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FRAGMENTSor MINUTES

MR by i L S i R,

I

Have red again Dr. CupworTu’s pofthumous treatife
concerning eternal and immutable morality, which you fent

me long ago: and, fince you afl my opinion of it now, I fhall
take fome notice of thofe, which this very learned author
defends on two fubjeés, the nature of human knowledge, and
the principles of natural religion. On the firft I have writ to
you already, and on the you know that I intend to write
to you. On both of thefe I differ widely from the do&or,
and am very far from finding any thing in this treatife,
which can induc t degree, to change my way
of thinking. On the contrary, the great principle on which
he proceeds feems to me of the utmoft abfurdity, and the
confequences deducible from it at leaft as dangerous, perhaps
B3 more

s

e me, in the leaf




4 FRAGMENTS or MINUTES

more fo, to the foundation of all religion, than the confequences
that flow from the do&rines he oppoﬁ:s.

CupworrH enters into the difpute between Des CARTES
and his oppofers, who have triumphed exceedingly over
-him for faying, “ I do not think that the effences of
 things, and thofe mathematical truths which can be known
¢« of them, are independent on God; but I think, however,
¢ that they are immutable and eternal, becaufe God willed
« and ordered that they fhould be fo.” It is more probable,
and it is more candid to believe, that this philofopher was in
earneft, than that he was in jeft, when he advanced this pro-
pofition. He might think that he took the beft, if not the
ftrongeft fide in difpute, and approve his own intention in
the choice he made; as it deferves to be approved by every
fincere theift, and modeft enquirer into matters of the firft
philofophy, even by thofe who are not of his mind.

Ir Des Carres was to arife, and to anfwer for himfelf,
might he not diftinguifh between immutable and independent?
Might he not fay, that thefe truths are immutable, becaufe
they affirm what is conformable to that univerfal nature whereof
God is the author, as he is of that intelligence by which they
are perceived ; and that they are therefore, in a proper fenfe,
both immutable and dependent? immutable, as much as the
nature is to which they belong; dependent, on that Being by
whofe energy this nature began to exift, and is preferved. He
might own himfelf afraid to affert, notwithftanding the deci-
fions of fchoolmen, or the decrees of councils, that there can
be any entity whatever, or any thing in any being whatever,
which is independent on God.  He might lament his own fate,
to be accufed of atheifm, becaufe he employed, in phyfical
hypothefes, matter and motion alone; tho he always fuppofed a
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J
firft mover, and had proved, by a demonftration he thought

K
good, the exiftence of an all-perfe@ Being: and to be thus
b o

1

‘xrcuf d by men, who prefume to maintain that they have
other OOJL&‘;. of knowledge, befides the exiftence of an all-
perfe@t Being, which exift hg the neceflity of their own natures,
and md(,twmmtly on him. He would 1c]c& moft L(_lt’llI'I!\,
with fome of that {fournefs which he had in his temper as
well as in his countenance, the imputation of betakin g hnnfil*
to a pitiful evafion. He WouId thew, with great force, that
his apprehenfion of admitting any thing mdcpmdcnt on God
into the corporeal or mtdlmm 1l {yftem, is a moft reafonable
ap puhL.l{lon and no bugbear, as the dodtor calls it. He
might thew, perhaps, the pr oph ine confequences of fuch meta-
][nilcs as tlu do&or’s, by citing, among others, this affertion

from the treatife we ipm'[x of h nerey ** the ctcrml 'md immutable
« wifdom in the mind of God is ‘Lh(,nu: participated by created
beings independent upon the will of God.” He might infift,
that, fince  the wifdom of God is as much God as the will of
God,” and the will, by confequence, as the wifdom, it is
abfurd to diftinguith them; and that it is fomething worfe than
abfurd to realon about the divine, as we reafon about the human
intelle&, to divide and parcel out the former on the plan of
the latter. If the will of man is blind, dark, plumbean,
JiLMUL, and liable to be ﬁ,duccd is the w;ll of God to be con-
ceived in the like manner? Ani if it is not, why are we led
to conclude that a fuperior faculty is ncu,ﬁ'uy to determine it,
as the judgment of reafon does, or fhould determine that of
man? The antients thought matter eternal, and affumed that
the Demiurgus, or divine archite&, compofed the frame of the
world with materials which were ready pr epared, d, and mdtpen—

¢1cntl} on him ina confufed chaos. Much in th(, fame manner,
{fuch metaphyficians as the learned CupworTu have im: wmcd
a fort of intelle@ual chaos,a chaos of eternal ideas, ofm(_orporm}
eflences,
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effences, independent on God, felf-exiftent, and therefore co-
acval with the Supreme Being, and therefore anterior to all
other natures. In this intelleGual chaos, God fees, and man
muft endeavour to {ee, the natures, the real effences of things:
and thus the foundations of morality are laid higher than the
exiftence of any moral agents, before there was any fyftem of
being, from which the obligations to it could refult, or to which
they could be applied: juft as the fame philofophers fuppofe
the incorporeal eflences of white and black, for inftance, to
have exifted when therewas no fuch thing as color, and thofe
of a fquare and circle, when there was neither form nor figure.

Des Cartres would have broke off the difpute by acknow-
ledging, what he had acknowledged before, that ““all thefe
¢ things are unintelligible to us,” and that by confequence all
difpute about them is impertinent. I fhould have gone away
confirmed in my opinion that there is nothing, in any kind of
being, which does not depend on the fupreme, immenfe, all-
perfect Being, nor any nature which does not depend on the
Author of all nature; tho Ifelt, at the fame time, the difficulty
of maintaining this opinion by argument. Mr. Locke obferves
how impoflible it is for us to conceive certain relations, habitudes,
and conneéions, vifibly included in fome of our ideas, to be
{eparable from them even by infinite power. - Let us obferve,
on this occafion, how impoffible, or at leaft how extremely
difhicult it is for us to feparate the idea of eternity from certain
mathematical and moral truths, as well as from fuch as are
called neceffary, and are felf-evident, on one hand : and, on the
other, how impoflible it is to conceive that truths fhould exift
before the things to which they are relative; or particular
natures and effences, before the fyftem of univerfal nature,

:and when there was no being but the fu per-eflential Being.

Gop
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Gop knew, from all eternity, every m COrpc
intellectual that he created, y confequence
fa oy Mol aedeti s
for ":‘( dered, the various manners in which all the parts of

oy ;‘._11‘. the fyfte ms ‘L]u mu]\u i 1 operate on one

propo rtions th
cate to
C ¢ them, Jhd L’lplbi\ of T nowing only
;;ll thx, he f¢ )rckm,w- but all this did not therefore exift: fi
an exiftence was at moft eventual, and m?':cndul on the will,
not the knowledge of God; if y
a little more intelligible. Thefe i immat ces,
if any {uch there were, and thefe 1;1‘1'.".11'mu}: truths, for {uch
there are moft certainly, could not begin to cr-n_ in any prope
fenfe till thofe fyftems of nature, to which the former are faid
to belong, and from which the latter do manifef ftly ref

called into actuality: and, in ihorr, I cannot perfuad
that Des Carrtes afferted without good reafon,
been much cenfured for afferting it, that God is the auth
the effence, as well as of the exiftence of all that he créated*

-
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myfelf a little more fully 5 for tho I dare not
your and my commu m: n, that the
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Ir what has been faid thould be called hypothetical, it muft
be allowed to be lefs fo, and, at the fame time, to convey to

In one of thefe, a Chinefe Mandarin meets fome difciples of this philofopher
as they travelled chrough the moon to thofe imaginary {paces, to that third heaven,
whereé his thinking fubftance was employed in building a new world, or the mo-
del of a world, on his own principles of matter and motion, whilft his extended
fubftance lay buried at Stockholm, or at Paris. The Mandarin had contracted
acquaintance with father Mersenne in a former journey, had red che me-
taphyfical meditations, was inftructed in this part at leaft of the Cartefian philo-
fophy, and the judgment he made of it I own to be mine. It contains opinions
that feem to my apprehenfion moft evidently falfe, and paralogifms fo much
oftenerthan demonfirations, that, when I am of the fame mind, I am fo, frequ-nt-
Iy, for reafons different from his, and even contrary to them. Thus, for inftance,
I takeit to beevidently falfe that we have certainty of knowledge whenever we
have clear and diftinét ideas of any thing. Our ideas arc often clear and diftinét,
and at the fame time fantaftical. Examples may be brought of fuch as we re-
ceive immediately and paflively from outward objeéts, and of fuch as the mind
frames by it’s own ativity ; for that which Gassenpr acknowledges of him-
{elf, in his objections to the third meditation of Des Cartes, muft have been
alike true of others. Many things had feemed to him fo clear and diftinét that
he held them for undoubted geometrical truths, which he was obliged afterwards,
and on a further examination, torejeét. To what purpofe now is it faid that an
atrribute which we perceive to be contained in the idea of any thing, may be af-
firmed of that thing with truth ? Such an attribute may be affirmed with meta-
phyfical truth of the molt fantaftical idea. Buc the difference between metaphy-
fical and real truth is great, and tho we have the former on our fide in affirming
the ateribute, yet the whole muft be chimerical if the idea be fo, and fuch a pro-
cefs of reafoning may confirm us in fantaftical, it cannet lead us to real know-

ledg

Tuis happened to the author of thefe maxims, the firft of which is falfe, and
the fecond precarious and uncertain, when he attempted to demonftrate the ex-
iftence of God. Ido not believe that he meaned to weaken this great truth by em-
ploying a fophifm to prove it ; but I believe that the affetation of novelty led
him into a paralogiim, or an undefigned fophifm. He affumed that he had in
his mind a clear and diftinét idea of an infinite all-perfect being ; that this idea
has an objetive reality, or, in plainer terms, areal object, which may be known
by the idea alone, and without any further proofs ; and that neceffary exiftence is
contained, as indeed it is, in thisidea. From all this he concluded that an infi-
nite all-perfect being exifts, and is the caufe of this idea which reprefents himfelf.

Now that fuch a being exifts, and that he can want no perfe&tion conceivable
er inconceivable by us, may be, and has been demonftrated invincibly. But to fay
the
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the mind ideas and notions much more intelligible; than all
that metaphyfical jargon which Dr. Cupworrs employs,

thathe can become the objeét of a clear and diftin& idea, is to advance a groundlefs
paradox. We may know very certainly that there is a figure which has a thoufand
fides, but noman will fay, I think, that his mind reprefents thefe thoufand fides to
him in one clear and diftint idea, nor that he has any other than a general and
confufed notion of this figure. Much lefs will any man,who is not a fworn Car
tefian, pretend that he perceives in his mind a clear and diftin¢t idea of the infi-
nite all-perfect being. He knows in general that there is fuch a being, and that
to fuppofe there is not, implies contradiétion, or rather many contradictions. He
has particular ideas and notions of fome of the divine perfections, well determined
as far as they extend, and yet inadequ There are others which he cannot fo
determine, and he knows that there ny of which he can have no conception
at all : for I do not agree with the Chinefe philofopher, nor with the Jefuit who
makes him fpeak, that there are any which {eem incompatible to him, unlefs it be
when he determines all the ideas he has, or when he pretends to have ideas he can-
not have; and that we are apt to do fo often, the very examples which are brought
to fthew an incompatibility in the divine perfections, are fufficient to fhew.

To believe that thereis a God, we muit be taught this great principle of all re-
ligion, and receive it on authority. To know that there is one, we muft g0
through a procefs of reafoning that conneéts certain evident truths intuitively toge-
ther, and fo arrives at demonftration, Tho the atheift does not connect them
into a demonftration of God’s exiftence, yet he knows them all to be truths as
well as the theift. He knows that they refult from the naturc of things. He
pronounces them therefore immutable and eternal, as he conceives that nature to
be; and can take no fide in the queftion, whether they are dependent or indepen-
dent on God, fince he acknowledges no God. The theift makes a better ufe of
thefe truths ; for he conneéts them into a demoniftration of God’s exiftence, and
inftead of acknowledging the truth of no propofition, like Dzs Carres, till
he difcovers the truth of this, he finds by experience that he could not have
difcovered the truth of this, if he had not ante cedently known and acknowledged
the truth of many others. He owns feveral neceffary truths not written nor im-
printed on his mind, but fuch as he has framed by obferving the agreement and
difagreement of his ideas, and fuch as he concludes every other man who has the
fame faculties, and the fame perceptions in his mind, muft neceffarily frame.
He calls thefe truths eternal and immutable relatively to that fyftem of nature
from which they refult. But he cannot call them independent as properly and
as confiftently as the atheift may, fince he acknowledges a firft caufe, an author
of this and every other fyftem of nature,

ARisTOTLE, who afts a part as well as the Chinefe Mandarin in the
fcenes of the romance I quote, when he comes to examine thofe affertions of
Des Cartes, * That the effences of things, and the truths called neceffary,
¢ are dependent.on God, and that they are immutable and eternal in no other
¢ fenfe than this, that God willed they fhould be {0, {uppofes that the French

Yor. V, C after
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after his Grecian mafters. Is it any thing better than jargon,
to tell us, that our ideas of white, or black, which we receive

philofopher could mean to fpeak of no eflfences except thofe of created beings,
nor of any propofitions except fuch as are'advanced concerning them. That this
was his meaning no doubt can be made, and he explained it fufficiently, when he
faid, ¢ God is the author of the effence, as well as of the exiftence of his crea-
< tures.” But even with this meaning, the Stagyrite, or rather the Jefuit, is not
contented. Dgs Cartes fhould have reflected, he fays, that truths which re-
gard the effencé of created beings, have a neceflary connection with thofe which
regard the effence of God. He brings an example. That the creature is ef-
¢ fentially dependent on God,” is, he fays, a propofition which belongs to the ef-
{ence of the creature. <6 That God is the abfolute mafter and the free caufe of
« a1l beings,” ‘is a propofition which belongs to the effence of the Creator; and
yet, that if one of thefe could be falfe, the other might be fo too. Now furely
the want of refle@tion was, in this cafe, on the fide of AristorLe himfelf. < 1f
« one of thefe propofitions could be falfe, the other might be fo too.” Agreed,
but not for the reafon he gives, a fuppofed neceflary and general connection be-
tween truths that regard the effences of created beings, and truths that regard
the effence of the divine uncreated being. The reafon is, that thefe propofitions
are in truth identical, that the firft belongs to the effence of God as really as the
laft, and that to fiy the creature is dependent on the Creator, or the Creator is
abfolute mafter of the creature, is to affirm the fame thing. Their eflences are
infinitely diftant, but they are conneéted by this relation, and all other connection
of them is purely imaginary.

We know the relation of the Creator to his creatures, and of the creatures to
their Creator. But to talk of a neceffary connection between truths that belong
to the effence of one and the effences of the other, feems to be little elfe than
meraphyfical nonfenfe, and the language of men who feck to evade what they
cannot explain. 'When God made the animal world, he made fubftances whofe
effences are unknown to us. Even our own is fo. What now is the neceffary
conne@ion between the incomprehenfible cfience of the fupreme, {elf-exiftent,
all-perfect being, and thofe of created fubftanees which he has not given us the
means of knowing, or between truths that belong to either 2 When God created
finite extenfion he created all the poflible modes of it, and among the reft, that
of a fpace included within three lines, which we have obferved, and have called
a triangle. By contemplating this figure, we difcover the various propertiés of
it. and are able to demonftrate feveral truths concerning them, as the equality,
for inftance, of thefe three angles to two right angles. What now is the neceffa-
ry conneétion between finite extenfion in the feveral effential modes of it, and an
infinite but fimple unextended fpiritual fubftance, fuch as we conceive that of
God to beéin his ineffable manner of being ? What is the neceflary conneltion
between true and falfe propofitions relative to one, or the other ?

1

from
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from outward objes ; our ideas of a {quare; or a circle, which
we acquire by the help of our fenfes likewife; or our ideas of

On the whole, we may conclude in favor of Des Carres, that he imagined
no fuch abfurd connettion, and thought himfelf therefore at liberty to affume
what he did affume, concerning the dependency of created effences, as well as exi-
ftences on God, who is, according to him, the efficient caufe of the truth of all
true propofitions about them. Truths relating to God always have been, and
always muft be the fame. They are abfolutely from all éternity, and to all eter-
nity independent on his will, for he is what he is, by the neceflity of his nature,
and felf-exiftenceis part of his effence. But nothing of this kind is applicable to
the creatures. They mighthave been, or not have been, and the fuppofition of
their non-exiftence implies no contradi¢tion. It is true, indeed, that whilit they
exift, they are what God made them to be, and omnipotence that can deftroy
them, eannot alter their effences. Thefe effences, however, and the truths con-
cerning them, are not {o abfolutely independent on God, as the adverfaries of
Des Cartes pronounce them to be; for even in the hypothefis, that God had no
other thare, nor exerted any other power in the great work of the creation, than
that of calling effences he could not create into exiftence, by creating the things
to which they belong ; thefe effences are ftill indirectly, if notdireétly dependent
on him, and he is doubly the caufe of thofe truths which we affirm concerning
them, as he called the eflences into exiftence, and as he created beings capable
of perceiving them.

Tais diftinétion between exiftences and effences, the former of which, that
are dependent on the will of God, drew the latter, that are independent on his
will, along with them, into the fyftem of things that are, is not very clear.
Might not the obfcurity be taken away by taking away this diftinftion, and by
underftanding eflfences to be nothing more than manners of being determined by
the power that gives the being, and manners of conceiving determined by the
power that forms the conceptions ? When God made limited extenfion, he made
it capable of receiving various modifications, and of producing various appear-
ances. Thefe we diftinguifh by names for our own ufe. We call them circles
for inftance, or fquares, or triangles, (I {peak not here of fubftances, for with
their real effences, it is not pretended that we have any thing to do) and when
we have given them thefe names, philofophers affume that they are real effences,
independent on God, tho he is the author of all extenfion, and gave us facul-
ties to perceive thefe forms of it.

It would be tedious, and needlefs to fpeak of the doétrine of the fchools con-
cerning effences. I fhall content myfelf to make one obfervation more on this
head. The combinations of ideas which are diftinguithed by the term of mixed
modes, and are principally of the moral kind, have no bad title to be efteemed
effences. 'We compound them, we can therefore decompound them, and the
real conftitution of every fpecies of them, cannot be unknown to us. They are

2 juﬁ
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juft and unjuft, which we frame on experience, are incorpo-
real fubftances, eternal effences, and independent natures, things
ingenerable and unperifhable, according to. PraTo and ArisTo-
tLE, and which the former,as TuLLy exprefles his fenfe,  negat
« gigni, fed {femper efle, et ratione et intelligentid contineri ? ™
Is it any thing better than jargon, to tell us, that ¢ thefe fub-
¢ ftances, effences, natures, are the primary objeds of fcience,
¢ and the fame too with the intelle& that knows them ; that
« they are uniform modifications of the human, and of the
¢« divine mind, and that altho the former be created, yet the

not, however, effences like thofe which feveral philofophers have imagined, from
Prato down to CupwortH, and others infected by the fame meraphyfics.
They are not ingenerable, nor immurable, nor unperithable in a proper fenfe, for
if they were fo, thefe effeéts would be more perfect than their caufe, fince the
human mind is their caufe, and in fome fort their creator, and fince the human
mind is none of thefe. They are not independent neither on the will of God.
They are abftract complex notions. Such Mr. LockEe gives us leave to call
them, “ as by a peculiar right appertaining to the underftanding®.” The mind
makes them arbitrarily and occafionally, by virtue of a power to conceive things
in this manner, which God has beftowed, and directed to the improvement of
general knowledge. There they fluétuate : they are not the fame effences in
every mind, nor always in the fame mind ; and if they anfwer their purpofe in
any degree, that degree is proportionable to the mental power of conceiving
things in this manner which God has given us. Thus even the truths we call
neceffary, the etern® veritates of which we boaft, are one way or other depen-
dent on the Supreme Being. Their neceflity is not antecedent, but confequential
to the exiftence of material and intelletual created natures. Their neceflity
arifes from a conformity to thefe natures, whichwe are made able ta difcern intui-
tively in certain cafes.

BuT it is time to conclude 2 note too long perhaps already, tho I have hur-
ried through it, and touched the matter of it more lightly than I could have
done. 1donot pretend to decide the queftion between Des Cartes and his

faries. All I would inculcate is this, that fince his opinion may receive a
onable interpretation, it fhould not be condemned as abfolt itely, and as dog-
natically asit has been, and that it becomes a theift to incline always to the fide
which afcribes the greateft poflible power to God, from that which has even the
appearance of limiting it by afluming an independency, when a dependency on
him implies no contradiction.

I

* Lib. iii. c. 5.

know-




¢ knowledge it has is a participation of that one eternal, im-
¢ mutable, and uncreated wifdom ? * In fhort, is it any thing
better than jargon, to talk of ¢ ectypal prints, and derivative
¢ fignatures from one architypal intelle¢t or {eal, like {fo many
¢ multiplied reflexions of one and the fame face made in fe-
¢ veral glaffes ?

AccorpiNG to fuch philofophy as this, we may, and we
muft pierce into the myftery of God’s nature, and into the
depths of his wifdom, to arrive at a knowledge of his will re-
latvely to man. We muft found the principles of morality,
not on our knowledge of what our Creator has done, but on
our knowledge of what he knows. We muft not confult his
will as it is fignified by the conftitution of the fyftem wherein
he has placed us, but we muft abftra& ourfelves from this, and
deduce our moral obligations from an eternal reafon, from the
immutable and independent natures of things. “We muft con-
template the fame architypes according to which our {fyftem of
being was made, to know how we are to condu& ourfelves in
it : and thus the fame rule becomes common to God and man.
Our knowledge is no longer human, it is divine. It is no
longer derived from outward impreffions, and inward opera-
tions ; our ideas have no longer their diftiné architypes exift-
ing out of the mind, or formed in it; they are all the impref-
fions of an architypal {feal, that is, of the divine intelle&t. A
ftrange method, {urely, of proving our ideas, if not the know-
ledge we acquire by them, to be independent on God.

I cannor foar {o high as Praro and Cupworta. I will
not fink fo low as ProT acoras, and other antients; as Hosses,
and other moderns. The former amaze, inftead of inftru&-
ing me ; and if I underftand the latter, I only underfland
them, to know that they impofe on themfelves, and would im-

l‘r["‘ﬁ_'
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ofe on me, the groffeft abfurdities. Strange extremes! When
Cupworte holds up the metaphyfical glafs to my eye, I {ee
fomething, 1 know not what ; fomething that glitters at an
immeafurable diftance from me. When Hosses holds it up,
he changes the pofition : and I fee fomething monftrous at the

very end of the glafs.

As whimfical, and as Iittle intelligible as the do&rines of
the former are, they may lead men to think, that the will of
God, fignified by his works, not being the fole true criterion
of moral good and evil ; and fince there is another criterion an-
tecedent to this, nay, even the ecriterion of it, that is, the
eternal reafon of immutable independent natures; they ought
to have an entire regard to thefe; and none to'the will' of God
fignified by his works: becaufe in them he has done little elfe
than clothe thefe eternal uncreated eflences with a garment
oft exiftence, ¢ fartoris inftar rerum eflentias veftire exiften-
“ t1a.” CupworTH declares againft this abfurd conceit, which
ArisTorie too chaftifes. But then what did the good man,
and all: thofe who have held the fame opinions, mean? To
anfwer truly, they thought, as men deep in imaginary fcience
are apt to do, that they had much meaning when they had
really none.

Arrer founding loudly in our ears, and repeating dogma-
tically, that things are what they are by their natures, eternal,
immutable, and independent on the will of God, they are dri-
ven to diftinguifh, that they may avoid all miftakes, as they
pretend, and to affert, not what their words import, but fome-
thing which their words do not import, nor can be faid to im-
port any where out of the {chools. When they talk of natures
by which things are what they are; they do not mean, it feems,
as any vulgar man would have thought, the conftituent effences

of
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of things, the real natures by which alone things can be what
they are. They mean fomething which is not a nature nor
effence, but {omething which {choolmen and philofophers have
been pleafed to call fo. When they fay, that things are white
by whitenefs, triangular by trl‘lngjlllanty or juft by juftice, and
that omnipotence itfelf cannot make them white, trlangu]ar
nor juft, without fuch certain natures ; a man who is no me-
taphyﬁcian, nor logician, muft be induced to think their mean-
ing to be, that God makes things, dependent on him, to exift
conformably to natures indcpcndt,rlt on him. If they were not
thought to have fome fuch meaning, they could be underftood
to mean nothing more than this, that things are white, trian-
gular, and juft, becaufe God has made them white, triangu-
lar, and juft; and that omnipotence itfelf cannot make black,
{quare, nor unjuft, what omnipotence makes white, triangular,
and juft. Thefe are moft immutable truths, no doubt, and de-
ferve to have their place at the fountain-head of fcience ; but
thefe philofophers do not mean by their eternal, independent
natures, any natures at all. They mean fuch intelligible ef-
fences, and rationes of things, as are objects of the mind. Now,
the objeds. of our minds being nothing but our ideas, it fol-
lows, that thefe natures, fo much talked of, are not natures,
but fimple or complex ideas of natures; and all the incorporeal
fubftances vanifh into air, that is, they are confeffedly phan-
taftic, not real. They are merely certain abftra& ideas which

philofophers have taken it into. their heads to affirm that they
frame, and in which affirmation I may have leave to be of
opinion, that they deferve no more credit than a man who is
in any other delirium. They who are as fubtile as AristorLE
or CupworTH, who can difcover, with the firft, that {enfe is the
fame with fenﬁble thmbs, and wn:h both, that undcrﬁﬂndmsj is
the fame with the things underftood, may find out, likewife,

that she nature of a thing, and the idea of that nature are one
and
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and the fame. But I fuppofe, that they who preferve their
common f{enfe free from the taint of metaphyfics, will not ea-
fily conceive, that their ideas, however general or abftradted,
can be called, with the leaft propriety, immaterial eflences, in-
corporeal fubftances, eternal, immutable, and fo on.

It is an obfervation of Mr. Locks, that ¢ we have very
¢ few abftra@® names for our ideas of fubftances, and that
< the few which the fchools have forged, could never get into
¢ common ufe, nor obtain public approbation ; whereas all our
¢ fimple ideas have abftract as well as concrete names, and {o
¢ have our ideas of modes and relations.” From hence that
great author infers a confeffion of all mankind, that they have
no ideas of the real effences of fubftances, and a declaration,
that their fimple ideas, and thofe of modes and relations are
real effences, or the ideas of real effences. Now, the truth of
the fuppofed confeflion I admit entirely ; but the truth of the
fuppofed declaration is not {o evident, and requires {ome ex-
planation as it is expreffed. It is, if I miftake not, in part
falfe, and in part true, and ferves neither Mr. Locke’s purpofe,
nor Dr. CupwoxrTH’s, even where it is true. To argue from
the ufe of words to the reality of things, is no very fure method.
Languages are framed by the vulgar, not by philofophers : and
when names are improperly given, and words come to be im-
properly applied, cuftom eftablifhes them foon, and they eafily
miflead even the minds of philofophers. The fubje& before us
affords an example of this fort, and if we examine it a little
attentively, we fhall find a corner of Mr. Locke’s fyftem about
ideas, rent and torn, but the whole fabric of Dr. CupworTH’s
demolifhed to the foundations.

Worps have been invented and applied, and names have
been afligned, as men wanted them, or fancied, by miftake,
that
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that they wanted them, to communicate their ideas with more
precifion, or even to conceive them more diftinétly. What-
ever advantage has been procured to the improvement of
knowledge by the firft manner of proceeding, much confufion
and error have arifen from the fecond : innumerable inftances
of which there are. One of the greateft; and of the moft per-
nicious in its confequences, we find in the ufe and application
of the word abftra&tion. There is a very practicable operation
of the mind, by which we are faid to abftract ideas, and by
which we do, in effe®, generalize them in a certdin manner,
and to a certain degree, by fubftituting one as reprefentative
of many. There is another {fuppofed, but impracicable ope-
ration of the mind, by which fome philofophers have made
themfelves and others believe, that they abftra&, from a mul-
titude of particular ideas, the idea of one general nature or
effence, which is all of them, and none of them : whereas, in
truth, tho they can define general natures or effences in very
clear propofitions, they cannot frame an idea of any general
nature, which is not a particular idea of that nature.

Since men do not commonly employ abftra@ names for
their ideas of fubftances, it is a fhrewd fign, indeed, that they
are not confcious of any ideas of fubftances made by the fecond
kind of abftraction, as Mr. Locke obferves, but content them-
felves, in this cafe, with general ideas made by the firft. To
talk of nominal effences, and the abftra&tion of fuch, comes
too near the gibberifh of the fchools about genera and fpecies
and if it does not coincide with the doérine of certain effential
forms, or moulds, wherein different things are caft, as it were,
to conflitute different natures, it perplexes the underftanding,
and darkens the plaineft objecs of it but little lefs.  If we lay
afide thefe refinements, and think for ourfelves, we fhall {foon
difcover, unlefs I am extremely miftaken, that the former me-

VoL. V, D thod
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thod of abftra&ting or generalizing our ideas, is the univerfal
practice of mankind; and that the latter is purely imaginary,
not only in the cafe of fubftances, and of fimple ideas, whereof
the real effences are, in my opinion, equally unknown to us,
but in the cafe of modes and relations, whofe real effences muft
of neceflity be known to us, fince our underftanding frames
them.

NotriNG can be more true than what Mr. Locke himfelf
confeffes, that ¢ general and univerfal belong not to the real
“ exiftence of things, but are the inventions and creatures of
¢ the underftanding, made by it for its own ufe, and concern
“ only figns, whether words or ideas™.”” On this principle I
proceed ; but it will not carry me to all the confequences my
matfter, for fuch I am proud to own him, deduced from it.
Let us confider {ubftances in the firft place. We have innu-
merable ideas of particular fubftances, and I need not ftand to
fthew how little improvement we fhould make in knowledge,
and how impoffible it would be to reafon, or to communicate
any reafonings about them, by the help of fuch ideas alone.
How then does the mind proceed ? As thefe complex ideas are
innumerable, fo are they beyond meafure various. Out of
this variety the mind fele@s fuch as have a more remote, and
fuch as have a more immediate refemblance, and claffes them
accordingly. From this operation of the mind has arifen the
{chool diftin&tion of genus and fpecies. Now, to {peak ac-
cording to it, which we may do intelligibly on this occafion, as
the mind is unable, by abftration, or any imaginable way, to
comprehend any one f{pecies, and much more any one genus,
under one general idea, it comprehends each under one general
name, and we fay, for inftance, man, or animal. The mind
does ftill more in the former cafe ; for, all the ideas that com-

* Effay, lib. iii. c. 3.
pofe
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pofe a fort or {pecies having a clofe refemblance to one ano-
ther, the mind fubftitutes one, as I faid above, to reprefent
them all.  This ideal man is neither PeTer nor Pauvw ; it is
not the idea of any particular man ; itisa particular idea of
man made general by the application. The architypes of this
phantafm are without, and it is abftradted, if you pleafe to
ufe the word, from them. But it is fo far from being an abf-
trat univerfal idea of man, abftra®ed from thofe particular
forms, or complex phantafms, which the mind reprefents to
itfelf (as Cupworrn affirms againft intuitive knowledge) that
it is one of thefe very phantafms. It is not, in fhort, an idea
of humanity. The mind creates it to fupply the want of an
idea we cannot have. A general univerfal idea is inconfiftent
with the real exiftence of things: but fuch a particular idea
of that which may exift becomes itfelf an architype, according
to which we include, in the fame ideal clafs, or exclude out of
it, the objects that ftrike our fenfes. Thus it becomes general,
by the ufe the mind makes of it, tho it be particular, and be
fignified by a particular word,

‘Tre mind proceeds in the fame manner with refpect to all
the other forts or fpecies, into which it has claffed its ideas of
fubftances. But with refpec to kinds, or genera, this cannot be.
They may be, and they are comprehended under diftin@ gene-
ral names ; but none of them can be reprefented to the mind
by any particular phantafm or idea, as in the other cafe. How
thould there be one common architype for things that have not
a clofe, but a very remote refemblance ? Such are the various
forts which every kind contains: and therefore when the mind
would advert to the idea, as well as to the name of animal, it
finds itfelf difappointed. Far from having any abftra& uni-
verfal idea, it has not fo much as a particular idea that may be
generalized, and ftand in the place of the other.

Dz THERE
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Tuzre are two other operations which the mind performs
not conftantly, but occafionally. The fuft may ferve to fa-
cilitate the communication of knowledge : the fecond has
ferved to nothing but to facilitate the introduéion of error.
From the names that fignify particular forts, we deduce {ome-
times, and as the mind has need of them, adjedives, or con-
crete terms, that fix and appropriate to each fort whatever be-
longs to it, or is meaned to be afcribed to it. Thus from man
we derive human, and we fpeak of human figure when we
would fignify the figure peculiar to him, and of human pai-
fions when we would apply thofe to him which belong to him,
tho they are, at the fame time, common to him, and to other
animals. But the fchoolmen have not ftopped here. They
have invented words to fignify, very confufedly and falfely,
what was fignified very diftinétly and truly before. Thus, for
example, they have coined the terms, humanity and animality.
If they meaned to fignify, by thefc terms, nothing more than
what we know to be comprehended under the names of man
and ‘animal, I fhould have no objeion to the ufe of them,
nor to thofe of tableity, cuppeity, and gobleity, when cuftom
had eftablithed them, as much as Diocengs {coffed at PraTo
for introducing them into philofophy. But Praro did mean
fomething elfe, and fo has many a deep metaphyfician and lo-
gician, fince his time, and after his example. They have not
meaned only thofe appearances, according to which the minds
of men have forted things, which Mr. Locke calls nominal
effences, and which, he {ays, are the abftra@ ideas their names
fland for ; but they have meaned real effences, intelligible na-
tures, the patterns and architypes, according to which every
thing is what it is. The firft is, to me, unintelligible ; for I
neither comprehend how effences can be purely nominal, nor
how words can be abftra@ ideas : and the fecond is, I {uppofe,

at
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at this time, an exploded opinion among rational men. In
thort, he muft know his own mind very ill, or, knowing it
well in other inftances, muft be ftrangely deceived in this by
the prejudices of imagination, who can perfuade himfelf, that
the words humanity “and 1mmallty have any other 1dms an-
nexed to them than the words man and animal. When the
firft raifes any idea in the mind, it is one of thofe complex
phantafms that have been mentioned, and that draws after it,
fucceflively, but rapidly, the ideas of all thofe qualiticq cor-
poreal and intelleGtual, which are fignified when we join to
them the term, lmm’ln. When the fecond raifes any idea. at
all there, a confufed huddle of ideas ruth into the mind at
once ; an affemblage of feveral {pecies of animals that throng
together, like thofe which throng about Apaw, in the famous
defign of Mr. Joun OvEerTON, to receive their names from
the firlt of men, who became thus the inflitutor of nominal
effences.

But now, if it thould be confefied, that we know nothing
of the real effences of fubftances, and therefore can abftra&t
no fuch ideas of them as fome have pretended ; if it thould be
confefled further, that nominal effences are nothing more than
general names of particular things, not made by abftraétion,
but by impofition; yet ftill it would be afferted, perhaps, that
our fimple ideas are real eflences ; that the mind is able to abf{-
tract their general from ‘their particular natures; and that we
give them, for that reafon, both abftraé and concrete names ;
the truth of which latter propofitions I fhould take the liberty
to deny, as well as that of the former. Our fimple ideas, not
one of which it is in our power to make, or to unmake, may
be called, properly enough, intelleétual atoms, the principles
or materials of our whole intelle@ual fyftem. Matter, and the
atoms that compofe it, have been thought eternal, and if we

aliume,
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affume, that they were created in time, we muft afflume too,
that they were created at once. The fame atoms, {pecific in
number, as well as of {pecific natures, pafs thro all the changes,
and take all the various forms, which we obferve in the material
world. There is no new, no continued creation of them.
But we know, confcioufly, that there is a continued creation
of thefe intelleGual atoms, that is, of fimple ideas, in the in-
telleGtual world, in different minds, and even in the fame
mind, neither {pecific in number, nor, perhaps, always exadtly
{o in nature; and thus they are not only combined, as the
former are always, with one another, that is, with the fame,
but new ideas, that arife from new perceptions, enter very of-
ten into thefe combinations. There is another difference to be
obferved, much more to our purpofe. We can analyfe more
eafily, and with greater fuccefs, our complex into {fimple ideas,
than we can decompound {fubftances. In one of thefe opera-
tions, we go up to the intelleGtual atoms. In the other, we
ftop far fhort of the corporeal. To what now is this difference
owing ? Is it owing to our ftrength, or to our weaknefs? Is
it a difference, as it may appear at firft fight, in favor of the
human mind ? - Much otherwife. It ferves only to thew the
deficiency and imperfection of our fimple ideas, of the firft
principles of all our knowledge. If thefe were not fo con-
fined, and fo fuperficial as they are moft evidently, if they
were extended to more objeéts, and made their impreflions
on us from a {pring that lay deeper in the nature of things,
we {hould know much more than we do concerning the com-
pofition and decompofition of fubftances. If they were real
effences, or the ideas of real effences, we fthould be acquainted
with the real eflences of fubftances, at leaft to a certain de-
gree : for, what do we mean, when we fay, that we have no
knowledge of the real effences of fubftances, except thefe two
things ? We mean certainly, that we have not a number of

I ideas
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ideas fufficient for the acquifition of fuch knowledge ; and
thus the deficiency of fimple ideas caufes one half of our ig-
norance about the complex ideas of fubftances. We mean,
likewife, that the fimple ideas, which we perceive by the im-
preflions of outward obje&s, are often falfe, and always in-
adequate to the nature of thefe objeéts ; and thus the imper-
fection of fimple ideas caufes another half, at leaft, of our
ignorance about the complex ideas of fubftances.

SimpLe ideas are real effences. Of what? Of fimple ideas?
Of themfelves? Juft fo certain metaphyfical ideas are real
ideas. They are really in the mind ; but they have no other
reality. Such effences and fuch ideas are chimerical alike.
All our fimple ideas arife from fenfation and refletion, from
the impreflions of outward obje@s, and from the operations
of our minds. What the powers are that make thefe impre{-
fions on the mind in a paflive ftate, we know as little as we
do, what thofe are to which the operations of the mind, in
an active ftate, are due. But this we know, the powers that
caufe are more properly effences, than the fimple ideas that
are caufed by them. An effence is that by which a thing is
what it is. 'We have an idea of white, we know what it is in
our minds: but do we know by virtue of what, it is what it
is there ? Certainly we do not. It is not fo much as the idea
of any knowable effence: how can it be itfelf a known eflence ?
Or, what feek we further than to know that it is a {enfation ?

SucH concrete names were neceflary to be invented, not
to fignify things that exift by themfelves like fubftances, but
to fignify qualities, fo we ufually call them, that cannot exift
independently of fome fubftance in which they appear to exift,
and are conveyed to the mind in the complex idea of it.

As
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As it is real or apparent want that determines the inven-
tion and ufe of names, fo there have been fome, and may be
more invented, to {ignify, by one general word, and to ap-
propriate to one f{ubftance, all the particular ideas that men
conceive to belong to it, or defire to apply to it. 'This has
been obferved already, and here we obferve further, that thefe
terms are limited by the fubftance to which they are applied,
human by man, golden by gold, and {o in fome, not in many,
other inftances of forts or kinds, juft as cuftom has decided.
Tt is not much otherwife in the cafe of the concrete terms,
which fignify each one fimple idea. The complex idea of
man was in the mind, before the word human was invented to
fignify, without the trouble of enumerating them, all the par-
ticular ideas comprehended in that complex idea. The f{ub-
ftantive gave occafion to the adjective.  So the complex ideas
of all thofe fubftances that communicate to us, among other
fimple ideas, thofe of white and black, for inftance, were in
the mind before the names of thefe fimple ideas were invented.
This was enough for ufe: and our ideas, when thefe names
were invented, as well as the names of the feveral fubftances
to which they belonged, were enough determined and diftin-
guifhed. But the fchools were not thus contented. They en-
deavoured to eftablifh the doérine of general natures abftracted
from particular; and fince they endeavoured it, without fuc-
cefs, in the complex ideas of fubftances, they refolved to do it
in the cafe of our fimple ideas ; and thus whitenefs and black-
nefs, and all the abftract names of fimple ideas, were confirmed
in general ufe.

Tue fame fimple ideas being communicated to us from a
multitude of different {ubftances; and being obferved to be
the fame in the child, and in the man, in the peafant, and in

the
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the philofopher, they might eafily pafs for adequate ideas of
real natures llﬂ’h'L]LUl to all the {fubftances \‘.]lL‘JLl.] they were
perceived. Thus the vulgar might think very naturally ; ;'._11(‘1, in
ta&, not only children, but much the greateft imut of men,
are firmly puiuu{ d, 'Lhn the idea of white, which they per-
ceive in fnow or milk, is whitenefs in the fnow or milk. Nay,
this opinion, exploded as it is at prefent, has been that of the
great oracles of philofophy, and many puerilities have Enm
grounded on it, which are fc arce yet “a-while laughed out of
the world. They who faw )mm: or who {cc _now, the
impropriety of thefe words, in a ph lm( phical fenfe, as they
denote real effences, or abftra& ideas of fuch, may have
thought, however, not only that the ufe of them is of fome
conveniency in lmﬂm% but that it is a very harmlefs con-
ceffion to the \u]mu ic}-’ may have thought it too an in-
dulgence of no great moment to the doctors of abftrz action,
W ho have refined tnunﬂ.l\u, on this occafion, as philofophers
do fometimes, into vulgar error.

w HITENESS and blacknefs feem to ftand in the fame de-
gree of a fuppofed abftra&ion with 1 mmanfi’\’, and color
with animality. This \xou}d be admitted by mm., whilft
others would contend that it is practicable, with application,
and a hrm‘rr effort of the mind, to abftra& general natures (»'
forts or fpcu from many leTlLUI.H ideas that we perceive to
be the fame in fubftances of different forts or {pecies, as in
the former inftance, that of whitenefs or blacknefs, they {ay

they do ; but that it is impracticable to abftr

ral 1 nature Jﬁ{()"ﬂ ‘l‘lii‘l‘r' I?i‘tl’LlCl]‘l;l]' ‘.I({L"‘-_a f]‘,ﬂ_i' WweE f)'\_I‘_‘{.'ll'\"
be the f111L1 LIJ CO- \.\llrl 167 in the fa

1e fubftance, as in the
inft: ance of huma mh, hey fay they cannot. Tl ey would con-
tend fu IL[:\.T Lull tho it be puu]LmL to abftract the general

1atus f kinds, as well as the lefs general natures of

].L ;I“?‘.'f:-
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forts, where fimple ideas are alone concerned ; yet it is im-
pradicable to do the fame, where the various forts that com-
pofe the kind are {o many complex ideas, as mn the inftance
of animality they fay they cannot. But, I think, we may
affirm all this to be whimfical and falfe alike, without enter-
ing into the difpute between thefe dotors of abftraction, and
on this fingle principle, whereof we have an intuitive know-
ledge, That things cannot exift in our minds as it is 1m-
poflible they fhould exift in nature. Now fingulars do, but
univerfals, about which fo much noife has been made in the
{chools, and fo many good heads have been broken formerly
in the univerfities of London, and of Paris, do not exift in
nature. It is therefore as impoffible to abftra ideas of
whitenefs or blacknefs from all white or black things, as it is
to abftraét an idea of humanity from all human exiftence ;
or an idea of color from all things colored, as it is to abf-
tract an idea of animality from all animal exiftence. In all
thefe cafes, having no real effence to abftra&, we have no-
thing to abftract.

LeT us confider, whether we are able to make fuch abf{-
tracions, when real effences are known to us, as they are in
modes and relations, For my part, I know that I am not.
I am utterly unable to elevate my mind from particulars to
generals, as we muft do in order to acquire Dr. CupworTH's
apodictical knowledge, of which therefore I muft be content
to remain deprived. I know the real effence of triangularity,
and can define it in one fhort propofition. But to contemplate
triangularity, abftracted from every triangular figure, 1s to
my narrow and weak mind as impoflible as to contemplate
humanity, abftra&ed from every human figure, and every hu-
man quality. He who can frame the idea of a triangle, which
is ncither right, obtufe, nor acute-angled, nor, in fhort, of

1 any
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any tn’mgunr {pecies, but is all, and none of thefe, at once :
hc, I fay, if in truth there is any fuch he, muift be of a {pe-
cies different from mine, as furely as he would be fo, if his
fight could pierce to the center of the ear Lh, or difcern every
frozen inhabitant of Saturn. T riangularity is fo far from be-
ing no particular tnai‘glc that it is every p’lrtlculftr triangle :
and no man, as I prefume, can think oi a fpace included by
three lines th’lt meet at three angles, without thinking of
fome one or more particular trx'mgles. Triangularity can be
no otherwife re prcﬁ'm{,d to the mind. The definition gives
partmu]n ideas, but is not itfelf an idea. I know the real
effence of juftice, and can define 1[ feveral ways, as, for in-
ftance, by faying, after TuLLy, Juilmac primum munus
¢ eft ut ne cui quis noceat, nifi laceffitus injurid ; deinde ut
¢« communibus pro communibus utatur, privatis autem ut

fuis.” But what then? Do thefe definitions, or their con-
traries, a conformity to one, or the other of which confti-
tutes every action juft, or unjuft, form, in any mind, one ab{-
tra&t idea of juftice? We can umtunpl&tg each of tthC apart,
and compare any particular action with it, but we cannot ab{-
tra& any gcntral nature, with which we may compare ev ery
acion that falls under fome one of thefe definitions. Juﬁlcc is
a word that denotes particular natures, under a general term,
but expre ffes no general nature.

o )
would exift in the mind, and be perceived there. They do not

exift in the mind ; for they are not perceived by it. They
exift then no where, whatever PLaro might dream, or nn'gh't
fay h)pothmmﬂy and poetically, The mind creates real
effences for it’s own ufe; but that the mind ’-hﬂr_lnats, even
from thefe creatures of it’s own, any general natures, is a mere
poctical fiction, which has been a.dopt(.d like many other

E s fictions,

Ir there were fuch general natures as are fuppofed, they
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(Gions of the fame author, for a p]muﬂ hical truth. All
the real effences we know are fo far from being uncreated,
that they are creatures of the human mind; they are fo fu
rom being independent, that they are dependent on the will
of man, as far as concerns their exifting or not exifting; they
are fo far from being ingenerable, lll‘l)crlilhlbl , and even im-
mutable, that they berrm to be .md cea ﬁ to be in the N“ﬂr{?
and that whilft they : du.l y exift there, if they were not nmm—
tained by diftin& names, and by a L(m{mnt attention of the
mind to them and to thul names, they would flu&uate and

vary without any precifion or fteadinefs.

""u

Waexn the Stagyrite declared moft dogmatically, that
he would have HeracrrTus, CraTYLUS, and ProTAGORAS tO
know, that, befides fenfible things, which they fuppofed always
to flow, and he admitted to be always Putuuk, there were
other beings or cmlu{.s, neither 1ubjt.ct to motion, conuljtm
nor generation, but immovable eflences, the ub',;us of theore:
tical knowledge, of the firft }Tulofop 1y, and of pure t}z-b—
matics 3 W hen hc {poke in {uch high terms, I fa 1y, the flow-
ing pl :ﬂofophbrs might have told him that intellectual beings
or entities were very much given to flow, as well as fenfible
things; and that immovable effences, hov well foever fixed
by definition s, were not always 11111110\*:1131-., even in his own
mind, fince they did not appear to be ftriély fo in his writings.

188+

AFTER f’-’yin_g fo much about thefe abftra& ideas, I muft
fre kly confefs that I fcarce COITlPI‘L‘hL‘nd what they are in-
tended to be. filLV are fcm‘i ite from matter, accm‘ding ta
Aristorie. They are free from all corporeal f\ mpathy, ac-
U‘I’!‘-_,‘(“ to CupwortH. Nay they are, even thofe of them
whe | effences we hnou, fuch as triangularity and juflice,

Sy l(i;ib klu.'»t cannot Ll’ui_, -‘.:..15 W |l' iL;I 10111C
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rent and inconfiftent ideas are put togeth
uwcr)";l-.'“"lg to Mr. Locke. Thus abftra&ion becomes a great
a myftery in pl 1tlo1oph\' as any that religion holds out to us :
and I am {o little able to unfold nwﬁulm, that I might ht
forty years together in deep meditation over-z igainft a whm
wall; asa Chinefe philofopher is faid to have dom) and to as
little pvfpuj as he, if I pretended to unfold this inexpli-
cable fort of abftra&ion.. Who can help {miling, when he
is told, that by the help of fuch ideas, and of certain felf-
Lh,nt maxims, L'Po‘d‘lcdgc i:s a comprehenfion of thinr;;s
EiiOI\.ptl{“”\. or by way of i¢ or 4 priori; and
that abftraétion is that hwhcr ihu{m from whence the m‘{l(]
comprehends things in i manner, from whence by it’s fub-
tile fharpnefls it penctrates into the effential profundity of
body, of {phericalnefs, of triangularity, &c.

ST‘RJ\‘\IG}‘ effeéts of myf't‘crious abftra&tion | Strange foun-
dations of eternal and immutable morality! They might be
rejected with contempt, if they were abfurd o.ih ; but they
are carried fo far that they become prophane, a fort of me-
taphyfical blafphemy, and deferve indignation. Could I fu-
{pe& the leaft neceffary connexion between fuch opinions
and the pm(si"s of Gop’s exiftence, I fhould not treat them
as familiarly as I have done, and intend to do. But there
is nothing which fhocks me fo much, in the treatife I {peak
of, as the attempt to prove in a circle, that fince univerfal
notions, the '[“})’30-\_(1 immediate ohjcds of {cience, are eternal
and neceflarily exiftent, there is an eternal and neceffarily
exiftent mind ; and that fince there is fuch a mind, there muft
be fuch ideas and notions as the author affumes, But it may
be worth while to fet this reafoning down a little more at

la rge.
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“ Since we cannot conceive that there was ever a time
when it was not yet acually true that the three angles of
a triangle are equal to two right angles, or that {.quals
added to equals produce tqlmls, and the like in other in-
ftances ; thefe lﬂLLnglblC natures, thefe neceflary verities,

had a bcmrr bcforn, the material world and all partlcul_u n-
tellects had ¢ any.” Again: ¢ Since thefe natures, thefe verities,
are, according to PLaTo, nothing but noemata, obje&ive
notions or knowledges, that is, in good Englifh, objects of
thought, they could not exift without {ome mind in which
they were comprehended. There is therefore an eternal
mind which comprehended them always, or rather a mind
which is itfelf thefe natures, thefe verities, thefe abftra&
ideas.” Thus again, and to reafon quite round the circle.
Since there is an eternal mind, that being muft always com-
prechend himfelf, the extent of his own power, the ideas of
all poflible things. Now thefe natures, thefe verities, are
included in thefe ideas. Our abftra& ideas and univerfal
notions are therefore eternal and felf exiftent like Gop him-
felf. If there were none fuch, there would be no Gop.
But there are fuch becaufe there is a Gop, an whom how-
ever they are independent. They cannot be modifications of
matter, they muft be therefore modifications of an eternal
mind.. Every thing that is imperfe& muft needs depend
on fomething that is perfe& in the fame kind. There is
therefore a cognation, or conne&ion, between our created
minds and the increated mind. Our nnpcrﬂ& intelle@ muft
be therefore a derivative participation of the perfe& in-
telle®.”

Tuis rhapﬁ)dy of jargon is faithfully extra&ed,and, for the

moft part, in CupworTH's own words.

A cLosE
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A crose affinity between the divine and the human mind,
and a certain {famenefs of ideas and notions, is the common
boaft of metaphyfical theology : and father TromassN, and
many other learned and good men of all communions, have
talked as prophanely on the fubje& as Cupworrn. Their
very great learning feduced them into error: they were too
good fcholars to be good philofophers, and whilft their minds
were filled with the thoughts of PLaro and AristorrE, of
St. AusTin, and other refining as well as declaiming Chriftian
fathers, there was no room for their own; or their own were
grafted on thefe, and extended and improved from them.
“ La paflion méme que nous avons pour la verité nous trompe
“ quelquefois, lorfqu’elle eft trop ardente. Mais le defir de
“ paroitre favant eft ce qui nous empéche le plus d’acquerir
“ une {cience véritable.*” It is father MaLEsrRANCHE Who
{peaks thus : and he was himfelf a great example of what is
here faid; for tho his fublime genius could not ftoop to copy
fervilely, as others have done, yet he took his hints and his
manner from PraTto and St. AusTin principally, and added
one beautiful whimfy to another, till he builded up a fyftem
that carries no conviction to the mind, and only ferves to give
great admiration of the author.

II.

THER divines, befides CupworTHn, have aflumed that
Gop knows according to our manner of knowing, by

the help of ideas. Thus Crarkg, in his book of Demonftra-
tions, which has had much more reputation than it deferves,

* Recherche, &c. B, IL p. ik ¢ 2
affumes
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