perty of matter, and God doth not change the essencc tial properties of things, their nature remaining.”
From whence you infer, that God cannot bestow on any
parcel of matter (the nature of matter remaining) a f*
culty of thinking, If the rules of logic, since my days,
be not changed, I may safely deny this consequence.
For an argument that runs thus, ‘‘ God does not, ergo,
‘( he cannot,” I was taught, when I came first to the
university, would not hold. For I never said God did ;
but that I see no contradiction i n it, that
B iv. c. 5.
cc he should, if he pleased, give to some
61 systems of senseless matter a faculty of
cc thinking :” and I know nobody, before Des Cartes,
that ever pretended to show that there was any contradiction in it. So that a t worst, my not k i n g able to
see in matter any such incapacity, as makes it impossible
for omnipotency to bestow on it a faculty of thinking,
makes me opposite only to the Cartesians. For as far
as I have seen or heard, the fathen of the Christian
church never pretended to demonstrate that matter was
incapable to receive a power of sensation, perception
and thinking, from the hand of the omnipotent creator,

(‘immateriality,
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Let us, therefore, if you please, suppose the form of your
argumentation right, and that your lordship means
God cannot; and then if your argument be good, it
proves, that God could not give to Ralaam’s ass a power
t o speak to his master as he did ; for the want of rational discourse being natural to that species, it is but
for your lordship to call it an essential property, and
then God cannot change the essential properties of
things, their nature remaining ; whereby it is proved,
that God cannot, with all his oninipotency, give to an
ass a power to speak as Balaam’s did.
You say, my lord, “ you do not set bounds to God’s
(‘omnipotency: for he may, if he pleases, change a
body into an immaterial substance ;’’ i. e. take away
from a substance the solidity which it had before, and
which made i t matter, and then give it a faculty of
thinking, which it had not before, and which makes it
a spirit, the same substance remaining. For if the same
substance remains not, body is not changed into an ini‘material substance, but the solid substance, and all belonging to it, is annihilated, and an immaterial substance created ; which is not a change of one thing into
another, but the destroying of one, and making another
cc de novo.”
In this change, therefore, of a body, or
material substance, into an immaterial, let us observe
these distinct considerations.
First, you say, ‘(God may, if he pleases,” take away
from a solid substance, solidity, which is that which
makes it a material substance or body ; and may make
it an immaterial substance, i. e. a substance without
solidity. But this privation of one quality gives it not
another: the bare taking away a lower or less noble
quality, does not give it an higher or nobler ; that must
be the gift of God. For the bare privation of one, and
B meaner quality, cannot be the position of an higher
and better : unless any one will say, that cogitation, or
the power of thinking, results from the nature of substance itself; which if it do, then wherever there is substance, there must be cogitation, or a power of thinking.
Here then, upon your lordship’s own principles, is an
immaterial substance without the faculty of thinking.
&‘
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I n the next place, you will not deny, but God may

give to this substance, thus deprived of solidity, a faculty of thinking; for you suppose it made capable of
that, by being made immaterial : whereby you allow,
that the same numerical substance may be sometimes
wholly incogitative, or without a power of thinking, and
at other times perfectly cogitative, or endued with a
power of thinking.
Further, you will not deny, but God can give it solidity¶ and make it material again. For I conclude it
will not be denied, that God can make it again what it
was before. Now I crave leave to ask your lordship,
why God, having given to this substance the facuIty of
thinking after solidity was taken from it, cannot restore
to it solidity again, without taking away the faculty of
thinking? When you have resolved this, my lord, you
will have proved it impossible for God’s omnipotence to
give to a solid substance a faculty of thinking ; but till
then, not having proved it impossible, and yet denying
that God can do it, is to deny that he can do what is in
itself possible : which, as I humbly conceive, it is visibly to set bounds to God’s omnipotency ; though you
say here, “ you do not set bounds to God‘s omnipo6c tency.”
If I should imitate your lordship‘s way of writing, I
should not omit to bring in Epicurus here, and take
notice that this was his way, ‘‘ deum verbis ponere, re
‘‘ tollere :” and then add, ‘( that I am certain you do
cc not think he promoted the great ends of morality and
‘‘ religion.” For it is with such candid and kind insinuations as these, that you bring in both Hobbes and
Spinosa into your discourse here about God’s being able,
if he pleases, to give to some parcels of matter, ordered
as he thinks fit, a faculty of thinking : neither of those
authors having, as appears by any passages you bring
out of them, said any thing to this question, nor liaving,
as it seems, any other business here, but by their names
skilfully to give that character to my book, with which
you would recommend it to the world.
I pretend not to inquire what measure of zeal, nor
for what, guides. your lordship’s pen in such a Way of
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d t i n g , 86 yours has all along been with me: only I
cannot but consider what reputation it would give to
the writings of the fathers of the church, if they should
think truth required, or religion allowed them to imitate such patterns. But God be thanked there be those
amongst them who do not admire such ways of managing the cause of truth or religion : they being sensible,
that if every one, who believes or can pretend he has
truth on his side, is thereby authorized without proof
to insinuate whatever may serve to prejudice men’s
minds against the other side ; there will be great ravage
made on charity and practice, without any gain to truth
or knowledge. And that the liberties frequently taken
by disputants to do so, may have been the cause that
the world, in all ages, has received so much harm, and
so little advantage, from controversies in religion.
These are the arguments which your lordship has
brought to confute one saying in my book, by other
passages in it; which therefore being all but ‘( argu‘‘ menta ad hominem, if they did prove what they do
not, are of no other use, than to gain a victory over me :
tl thing, methinks, so much beneath your lordship, that
it does not deserve one of your pages. The question is,
whether God can, if he pleases, bestow on any parcel of
matter, ordered as he thinks fit, a faculty of perception
and thinking. You say, cc you look upon a mistake
herein to be of dangerous consequence, as to the great
“ ends of religion and morality.”
If this be so, my
lord, I think, one may well wonder why your lordship
has brought no arguments to establish the truth itself,
which you look on to be of such dangerous consequence
to be mistaken in ; but have spent so many pages only
in a personal matter, in endeavouring to show, that 1
had inconsistencies in my book: which, if any such
thing had been showed, the question would be still as
fw from being decided, and the danger of mistaking
abut it as little prevented, as if nothing of all this had
been said. If thevefore your lordship’s care of the great
ends of religion and morality have made you think it
necessary to c b r this question, the world has reason to
C Q R ~ U & &ere is &tle to be said against that propofiQ
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tion, which is to be found in my book concerning the
possibility, that some parcels of matter might be so ordered by omnipotence, as to be endued with a faculty
of thinking, if God so pleased; since your lordship's
concern for the promoting the great ends of religion
and morality, has not enabled you to produce one argument against a proposition, that you think of so dan.
gerous consequence to them.
And here I crave leave to observe, that though in
your title-page you promise to prove, that my notion of
ideas is inconsistent with itself (which if it were, it could
hardty be proved to be inconsistent with any thing else)
and with the articles of the Christian faith; yet your
attempts all along have been to prove me in some passages of my book inconsistent with myself, without
having shown any proposition in my book inconsistent
with any article of the Christian faith.
I think your lordship has indeed made use of one argu.
ment of your own : but it is such an one, that I confess
I do not see how it is apt much to promote religion,
especially the Christian religion founded on revelation.
I shall set down your lordship's words, that they may
be considered. You say, " that you are of opinion, that
c c the great ends of religion and morality are best secured
'c by the proofs of the immortality of the soul from its
(6 nature and properties ; and which, you think, proves
'c it immaterial. Your lordship does not question, whetC ther God can give immortality to a material sub<' stance; but you say, it takes off very much from the
6
' evidence of immortality, if it depend wholly upon
'6
God's giving that, which of its own nature it is not
*c capable of," &c.
So likewise you say, " if a man
cC cannot be certain, but that matter may think (as I
(6 affirm) then what becomes of the soul's immateriality
'6
(and consequently immortality) from its operations ?"
But for all this, say I, his assurance of faith remains on
its own basis. Now you appeal to any man of sense,
66 whether the finding the uncertainty of his own prin" ciples which he went upon in point of reason, doth
" not weaken the credibility of those fundament,al art&
6c cles, when they are considered purely as matters of
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faith? for before, there was a natural credibility in
cc them on the account of reason; but by going on
cc wrong grounds of certainty, all that is lost ; and in(' stead of being certain, he is more doubtful than ever.
And if the evidence of faith falls so much short of that
c6 of reason, it must needs have less effect upon men's
cc minds, when the subserviency of reason is taken away ;
as it must be when the grounds of certainty by reason
" are vanished.
Is it at all probable, that he who finds
cc his reason deceive him in such fundamental points,
cc should have his faith stand firm and unmoveable on the
cC accouiit of revelation ? For in matters of revelation,
'( there must be some antecedent principles supposed,
6c before we can believe any thing on the account of it."
More to the same purpose we hare sonie pages farther, where from some of my words your lordship says,
you cannot but observe, that we have no certainty
upon my grounds, that self.consciousness depends
(' upon an individual immaterial substance, and conse" quently that a material substance may, according to
my principles, have self-consciousness in it ; at least,
'(that I am not certain of the contrary. Whereupon
c' your lordship bids me consider, whether this doth
6L not a little affect the whole article of the resurrec" tion?"
What does all this tend to? but to make the
world believe, that I have lessened the credibility of the
immortality of the soul and the resurrection, by saying,
that though it be most highly probable, that the soul is
immaterial, yet upon my principles it cannot be demonstrated; because it is not impossible to God's ornnipotency, if he pleases, to bestow upon some parcels of
matter, disposed as he sees fit, a faculty of thinking.
This your accusation of my lessening the credibility
of these articles of faith is founded on this, that the
article of the immortality of the soul abates of its credibility, if it be allowed, that its immateriality (which is
the supposed proof from reason and philosophy of its
immortality) cannot be demonstrated from natural reason. Which argument of your lordship's bottoms, as
I humbly conceive, on this, that divine revelation abates
of its credibility in all those articles it proposes, propor'(
'(
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tionably as human reason fails to support the testimony
of God. And all that your lordship in those passages
hes said, when examined, will I suppose be found to
import thus much, viz. Does God propose any thing to
mankind to be believed? It is very fit and credible to
be believed, if reason can demonstrate it to be true,
But, if human reason comes short in the case, and cannot make it out, its credibility is thereby lessened:
which is in effect to say, that the veracity of God is
not a firm and sure foundation of faith to rely upon,
without the concurrent testimony of reason ; i. e. with
reverence be it spoken, God is not to be believed on
his own word, unless what he reveals be in itself credible, and might be believed without him.
If this be a way to promote religion, the Christian
religion in all its articles, I am not sorry that it is not a
way to be found in any of my writings ; for I imagine
any thing like this would (and I should think deserved)
to have other titles than bare scepticism bestowed upon
it, and would have raised no small outcry against any
one, who is not to be supposed to be in the right in all
that he says, and so may securely say what he pleases.
Such as I, the ‘‘ profanum vulgus,” who take too much
upon us, if we would examine, have nothing to do but
to hearken and believe, though what be said should subvert the very foundations of the Christian faith.
What I have above observed, is so visibly contained
in your lordship’s argument,’ that when I met with it
in your answer to my first letter, it seemed so strange
for a man of your lordship’s character, and in a dispute
in defence ,of the doctrine of the Trinity, that I could
hardly persuade myself, but it was a slip of your pen :
but when I found it in your second letter made use of
again, and seriously enlarged as an argument of weight
to be insisted upon, I was convinced, that it was a principle that you heartily embraced, how little favourable
soever it was to the articles of the Christian religion, and
particularly those which you undertook to defend.
I desire my reader to yeruse the passages as they stand
in your letters themselves, and see whether what YOU
say in them does not amount to this, that a revelation
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from God is more or less credible, according as it has 8
stronger or weaker confirmation from human reason.
For,
1. Your lordship says, (‘you do not question whecc ther God can give immortality to a material substance; but you say it takes off very much from the
(‘ evidence of immortality, if it depends wholly upon
cc God‘s giving that which of its own nature it is not
sc capable of.”
To which I reply, any one’s not being able to demonstrate the soul to be immaterial takes off not very
much, nor at all of the evidence of its immortality, if
God has revealed that it shall be immortal ; because the
veracity of God is a demonstration of the truth of what
he has revealed, and the want of another demonstration
of a proposition that is demonstratively true, takes not
off from the evidence of it. For where there is a clear
demonstration, there is as much evidence as any truth
can have, that is not self-evident. God has revealed that
the souls of men shall live for ever ; but, says your lordship, (‘from this evidence it takes off very much, if it
sc depends wholly upon God’s giving that, which of its
(6 own nature it is not capable of; ” i. e. the revelation
and testimony of God loses much of its evidence, if this
depends wholly upon the good pleasure of God, and
cannot be demonstratively made out by natural reason,
that the soul is immaterial, and consequently in its own
nature immortal. For that is all that here is or can be
meant by these words, which of its own nature it is
(6 not capable of,” to make them to the purpose.
For
the whole of your lordship’s discourse here is to prove,
that the soul cannot be material, because then the evidence of its being immortal would be very much lessened. Which is to say, that it is not as credible upon
divine revelation, that a material substance should tte
immortal, as an immaterial; or which is all one, that
God is not equally to be believed, when hedeclares that
a material substance shall be immortal, as when he declares that an immaterial shall be so ; because the immortality of a material substance cannot be demonstrated
((

from natural ream

i o the Bishop of Worcester.
47?
Let us try this Pule of your lordship’s a little farther.
God hath revealed, that the bodies men shall have after
the resurrection, as well as their souls, shall live to eternity: does your lordship believe the eternal life of the
one of these more than the other, because you think you
can prove it of one of them by natural reason, and of
the other not ? Or can any one, who admits of divine
revelation in the case, doubt of one of them more than
the other? Or think this proposition less credible, the
bodies of men, after the resurrection, shall live for ever,
than this, that the souls of men shall, after the resurrection, live for ever? For that he must do, if he thinks
either of them is less credible than the other. I€ this
be so, reason is to be consulted, how far God is to be
believed, and the credit of divine testimony must receive
its force from the evidence of reason ; which is evidently
to take away the credibility of divine revelation, in alt
supernatural truths, wherein the evidence of reason fails.
And how much such a principle as this tends to the
support of the doctrine of the Trinity, or the promoting
the Christian religion, I shall leave it to your lordship
to consider. This I think I may be confident in, that
few Christians have founded their belief of the immortality of the soul upon any thing but revelation ; since
if they had entertained it upon natural and phiiosophical reasons, they could not have avoided the believing
its pre-existence before its union to the body, as well
as its future existence after its separation froin it. This
is justified by that observation of Dr. Cudworth, €3. i.
c. 1. $ 31. where he affirms, that there was never any
cc of the ancients, before Christianity, that held the
cc soul’s future permanency after death, who did not
‘6 likewise assert its pre-existence.’’
I am not so well read in Hobbes or Spinosa, as to be
able to say what were their opinions in this matter. But
possibly there be those, who will think your lordship’s
authority of more use to. them in the case than those
justly decried names ; and be glad to find your lordship
a patron of the oracles of reason, so little to the advantage of the oracles of divine revelation. This, at least, I
think, may be subjoined to the words at the bottom of
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the next page, that those who have gone about to lessen
the credibility of the articles of faith, which evidently
they do, who say they are less credible, because they
cannot be made out demoiistratively Iiy natural reason ;
have not been thought to secure several of the articles
of the Christian faith : especially those of the Trinity,
Iucarnation, and Resurrection of the body, which are
those upon the account of which I am hrought by your
lordship into this dispute.
I shall not trouble thc reader with your lordship's endeavours in the following words, to prove, that if the
soul be not an immaterial substance, it can be nothing
but life ; your very first words visibly confuting all that
you allege to that purpose. They are, if the soul be
a material substance, it is really nothing but life ;"
which is to say, that if the soul be really a substance, it
is not really a substance, but really nothing else but an
affection of a substance: for the life, whether of a material or immaterial substance, is not tlic substance itsdf,
but an affection of it.
2. You say, " although we think the separate state of
the sou1 after death is sufficiently revealed in the
'( scripture ; yet it creates ;I great difficulty in under(' standing it, if the soul be nothing but life, or a ma'< terial substance, which must be dissolved when life is
" ended.
For if the soul be a material substance, it
'( must be made up, as others are, of the cohesion of
" solid and separate parts, liow minute and invisible
'' soever they he. And what is it which should keep
'' them together, when life is gone? So that it is no
(' easy matter to give an account, how the soul should
" be capable of immortality, unless it be an immate" rial substance: and then we know the solutio11 and
" texture of bodies cannot reach the soul, being of a
" different nature."
Let it be a s hard a matter, as it will, '' to give an
'( account what it is, that should keep the parts of a
" material soul together," after it is separated from the
body; yet it will be always as easy to give an account
of it, as to give an account what it is which should keep
together a material and iinniateriaI substance. And yet
'(
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the difficulty that there is to give an account of that, I
hope does not, with your lordship, weaken the credibility of the inseparable union of soul and body to eternity: and I persuade myself that the men of sense, to
whom your lordship appeals in the case, do not find
their belief of this fundaniental point much weakened
by that difficulty, I thought therefore (and by your
lordship’s permission would think so still) that the union
of parts of matter, one with another, is as much in the
hands of God, as the union of a material and immaterial substance ; and that it does not take off very much,
or a t all, from the evidence of immortality, which depends on that union, that it is no easy matter to give
an account what it is that should keep them together:
though its depending wholly upon the gift and good
pleasure of God, where the manner creates great difficulty in the understanding, and our reason cannot discover in the nature of things how it is, be that which
your lordship so positively says, ‘(lessens the credibility
“ of the fundamental articles of the resurrection and
‘( immortality.”
But, my lord, to remoye this objection a little, and
to show of how small force it is even with yourself; .give
me leave to presume, that your lordship as firmly believes
the immortality of the body after the resurrection, as
any other article of faith: if so, then it being no easy
matter to give an account what it is that shall keep together the parts of a inaterial soul, to one that believes
it is material, can no more weaken the credibility of
its immortality, than the like difficulty weakens the credibility of the immortality of the body. For when your
lordship shall find it an easy matter to give an account,
what it is besides the good pleasure of God, which shall
kcep together the parts of our material bodies to eternity, or even soiil and body ; I doubt not but any one,
who shall think the soul material, will also find it as easy
to give an account, what it is that shall keep those parts
of matter also together to eternity.
Were it not that the warmth of controversy is apt to
make men so far forget, as to take UP those Principles
themselves (when they will serve their turn) which they
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have highly condemned in others, I should wander to
find p u r lordship to a p e , that because it is a difficuhy to understand what should keep together the
minute parts of a material soul, when life is gone;
* and because it is not an easy matter to give an account
cT how the soul should be capable of immortdity, unless
'' it be an immaterial substance :" therefore it is not so
credible, as if it were easy to give an account, by natural
reason, how it could be. For to this it is, that all this
your discourse tends, as is evident by what is already
set down out of page 55, and will be more fully made
out by what your lordship s a p in other places, though
there need no such proofs, since it would all be nothing
against me in any other sense.
I thought your lordship had'in other places asserted,
and insisted on this truth, that no part of divine revelation was the less to be believed, because the thing itself
created great difficulties in the understanding, and the
manner of it was hard to be explained, and it was no
easy matter to give an accwnt how it was. This, as I
take it, your lordship condemned in others, as a very
unreasonable principle, and such as wouId subvert all the
articles of the chiistian religion that were mere matters
of faith, as I think it will : and is it posslble, that you
s h d d make use of it here yourself, against the article of
lit% and immortality, that Christ hath brought to light
through the gospe2 ; and neither was, nor could be made
out by natural reason without revelation ? But you will
say, you speak only of the soul; and your words are,
that it is no easy matter to give an account, how the
soul should be capable of inwortality, unless it, be an
a immaterial substance."
I grant i t ; but crave leave
to say, that there is not any one of those difficulties that
are, or can be raised, about the manner how a material
soul can Be immortal, which do not as well reach the
immortality of the body,
But if it were not so, I am sure this principle of YOUT
lordship's would reach other articles of faith, wherein
our natural' reason finds it not easy to give account how
those mysteries are ; an& which therefbre, according to
p u r phciates, must be less credible than other articles,
ff
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your lordship says, that you appeal to any man of senw,
whether to a man who thought by his principles he could
from natural grounds demonstrate the immortdity of
the soul, the finding the uncertainty of those principles
he went upon in point of wason, i. e. the finding he
could not certainly prove it by natural reason, doth not
weaken the credibility of that fundamental article, when
it is considered purely as a matter of faith, Which in
effect, I humbly conceive, amounts to this, that a pro:
position divinely revealed, that cannot be proved by
natural reason, is less credible than one that can:
which seems to me to come very little short of this, with
due reverence be it spoken, that Gad is less to be believed
when he affirms a proposition that cannot be proved by
natural reason, than when he proposes what can be
proved I)y it. The direct contrary to which is my opinion ; though you endeavour to make it good By these
following words : if the evidence 06 faith falls so much
short of that of reason, it must needs have less effect
(‘ upon men’s minds, when the subserviency of reason is
‘c taken away ; as it. must be, when the grounds of cerIs it at all probable,
f c tainty by reason are vanished.
c6 that he who finds his reason deceive him in such fun(( damental points, should have his faith stand firm and
‘( unmoveable on the account of revelation ’’ Than
which, I think, there are hardly plainer words to be
found out, to declare, that the credibility of God’s testimony depends on the natural evidence or probability of
the things we receive froin revelation, and rises and falls
with it; and that the, truths of God, or the articles of
mere faith, lose so much of their credibility, as they
want proof from reason : which it’ true, revelatiou may
come to hsve no credibility at all, For if in this pwsent case, the credibility of this proposition, the souls of
men shall live for ever, revealed in the scripture, be
lesgened by confessing it cannot n>e demonstratively
proved from reason, though it be asserted to be most
highly probable; must not, by the same rule, its credibility dwindle away to nothing, ifnatural reason should
pot be 9ble to m&g it out to be 69 much rts pwbabk
((
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or Bhould place the probability from natural principles
rnl. the other side? For if mere want of demonstration
lessend the credibility of any proposition divinely revealed, must not waDt of probability, or contrary probability from natural reason, quite take away its credibility? Here at last it must end, if in any one case the
veracity a€ God, and the credibility of the truths we
rewive from him by revelation, be subjected to the verdicts of human reasonr and be allowed to receive any
accession or diminution from other proofs, or want of
other proofs of its certainty or pfobabilfty.
If this be your lordship's way to promote religion, or
defend its articles, I know not What argument the
greatest enemies of it could use, more effectual for the
subversiotl of those ybu have undertaken to defend; this
being to resolve all revelation perfectly and purely into
natuml Peason, to bound its credibility by that, and
leave DO room for faith in other things, than what can
be accounted for by natwal reason without revelation.
Your lordship insists much upon it, as if I had contradicted what I had said in my Essay, by saying, that
upon my principles it cannot be demonstratively proved,
that it is an immaterial substance in us that thinks,
however probable it be. He that will be at the pains to
read that chapter of mine, and consider it, will find,
that my business there was to show, that it was no harder
to conceive an immaterial than a material substance ;
ahd that from the ideas of thought, and a power of
moving of matter, which we ettperienced in ourselves
(ideas originally not belonging to matter a8 matter)
there was no more difficulty to conclude there WRS an
immaterial substance in us, than that we had material
parts. These ideas of thinking, and power of moving
of matter, 1 in another place showed, did demonstratively lead us to the certain knowledge of the existence
of an immaterial thinking being, in whom we have the
itlea of spirit in the strictest sense ; in which sense I also
applied it t6 the soul, in that P3d chapter of my Essay:
the a s i l y cosiceivable possibiIitY, nay, great probability,
that that thinking substank in us is immaterial, givitlg
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think I may safely attribute it to the thinking substance
in us, till your lordship shall have better proved from
my words, that it is impossible it should be immaterial,
For I only say, that it is possible, i. e. involves no
contradiction, that God the omnipotent immaterial spirit
should, if he pleases, give to some parcels of matter,
disposed as he thinks fit, a power of thinking and moving: which parcels of matter so endued with a power
of thinking and motion, might properly be called fipirits,
i n contradistinction to unthinking matter. In all which,
I presumel there is no manner of contradiction.
I justified my use of the word spirit in that sense,
from the authorities of Cicero and Virgil, applying the
Latin word fipiritus, from whence spirit is derived, to a
soul as a thinking thing, without excluding materiality
out of it. To which your lordship replies, ('that Cicero,
'( in his Tusculan Questions, supposes the soul not to
(' be a finer sort of body, but of a different nature from
the body.-That he calls the body the prison of the
u sod-And
says that a wise man's business is to draw
'( off his soul from his body." And then your lordship
concludes, as is usual, with a question, ('is it possible
'' now to think so great a man looked on the soul but
" as a modification of the body, which must he at an
'( end with life ? " Answ. No ; it is impossible that a man
of so good sense as Tully, when he uses the word corpus
or body, for the gross and visible parts of a man, *which
he acknowledges to be mortal ; should look on the soul
to be a modification of that body, in a discourse wherein
he was endeavouring to persuade another, that it was
immortal. It is to be acknowledged that truly great
men, such as he was, are not wont 60 manifestly to contradict themselves, He had therefore no thought concerning the modification of the body of man in the case,
he was not such a trifler as to examine, whether the
modification of the body of a man was immortal, when
that body itself was mortal : and therefore that which
he,reports as Diccearchus's opinion, he dismisses in the
beginning nitbout any rnm ado, c. 11. But cicero's
was a direct, plain, and sensible inquiry, viz. What the
soul w8s ; to &e whether from thence he cauM dkcover
212
'(

&a4
MY+.
h k e ’ s second Reply
its immortality. But in all that discourse in his first
book of Tusculan Questions, where he lays out so much
of his reading and reason, there is not one syllable showing the least thought, that the soul was an immaterial
substarice ; but many things directly to the contrary.
Indeed (1.) he shuts out the body, taken
‘ Chap*
in the seme he uses corpus all along, for
$2, so, 31,
the sensible organical parts of a man, and is
&c.
60speaks En- positive that is not the soul: and body in
“Ter- this sense, taken for the human body, he
‘‘ ra coqus calls the prison of the soul ; and says a wise
est, at mens
r l ignis est.”
man, instancing Socrates and Cato, is glad
of a fair opportunity to get out of it. But
he no where says any such thing of matter; he calls
not matter in general the prison of the soul, nor talks a
word of being separate fiom it.
(2.) H e concludes, that the soul is not like other
-things here below, made up of a composition of the
elements, c. 27.
(3.) H e excludes the two gross elements, earth and
water, from being the soul, c. 26.
So far he is clear and positive : but beyond this he is
uncertain ; beyond this he could not get. For in same
places he speaks doubtfully, whether the soul be not
air or fire: “ anima sit animus ignisve nescio,” e. 25.
And therefore he agrees with Panetius, that, if it be
a t all elementary, it is, as he calls it, cc inflammata
#6 anima, inflamed air ;” and for this he gives several
reasons, c. 18, 19. And though he thinks it to be of a
peculiar nature of its own, yet he is so far from thinking it immaterial, that he says, c. 19, that the admitting it to be of an aerial or igneous nature would not be
inconsistent with any thing he had said.
‘
That which he seems most to incline to, is, that the
soul was not at all elementary, but was of the same substance with the heavens ; which Aristotle, to distinguish
from the four eIements and the changeable bodies here
below, which he supposed made up of them, called
quinta essentia.” That this was Tully’s opinion, is
plain from these words: 6c ergo, animus, qui, ut ego
‘6‘ dim, divinus est, ut Euripides audet dicere deus ; lh
I
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“ quidem si deus, aut atiirna aut ignis est, idem est
‘‘ animus hominis. Nnm ut illa natura ccelestis et terra
‘‘ vacat et humore; si0 utriusque haruni rerum huma“ nus animus est expers. Sin autem est quinta qtrzedam
“ natura ab Aristotele inducta; piiinum haec et dco‘‘ rum est et aniinorum. Haric nos sententiam secuti,
“ his ipsis verbis in consolatione h z c expressimiis,”
c. 26. h i d then he goes on, c. 27, to repeat those his
own words, which your lordship has quoted out of him,
wherein he had affirmed, in his treatise, ‘‘ de consola“ tione,” the soul iiot to have its original from the
earth, or to be mixed or made of any thing earthly;
but had said, ‘‘ Singularis est igitur quaedani natura e t
‘c vis animi sejuncta a b his usitatis notisque nataris.”
Whereby, he tells us, lie meant nothing but Aristotle’s
“ quinta essentia; ” which being unmixed, being that
of which the gods and souls consisted, he calls it ‘‘ di“ vinum, celeste,” and concludes it eternal : it being,
as he speaks, ‘‘ sejuncta ab omni inortali concretione.”
Prom which it is clear, that in all his inquiry about the
sul)stance of the soul, his thoughts went not beyond the
four elements, or Aristotle’s ‘( quinta essentia,” to look
for it. In all which there is nothing of immateriality>
but quite the contrary.
IJc was willing to believe (as good and wise men have
always been) that the soul was immortal; but for that,
it is plain, he never thought of its immateriality, but
as the eastern people do, who believe the soul to be immortal, but have nevertheless no thought, no conception of its immateriality. It is remarkable, what a very
considerable and judicious author says in the cwe : “ No
6‘ opinion,” says he, “ has been so universally
‘6
received, as that of the immortality of Royaume de
‘6
the soul ; but its immateriality is a truth, Siam. t. i.
8
6‘
the knowledge whereof has not spread c*
6‘ so far.
And indeed it is extremely dificult to let
‘ 6 into the mind of a Siamite the idea of a pure spirit.
1‘ This the missionaries, who have been longest among
6‘
them, are positive in: all the pagans of the east do
*‘truly believe, that there remains something of a man
6‘ after his death, which subsists independently and
to
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separately fmm his body. But they give extension
and figure to that which remains, and attribute to it
'' all the same members, all the same substances, both
'6 solid and liquid, which our bodies are composed of.
'' They only suppose that the souls are of a matter subtile enough to escape being seen or handled.-Such
(' were the shades and the manes of the Greeks and the
'6 Romans,
And it is by these figures of the souls, an(5 swerable to those of the bodies, that Virgil supposed
(6 Xneas knew Palinurus, Dido, and Anchises, in the
6s other world,"
This gentleman was not a man that travelled into
those parts for his pleasure, and to have the opportunity
to tell strange stories, collccted by chance, when he returned ; but one chosen on purpose (and it seems well
chosen for the purpose) to inquire into the singularities
of Siam. And he has so well acquitted himself of the
commission, which his epistle dedicatory tells us he had,
to inform himself exactly of what was most remarkable
there; that had we but such an account of other countries of the east, as he has given us of this kingdom,
which he was an envoy to, we should be much better
acquainted than we are, with the manners, notions, and
religions of that part of the world, inhabited by civilized
nations, who want neithcr good sense nor acuteness of
reason, though not cast into the mould of the logic and
philosophy of our schools.
But to return to Cicero: it is plain, that in his inquiries about the soul his thoughts went not at all beyond matter. This the expressions, that drop from him
i n severa! places of this book, evidently show : for example, that the souls of excellent men and women
ascended into heaven ; of others, that they remained
here on earth, c. 19. that the soul is hot, and warms the
body: that at its leaving the body, it penetrates and
divides, and breaks through our thick, cloudy, moist
air: that it stops in the region of fire, and ascends no
farther, the equality of warmth and weight making tfiat
its proper place, where it is nourished and sustained with
the same things, wherewith the stars are nourished and
sustained; and that by the convebiencv 08 its neighgc
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bourhmd, it shall there have a clearer view tind fuller
knowledge of the heavenly bodies, c. 19. that the
also from this height shall have a pleasant and h i p e p
pmspect of the globe of the earth, the disposition of
whose parts will then lie before it in one view, c. g o ; >
that it is hard to determine what conformation, siae,
and place, the soul has in the body : that it is too subtile
to be seen : that it is in a human body as in a house, or
a vessel, or a receptacle, 0. 5!2. all which are expressions that sufficiently evidence, that he who used them
had not in his mind separated materiality from the idee
of the soul,
I t may perhaps be replied, that a great part of this,
which we find in c. 19. is said upon the principles of
those who would have the soul to be '(anima inflamI grant it : but it is also to be
" mata, inflamed air."
observed, that in this lgth, and the two following ohapters, he does not only not deny, but even admits, that
so material a thing as inflamed air may think.
The truth of the case, in short, is this: Cicera was
willing to believe the soul immodal, but when he
sought in the nature of the soul itself something to edablisk this his belief into a certainty of it, he found himself at a loss. He confessed he knew not what the soul
was : but the not knowing what it was, he argues, c. 2.
was no reason to conclude it was not. And thereupon
he proceeds to the repetition of what he had said i n his
6th book de Repub. concerning the soul. The argument, which borrowed from Plat0 he there makes use
of, if it have any force in it, not only proves the soul to
be immortal, but more than, I think, your lordship
will allow to be true: for it proves it to be eternal, and
without beginning, as well as witHout end; '6 neque
.
1' nata ceite est, et aeterna est," says he.
Indeed from the faculties of the soul he concludes
right, that it is of divine original: but as t o the substanee of the soul, he at the end of this discouse eoneerning its faculties, c. 95, as welt as at the beginning
of it, c. 29, is not ashamed to own his ignorance of what
it is : '6 anima sit animus, ignisve nescio ; nec me pudet,
ttt istos, fated neseire quod nescism. Mud, si ulk alia,
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de re obscura affirmare possum, sive anima, sive ignis.
sit animus, euni jurarem esse divinum,” c. 25. So
that all the certainty he could attain to about the soul,
was, that he was confident there was something divine
in it; i. e. there were faculties in the soul that could
not result from the nature of matter, but must have their
original from a divine power : but yet those qualities,
as divine as they were, he acknowledged might be placed
in breath or fire which I think your lordship will not
deny t o be material substances. So that all those divine
qualities, which he so much and so justly extols in the
soul, led him not, as appears, so niuch as to any the least
thought of immateriality. This is demonstration, that
he built them not upon an exclusion of materiality out
of the soul ; for he avowedly professes, he does not know
but breath or fire might be this thinking thing in us :
and in all his considerations about the substance of the
soul itself, he stuck in air or fire, or Aristotle’s ‘(quinta
essentia;” for beyond those, it is evident, he went not.
But with all his proofs out of Plato, to whose authority he defers so much, with all the arguments his vast
reading and great parts could furnish him with for the
immortality of the sod, he was so little satisfied, so far
from being certain, so far from any thought that he had,
or could prove it, that he over and over again professes
his ignorance and doubt of it. In the beginning he
enumerates the severaI opinions of the philosophers,
which he had well studied about it ; and then, full of
certainty, says, “ haram sententiarum q i m vera sit,
deus aliquis videret, quae veri bimillima magna quae(r stio,”
c. 11. And towards the latter end having
gone them all over again, and one after another examined them, he professes himself still at a loss, not
knowing on which to pitch, nor what to determine :
6‘ Mentis acies,” says he, ‘‘ seipsam intuens nonnunquam
hebescit, ob earnque causam contemplandi diligen‘( tiam ornittimiis. Itaque dubitans, circunispectans,
hzsitans, multa adversa revcrtens, tanquani in rate in
6‘ mari immenso, nostra vehitur oratio,” c. 30.
And
to conclude this argument, when the person he introduces as djmursing with him, tells him he is resolved
(6
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to keep firm to the belief of immortality: Tully answers,
c. 82.
Laudo id quidem, etsi nihil animis oportet
" confidere ; nioveinur enim s q e aliquo acute concluso,
labanius, niutamusque sententiam clarioribus etiam in
" rebus ; in his est enim aliqua obscuritas."
SOunmoveable is that truth delivered by the spirit of
truth, that though the light of nature gave snnie obscure
glimmering, some uncertain hopes of a future state; yet
hunian reason could attain to no clearness, no certa'inty
about it, but that it was '(JESUS CHRIST Tim, i.lo.
('alone who had brought life and immor" tality to light through the gospel."
Though we are
now told, that to own the inability of natural reason to
bring immortality to light, or, which passes for the
same, to own principles upon wliich the imniateriality
of the soul (and, as it is urged, consequently its immortality) cannot be demonstratively proved ;does lessen the
belief of this article of revelation, which JESUS CHRIST
alone has brought to light, and which consequexitly the
scripture assures us is established and made certain only
by revelation, This would not perhaps have seemed
strange from those who are justly complairied of, for
slighting the revelation of the gospel, and therefore
would not be much regarded, if they should contradict
so plain a text of scripture in favour of their all-sufficient
reason: but what use the promoters of scepticism and
infidelity, in an age so much suspected by your lordship,
may make of what conies froin one of your great authority and learning, may deserve your consideration.
And thus, my lord, I hope I have satisfied you concerning Cicero's opinion about the soul, in his first book
of Tusculan Questions ; which though I easily believe,
as your lordship says, you are no stranger to, yet I humbly conceive you have not shown (and upon a careful
perusal of that treatise again, I think I may boldly say
you cannot show) one word in it, that expresses any
thing like a notion in Tully of the soul's immateriality,
or its being an immaterial substance.
From what you bring out of Virgil, your lordship
concludes, (' that he no more thzn Cicero does me any
'( kindness in this matter, being both assertors of tbe
'(

'(
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6‘ soul’s immortality.“
My lord, were not the question of tbe soul’s immateriality, according to custom,
changed here into that of its immortality, which I am
no less an assertor of than either of them, Cicero and
Virgil do me all the kindness I desired of them in this
matter; and that was to show, that they attributed the
word G6 spiritus” to the soul of man, without any thought
of its immateriality: and this the verses you yourself
bring out of Virgil, Xneid. 4. 385.
6‘ Et cum frlgida mors animee seduxerit artiis
Omnibus umbra locis adero, dabis improbe p n a s ;”

confirm, as well as those I quoted out of his 6th book :
and for this monsieur de la Loubere ehalI be my witness,
in the words above set down out of him ;where he shows,
that there be those amongst the heathens of our days,
as well as Virgil and others amongst the ancient Greeks
and Romans, who thought the souls or ghosts of men
departed did not die with the body, without thinking
them to be perfectly immaterial ; the latter being much
more incomprehensible to them than the former. And
what Virgii‘s notion of the soul is, and that 6c COP~UB,”
when put In contradistinction to the soul, signifies nothing but the gross tenement of flesh and bones, is evident from this verse of his A3neid. 6, where he calls the
souls which yet were visible,
-‘‘
Tepues sine corpore vitae.”

Your lordship’s answer concerning what is said, Ecdes. xiii. turns wholly upon Solomon’s taking the soul
to be immortal, which was not what I questioned: all
that I quoted that place for was to show, that spirit
in Engiish might properly be applied to the soul, without my notion of its immateriality : as pn7 was by Solomon: which whether he thought the souls of men to be immaterial, does little appear in that passage, where he
speaks of the souls of men and beasts together, as he
d m , But fhrtkur, what I contended for, is evident
h r n that place, in that the word spirit is there applied,
by wr ‘tFanstatm, to the souls of beasts, which your
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lordship, I think, does not rank among& the immaterial,
and consequently immortal spirits, though they have
sense and spontaneous motion.
But you say, " if the soul be not of itself a free-think.
" ing substance, you do not see what foundation there
'' is -in nature for a day of judgment." Ans. Though
the heathen world did not of old, nor do to this day,
see a foundation in nature for a day of judgment ; yet in
revelation, if that will satisfy your lordship, every one
may see a foundation for a day of judgment, because
God has positively declared i t ; though God ha9 not by
that revelation taught us, what the substance of the soul
is ; nor has any where said, that the soul of itself is a
free agent. Whatsoever any created substance is, it is
not of itself, but is by the good pleasure of its Creator:
whatever degrees of perfection it has, it has from the
bountiful harid of its Maker. For it is true, i n a natural
as well as a spiritual sense, what St. Paul gays, (' not
'' that we are sufficient of ourselves to think cor, 5.
6' any thing as of ourselves, but our sufficiency is of God."
But your lordship, as I guess by y m following
wmds, would argue, that a material substance cannot
be a free agent ; whereby I suppose you only mean, that
you cannot see or conceive how a solid substance shouw
begin, stop, or change its own motion. To which give
me leave to answer, that when you can make it conceivable, how any created, finite, dependent substance,
can move itself, or alter, or stop its own motion, which
it must, to be a free agent; I suppose you +vi11 find it
no harder for God to bestow this power on a solid, than
an unsolid created substance. Tully, in the
place above quoted, could not conceive this TuscGn.
power to be in any thing, but what was c.23.
from eternity : " cum pateat igitur aeternum
'6 id esse quod wipmm moveat, quis est qui hanc natu" ram animis esse tributam neget ? "
But though you
cannot see how any created substance, solid or not solid,
can be a free agent (pwdon me, my lord, if 1 put in
both till your lordship phase to explain it of eithei, and
show the manner how either of them can, of ituelf, &ye
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itself or any thing eke) yet 1 do not think y'ou Will sd
far deny men to LK1 five agents, fiom the difficulty there
is to see how they are free agents, as to doubt whether
there be foundation enough for a day of judgment,
It is not for me to judge how far your lordship's s p culations seach; but finding in iriyself nothing to be
truer than what the wise Solomon tells me, " as thou
'' knowest not what is the way of the spirit,
Bccles. xi. 5.
(' nor how the bones do grow in the womb
, '' of her that is with child; even so thou knowest not
'' the works of God who maketh all things," I gratefully receive and rejoice in the light of revelation, which
sets me at rest in many things, the manner whereof my
poor reason can by no means make out to me: omnipotency, I know, can do any thing that contains in it no
contradiction ; eo that I readily believe whatever God
has declared, though my season find difficulties in it,
which it cannot master. As in the present case, God
having revealed that there shall be a day of judgment, I
think that foundation enough to conclude men are free
enough to be made answerable for their actions, and to
receive according Yo what they have done ; though how
man is a free agent, S U ~ ~ ~my
S Sexplication or comprehewion,
In answer to the place I brought out of
Chap x d v .
St.
Luke, your lordship asks, (' whether
ver. 39. .
" from these words of our Saviour, it fol" lows that a spirit is only an appearance? " I answer,
No ; nor do I know who drew such an inference from
them: but it follows, that in apparitions there is something that appears, and that that which appears is not
wholly immaterial ; and yet this was properly called
rudpa, and was often looked upon by those, who called
it ~ d p ina Greek, and now call it spirit i n EngIish, to
be the ghost or soul of one departed; which, I humbly
conceive, justifies my use of the word spirit, for a thinking voluntary agent, whether material or immaterial.
Your lordship says, that I grant, that it cannot, upon
these principles, be demonstrated, that the spiritual substance in us is immaterial : from whence you conclude,
'' that then my grounds 9f certainty from ideas are

to

the Bishop of 'Worocster.

49s

plainly' given up."
This being a way of arguing
that you oRen make use of, I have often had occasion
to consider it, and cannot after all see the force of this
argument. I acknowledge, that this or that proposition
cannot upon my principles be demonstrated; ergo, I
grant this proposition to h false, that cwtainty consists
in the perception of the agreement or disagreement of
ideas : for that is my ground of certainty, and till that
be given up, my grounds of certainty are not given up.
You farther tell me, that 1 say, the soul's irnmateriality may be proved probable to the highest degree t
which your lordship replies, " that is not the point.
" for it is not probability, but certainty, that you are
'' promised in this way of ideas, and that the fbunda'' tion of our knowledge and real certainty lies in them :
$'
and is it dwindled into a probability at last ?" This is
also what your lordship has been pleased to object to me
more than once, that I promised certainty. I would
be glad to know in whut words this promise is made,
and where it stands, for I love to be a man of my word.
I have indeed told wherein I think certainty, real certainty does consist, as far as any one attains it ; and I do
not yet, from any thing your lordship has said against
it, find any reason to change niy opinion therein : but I
do not remember that I promised certainty in this question, concerning the soul's immateriality, or in any of
those propositions, wherein you thinking I corne short
of certainty, infer from thence, that my way of certainty
by ideas is given up. And I am so far from promising
certainty in all things, that I am accused by your lordship of scepticism, for setting too narrow bounds to our
knowledge and certainty. Why therefwe your lordship
asks me, '' and is the certainty" [of the soul's being
immaterial] ('dwindled into a probability at last?" will
be hard to see a reason for, till you can show that I promised to deinonstrate that it is immaterial; or that
others, upon their principles without ideas, being able
to demonstrate it immaterial, it comes to dwindle into
bare probability, upon my principles by ideas.
One thing more I am obliged to take notice of. I
have said, that the belief of God king the founds-
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tion of all religion and genuine morality, I thotlght
t c no arguments, that are made use of to work the per‘‘ suasion of a God into men’s minds, should be invacc lidated, which, I grant, is of ill consequence.”
To
which wmds of mine I find, according to your particular favour to me, this reply: c 6 that here I must
cc give your lordship leave to ask me, what I thidk of
G( the universal consent of mankind, as to the being of
cc Gad? Hath not this been made use oE as an argu‘(ment, not only by Christians, but by the wisest and
‘‘ greatest men among the heathens? And what then
cc wouId I think of one who should go about to invalidate this argument ? And that by proving, that it
<‘ hath been discovered in these latter ages by navigation, that there are whole nation$ at the bay of Sob
‘‘ h n i a , in B r a d , in the Caribbee-islands and Paraqua‘(ria, among whom there was found no notion of a
‘ I God: and even the author of the Essay of Human
$6 Understanding hatb done this.”
To this your question, my lord, I answer) that I
think that the universal consent of mankind, as to the
being of a God, amounts to thus much, that the vastly
greater majority of mankind have, in all ages of the
world, actually believed a God; that the miority of
the rembining part have not actually disbelieved it, and
consequently those who have actually opposed the belief
of a God, have truly been very few, So that comparing those that have actually disbelieved with those
who have actually believed a God, their number is so
inconsiderable, that in respect of this incomparably
greater majority of those who have owned the belief
of B God, it may be said to be the universal consent of
mankind
This is all tha universal consent which truth of matter af fact will allow, and therefore all that can be made
we of to prove a God. But if any me would extend
it farther, and speak deceitfltlly for God ; if this unirersttlity ahedd be urged In a strict sense, not for much
the majority, but for a general consent uf every one,
even to o mant in dl typ and m a t r i e s ; this would
&0
it either RO argument, or a perfectly useless and
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u n n w s a r y one. For if any one deny a God, such 8
perfed universality of consent io destroyed : and if n6body does deny 8 God, what need of arguments to corlvince atheists ?
I wouM crave leave to ask yow lordship, were there
ever in the world any atheist or no? If there were not,
what need is there of Paising ti question about the being
of a God, when nobody questions i t ? What need of
provisional arguments against 8 fault, from which mankind are so wholly free; and which, by an utiivemi-tl
consent, they may be presumed tb be secure from? If
yo^ say (as 1 doubt not but you will) that t h w bave
been atheists in the world, then pour lordship's universal
consent reduces itself to only a great miljority; ; and theh
make that majority AS great as you will, what I haif&
said in the place quoted by youi- lordship, leaves it in its
full hree, and I have not said one word that does in the
least invalidate this argument for a God. The a r p
ment I was tipon there, was to show, that the idea of
God was not innate; and to my perpose it was suffioiettt
if thei-e were hut a less n t t r n k found ih the world, Who
had no idea of God, than your lordship will allow tReh
have been of ptofessed atheists : for whatsoever is fanate,
must be universal in the strictest sense ; one exception
is a sufficient proof against it. So that all that I said,
and which was quite to another purpose, did not at all
tend, nor can be made use of to invalidate the argument
for a deity,, grounded on filch an universal consent as
your lordship, and all that build on it must own, which
is only a very dispmportioned majority: such an universal consent my argument there neither affirnle nor
requires to be less, than you will be pleased to allow it.
Your lordship therefore might, without any prejudice
to those declarations ef goud6wiU and favour you have
for the author of the Essay of Human Understanding,
have spared the mentioning his quoting authors that are
in pint, fbr matters of fact, lo quite another purpoa,
6' as going about to invalidate the at.gument for tt deity
ec fmin the universal consent of mankidd; ' &m? he
leaves that univekal contierit 8s entire, and as kr$t!as
pod y.otlndf do, cw can cvwtn, M mrppe it* $ut here%

have no reason to he sorry that xour lordship has given
me this occasion for the vindication of this passage of
my bok, if there should be any oite besides your lordship who should so far mistake it, as to think it in the
least invalidates the argument for a God, froin the universal consent of mankind.
But because you question the credibility of those authors I have quoted, which you say in the next paragraph, were very ill chosen, I will crave leave to say,
that he whom I relied on for his testimony concerning
the Hottentots of Soldania, was no less a man than an
ambassador from the king of Erigland to the great
mogul: of whose relation, monsieur Thevenot, no ill
judge in the case, had so great an esteem, that he was
at the pains to translate it into French, and publish it
i n his (which is counted no unjudicious) collection of
travels. But to intercede with your lordship for a little
more favourable allowance of credit to sir Thomas Roe’s
relation, Coore, an inhabitant of the country who could
T
~
~speak? English,
~
assured ilk. Terry, that they
Voyage,
of Soldania had no God. But if he too
P. 17 tk 23, have the ill luck to find no credit with you,
I hope you will be a little more favourable to a divine
of the church of England now living, and admit of his
testimony in confirmation of sir Thonias Roe’s. This
worthy gentleman, in the relation of his voyage to Swat,
printed but two years since, speaking of the same people, has these words: ‘‘ they are sunk evep
Mr. Oving- ‘( helow idolatry, are destitute of both priest
ton, p 489.
“ and temple, and saving a little show of
cc rejoicing, which is made at the fill1 and new moon,
‘( have lost all kind of religious devotion. Nature has
‘(so richly provided for their convenience in this life,
‘( that they have drowned all sgnse of the God of it,
‘ ‘c and are grown quite careless of the next.”
But to provide against the clearest evidence of atheism
in these people, you say, ‘c that the account given of
‘5 them makes thein not fit to be a standard for the sense
of mankind.” This, I think, may pass for sothing,
till somebody be found, that makes them to be a stand-ard for the sense of mankind : all the use I made of them
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was to show, that there were men in the world that
had no innate idea of a God. But to keep somethiug
like an argument going (for what will not that do?) you
go near denying those Cafers to be men : what else do
these words signify ? '' a people so strangely bereft of
'' common sense, that they can hardly Le reckoned
" among inankind ; as appears by the best accbunts of
'' the Cafers of Soldanis," &c. I hope if any of them
were called Peter, James, or John, it would be past
scruple that they were men; however Courvee,Wewena,
and Cousheda, and those others who had names, that
had no place in your Nomenclator, would hardly p a s
muster with your lordship.
My lord, I should not mention this, but that what
you yourself say here may be a motive to you to consider, that what you have laid such stress on, concerning
the general nature of man, as a real being, and the subject of properties, amounts to nothing for the distinguishing of species ; since you yourself own that there
may be individuals, wherein there is a common nature
with a particular subsistence proper to each of them :
whereby you are so little able to know of which of the
ranks or sorts they are, into which you say, '(God has
cc ordered beings, and which he hath distinguished by
" essential properties, that you are in doubt whether
'( they ought to be reckoned among mankind or no."
to

Give me leave now to think, my lord, that I have
given an answer to all, that is any way material in either
of the letters you have honoured me with. If there be
any argument which you think of weight, that you find
omitted, upon the least intimation from your lordship
where it is, I promise to consider it, and to endcavour
to give you satisfaction concerning it, either by owning
my conviction, or showing what hinders it. This respect T shall think due from ine to your lordship : though
I know better to employ the little time my business and
health afford me, than to trouble myself with the little
cavillers, who may either be set on, or be forward (in
hope to recoinmend themselves) to meddle in this controversy.
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Mr. Zocke’s second RepJy, &e.
Before I conclude, it is tit I take notice of the obligation I have to you, for the pains you have been a t
about my Essay, which I conclude could not have been
any way so effectually recommended to the world, as by
your manner of writing against it. And since Tour
lordship’s sharp sight, so carefully employed for its correction, has, as I humbly conceive, found no faults in
it, which your lordship’s great endeavours this way have
wade out to be really there ; I hope I may presume it
will pass the better in the world, and the judgment of
all considering men, and make it for the future stand
better even iu your lordship’s opinion. I beg your
lordship’s pardon for this long trouble, and am,

My Lord,

YOUPLordship’s most huiiible, and
Oateo, May 4,
1698,

Most obedient Servant,

J O H N LOCKE.
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