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PREFACE

R ad P,

THE following papers were intended for the im-

provement i the art of reafoning of fuch young
ftudents in divinity as are able to read the writings

of Mr. Locke, Bithops Butler, Hurd and War-
burton, with thofe of Dr. Balguy, Powell and
Ogden : as for all others, whether the admirers of
Meflrs. Hutchinfon, Jones (of Nayland, coms
monly called Trinity Jones) Romaine, Milner,
Overton, Swedenborg, &c. &c. no man who
knows what reafoning is, will think of offering
any to fuch, who reject the very foundation of i,
¢clear and przcife ideas 1 you might as well think
of inftrufting a man in reading who thould refufe
to learn his alphabet.

Taught to confider the attainment of truth as a
matter of the higheft concern to intelligent crea-
tures ; and zhat of religious truth as the moft im-
portant employment in which men can poffibly be
engaged, I have ever thought my warmeft grati-

tude due to that Being, through whofe kind pro-
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vidence the care of my educaticn swas intrufted to
Drs. Powell and Balguy, of 5t. John’s College,
Cambridge. Men whofe writuigs have juftified
the opinion the werld entertained of their abilities.
Poflefled of integrity equal to their abilities, they
were much too honeft to follow the ufual practice
of the bigoted partizans of particular opinions :
they therefore juftly thought it their duty, not to
furnith me with their own creed, but to teach me
to reafon, and to ufe with propriety and fairnefs,
thofe faculties which God had given me. They
had fenfe enough to fee, that if they did their duty
in this cafe, they could neither be refponfible for
the ufe I might make of my faculties, or for the
folly, orfalfity of the opinions I might embrace :
and as far as the truth, or the wifdom of thefe opi-
nions depended upon the quantity of abilities I
might poflefs, they knew performance in this re-
{pe¢t wouldbe accepted according to what a man
hath, and would not be required according to what
a man hath not, becaufe the judge of all the earth
will do right. Itis{urely very ftrange that there
can be more than one opinion upon this matter,
and yet I have heard many of thofe who are called
{erious Divines, blame the late Norrifian Le&urer,
Dr. Hey, for zoz entertamning any fixed opinions
himfelf, and for noz teaching his hearers any opini-
ons at a//; andI haveheard at leaft an equal num-
ber of the fame fort of perfons blame him for en-
tertaining fz//e opinions, or for teaching his hear-
ers fuch, But {o 1t is, though proteftants univers
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fally agree to reprobate the infallibility of the Pope
they univerfally a&;, as if all the different denomi-
nations of chriftians were poffefled of it. I was
however, taught to pay no regard to human autho-
rity in matters of opinion, and to confider zbas
truth alone to be worth attention, which was fup-
ported by clear and uncontrovertible reafoning ;
for when the arguments on both fides are in per-
felt equilibrium, the matter under confideration
cannot pofibly be of 2ny importance. But though
I am far from thinking Mr. Locke, or any man
to be infallible, yet in vindicating the character of
this great writer, from the afperfions thrown upon
it o long after his death 3 I am but difcharging a
common duty of humanity, which {urvivers owe
to thofe who have deferved well of mankind by
their literary labours, when they are paft the
power of appearing in their own defence. It is indeed
fingular that 2/ Mr. Locke’s opponents, from
Stillingfleet and Edwards, to Kett and Milner,
thould thew {uch a decided averfion to the acqui-
fition of dzffiné? 1deas, and the ufe of clear reafon-
ing 3 and it 1s furely not a little wonderful that
thofe who have been confidered as men of real piety
fhould be difbonef? enough to bring general charges,
which 210 man can refute,becaufe no man can difco-
verthe po:nts objected to. Of this sortis that brought
by Mr. Joleph Milner, in his reply to Gibbon.
In p. 154, he tells us, that Mr. Locke led the
fafhion of introducing a pompous parade of reafon-
ing into religion : from that time, fays Mr, M.
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a rational religion has been the cant term of all who
profefs to be wifer than others. |

With equal truth, honefty, and difcernment,
Mr. Kett, in his hiftory, the interpreter of pro-
phecy, brings a like general charge aganft Mr.
Locke. In vol. iii. p. 17, 18, edit, 1.and vol. 1.
p. 131, 132 edit.ii. hefays, ¢ that Mr. Locke’s
writings led to a fcepticiim, eventually hurtful
to religion ; and though a loyal {ubjeét, his po-
litical writings generated doltrines hurtful to
monarchical government, and indeed to civil
fociety. The Effay on the Human Underftand-
ing, in itfelf fo profound and ufeful, witha confi-
derable degree of erroneous theory, as might be ex-
pected from a man even of the greateft genius, ex-
ploring untrodden, intricate, and arduous paths,
brought a greater acceflion to man of‘ knovsflefige
of thofe powers, by which he is peculiarly diftin-
guithed, than any book that had ever been wntten.
It tended alfo to fharpen, and invigorate the fa-
culties. But the caution with which 1t examined
different {pecies and degrees of evidence ; a caus
tion right, as far as 1t merely prevented error,
fometimes refufed to admit truth, fought proof of
2 different kind from that which the nature of the
fubjeét required, doubted wherein the plain judg-
ment of common fenfe, ne doubt could c‘mﬁ, _and
afforded fuppofed data, fr(?m whence {ng?mus
men might form the moft vifionary theories.

It has often been obferved, that children can

afk queftions, which the wifeft men cannot an=
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fwer; it is no lefs true, that perfons, the moft
flightly acquainted with any fubje@s, can bring
general accufations, which 1t may be, no man,
however well acquaintcd with the {fubje& can re-
fute. If Mr. Milner, or Mr. Kett had {pecified
particular inftances, upon which thefe very ferious
accufations were founded ; fuch charges would then
have had aclaim to be confidered as {omething
more than mere calumnies. But till Mr. Milner’s
admirers bring proof where Mr. Locke introduces a
pompous parade of reafoning into religion ; and till
Mzr. K. points out that erroneous theory, which,
he affirms is to be found in a confiderable degree,
in the Effay upon the Human Underftanding ; till
he thews where Mr. Locke refufes to admit truth,
or fecks proof of a different kind from that which
the nature of the {ubjelk required ; till he acquaints
us where Mr. Locke doubted upon {ubjeéts, which
1n the plain judgment of common /fen/fe, admitted
of 70 doubt, and till he points out the matters
which afforded data for the theories of vifionary
men, and what thofe writings of Mr. Locke are
which neceffarily led to {cepticiim, and infidelity ;
we muft beg to confider Mr. Kettas an encourager
of the prefent fathionable political flander.  For un-
lefs Mr. Locke’s writings neceffarily led to {cepa
ticifm, and infidelity, Mr. Locke 1s no more to be
blamed than the inventors of printing are, for all
the atheiftical, profane, obfcene, and treafonable
books, which have ever iflued from the prefs : by
which this noble invention has proved evenzually
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hurtful, not only to religion, but alfo to civil fo.
citv. Neverthelefs, however warm Mr. Kett’s
zeal may be, we truft, he will not venture to aflert,
that Mr. Locke ever wrote any thing hoftile to
limited monarchy, much lefs will Mr. Kett ven-
ture to declare, that be thinks defpori/m preferable
to a free government. .

But let us do Mr. Kett juftice : all his charges we
believe are not imaginary ; whether he will have
better luck with his founded, than with his un-
Jounded charges, will {oon appear. Mr. Kett fays,

that Mr. Locke affirms that we have no certam
evidence for the exiftence of any objelts, but our-
{elves individually, and the Deity.—Mr. Kett can-
not mean that Mr. Locke denies the evidence of
{enfe.

This charge then I fuppofe Mr. Kett grounds
upon the firft, and fecond {ections of the eleventh
chapter of the fourth book of Mr. Locke’s Eflay.
The knowledge of our (own) bewng, fays Mr.

Locke, we have by intuition. The existence of

God, reafon (arguing from the information of our
feveral fenfes, Rom. 1. 20.) clearly makes known
to us. ‘Theknowledge of the exiftence of all other
things we receive only by aéfua/ fenfation. Had
Mr. Kett attended more clofely to Mr. Locke’s
meaning, or had he more clearly underftood his
own, he would never have brought this objetion.

The knowledge men are 1n general, and ufually
pofiefied of, arifes from the exertion of our powers,

cither of perception, or {enfation. By our powers

o

of perception I underftand thofe internal faculties
of the mind, through whofe a&tion we are con-
fcious of our own exiftence; and by whofe aétion
we become acquainted with the relations between
our 1deas ; whether {uch relations are difcoverable,
rmmediately and rntuitively, or mediately, that 1s, by
the interpofition of other ideas. By the powers
of {enfation, I underftand thofe corporeal faculties
by which we become acquainted with the works
of nature, that is, with the different obje&s of the
material world, and the refpe&tive effeéts of thefe
objects upon each other, and alfo upon ourfelves.
Now the a&ion of thefe powers of fenfe is confined
to our own perfonal prefence; we can receive no
information from them refpecting any objets ex-
ifting, or refpetting the effeéts produced by fuch
objets, 1n places from which we are abfent ; and
therefore all the proof we can have of the exift-
ence and reality of the material world, 1s confined
to the /mall reach of our bodily fenfes (I confider
not now the tnfling afliftance they can receive
from art,) Nothing fo certain as that it is utter-
ly impoffible that we can have the teftimony of our
{enfes, for theexiftence of {fuch objelts, as are re-
moved by diflance out of the {phere of their opera-
tion. This teftimony of fenfe can continue no
longer, than while the f{fenfes continue to a&.
‘Their teftimony does, and muft ceafe with their
aCtion, What therefore we are not fure of by the
prefent, 1. e, the exifting teftimony of our fenfes,
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may pollibly be falfe, but what may poflibly be
falfe, cannot neceffurily be true, that 1s, cannot
be certain. And therefore, whatever becomes of
the plain judgment of common fenfe, we muft doubt
of the exiftence of all {uch parts of the material

world as are not the prefent objelts of our fenfes. -

For, with refpect to knowledge, there are only
two ftates of mind, certainty and doubt; and of
courfe where the former does not obtain, the lat-
ter muft. But the works of creation, or the ef-
fe&ts of thefe works upon each other furnith all
the objelts of that fort of knowledge which we re-
ceive through the fenfes ; and therefore this know-
ledge 15 a ftanding and continual proof of the ex-
iftence of God: which does and muft attend the
(conftant) action of our fenfes.

Mr. Kett inftances, in Berkely and Hume, as
{ome of thofe viftonary writers whofe fanciful
fyftems rofe from purfuing Locke’s principles.

1t would have been much more to his purpofé'

had he thewn <har thele principles were, and
how they led to {uch {yftems. With the fame
attention to precife proof he quotes Warburton’s
works ar Jarge; furely in fuch a voluminous
writer he thould not only have quoted the particu-
/ar words, but alfo have referred to the particular
place where they are to be found. Oris it that
he thought with his fellow academic, Dr. Kunox, to
eftablith truth by the argument of autboriry, jult as
another of his fellow academics thought to eftablith
it by the argument of erymology.

11
Mr. Kett tells us, that Mr. Locke contributed

more than any other writer to the knowledge of
thofe powers of the human mind, by which man-
kind are peculiarly diftinguifhed. What then 1s
this new faculty which Mr. Kett introduces to us
under the title of common fenfe ; a faculty which
it feems prevents, or removes doubts, that cannot
be difpelled by all thofe wonderful faculties with
which Mr. Locke brings us acquainted? What
is the object of its afion, or the mode of its Ope-
ration ? And wherein does it differ from thofe
other powers of the mind which Mr. Locke {o
clearly explains & Till Mr. Kettis pleafed to give
us fome more precife account of it, than he has
yet done, we muft beg to be excufed from confi-
dering it as worthy of attention.  Or 1s Mr. Kett
giving us a fampleof it, whenat p. 14. Vol 1. of
his firft edit. or p. 129. Vol. ii. of his fecond edut.
he accufes certain proteftant writers of quitting the

[Hrong holds of Scripture doctrine, and arguing upon

what sbey called, the principles of natural religion.
It {hould feem however, asif neither thefe prote{-
tant writers, nor their corretor, knew much of
either the one, or the other. Anattention to what
is meant by the ftrong holds of Scripture doctrine,
and what by natural religion, would have fhewn
him that the charge was abfurd, becaufe the crime
was impoflible. For what do we mean by natural
religion, but the knowledge of fuch truths refpet-
ing God, as can be colle¢ted by human reafon, from
a confideration of his works? And’1s 1t pofhible
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that fuch truths fhould at all clath with thofs
truths, which heis pleafed to dec/are, that i1s with
the doétrines of revelation ? And what were thefe
principles of natural religion for which Mr. Kett’s
proteftant writers fo injudicioufly forfook the {trong

holds of Scripture dotrine ¢ Why the admiffion

¢ that faith depends not upon the will, but upon
the underftanding,”” that ¢« when the evidence for
the truth of a propofition 1s fu// and ¢/ear, thisevi-
dence conflramns aflent, but that no blame 1s im-
putable for rejeting a propofition for which the
mind cannot fee evidence; and that we are oz
called upon to ée/reve, what we cannot compre-
hend.” Who thefe proteftant writers were, who
could not {ee the difference between the principles
of logic, and thofe of natural religion I know not 3
but to whatever {pecies of knowledge thefe princi-
ples may belong, they certainly belong no more to
natural religion, than they do to natural philofo-

phy. If by fa:ith you mean the mere fimple a&t of |

the underftanding, exprefled by the word belief s
(abftradted from all confideration of the influence,
which the {ubje&t matter of {uch belief oughs to
have upon the conduél,) the naked aflent of the
mind to the truth of a propofition, not admitting
demonftration, or {enfible proof : if by the fx// and
clear evidence for the truth of a propofition, you
mean demonftration, and if you further mean that
men are not blameable for withholding their affent
to propofitions, of which no fufhcrens proof is
given ; and of t47s {ufficiency they themfelves muft
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judge at their own penil (for 1t 1s #his circums
{tance which conftitutes a ftate of trial) nothing
certainly can be more true, than thefe affertions.
And had Mr. Kett’s views of revealed religion been
a whit clearer than thofe which he {feems to have of
naturaly or had his knowledge of the powers of the
human mind, and their refpetive operations, been
as diftin&, as thofe perfons ought to have, who
take upon them to criticife Mr, Locke, he would
have better underftood the nature of what he calls
the ftrong holds of Scripture doctrine, and what
the difference of the ideas 1s which refpect the very
diftinét operations of the mind from which know-
ledge and belief arife.  But we will not follow the
example of Mr. Kett, in bringing general and wn-

Jupported charges.

One great purpofe of revelation is, to bring men
acquainted with fuch truths, as they are unable to
difcover by the cuffomary ufe of their natural fa-
culties, or with fuch falks as their cuflomary expe-
rience might incline them to disbelieve. Not as
Mr. Kettaffirms to give them information which
they cannot underftand ; yet fuch muft be the cafe
if men can be called upon, i. e. be under moral
obligations to believe what they cannot comprebend.
The whole knowledge of revelation is a knowledge
of fuéls, or of the confequences of rhefe facts.
This knowledge is now conveyed to mankind only
through the medium of human language, Can we
then believe the truth of thefe fatts, or the reality

of thefe effeCts without comprehending the mean-
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ing of the words by which thefe truths are con-
veyed to us ! If youfay we can, then all tran-
{lations of the Scriptures are needle/s : for where-
fore are they tranflated, but becaufe men do not
underftand the original tongues, that 1s, becaufe
otherwife, men would not be able to comprehend
what they are called upon to believe.

Human knowledge 1s received by {everal diffe-
rent ways, and this knowledge 1s called by different
names, according to the different ways by whichit
1s received ; but in whatever way 1t is received,
unlefs the ideas of which it 1s compofed are clear
and diftind&, it ceafes to be knowledge, we can learn
nothing from fuch imperfet information. It is
juft the fame as if the faculties of the mind were
unable to perceive, or thofe of the body were mn-
capable of tranimitting the impreflions of external
cbjects; or as if we were zgnorant of the 1deas ufu-
ally annexed tothe words which we hear or {ee.--=
But further —-

The only circumftance in which thefe various
forts of knowledge differ from each other, 1sin the
degree of probability naturally attendant upon each
fort. That knowledge therefore which arifes from
our own perceptions, and that which we receive
from the information of other beings vary only in
their probability, which may approach nearer to abe
folute certainty than by any afligned difference.
And the degree of probability, attached to each fort
of knowledge, depends, not upon the clearnefs or
obfcurity of the ideas compofing fuch knowledge,
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but upon the manner by which it is received. A
lie 1s not lefs a lie for being more or lefs clearly
underftood. Now certain knowledge arifes from
our perceptions only, whether internalor external ;
it wholly depends upon the accuracy of our naru-
ra/ powers ; but probable knowledge (which arifes
chiefly from the information of others, and is the
peculiar {ubjeét of faith, built upon mere human
teftimony) depends not upon the ftrength of our
original powers, 1. e. of thofe powers which our
Creator has given us, {o much as upon ouracquired
dexterity in the ufe of them : and judgment 1s that
operation of the mind by which we eftimate the
value of probability. For judgmentis not a faculty
of the mind, but, like attention and confideration,
an alt of the underftanding. The perceptive faculs
ties then, 1. e, our original powers, enable us to dr;-
cern the various circumftances upon which the pro-
bability of events depends, and by the judgment we
are enabled to eftimate the value of this probability.
But we can no more eftimate the value of probabi-
lity, than we can difcern the circumfitances upon
which it depends, unlefs the 1deas relating to both
thefe matters, areclear and diftinét, thatis, unlefs
we comprehend them, It is impoflible therefore to
exercife any at of faith about matters of which we
are intirely ignorant: fome knowledge we muft
have; but though this knowledge may be more, or
lefs particular, yet it muft be clear, and we cannot
believe any farther than 1t 1s {o; that 1s, we can ne
more believe, than we can know what we do net



16

comprehend.  Aninftance will explain this mat-
ter. All perfons, who are convinced of the truth
of the Scriptures; muft believe that Jefus is the
Son of God; yet no perfon believes that Jefus is
the Son of God iti the fame way that he believes,

every man-child born into the world, is the fon of

his father. 'This zno perfon believes, becaufe every
perfon £#nows it to be impoflible, 1n the literal fenfe
of the words, according toall human acceptation.
But we believe not what we cqnnot comprehend,
but what we perfectly can: that as children denve
their exiftence, not from any aét of their own, but
from their parents, {o Chri{t derived his exiftence
from God, Johny. 26. Thus faith i3 ierxes reaypdryr
# Ergopiver--athe proof of marters which are 70¢ ob-
je&s of fenfe to us, and which therefore admit of
no other proof than teftimony. But teftimony
which we can not underftand, that 1s, information
which we cannot comprehend, is no information at
all. 1 Cor, x1v. 11,

Such however 1s the force of prejudice, aided by
confufed and imperfet knowledge, that many good
perfons are perfuaded, that both themfelves, and
others believe, what they cannor comprehend, Yet
is there juft as much difterence between believing
the truth, i.e. the reality of a matter of faft, and
believing the way by which fuch matter of fact has
been brought to pafs, as there is between experi-
encing our own belief of amatter of fa&, and experi-
encing the faff itfelf. When therefore our belict
of the creation isurged as an inftance of our believ-
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ing what we do not comprehend, becaufe we do
not comprehend how, or by wbar particular
means, God made the world, the argument has no
force. Becaufe though all perfons believe that God
made the world, no perfons believe how, or by what
particular means, he made 1t. Butit is rhas matter
only which we do not comprehend. We know
the world exifts by the teftimony of our {fenfes ;
and we know from reafon that things cannot cre-
ate themlelves, that being to a&, before they had
the power of ating. He therefore who built all

things 1s Gon.

Juft in the fame way as thefe good people can-
not fee the difference between believing the exift-
ence of a matter of faft, and believing the way 4y
which this exiftence is produced ; fo neither can
they {ee the difference between the information
communicated by pofitive, or by (what arecalled)
negative ideas. (See Hey’s Norrifian Lectures,
Vol.III.Book 1V. Introduétion to Part II. Sect. vi.
p. 124.) Yet from this latter fort of informa-
tion we do not learn what a thing 7, but what
it 75 not. A very {canty {pecies of knowledge 1n-
deed! But upon the ground of this imaginary
knowledge it has been faid, ¢¢ you believe that
God is a {pirit, thatis, you believe what you cane
not comprehend, To be {fure no perfon compre-
hends what a {pirit is, the term {pirit conveys only
a negative idea. A fpirit hath o fleth and bones.

But though you do not comprehend what a {pirit
C
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1s, neither do you belreve what a {piritis : you only
believe what 1t 1s 70 ; 1t 1snot any fuch matter
as you are acquainted with ; and this you fu/ly
comprehend. You believe God does not confift of
any fuch matter as vou are acquainted with, Can
any thing be more intelligible ¢

But 1t 1s not merely a want of ¢/ear ideas, and
precife knowledge, a common, but utterly ground-
lefs prejudice, refpeting the nature of myfteries,
has contributed not a little to eftablifth this notion
of the poffibility of believing what we cannot coma
prehend ; 1. e. what is unintelligible. It has been
imagined that myfteries, s myfteries, made a 7¢-
ceflary part of revealed religion ; asif it was re-

quifite, that revelation thould never be without fome

parts unintelligible, and incomprehenfible to the
‘human vnderftanding, But though it is reafonable
to expect that we fhould be left ignorant of many
things both in the works, and the word of God ;

and though many important ends mav be an{wered,
by things being kept {ecret for fome time, yet what
benefit can poflibly arife from {ecrets which are
never to be revealed ? It cannot therefore be of

the eflence of a myftery that it thould zever be dif-
clofed: for that is to make it effential to a myftery
that it thould be wfelefs. And we may obferve,
that 475 word 1s moft ufually applied in Scripture
to matters which once were fecrets, but which for
certain important reafons are zow revealed, Matt.
xil. 11, Rom, x1. 25. xvi. 25. Eph. 1ii, 4.*

* A fondrefs for the delufive moon.fhine of imagination, and an
averfion o the clear and frong light of reafon, fo confpicuous 1n many
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A want of ability to perceive the difference, be-
tween original and tranfmitted revelation, and the
metaphorical expreflion, the word of God, aftelt-
edly applied to the Scriptures,® has occafioned
many perfons to afcribe the fame authority to the
writings of infpired men, as is due to the immedi-
ate, and if I may fo fay, per/onal declarations of
God him{elf; and it has been asked refpeting the
prefent aflurance of faith, ¢¢ what then, does not
the evidence of God carry cerzainty along with it ?
Undoubtedly 1t does. God has unqueftionably
given information to particular perfons, at fundry
tumes, and in divers manners ; in dreams, and vi-
fions, and by an audible voice, as well as by the

prous perfons, leads them equally afide from the truth in contrary dis
rettions, Thus while fome are o eager to make myfteries a neceflary
part of revelation, others write as if they meant to difcard every
thing of that kind from iz ; and fo the author of the Horz Solitariz de-
duces almoft all the peculiarities of Chriftianity from the verbal ex-
preflions of the Fewifbh Scriptures; infomuch that the antient Jews (if
they underftood their own mother tongue as well as this author) mutt
have been very little behind the Apoftles (even after the defcent of
the Holy Ghott) in their knowledge of Chriftian falvation.And though

Paul profited in the knowledge of the Mofaic economy above many

of his pwn countrymen, and though he received his knowledge of the

Chriftian difpenfation from the author of it, Gal. 1. 12, yet muft he
have been ftrangely miftaken when he afferts that what he fpoke was
the bidden wifdom of God, which in other ages was »o¢ made inown
to (any of) the fons of men;if itbe true (as this author aflerts) that
our prefent very imperfet knowledge of the Hebrew tongue is fuffi-
cient toprove the very contrary.

* All that any man ({ays Dr. Hey, Norrifian Lectures, B. L,

Chap. 1. Sect. 6, & Chap. xii. Set. 14. parag. 2. in vol. I. pages 4, &

1t1. & B, IV, Introduétion to Part 2d. Se&. ¥4. p. 131) fhould
really be uriderftood to mean, when he {peaks of the word of God,

1s human interpretations ofit.
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incomprehenfible mode of fecret infpiration. But
in all thefe cafes, they who received {fuch informa-
tion, received, we may be {ure, unqueftionable
marks of the divinity of it, though we are, and
muft be ignorant of the nature of zbefe marks.
For had not this been the cafe, every idle fancy of
folly, andevery extravagant freak of enthufiaim
might have pafled for divine revelation. At pre-
{ent however we kuow of no other mark by which
we can be aflured that we receive truth upon the
immediate evidence of God, but that 1t has been
miraculoufly conveyed to us. We may indeed
reafonably prefume that words fpoken to us by
God himfelf, muft be free from all uncertainty,
becaufe God not only clearly knows what Himfelf
means ; He alfo knows as clearly, whether his
communication 1s perfeftly underftood; but this
cannot be the cafe with knowledge communicated
by any other being, fince God aloze knoweth the
thoughts. But when original revelation 1is tranf-
mitted to us by uninfpire&:} men (and in thefe days
we have no other) by the #/ua/ mode of human
communication, 1. €, by human language, {fuch

information muft (without a miracle) partake of

all the imperfetions, and uncertainty, of this im-~
perfe&, and uncertain mode of communication.

Mr. Kett thinks himf{elf juftified,if #or inthe truth
at leaft in the propriety of bringing thefe charges
againft Mr. Locke, by the authority of Warburton
and Mackintoth, who Mr. Kett affirms, (p. 17.
Vol, 1, edit, 1. or p. 131. Vol. ii. edit. 11.) juftly
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obferve, ¢ that we cannot exceed the bounds pre-
{cribed for human knowledge, without 1nvolving
ourfelves in contradiCtion and abfurdity : that
nothing has produced more pernicious mifchief to
fociety, than the purfuit of principles in them-
{elves good, far beyond the bounds, in which they
are good.” Now what are we to underfland in
this place by principles 7 Not principles of mere
knowledge furely ! Thefe may be ¢rue, or falfe;
but whoever thought of intuitive truths, which 1s
what we ufually mean by principles being good
or bad 2 Not principles of morality ! For thefe,
1f good, muft for ever continue to be good. There
are no bounds, or limits to what 1s fit, right, pro-
pery commendable, praife-worthy in zz/e/f, after
which it becomes unfit, wrong, improper, wicked,
deteftable, abominable. When we defcribe moral
principles as right in themfelves, we mean that
they are ezernally right, that they do not admit of
any change. That truth, juftice, humanity, ho-
nefty, cannot become falfehood, fraud, cruelty,
knavery, how far foever carried. Or are we to
{uppofe that thefe authors meant, what alone can
be meant, principles of expediency or utility ; all
this may be very true, but 1s very trfling. Be-
caufe who fees not that the general benefit of man-
kind muit Jdepend upon agreat variety of circums-
{tances, for which no jfixed rule can poflibly be
given ?

But what are thefe bounds prefcribed for human
knowledge ? and who has prefcribed them ? The
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powers of the human mind are certainly not unli-
mited, but who can fay what thefe limits are?
Ideas fuggefted by external objects, and thefe ideas
varioufly modified by the different faculties of the
underftauding, are the materials of all our know-

ledge ; and where 1deas are either abfolutely want-
ing, or are much confufed, and very obfcure, we
fhall either have no knowledge at all, or it will be

exceedingly imperfe&t 5 which of thefe two is the
cafe with Meflrs. Milner and Kett, the public muft
determine; and thofe who canfind out Mr. Locke’s
faults by the light fuch wrters afford, muit have
good eyes 1ndeed.

Mr. Kett has alforecourfe to teftimony for the
proof of the mifchiefs generated by Mr. Locke’s

miftakes ; and when he produces this teftimony,
or thofe miftakes upon which this teftimony is

founded, it will be time enough to confider of a re-
ply to {uch vague, confufed and unmeaning, ac-
cufations.

Dr. Napleton, 1n his advice to ftudents in divi-
nity, follows not a little the praltice of Meflrs.
Milner and Kett ; andat p. 34, warns thofe who
read Mr. Locke’s Theological writings, ¢ to be
cautious how they follow his opinions in fuch
pafiages of Scripture as relate to the divinity of our
Lord, or the affiftance of the Holy Spirit.” He
would bave done more credit to the fasrne/s of his
advice, 1f he had pointed out the exceptionable
paflages, and to the value of it, if he had pointed
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out his reafons for thinking thefe paffages exceps
tionable. -

Bithop Horne alfo has thought proper to contro-
vert Mr. Locke’s notions of civil government ;
but he has done 1t, as all honeft inquirers after
truth ought to do, by endeavouring to thew the
falfity of Mr. Locke’s reafoning ; with what fuc-
cefs the readers of this defence of Mr. Locke, muft
determine,

"T'he Bithop begins his Difcourfe upon theOrigin
of civil government, with obferving, *¢ that
it 1s a natural, and a laudable curiofity to inquire
into the origin of civil government, and to know
at whar time, and under whofe dire&ion, an infti-
tution was devifed capable of contributing fo much
to the prodution, furtherance, and eftablithment
of human happinefs.” It would be a curiofity
equally natural, andequally laudable, to inquire
into, and afcertain, at whas time, and under whofe
diretion, the various arts of life, which contribute
{fo much to the comfort and well being of man-
kind were invented, and by whom they were brought
to their prefent ftate of perfe@ion. And is not
each of thefe inquiries equally pra&icable? And
does not the nature and conftitution of this world
plainly thew, that both are alike impofiible? Not
only the conflitution of that narure, which God has
unalterably appointed, 1s a progreflive one; that
ftate of happinefs al{fo, which mankind are enabled
to attain, by the exertion of thofe faculties which
God has giventhem, is likewife a progrefiive ftate.
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'The produétions of nature can no more reach that
degree of perfection they are capable of at once, or
of a fudden, than the habits and difpofitions of the
moral, the wifdom of the intelleual, or the dex-
terity and addrefs of the a&tive world. ‘Time and
labour, and cultivation, muft mature the firft;
attention, diligence, and repeated efforts mutil
complete thelaft, Whatever the ftate of our firft
parents, of the animal, vegetable, and material
world mightbe, it was, and muft be totally dif-
ferent, from that of each individual thing, which
was to {fucceed. The origin of a ftate of nature,
and the continuance of that ftate, have nothing in
common. Thefirft was a miracle, not to be re-
peated ; the fecond,though no lefs wonderful, lofes
the name of miracle, from its contmvual repe-
tition. Weknow no more how the natural and
moral world were {et agoing, than we know how

the planets were projected in their orbits, and you

might juft as well ask when an acorn became an
oak, a child a man, or when London became a
city, as to ask at whas time, and under whofe di-
rection civil government was eftablithed? The
Britith government is univerfally and defervedly
admired ; but who can {ay when, and under whofe
dire@ion it was, or whether it is even yez eftab-
lithed ¢ It has received gradual improvements
and amendments, through along courfe of year’s,
and will probably continue to do {o pro re nata.
Its various excellencies were attained by flow de-
grees, and are no more the worfe for being the
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fruit of {trife and contention, than the religion of
Chrift 1s, Phtiip. 1. 15. and provided the happi-
nefs of mankind 1s but promoted, we have un-
queftionable caufe to rejoice, andas lovers of our
country may fay with the Apoitlc, ¢ yea and we
will rejoice.”  To take an imftance n our own
memory. During the long adminiftraticn of Sir
Robert Walpole, whenever the minifter was teafed
with a troublefome pamphlet, he ufed to fend his
myrmidons with a gencral/ warrant to fearch the
printing-offices for treafonable papers 5 not indeed
with the hopes, or even the expettations of finding
any, but merely to plague the oppofizion printers,
by overturning their cafes and making pye of their
letter ; becaule he had nothing upon which le could
ground a legal procefs. But thefe genera/ warrants
have fince been declared 7//ega/, and now no minif-
ter dares to 1ffue them, and we may venture to
predit never will.  The Bithop 1ndeed fpeaks of
civil fociety as if it was the invention of an hour,
or the work of a day. For, who that thousht
otherwife, would expet to afcertain ‘¢ at whas
time, and under whofe direction, a machine was
conftruted capable, by a variety of well adjufted
{prings and movements, of controlling the irre-
gularities of depraved nature, &c. and fecuring to
us the numerous benefits of government.”
Aniftocratic and democratic forms of govern
ment, the Bithop tells us are 7//egitimate forms of

government,—No law furely but that of God can
D
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ordain a form of government for a// mankind.
Thefe friends of the good Bithop then, who‘thought
his Sermon worth republifhing in that wife com-
pilation, called the Scholar Arlined,w:vould be kind
to his memory and his reputation, if they would
tell us in what part of the Bible thefe forms are
declared to be illegitimate ; and alfo in what part of
it a defcription of that legitimate formistobe fognd,
which the Bifhop and his friends {feem fc? anxious
to eftablith. Whether his, and their anmety.a.rofe
from a defire toderive every thing from a religious
original, juft as certain other plous perfons were
anxious to derive all arts and fciences, from the
Bible, I know not; but conﬁdering how very care-
ful good perfons often are of' their own intereft, it
would not be ftrange, if having heard of that cele-
brated maxim, ¢ no bithop, noking,” they might
be apprehenfive, the converfg {hould }:)C no ]e.fs
rrue. However when thefe friends of his Lordfhip
can {hew where dire&ions for this legitimate form
of government are to be found 1n the word of Gg)d,
1 will undertake to anfwer thofe queftions which
the Bifhop atks with {fuch an air of triumph, viz.
IWhere the univerfal affembly was convened ! and
who had authority to convene it? and how the pro-
ceedings of this aflembly were regulated, &c. &c.?*

¢ Had the Bifhop’s underitanding been as good as his difpofitions
he would bhave feen, that when writers on moral fubje€ts (meaning by
moral {fubjects, {uch fubjells as refpect the condut of mankind) de-
fcribe the manner in which fuch conduét may be attained : they do
not mean to defcribe the condut which afwally, and in faél prevails,
but f{uch as would prevail, were men governed by their realon,
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To fathers in their private families, fays the
Bifhop, after Mr. Hooker (whom by the by with
the ufual honefty of polemical writers, he can
either quote, or pafs over in filence, as beft fuits
his purpofe) nature has given {fupreme power.

judging, from the nature, and faculties their Creator has given
them, and the fituation and circumftances in which he has placed
them. Jult as mathematicians, when they demonftrate the various
properties of different figures, meanonly tofhew the re/ations between
certain ideas. For thefe relations no longer obtain wheun you pafs
from abfirac? ideas to real exiftence. Not a fingle prapofition in
Euclid is true of a triangle drawn upon paper, or cut out of any ma-
terial whatfoever ; that1s, when from icfeas in the mind they be-
come objetts of our corporeal fenfes. It is unqueftionably true that
the three angles of a triangle are exadly equal to two right ones.
But draw the figure, and the propofition, as referred to thar figure,
or to any triangular figure, in which matter is concerned, 1s no
longer true. Thus again we are told, that ¢ by the firft law of mo-
tion, a body when acted upon by a fingle impulfe, will continue to
move uniformly for ever, and will for ever perfevere in its original
dire€tion. Yet when thislaw is applied to matter aZ«ally exifting, it
ceafes to be true. Nobody ever faw furh motion. So again, when
Sir Ifaac Newton difcovered that the moon’s motion was of the Jike
kind, that it would be, ifthe /zw of gravitation, oblervable upon
the furface of the earth, reached to that planet; he did not mean to
affert, that gravitation was the caufe of the moon’s motion ; becaufe
for aught any one can tell, an angel may carry it about, but he meant
to (hew that fuch a force would produce the fame effe€t. And when
writers aflert certain matters relative tocivil government, or church
authority, they donot mean to affert, that civil government, or
church authority, a&zally arofe from fuch circumftances, but that
thefe circumftances would certainly produce fuch civil government
and fuch church authority, as in the want of either, would anfwer
the ends propofed by fuch inftitytions.

Proofs that matters can arife from certain circumftances may be de
rived from abftraét reafoning, proofs, that matters aually did arife
from certain circumftances, can only be derived from our swn expe-
rience, or from thar of others, made known to us by their teftimony,
Thofe therefore who affert that the writers qun civil fociety have
contributed to the madnefs of French philofophy, mifunderftand the
nature of the reafongng employed by thefe writers,
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Nature ! The God of nature furely ! The term
nature is a mere word, and when we talk of the
gifts of nature, we mean thofe gifts of God, thofe
powers, faculties, qualifications, qualities, which
he beftows zndifcriminately, though perhaps not
equally upon all the various {pecies of beings re-
{pe&ively : and from confidering thele various na-
tural powers, faculties, &c, we collect the pur-
pofes they were intended to anfwer, and of courfe
the end for which they were given : and this 1s
the grear and general argument of final caufes
from which moft of our knowledge 15 derived.
What then, I afk, are the purpofes for which this
{upreme power 1s given ¢ and why is it given by
nature to fathers on/y, and not to mothers ¢ and
how does it appear that this power 15 given to one

parent only 2 and what are we to underftand by

Supreme power & 1f I have any 1deas to the words
fupreme power, it means the higheft poffible de-
oree of power, which can be exercifed over what-
ever 1s the objelt of 1t. Now the higheft degree
of power which human creatures can exercife over
living beingsis, the power of life and death. What

then are thofe circumftances of mankind, from

which weare to conclude, that warure gives this
Jupreme power, 1, €. the power of /zfe and deazh over
their offspring to fathers in their private families ?
what 1s the ufe of {fucha power, and why 1sit
given to the fither only, and not to the mother!

of whom the Bifthop fays nothing !

Or is it meant only to thew that fome fort of
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power does, and muft exift amongft mankind 2
But whatever power may exift amongft men, na-
tural reafon, and divine revelation equally fhew
that it cannot be the rzghs (for that is what we
mean in the prefent cafe by the word power) of
life and death, except in the cafe of {elf-defence.
Incivil {ociety indeed men may agree to cftablifh
any punithment for offences againft the Szare (fuch
are all crimes in the proper {enfe of the word)
which they may think proper. Becaufe all punifh-
ments for crimes are upon the ground of fe/f-de-

fence, nor can {fuch an agreement be unjuft. Pué-

/rc punifhments when not infli¢ted upon the inno-~
cent, may be barf/b, or cruel, but they cannot be
unjuff. But whatis all this to the eftablithment
of civil power? a power inftituted for very diffe-
rent purpofes, than thofe of fathersin their private
families. Political and paternal power differ {o
much in the ends to be anfwered by them, that no
inference can be made, nor any conclufion drawn
from one totheother. A father may bring up his
children in what religion he pleafes; and he has this
power (right) if he has it any way by nazure.
But may a king provide {fuch religion for his fub-

je&ts as he thinks proper, and compe/ them to re-

ceive it ?  Indecd nothing but the utmoft igno-
rance of human nature, and the ftrongeft preju-
dice could make any perfon entertain a notion that
civil government, can bave any otber end than the
temporal benefit of mankind ; or any other foun-
dation, than the affwal or tacit confent, (whatever
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the motives to fuch confent may be) of thofe,
who for their geizcra/ ntercft, fubmt toit,

What work men made, when the fathion was to
determine theorigin and form of civil government,
the extent of authority, and the degree of {ubjec-
tion due to it, (not from the reafons of things, the
Jaws of our common nature, the practice of parti-
cular nations, the tempers, charalter, and dl{RO-
fitions of mankind i different ages and countries
but) from precepts, and precedents, {fuppoled to
be contained in the Bible, will, one thould think,
never be forgotten in zhzs nation. Aud what could
follow from fo injudicious an appeal to, and {o ab-
{urd an application of holy {cripture, than whz}t
did follow, confufion and ftrife, and every evil
work ! Forwhile one party efteemed monarchy
the appointment of God, and princes the Lord’s
anointed, the other concluded from the fame au-
thority, and therefore with cgua/ reafon, that
kings were given by God in his anger to fc?urge
the folly of the pcople who defired them., Butan
impartial reader of the feriptures muft have clearly
perceived, how little ground there 1s n them for

{fuch decifions : becaufe we no where find any thing

more than general exhortations to fubmit to go=
vernment, to honour magiftrates, ta be obedgeut
to laws ; all thefe matters are the duties of fub-
jects---nota word of the duties of governors ; and

L o

have they therefore no duties ]  Nor 1s the leaft

hintgiven in the word of God, thatany particular
form 1s either more preferable to others, or more
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acceptable to him. Weno where find any defcrip-
tions of the feveral orders of magiftrates; any no-
tices of the particular powers with which they
fhould beinvefted ; any declarations by whofe con-
fent or authority the laws fhould be eftablithed,
or annulled, altered, or executed. And what is of
no lefs importance, (though very feldom attended
to) viz. that had the form of civil government
been thus expre/ily appointed of G, it mufteither
have admitted of 70 defeéts, or no remedies for them.
The conflitution of the Englifh government is de-
fervedly efteemed the moft excellent in the world :
but could this judicious Bifhop, or can his equally

judiclous admirers find a limited monarchy 1in the

Bible ¢ “T'his conftitution has arrived at this high
degree of excellence by numerous, flow,and repeated
alterations, all which, were monarchy, the appoint-
ment of God, would, wirhout the fume appoint-
ment, have been utterly finful.—So much for the
political abilities of thofe zealous perfons who
thought fit to countenance this courtly publication
of the Scholar Armed: their republication of
Mr. Willat’s Sermon againft the Religion of Na-

ture, 1s an equal proef of their knowledge, and
difcernment.
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IT is one thing to enquire into the nature of the
effeéts produced by our mental powers, or into the
confequences of the operations of our intelletual
faculties, and quite another matter to enquire, how
thefe powers alt, or by what means thefe effeéts are
produced. Mr. Locke, therefore, with a fagacity
fimilar to that of another great genius, Sir Ifaac New-
ton, ¢ wifely declined, B.I. Chap.1. Se&. 2. medling
with the phyfical confideration of the mind, or troub-
ling himf{elf to examine wherein its effence confifts, or
by what motions of the fpirits, or alterations of our
bodies, we come to have any {enfation by our organs,
or any 1deas in our underftandings, and whether thofe
1deas do, in their formation, any, or all of them, de-
pend on matter, &c.””  Yet he fays, B. 1I. Chap. vii.
Se&t. 4. ¢ that were he inclined to enquire 1nto the natu-
ral caufes, and manner of perception, he (hould endea-
vour to fhew how fenfation, that is, :deas may be
produced in us by external objetts; viz. by different
degrees and modes of mation in our animal fpirits, vari-
oufly agitated by thefe external objetts.” This motion
he fuppofes, Se&. 12. muft be continued from thefe
objets to the brain, there to produce in our minds the
different ideas of fuch obje&ts. And he goes on, 1bid.
“ but fince bodies of an obfervable bignefs can be per-
ceived (by the fenfes) at a diftance,” (that 1s, fince

bodies that can be perceived—can be perceived) *“and
A
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{ince #o {uch bodies are ever perceived to pals from
thefe objects to the brain; therefore,” {fays Mr. Locke,
it 1s evident that thefe bodies, which come from ex-
ternal obje&ts to the brain, are—imperceptible:” and {o
it feems we have the evidence of jeife for what 1s 1m-
perceptible—that 1s for what fuch evidence cannot
poflibly be had. But in Chap. xiv. Set. 13. of this
fecond Book he fays, ¢ that nof knowing how the tdeas
of our minds are framed, of what materials they are
made, whence they have their /ight, and how they come
to make their appearance, he can give no other reafon
for thefe phenomena than that in faf they are {o, {ee
B. 1V, Ch.iii {, 11, 12,13, 14. allo Chap. vi. & x.
f. 19. and this feems to be about as far as the human
underftanding can penetrate into this {ubject.

Whether Dr.Reid of Glafgow was difgufted with
this unintelligible philofophy (as it 1s fometimes calied)
I know not, but he profefles to make his inquiry into
the human mind upon the principles of common fenfe ;
yet what he underftands by common fenfe, or what he
wifhes his readers to underftand by this word he does
not inform us. He tells us indeed, Ch. 1. {. 1. and
with great truth, ¢ that there is but one way to the
knowledge of nature’s works, the way of obfervation
and experiment ; and this great difcovery, owing to the
fagacity of a moftuncommon gentus, 1s one of Dr. Reid’s
maxims of common fenfe: yet at the beginning of his
fecond feftion he affures us, ¢ that to attend accu-
rately to the operations of our own minds, and to
make them an objet of thought, is #o eafy matter to
the contemplative ; and to the bull of mankind 1s next to
unpoffible.” And fo it {eems 1his common {enfe is very
uncommor.

Common fenfe indeed can only confift of the common
obfervations of common men, that is, of the bulk of
mankind ; colleCted it may be w:tiont much, perhaps
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without any confideration and reflexion: and by phi.
lofophical knowledge can only be meant {uch know-

ledge (however lightly the Doftor may deem of it) as
1s alone attained by much attention, confideration, and
reflexion. For confideration and reflexion can obtain
only 1n confequence of habits of thinking ; and a want
of common fenfe does not imply lunacy, as the Doétor
{eems to think, but a weaknefs of the perceptive and
difcriminating POWers.

‘Thofe then who know the advantages of clear

notions and diftinct knowledge ; and thofe who know
how much attention, confideration, and reflexion con-
tribute to clear notions, and diftint knowledge, will
alfo know how to appreciate the refpective values
of philofophical and common f{enfe.

Had the Doctor propofed to make his inquiry into

the (nature and powers of the) human mind upon the
principles of common fenfation, (or as Mr. Locke {peaks,

B. I. Chap. . {. 2. by confidening the difcerning facul-
ties of a man, as they are employed about the objects
they have to do with) comprehending under this ex-
preflion of common {enfation, the whole of our per-
ceptions, both suternaland external, he would certainly
have been nearer the mark, but then he would not
have appeared to have been any wifer than Mr. Locke,
a matter he {eems not a little defirous of.

Mr. Profeflor Dugald Stewart in his Outlines of
Moral Philofophy fays nothing of the principles upon
which he makes his inquiry, into the nature and powers
of the human mind, but he begins very judicioufly
with confidering that faculty by which we receive infor-
mation of the operations of its feveral powers, from the
exerci{e of which we can alone colle€t 1ts nature.  This
information we can receive on/y through our own con-
{cioufnefs, and can communicate to other men only by
the ule of Janguage., Now this internal experience of
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what pafles in our own mind, differs intirely from that
experience which we receive through our fenfes of what
pafles 1n the world about us; namely, from the experi-
ence {uggefted to us by the action, or as it is {fometimes
called, by the impreflion of external objefts upon our
corporeal fenfes. For the reality of our experience which
relates to the effects of external objets upon our bodily
fenfes, can be afcertained to other men by fubjeing
thele fame objelts to their fenfes. But we have 5o way
of afcertaining the reality of our own confcioulnefs, that
15, the reality of our own internal perceptions, by which
we can prove, that what we allege is not mere imagina-
tion, ‘L'hus, the apoftles and prophets were confcious of
the truth conveyed tc their minds by divine infpiration,
and they were conicious that the truth /o conveyed to
them, was conveyed by God Himfelf: but when it was
neceflary to afcertain to other men this infpiration, that
15, the reality of this alledged confcioufnels, they were
empowered to work miracles in atteftation of their
allegation.

Conlcioufnefs i1s an infeparable concomitant of all
operations of every mental faculty as Mr. Stewart ob-
ferves, at the zime of fuch operation ; but what Mr. S.
does not obferve, this conicioulne(s is often continued
to the individual through life, Yet is confcioufnefs as
different from memory, as memory is different from
imagination, although Doéor Reid confounds them
together, fee Chap. i. {. 2. and affirms that they are the
fame. We find a fimilar confufion of ideas in Mr.
Stewart’s Philofophy of the human mind, in page 133.
8vo. Chap. 111. who in the fame manner confounds
memory, and what he calls conception together. He
there tells us ¢ that by conception he means that power
of the mind which enables us to form a notion of an
abfent objett of perception, or of fenfation. I do not
contend he fays that this is exc/ufively the proper mean-
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ing of the word, but I think the faculty which I have
now defined {defcribed he fhould have faid, had he
known the difference between a definition and a deferip-
tion) deferves to be diftinguithed by an appropriated
name.”” To be fureif we mean to difcourfe intelligibly
upon the powers of the human mind, every ditin&
faculty muft have an appropriated name. Mr. S, goes
on ‘“ conception 1s often confounded with other powers.
When a painter makes a picture of a friend who is ab-
fent or dead, he is commonly {aid to paint from memory,
and the expreffion 1s {ufficiently corre&t for common con-
verfation,”  Every body I believe but this Profeffor
would think it fuificiently corre& for philofophical accuracy.
¢ But fays Mr. S, in the analyfis of the mind there is
eround for diftintion. Certainly there 1s and therefore
I diftinguifh between memory and conception, as well
as between memory and confcioufnefs,”” The power
of conception enables the painter,” Mr. S. tells us, ¢ to
make the features of his friend an object of thought, fo
as to copy the refemblance,”” and he adds the power of
memory recognifes the features as a former objet of per-
ception,” the power of memory both in the painter and
in all who knew the countenance of the perfon pour-
trayed. Mr. S. goes on ¢ every act of memory includes
an wdea of the paft. Conception implies #o idea of time,”
no more does the exercife of many other faculties of the
human mind. Now comes the conclufion ¢¢ Thus the
word (the aé the profeflor means of) conception corref-
ponds to what the {choolmen call, fimple apprebenfion.
Strange that a learned profeflor thould thus bewilder
himfelf. A little clofe attention and clear reflexion
would have fhewn him that the mind has a power of
recalling fuch ideas as have once been the object of its
thoughts; and as noidea is ever prefented to the mind
Jingle and alone, 1t can {eparate thefe collections of ideas,
which have thus been prefented by external objeéts
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together, or, in company with each other, and can
confider auy one, without attending to any other: thus
1t can confider the idea of whitenefs, whether it be pre-
fented to the fight from a fwan, from {now, from milk,
or from any other objet. And as the mind can feparate
the various ideas received 1n company, 1t can alfo make
arbitrary combinations of thele 1deas at pleafure, accord-

ing to the Poet

Humano capiti cervicem piétor equinam
Jungere {i velit, et varias inducere plumas.
Undique collatis membris, ut turpiter atrum
Definat in pifcem, mulier formofa {uperne,

And wherefore is this picture introduced ? not to fhew
the ablurdity of memory, which cannot be abfurd, but
to fhew the abf{urdity of conception, that is, of ima-
ginatton which can.  Again, conceive, fays a mathe-
matician, a curve line,—conceive that it returns into
ifelf—conceive a point to be taken within the curve,
and conceive this point to be placed at an equal difs
tance from every part of the curve. By this arbitrary
combination of ideas, he forms a curve of a par-
ticular {ort, that is, having particular relations, from
which arife properties peculiar to this curve; all
which he can deduce from this arbitrary combination
of 1deas.

In hike manner had Dr. Reid attended to the two
faculties of memory and confcioufnefs, he muft, one
fhould thiuk, have feen the difference ; becaufe we are
confiions of the prefent acts of our own minds, but we
can only remember what 1s paff. Common fenfe, of
which he is fo fond, might have informed him, that
we cannot remember what 1s prefent,

The confufion of ideas indeed, which prevails in
both thele Scottith Profeffors, 1s truly wonderful. In
Chap. i1, f, 4. & 5, Dr. Reid confounds belief, knows
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ledge, and judgment together. At page 30 he telis
us, that fenfation and remembrance are natural prin-
ciples of belief: at p. 34, 35, 37 he confiders belief
and knowledge as the fame act of the mind. Yet no
two acts of the mind can be more different, or more
diflinft from each other. Whatever truth admits of
intuitive, or demonfirative, or fenfible evidence, 1s knowe
ledge ; fuch truth is certain : whatever truth does not
admit of one, or the other, of zkefe forts of proof, 1s
a matter of belief. Whatever is only believed, upon
mere human teltimony, may be falle, whatever 1s
known muft be true. Knowledge produces cerrainty;
belief only produces probability, The affenr of the
mind to knowledge 1s uniimited and unalterable. The
aflent of the mind to marters of belief is neither un-
limited, nor unalterable. There may arife reafons for
retratling our aflent to the latter; 1t 1s impoflible that
any reafons can arife for retracting our aflent to the
former. In the cafe of knowledge we afivally perceive
by the #fe of our own faculties, the relations between
our ideas ,in the cafe of belief, we rely upon the per-
ceptions of other men, or rather upon the account they
are pleafed to give us, of their perceptions.

With a like confufion in his 1deas, Mr. Stewart talks
of the belief with which confcionfuefs is attended. Sce
Outlines, S. 1. Art. 9. He would not have talked in
this manner if he had attended to the difference be-
tween knowledge and belief. The information re-
ceived from a// experience, whether 1t be the experi-
ence we have of the ffate of our own minds arifing from
internal confcioufnels; or the experience we have of
the ftate of external objects arifing from their effect
upon our corporeal {enfes, s attended with certainty :
for if we cannot rely upon this information, the attain-
ment of certain knowledge s impofiible: but belief i1s
not attended with certalnty. Belief therefore, and
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knowledge cannot, as Mr.S. afferts, Outlines, S. 1,
Art. g, reft upon the fame toundation.—By judgment
we mean the power of effimating the probability of any
matters propofed to our belief. It has nothing to do
with knowledge or certainty.

In page 212 of the Philofophy of the Human Mind,
edit. 8vo, 1802, Mr. S. {peaks of the inflinétive princi-
ple, diretled 1n its operation by the experience of the in-
dividual. If I underftand the fen{e of the word nfinéd,
1t means that dffpofition in the animal world, which leads
the different {orts of living creatures, not only to purfue
and attain conflantly, and regularly certain ends, but to
accompli/h this attainment, by a fpecific, and uniform mode
of doing it.

In Chap. il. fe&. 5. of Dr. Reid’s Inquiry into the
Human Mind, the Dolor feems to apprehend that
much mifchief may arile from any endeavours to afcer-
tain the meaning of the words we ufe. Itis not a little
wonderful that a man who appears to have thought /o
much, thould have confidered fo little, the only ufeful
purpofe of thinking; viz. that of attaining and com-
municating clear notions, and precife knowledge : and
that he (hould not have been able to fee, that 1t muft

be abfolutely impoflible to make any, the leaft advan-
ces in {cience, unlefs we afhx clear and diftinct 1deas
to the words we ufe. Yet he tells us, 1n the {e&ion be-
fore us, thatit 1s happy no man pretends to define fen-
{ation and confciouinefs; for that thofe who have de-
fined, and explained belicf, have contributed to the
production of the moft incredible paradoxes

At page 11. the Doétor tells us that Des Cartes in-
ferred /¢s own exiftence from the pofleffion of his power
of thinking ; and the Doétor inquires from what that
philofopher inferred his pofleflion of the power of
thinking ? Was it the Doétor atks from confcioufnefs ?
and he further atks how a man can ftaow, that his con-
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fcioufnefs does not deceive him ? and I atk how a man
can kxnow thar his corporeal fenfes does not deceive him?
becaufe unlefs we can rely upon our #nternal perceptions,
and our external fenldtions, for the certainty of their in-
formation, all knowledge 1s impofiible.

At page 26, the Door talks of that fenfe, whofe ob-
jeéts are Jeaf? in danger of being miftaken for other things.
What are we to underftand by thefe words *¢ other
things " Is there any fenfe whofe obje&s are leaff in
danger of being miftaken for the obje&ts of other
{fenfes? The objets of every fenfe are as diftin@t from
each other, as the fenfes themfelves. A found is no
more hkely to be miftaken for bitterne(s than the
power of hearing for that of talting: nor is there any
more /implicity in the fenfe of {melling, or tafting, or
hearing, than in that of fight. But perhaps the Door
means, that the perceptions conveyed are more various
in fome fenfes than others.  Odours are only perceived
by the fenfe of {melling, founds only by that of hear-
ing. Butthe touch fuppofe conveys the perception of
heat, and cold, roughnefs and {moothnefs, hardnefs and
foftnef(s, of ftraitnefs and curvature, of extenfion and
folidity, and perhaps of figure, certainly of fome cir-
cumftances attending it, and it may be of {wifinefs or
{flownefs of motion;and without doubt the moft various
perceptions are thofe we receive through the fight.
Different objeéts however affe@t different fenfes, and we
are equally 1gnorant of the circumftances which render
the different fenfes firred to be affefted by thefe different
objelts.

Natural philofophy, fays the Doctor,page 26, informs
us, that all animal and vegerable bodies are continually
fending forth efluvia of vaft fubrilery. Thefe volatile
particles,the Do&or thinks,do probably repel each other,
and [o fcatter themfeives in the air ; and thus the fmell
of plants and other bodies is caufed by thefe volatile

B
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parts, &c. Weknow, by experiment, that air is the
vehicle of found, but no experiment has yet been made
to fhew that it is the vehicle of odours. And all this fine
argument from what the Doctor calls natural philofophy,
feems at beft but a groundlefs conje¢ture. This {ub-
tile efluvia, and thefe volatile particles fly about 1n the
air it feems, and we know they do fo, becaufe we {mell ¢
and we {mell becaufe this {ubtile efluvia,and thefe vola-
tile particles fly about in the air. But the theory, to
ufe the Doctor words, that all bodies are {melled by
means of efluvia, and volatile particles, which are drawn
into the noftrils along with the air, is perhaps like many
other theories, rather the produét of the imagination,
than of juft indution ; for the Doctor acknowledges,
page 28, that the fenfation of {melling, of itself could
never have led us to think of nerves,and animal {pirits,
or effluvia, becaufe the organs of fmell, do not refems
ble the {enfation of fmelling, nor does this {enfation
refemble the obje&s from which the {mell, that is, the
{enfation arifes, page 29.

The Dr. takes great pains to fhew,at p. 28, &c. that
although men are poffefled of the power, or faculty of
{fmelling 3 yet that aeither the organ of {mell, nor the
medium (by which 77, that is, the odour {melled, 1s con-
veyed to that organ) nor any motions we can conceive
in the pituitary membrane, of the offaftory nerves, or in
the animal {pirits,do in the lealt refembie the fenfation of
fmelling. How fubftances or motions can refemble
{enfations, I muft own, I am not able to comprehend :
as little can I comprehend the reafons for, or the benefits
of, thefe obfervations which the Dr. thinks neceflary to
premife, before he requefts his reader toattend to what
the mindis confcious o(t], when we {mell a rofe or a lilly—
But what if this confcioufnefs fhould prove a fallacy,
for,to ufe the Dr. words, p. 12, who 1s voucher for con-
{cioufnefs, and who ¢an prove that his confcioufnefs does
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not deceive him? the Dr. goes on ¢ fince our language
affords no particular name for that perception in the
mind, which arifes from the {mell of a rofe ora /i/ly (that
is, fince we have not particular names for each particular
{mell, but include agreeable {mells under the general
name of odours, and difagreeable fmells, under the ges
neral name of finks) we call it a fmell or an odour—
to be fure we do, for we cannot call it by a name which
it has not got—well, and what then? why then the
perfon who perceives this fmell cannot perceive any fimi-
litude, or agreement, between the {mell and the rofe, or
indeed between this {mell, and any other objet what-
ever. And what are we to conclude from this 2—Why
¢ that the man cannot determine from the nature of the

thing (of the fmell I fuppofe) whether ¢ (the {mell name-

ly) 1s caufed by body, or {pirit—by (omething near, or
{omething at a diftance. It has no fimilitude to any
thing elfe fo as to admit of a comparifon, and therefore
he can conclude nothing from it, unlefs perhaps that
there muft be fome unknown caufe of it. Figure,
colour, extenfion,or any other quality of bodies cannot
be afcribed toit.”” To be fure they cannot. Nor can
thefe qualities be afcribed to found, to the fenfation of
tafte, or to that of the touch, if we in both cafes regard
the fenfation only, or in the Dr’s. words, p. 2_8, “if we
carefully exclude from thefe names every thing but the
[fenfation, itfelf, nor can the perfon who percerves the {mell
give it 3 place, the Doétor fays,p. 29, any more than he
can give a place to melancholy and joy. NoW What are
we to underftand by giving a place toa fmell? Does the
Do&or mean by this firange expreffion that {mells are
incapable of, or inconfiftent with locality ? no general
ideas are capable of locality ; but particular ideas are,
and always muft be accompanied with the 1dea of loca-
lity. The tuberofe, which the Doctor {melled, p. 30,
was in a certais room, and the perfume it gave was in
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that room. But the Doftor confounds the power of
perceiving odours or ftinks, with the odours and {tinks
themfelves. The power of perception, whatever be the
thing perceived, is, and can only bein the mind that
perceives it ; or according to the Doctor’s expreflion
p. 29, {enfation can only be in the fentient thing: but a
power of exciting fuch fenfation, may be in things
which are not fentient. And did not certain powers,
regularly and generally accompany certain objeéts, ihe
whole benefit of experience, by which alone men are
fitted to live in this world would be utterly deftroyed.
And what do we learn from thefe abftract obfervations
as the Doltor calls them ? p. 30. * Why that {melling
(that is the power of fmelling) is a fimple original af-
fection, or feeling of the mind, altogether inexplicable,
and unaccountable, p. 31.”" And may not the fame
thing be faid of all thofe perceptions, which are intro-
duced into the mind, through the fenfes, and perhaps
of all other perceptions? but furely all thefe philofo-
phical ob{ervations were not wanted to prove what com-
mon fen{e difcerns at firft fight, viz, that we are utterly
ignorant of the manner in which external objetts alt
upon the {enfes, as well as the manner in which the 1n-
formation received through the {enfes is conveyed to
the mind. And what 1s the upthot of all the Doltor’s
laborious argumentation ? why that we cannot afcertain
by reafoning, that knowledge which is wholly founded
1n experience. But {o 1t is, becaufe theDoltor’s country-
man, Mr. Hume has written a great deal of what 1s
either utterly confufed, or utterly unintelligible upon
thefe fubjeés, the Doftor kindly endeavours to father
all this nonfenfe upon Mr, Locke : with what juftice all
who are capable of underftanding Mr. Locke muft be
able to {ee. But however much the Doétor may repro-
bate his country-man, he writes with as little meaning
and as much obfcurity himfelf,
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If the Do&or feems little acquainted with the nature
and the operations of our mental faculties, he feems
equally ignorant of the nature and of the operation of
our corporeal fenfes; and fo he fays when I {mell a
rofe, I am neceflarily determined to believe (1 cer-
tainly know he fhould have f{aid) that the fenfation
exifts: that is, when the Door {mells a rofe he 1s
neceffarily determined to believe that he fmells it.—
Very wonderful this difcovery! Itis, the Doltor fays,
common to all fenfations that they cannot exift with-
out being perceived : that is, that they cannot be per-
ceived, without being perceived; and, if they are
perceived, what then? Why then they are perceived :
for a fenfation can only be in the fentient thing, Ano-
ther difcovery equally wonderful. And he tells us,
Chap. ii. fe&. 3. that a fenfation, a fmel! for inftance,
may be prefented to the mind three different ways,

I. It may be fmelled.
II. It may be remembered.
11]. It may be imagined, or thought of.

Now what are we to underftand by a fenfation being
prefented ?  But this is by no means the only place in
which the Doéor’s nonfenfe lurks fecurely under the
covert of an indiftiné& expreflion, whenever hisreaders
have not fagacity enough to difcover the game, nor
dexterity enough to beat the bulh {ufficiently to force
it out of its hiding place. Had the Doctor been pro-
vided with underftanding to perceive the truth, or
honefty to avow it, he wculd not have ufed that am-
biguous word prefented, but have clearly and fanly
faid, a fenfation may be excited (for though objetts
may be prefented to the mind, it can f{carcely, with

propriety, be faid that fenfation can) three ways: but
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then his favourite common fenfe would have told him,
that s recollection of a paff fenfation will excite that
{enfation afre/b, nor any imagination of it, or any
thought about 1t bring back a paft, and caufe it to be-
come a prefent feeling ; for if 1t could, the effeéts of
the external objelts upon the fenfes, might be rendered
perpetual; pain and pleafure would become capable of
endlefs repetition by an 2f of the wil/, and one {mell»
ing-bottle might ferve a nation : nor would ut be true,
as 1s always obferved, that the memory of paft {uffer-
ings 1s attended with pleafure, according to that of

the Poet;

Dulce eft meminiffe laborum.

b e

It is dificult, fays Dr. Reid, p. 26, to unravel the
operations of the human underftanding, and to re-
duce them to their firff principles, Now what are we
to underftand by the /£ principles of the operations of
the human underftanding? We capnot expelt, the
Doéor fays, to fucceed in the attemipt (to unravel the
operations of the human underftanding) but by be-
ginning with the fimpleft, and proceeding to the more
complex. Now what do thefe words, the fimpleft, and
more complex refer to? not furely to principles, for
who ever heard of complex principles? Or do thefe
words refer to the operations of the human under-
ftanding? for fo the Dottor thould baye worded it, if
he had meant to be confiftent with what he had juf}
before written: but he had a different end in view,
viz, that of introducing unpercesued what he calls his
principles of common fenfe, and {o he artfully {ubfti.
tutes the human faculties in the place of the human
underflanaing ; well knowing that the word faculties is
applicable to the corporeal, as well as to the mental
powers, but that the operauons of the human under-
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flanding relate to the powers of the mind oxrY; and
fo, having cunningly made this dextrous thift, he goes
on with the moft affured confidence to inform his
reader, that in an Analyfis of the human faculties the
five {enfes may for this reafon (for what reafon?) claim
to be fir/fl confidered ; but had he honeltly put,what his
own affertions required, that in an Analyfis of the
human underftanding, the five fenfes claim to be firft
confidered, who but muft have feen that the operations
of the human mind, that is, of the intelle@ual facul«
ties, are as different in their nature, as they are in their
purpofes, from thofe of the five fenfes? The external
{enfes are merely avenues, by which one {pecies of per-
ceptions, viz. thofe which take their rife from objecls
without the mind, are admitted into it,

‘The precedence in #his confideration is to be given,
the Doctor tells us, not to the nobdief, or moft ufeful,
but to the fimpleff fenfe, which the Do&or deems to
be the fenfe of {melling. But why fmelling is more
fimple than hearing, or tafting, we are not told; yet
the effets of thefe {enfes comprehend only one fpecies
of perceptions, viz, odours, or founds, or taites.

Thofe who think it worth their while to examine
Dr. Reid’s book, will find that it abounds with the
like precifion of ideas, and reafoning of a fimilar fort.
Perhaps much of this confufion would have been pre-
vented, and much ufelefs argumentation faved, had
the Doltor not been {o fearful of defining; for what-
ever incredible paradoxes he might fuppofe to have
rifen from this pracice, none furely can be more in-
credible than the imagination that the more ignorant
we are of the meaning of the words we ufe, the better
we fhould underftand them. Without any apprehen-
fions of thofe dreadful confequences at which the
DoCor is fo terribly alarmed, I (hall venture to afcer-
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tain the precife fignification of fome words which muft
neceflarily be ufed upon this {ubjett.

I. By memory then I mean that faculty of the
mind, by which we are enabled to recall our knowledge
of paft perceptions, whether attained by confcioufncfg,
or fenfation : the exertion of this faculty, 1 call, re-
colleCtion,

2. By confcioufnefs I underftand that faculty of the
mind by which we become acquainted with the opera-
tions of our various intelle€tual powers, and the effelts
of thefe operations; alfo with the exertion of our af-
fections and paffions, with our defires, and with thofe
alts of the mind which we call intention, and defign,
and with the alts of the will,

Thus we f{ee that memory relates chiefly to that
knowledge which we receive from external objeéts ; con-
{cioufnefs to that knowledge which arifes from the
attion of our own internal powers. We cannot be con-
{cious of the mental operations of other men, but we
may remember their words or their ations, and may be
conf{cious of this remembrance, as we are conicious of
all other aéts of our own minds. Memory can relate
only to pafi knowledge. Confcioulnels may relate to the
prefent as well as to the paft actions of our minds. We
certainly remember what we have a paf# confcioufnefs
of, but the converfe ts by no means true, that we are
confcious of whatever we remember, yet this would
have been the cafe had con{cioulnefs and memory been,
as Dr. Reid aflerts, the fame thing.

3. By fenfation I mean that faculty of the mind, by
which we became acquainted with the effets of exter-
nal objeéts upon our corporeal fenfes.

4. By perception I underftand that information refpec-
ting the internal ats of the mind, and the external ac-
tions of objeéts upon the fenfes, which we receive by
con{cioulnefs or {enfation.~—And
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g. By i1deas I understand the effelts of thefe internal
alts of our mind, and of external objects tran{mitted
through our corporeal {enfes. So that ideas are not
perceptions, but the confequences of them ; and with
Dr. Reid’s leave I muft beg to ufe this word, till
I am furnifhed with a better reafon for laying it afide
than any I can find 1n his book : for unlefs you admic
this {pecies of intuitive knowledge, which we receive
from the faculty of confcioufnels, however inexplicable
the nature of it may be (though perhaps not more o
than many other of our mental or corporeal faculties,)
you deprive men of the charatter, both of rational and
moral beings ; fince this confcioufnefs of the internal
alls of our intelle¢tual powers, and of our moral difpo-
fitions, is the great charalteriftic diftinction, between
mankind and the animal world.

It may be proper to obf{erve,that the word perception
is fometimes ufed for that power of the mind by which
it difcerns the various objets prefented to it,whether vo-
luntarily orinvoluntarily. Sometimes for the exertion of
this power, and fometimes for the effec produced by
this exertion.

The information attained by the ule of our percep-
tive power s either;

I. Acquired.—Or
II. Received.

When this information is derived from the voluntary
exertion of our intelle€tual faculties, I {ay that itisac-
quired. Bat when it 1s forced upon the mind by the
involuntary emotions of the affetions, and paffions, and
defires ; or by the ufual and cuftomary action of external
objects upon the fenfes, I fay it is received.

C
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The information acquired by the voluntary exertion
of our 1intelletual powers, is fuch as we owe to intui-

tion, or demonftration. We cannot remember an in-

tuitive truth, without being confcious of the intuition,
whereby we know 1tto be fuch ; but we may remember
that we have been convinced by a demonftration without

being confcious of the various intuitive fleps which led

to that convittion. The laft 1s the recolleGtion of a
paft fact—the other 1s a prefent operation of the mind.

The following obfervations of Mr. Locke, B. I.
Chap. 11. Set. 7. are {o ftrongly verified in the condu&
of moft ferious perfons (as they are now technicallycalled )
in thefe days, and the praétice therein noticed fo ftrongly

encouraged by the religious teachers of ¢/ denomina-

tions, thatl could not forbear quoting them., ¢ With
thefe perfons, doubtful expreffions, that have fcarce
any fignification, go for c/ear reafons to thofe,who being
prepoffeffed, take not the pains to examine even what

they themfelves fay,”-—For—¢ The great difference, '

Chap. tv. Set. 22, thatisto be found 1n the notions of
mankind, is from the different ufe they put their fa-
culties to ; whilft fome (and thofe the moft) taking
things upon /7#/f, mifemploy their power of affent, by
lazily enflaving their minds to the diétates, or dominion
of others in doctrines which it 1s their duty carefully to
examine, and not blindly, and implicitly to {fwallow.”

But though the generality can no more be expefted to
examine for themfelves, than they can be expelted to
calculate an echipfe, yetr the teachers of religion, thofe
efpecially who have had an univerfity education, may

{furely be expetted to be well aware of the heinods
cnime of mifleading others, through their own preju-
dices, or their own ignorance. Of the ftudents from
acadamies I {ay nothing, for fuch inftitutions generally
profefs toteach a great deal too much to afford a rea-
{fonable expeétation, that perlons educated in them, can
pollibly underftand any one {ubje&k accurately.
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Obfervation 1. upon Book II. Chap. i. Se&. 10,

Our being fenfible of i (1. e. of the exiftence of fome
certain thing,) 1s not neceflary to any thing (not necef-
fary to the exiftence of fuch thing) but to the exiltence
of our thoughts ; 1. e. our being {enfible of our thoughts,
is neceflary to tkeir exiftence—neceflary to conftitute
them fuch.

Obfervation 11. upon Book II. Chap. it. Se&. 1.

It feems an inaccurate way of {peaking, to fay that
ideas are united in the fame {ubject. Ideas (in the pri-
mary fignification of the word ) are merely {enfations ex-
cited in the mind by the operation of external objets
upon the corporeal fenfes, and therefore, {trictly fpeak-
ing, can only be united in (1. e. combined by) the mind.
The {ame object may indeed poffefs powers of {uggeft-
ing various ideas.  See Obfervation iv. B. II. Chap,

xxvill. Xxix, xxx. xxxi. See alfo Chap. xxxii. Se&. 14,
16. & Book IV. Chap. 1v. Sect, 4.

Obfervation iii. upon B. II. Chap. iv. Seét. s,

Extenfion of body, fays Mr. L. is the cohefion, or
continuity of folid, {eparable, moveable parts. The
extenfion of body may be owing to the cohefion, and
continuity of folid parts. But are not thefe folid parts
extended ? and what 1s their extenfion owing to? to
the cohefion, and continuity of further {olid parts ¢ and
are we to fay with the poet,

So naturalifts obferve, a flea

Hath fmaller fleas that on him prey;
And thefe have {maller fleast o bite’em,
And io proceed ad infinitum,
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But whatever extenfion of body may be owingto, it
cannot be neceflary that the folid parts fhould be fepa-
rable, ahd moveable.

Mr. L. calls the extenfion of fpace, the continuity of
unfolid, ({urely not fluid) infeparable, immoveable parts.
What are unfolid, infeparable, immoveable parts ? Space
1s a general, or an abftra& idea, and therefore nozbing.
Extenfion of {pace is a negative 1dea, it denotes the abfence
of body, or matter. See Obfervation x.

Obfervation 1v. upon B. II. Chap. viii,

Whenever objetts, bowever modified, have a power of,
exciting the fame ideas, Mr. L. attributes this power
to what he calls their primary qualities, and he afferts,
Sect. Ig, that the /deas of thefe primary qualities are re-
femblances 5 that 1s, images of fuch primary qualities;; for,

that sbeir patterns (the patterns,namely,of thefe primary

qualities) do really exift in the bodies themfelves. But

when objects have the power of exciting ideas, which

1deas have #o fuch refemblance, or image, he attributes
this power to what he calls their fecondary qualities,

Mr. L. {feems to have been led into this notion of
primary, and fecondary qualities, by not attending to
the difference between ideas, and images.  Images can
only be recetved by the fight, they neither are, nor can
be conveyed to the mind by any other fenfe, by the
touch fuppofe, fee B. II. Chap. 1x. Seét. 8. Dr. Reid
indeed {uppofes that blind perfons may become poflefled
of images, as well as thofe who have the ufe of fight,
though nothing can be plainer, than that they can only
be received into the mind by the eye. Becaufe blind
perfons can acquire the idea of a line, (for who has an
tmage of a mathematical line, 1. e. a line which has o
breadth) and can underftand the various relations which
arife #rom the pofitions of lines, with regard to each
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other, and can conceive the ideas of folids, generated
by the revolution of plane figures about fome given
line, appertaining to {uch figure; the Doctor, therefore,
imagines that they may be enabled to form images of
external objeéts, as well as perfons who have the ufe of
fight. He might with equal reafon have imagined,
that becaufe blind perfons can conceive the mathemati-
cal relations of the rays of light confidered as lines, and
the mathematical generation (if 1 may f{o call 1t) of the
rain-bow, that therefore they can acquire the idea of
colours. Upon what {ort of ground the Doctor butlds
all this notion, may be {een by that imagination of the
blind man, who fancted that {carlet refembled the {ound
of a trumpet. But the Doltor goes further, and en-
deavours to prove,by a regular demonftration, the truth
of his aflertion. The blind man 15 to conceive lines
drawn from the center of a {phere, through all the va-
rious points of an objet of touckh placed within the
fphere, and near to its internal furface ; and then lines
are to be drawn from the center of the {phere, through
all the various (delineatory) points of this objet of touch,
to the internal furface of the {phere, and the points
where thefe radii ferminate are to be joined ; andas thefe
lines /o joined, will become circles of the fpbere the Doc-
tor fuppofes a complete projeétion of the objedt, 1. e,
a true image of it will be formed upon the internal {ur-
face of the {phere ; but fince a blind per{on can con-
ceive the circles of the {phere, and fince thefe delinea-
tory lines, are all circles of the fphere, therefore it is
plain, the Doétor {ays, that this blind perfon will alfo
conceive the vifible image of the object /o drawn upon
1€,

The Door is not aware that light and (hade (of
which a blind man cannot poffibly haveany conception)
1. e. light in the different degrees of it, form a principal
part of thofe images which arife from the fight; and
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that unlefs the delineatory lines are projefed upon a

plane at night-angles to the priucipal vifual ray,the image

will vary, more or lefs, from the real appearance, as
may be fully {een by the length of the fhadows of ob-

je€ts, made upon the ground by the fetting fun ; forin

this cafe the folar rays refemble the vifual ray, and the
ground the plane of projetion. But the Dodtor’s ideas
upon the {ubject, areas muddy as they are upon otaer
fubjelts, or he would have known that an image made
according to the rules of perfpeltive upon a curve fur-

face, must prefent a diftorted pi&ture to the eye, asthe
common optical cylinders {ufficiently thew. The fub-.
je¢t 1s of little importance, but the Do&or has exhi-

bited an enormous parade of mathematics, only to op-
pofe what he took to be the opinion of Mr. Locke,
with how much judgment, and to how much purpofe,
the reader of 1t muft determine. But to return to our
more immediate {ubject. Mr. L. was not aware that
as {oon as you ¢parate the parts of the image, 1.e. the
different id<as of which the image 1s made up, the co
lour, thape, fiz: ¢f a bird fuppofe, you utterly deftroy

the refemblance, that is, the image in the mind, fug-

gefted by the parsiculer object, from which fuch image

was recetved : for images are the refemblances of partie

cular objets. There 1s no {uch thing as making, on
conceiving an 1mage, which fhall refemble a// birds, of
every fize, {hape, and colour, any more than you can”
form a relemblance of folidity, extenfion, mobility,

divifibility, &c. And you may jufl as well {ay, that
the colour, fhape, fize, &c. exift in the objett when

you do not fee them, as that the folidity, extenfion, &c.
exift in the objet, when you do not perceive them.

To affirm this, 1s only to fay, that fuch obje&ts have the
power of exciting {uch ideas, whenever thefe objelts
occur to the {enfes; and all objets have, and muft

have, this power of exciting ideas, or they would not be
objecls at all.
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The idea of {olidity, extenfion, &c. taken without
reference to body, or matter afluz/ly exifting, ts nothing
but an idea, and 1s no more in the body from whence
it 1s received, than the idea of pain, or ficknefs, ({ee
Sect. 18.) 15 1n the manna. To afk, as Dr. Reid does,
““ whether thefe perceptions are any zbing, 1s to afk whe-
ther they are not fomething elfe, and not perceptions ?
To afk whether they are rea/, i1sto atk whether 1n the
fame circumftances, they occurto @/ mankind? To
fuppofe 1t neceflary, as the Doftor does, that there
thould be a fimilitude, between every perception, and
the circumftance from which fuch perception arifes, is
to make a fuppofition, for which there 1s no general
foundation : and in every cafe, but that of perceptions
recetved by the fight, 1. e, of images, the {uppofition
is manifeftly impoffible. Matter has a power of ex-
citing the ideas of folidity, and extenfion, and manna
has a power of exciting the 1deas of ficknef(s, and pain,
The former of thele ideas can be admitted into the mind
by the zouch of the hands, the latter only by the rouch of
the flomach ; but ideas are {till ideas, by whatever way
they are admitted, and s 1deas, they are only :# the
mind, they neither are nor can be in the objets which
excite them.” (B. II. Chap. xxii. Sect. 10,) The ideas
themf{elves, and the power of exciting thele 1deas, are
very different matters. It feems indeed juft as poffible
to explain the mode by which fenfation 1s produced in
us, or the way by which external objects excite 1deas
in our minds, as it is to explain the nature of fleep, or
of dreaming, the operation of recollection, or the be-
ginning of motion in the body, in confequence of the
action of the will,

Obfervation v. upon Book II. Chap. vin. Sect. o.

What Mr. L. calls gualities 1n objects, 1s only the
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exiftence of powers in thefe objects to excite certain
ideas, B. IT. Chap. xxiii. Sect. 10, in our minds. But
what are thole qualities which are {o infeparable from
the body in which they exift, as not to admit of any
pofible change? The power of exciting certain 1deas
we f{ay, 1s 1n the object,—but there are powers in other
objects, which can totally deftroy thefe original powers,
and Introduce new ones in their ftead. Thusthe action
of fire, orof aquaregia, can give to gold a power of

exciting another idea which it did not poflefs in its ori-

ginal form, viz. the idea of fluidity ; and it takes away
the power 1t before had of exciting the idea of folidity.
So the action of the fun takes from bees-wax,the power
1t had of exciting the idea of yellownefs, and gives it
a power it had not before, of exciting the idea of white-
nels, and fo on. We know of no matter whatever
which is not liable to fuch changes. Dividea piece of
wood, Mr. Locke would fay, yet ftill each part has foli.
dity, and extenfion ; folidity, and extenfion are there-
fore primary qualities.—Put it into the fire, fay I, and
then what becomes of kefe primary qualities ? will it
full retain them ?  Yet this is his grand criterion of
{uch qualities. Mr. L. is not aware, that when he talks
of qualities that are utterly infeparable from the body,
i what ¢flate foever 1t be, fuch qualities, as in al/ the al-
terations and changes it {uffers, and under 2/l the force
that can be ufed upon it, 1t conftantly keeps; and when
he inftances in whathe would ca// the gualities of exten-
fion, and folidity, and figure, &c. he is only reciting the
general 1deas which enter into his abfiract idea of matter,
or fubftance, and which of courfe will always be found
with the relpective particular 1deas, from which fuch
general 1deas are taken, but never can be found with-
out them ; in the like way Mr. Dugald Stewart tells us,
page 3, of his Philofophy of the Human Mind, 8vo.
1802, *“ that the ideas annexed to the wordsmatter, and
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mind, (as he fays is well obferved.by Dr. Reid, in his
Effays on the ative powers of Man, p. 8 & 9,) are
merely relative.,” (I am not {ure that ITunderftand what
he means by this word,) “ if I am afked,” he goes on,
¢ what I mean by matter, I can only explain myfelf by
faying it is zhat which is extended, figured, coloured,
moveable, hard or foft, rough or {mooth, hot or cold—
that is, I can define it no other way, than by enume-
rating its fenfible qualities. It is not matter or body,which
I perceive by my fenfes. To be fure not. Matter or
body is a general idea, the mere creature of the mind,
and created merely for the conveniency of verbal com-
munication. When Mr. Stewart looks at his poultry—

itis not bird which he perceives by his fenfes, but cocks,

hens, chickens, ducks, geefe,and turkeys : 1deas taken
from actual exiftence, canonly be excited by particular
objelts, but when we want to dilcourfe about a great
number of particular objects, which fuggeft {ome 1deas
that are the fame, and alfo fome 1deas that are different,
a general term comprehending them a4/, but exaélly
agreeing to so one In particular, muft fave the trou}:)lc
of refering to each particular idea.  Juft {o the chymifts
obferve, that phlogifton is never to be met with pure,—
and how fhould 1t? for it 1s the general 1dea of inflam-
mability : but this 1dea cannot be an object of Senfe—~—
like all other general ideas, 1t is collc&cd. from obferv-
ing many different kinds of fubftances which will burn,
as well as many, which will g0z ; and 1t 1s this difference,
which gives rife to the general term 1n this cafe, asit
does in all others, forif 4/ {ubftances would burn, we
fhould have no occafion for #his term; there would have
been no opportunity to diftinguifth between fuch mat-
ters as would burn, and fuch as would not. General
ideas are fimple ideas, they cannot be defined, we can

only refer to the manner in which they are arquired, 1n
D
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order to communicate our knowledge of themto other
perfons, they neither are, nor can be objets of fenfe.
Objeés of fenfe muft be particular from the very nature
of them.

Obfervation vi, upon Book II. Chap. 1x. Sect. 3.

Whatever impreffions are made on the ontwward parts

({enfes) if they are not taken notice of within, fays Mr.

Locke, there is no perception; which is only {aying, if
there is no perception—there 1s no perception. Mr,
Locke meant to have faid, that a certain degree of az-
tention was neceflary, to render the action of external
objeéts perceptible ; and by attention, I mean the ap-
plication of our various powers to their appropriate ob-
je€s.  But {uch is the nature of the human frame, that

we cannot attend equally to two, or more objedts at the

fame time.  All perfonscan hear articulate founds, which
are familiar to them, and which they expect, with much
greater facility, than thofe to which they are intire
{trangers.

Obfervation vii, upon B. II. Chap. xi1. Se&. 4.

“ [ call fuch ideas,” fays Mr. Locke, ‘““complex

ideas, which however compounded contain not in them

the {uppofition of /ubfiffing by themielves,—but are con-
fidered as dependencies on, or affetions of {ubftances.”
Now what are we to underftand by 1deas fub/ifling by
themfelves ? and what by their being dependencies on, or
affeétions of fubftances? Al 1deas, except thofe formed
by the mind within 1tfelf, are fuggelted, or excited, by
external objelts, Are we then to confider general, or
abftratt ideas as fub/ifting by themfelves ? and images of
external objelts, orideas {uggelted by, or arifing from,
animate, or tnanimate matter, as dependencies on, or afe
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fellions of {fubltances? Mr. Locke confiders the 1deas

fignified by the words, triangle, gratitude, murder, &c.
as dependencies on, or affections of {ubftances. Burt
thefe ideas are all general, or abftrattideas. Theyare
the creation of the mind, and if they can be faid to
depend upon any thing, it muft be upon the will of
him who forms them, and who chufes whar 1deas he
will combine together, and exprefs, by thele names.
Theidea of a triangle does not imply that fuch tnangle
is ifofceles; or equilateral ; {calene, or right angled ;
acute, or obtufe angled ; though Mr. Locke calls this
1dea, B. I1I. Chap. jii. Se&. 9, arbing. The image in-
deed of a triangle does determine the kind, but then
images are particular ideas, thar is, they are the image

of fome particular thing, B. 1V, Chap. vii Sett. g,
Obfervation viii. upon Book II. Chap. xii. Se&. 6,

¢¢ The jdeas of fubftances,” fays Mr. Loocke, ¢ are
fuch combinations of fimple ideas as are taken to repre-

fent particular things, that is, particular fubftances.”

The ideas of fubftances are collections of all thofe various
fimple ideas, which {uch fubftances have a power of ex-
citing : but what fort of a reprefentation is the repres
fentation of folidity, mobility, divifibility, &c. ¢ But
{ays Mr. Locke, ¢ along with thefe combinations of
fimple ideas, the fuppofed, or coufufed 1dea of {ubfitance,

[uch as it is, is always the firt, or chief.”—Here agan,

{ubftance is a general, or abftraét 1dea, and like all other
general or abftrat ideas, is no more confufed, than
any other general, or abftratt idea, of {olidity, or mo-
bility fuppofe. General or abftrat ideas do not admit
of any image inthe mind, however they are made, and
you have juft as clear an idea of fubftance as you have
of animal, or creature, or human nature, &c¢.
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Obfervation ix. upon B. II. Chap, xii. Sec, 11.

““ The parts of pure {pace,” fays Mr. Locke,  are
infeparable, one from the other; and again, Seét. 14, the
parts of pure {pace are immoveable.’—~The parts of an
abfirait idea!  He muft be cunning who can divide an
abftract idea, or who can conceive the motion of it.

Ideas are the materials of all our knowledge. They
are either,

. L. Suggefted to the mind by the various external ob-
Jects, with which we are every where {urrounded.—Or
11, They are formed by the mind within itfelf.

The firft fort of ideas are conveyed to the mind
through the fenfes, by the acion of thefe various pow-
ersof the human body. The fecond are formed by the
mind itlelf, in confequence of the altion of the various
powers of the human underftanding ; by which we are
enabled at will to compare, combine, feparate, and recalt
ourideas ; and in confequenceto form abftrad, or ge-
neralideas 1n the mind, for the convenience of language ;
images 1n the 1magination for pleafure; and alfo ta
combine a variety of images, and ideas by the faculty of
invention, for the various purpofes of life. Hencealfo
we further obtain occafion for exercifing thofe other
operations of the mind, artention, confideration, and
Judgment,

The ideas conveyed to the mind through the fenfes are
always of a definite kind, they are the ideas of particular
objects, for they are excited by particular objecs.
Whenever ideas are excited by fuch objeéts, as are not
wholly within thereach of our fenfes, whether from the
magnitude of the objed, the imperfeftion of our {enfes,
or from any other caufe, thefe objets can be only imper-
Jeétly comprehended: the parts out of the reach of our
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fenfes are juft the fame, with refpeét to us, as no
parts : in fuch circumitances, we have, and can only
have, a partial, thatis, an imperfefl 1dea ; and when the
parts out of the reach of our fenfes, are utterly undifco-
verable, asinthe cafe of infinity, to whatever this term
is applied, theidea we have cannot be particular, 1. e.
defined—it muft be general. But 1t 1s impoffible that
objets thould excite general ideas. Thele general 1deas
are, and can only be creatures of the mind, and there-
fore cannot be marks, like particular 1deas of roal ex-
flence.

The external objeés, {uggefting ideas to our minds,
differ greatly from each other; and 1deas fuggefted by
them, are admitted into the mind, by fenfes no lefs
different, according to the nature of the refpective ob-
jelts fuggefting, and the nature of the ideas fuggelted
by them. Thefe ideas fometimes arife from a fingle
perception, as is the cafe of fmells, founds, colours, &c.
{ometimes they arife from a number of different percep-
tions, as in the cale of many images, prefented through
the eye, and of various fubftances, and kinds of mat-
ter from which we receive ideas by the touch, Some
ideas do nor fuggeft the notion of parts, as colours,
founds, {mells, and taltes: fome {uggeft the norion of
diffimilar parts, as thofe of fubftances, whether animate,
or inanimate ; and fome fuggeft the notion of fimilar
parts, as the ideas of number, extenfion, and perhaps
that of duration. When complex ideas are made up
by the repeated addition of the fame fimple idea, as all
ideas of number, aremade up of units, thofe of linear
extenfion of particular lines, &c. thefe imple 1deas be-
come meafures of the colleétive ideas, and by means of
{fuch meafures, the various quantities of number, and
extenfion can be compared with each other refpectively;
and thus the relative proportion of each can be afcer~

tained : for by comparing magnisudes with each other,
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by means of fome common mealure, we acquire the
idea of that relation which we call proportion ; and as
there neither s, nor can be any limits to ideal addition,
or divifion, thisideal addition, or divifion, s {aid ta be
mfinite. A word which does not imply any pofitive idea,
B. II. Chap. xvii. Sect, 18, but only a negation of limits,
to the perpetual repetition of fuch addition, or divifion.
The fame is true of the immenfity of {pace, theinfinity
of number, the eternity of du ratjon—they are mere ne-
gative 1deas : but when fpace, number, or duration by
being defined in quantity, become particular, and there-
Jore pofirive ideas, they acquire the names of time, place
and quantity.  Yet My, Locke applies the negative, and
therefore unattainable idea of infinity, B, Il. Chap. xxiii.

Sect. 34, & 35, to attain a precife, 1. e a pofitive 1dea
of God. When we fay that the power, wif{dom, good-

nefs, and knowledge, &c. of God are infinite, we mean to
fay, that we know not bow far they extend. When im-
menfity, eternity, {pirituality, &c. are applied to God,
thefe words are not intended to convey any pofitive idea
what God is, but what he is nor. The ideas of the 1
menfity of {pace, the infinity of number, the eternity
of duration, are not fuggefted to our minds by axy ob-
jects aciually exifting, B. II. Chap. xvii. Sec. 4, & 53
they are formed by the mind : but the mind cannot
Jorm, 1t can only receive the ideas of the objects
which &ffually exifi, B. 1I. Chap. ii. Sect. 2. The
3deas which the mind forms, neither are, nor can be
1deas of things which actually exift, they are, and only
can be general, §. e.abftract ideas, Lo fay, as is fome-
umes faid, that God is extended through the whole of
infinite {pace, when the idea of whole cannot poflibly
be applied to infinity: to talk of the whole, of what,
from its very nature, neither has, norcan have a whole,
s to talk unintelligibly, is to ufe words which have no
meaning. Vhen we fpeak of the omniprefence, ar
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ubiquity of God, we mean only, that he knows pet-
fectly the ftate of, and changes in his own works, how-
ever diftant from each other, at all times, that nothing
is unknown to him,

Obfervation x. upon Book II. Chap. xiv. Se&t. 2.

Mr. Locke fuppofes the idea of duration may be ac-
quired by obferving the fucceffion of ideas in our own
minds, Perhaps it might be acquired more readily, by
obferving the motion of two bodies (of which the
{wifteft precedes) paffing along the fame line, with un-
equal velocity, Our ideas of the parts of duration are
always referred to thofe meafures which the mind arbi-
tarily applies to it ; for it {eems not to have any natural
meafure like extenfion, and number. Its parts cannot
be compared with each other, like thofe of linear exten-
fion, number, or fome forms of {pace, by juxta pofition.

Obfervation xi. upon Book II. Chap. 21.

Defire I apprehend is a flate of mind confequent up-
on the perception of fome good, without any confidera-
tion whether fuch good 1s attainable, or not. This
confideration may precede, or follow, but makes no part
of fuch ftate. Intention I {uppole is a determination of
the mind, refpecting fuiure altion, as volition refpeits
prefent altion. 1 call will the power of choice. This
power as exifling in the mind, implies from the very na-
ture of it, the molt perfect freedom from all reftraint,
I fay asexifting inthe mind :  becaufle the effes, (not
the aflion) of this power may be hindered by external
caufes. The chief 1n jall may choofe to be at large, and
no power on earth can hinder his choice, though 1t may
prevent the execution of that choice. The man’s will is
no lefs free, although his body may be bound in chains,



32

and his limbs in links of iron ; any more than he lofes
the power of fight, though he choofes to fhut his eyes,
or 1s confined in a dark cell, where he can {ee nothing :
the effet of that power is indeed hindered pro tempore,
by thefe external reftraints. When God, by a voice
from heaven, prevented Abraham from flaying his fon,
the action was as effeftually hindered, as if the patriarch
had chofen to difobey the divine command, given to fa-
crifice Ifaac, or God had ftruck him with a dead palfy
when he ftretched forth bis band to compleat the facrifice,
It would have been equally compleat, though not to
human eyes, if by a band of robbers, Ilfaac had been
carried away during the journey, 2o the place of jacrifice,
And God,who feeth not as man feeth, might with equal
truth bhave pronounced the obedience of Abraham
perfet in the fame words, ¢ for becaufe thou baff done
this thing, and haft #of withheld thy fon—thine only
fon, &c.” Nobody, however, calls external hindrances,
neceffity. That reftraint alone 1s neceflity, which takes
away the power, not that which only prevents the wifhed
for effet of cl.oice.

Obfervation xit. upon Book 11, Chap, xxi. Seé. 13.

Agents that have so thought—io volition—no power
of choice—are~—no agents. Such beings are paffive, not
allive beings.  Thofe motions of the parts ot the body,
which the will can neither excite, nor prevent, are, {o
long as this inability continues, neceflary motions ; t. e,
they are fuch for which the perfon 1s not refponfible,
It is the power of choice which makes agents refponfible
for their actions.

Obfervation xin. upon B. II. Chap, xx1. Seét. 15, & 16.

Mr, Locke confounds the freedom of choice, with
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the power of acting in confequence of that choice. If

you define will to be the power of choice, and /berty

the power of a&ing in confequence of that choice, you
make two diftin& powers ; volition belongs to one,
and ability of ation to the other.

Obfervation xiv. upon Book II. Chap. xx1. Sect. 17.

Itis {urely a ftrange thing to call the alts of choofing
and perceiving, modes of thinking, Choice may depend
upon thought ; i. e. upon reflecting and confidering :
and fight may depend upon choice. But feeingis no
more choofing, than thinking is choofing, and choice s
no more thinking than it is feeing, or recoll’e@ung.
Thinking, and choice are two different operations of
the mind, and as diftinc from each other, as 1nvention
and memory. The will certainly direts the operations
of the underftanding, jult as much as it does the actions
of the body ; were it not fo, a man might employ his
judgment, when he fhould employ his imagination, and
his legs, when he fhould ufe his hands.

Obfervation xv. upon B, I. Chap. xx1. Sect. zo, z1,
22, 23, 24.

The human mind is pofleffed, or confifts of a great

variety of powers, no lefs different 1n their nature, than
diftinct in the mode of their operations ; and by confi-
dering the nature, and operarions of each, we attain
exact notions of the different forts of knowledge, which
the mind is capable of acquiring ; and alfo of the man-
ner, by which each fort is acquired : and there is no
more impropriety in affirming, that the powers of per-
ception, attention, confideration, judgment, 1magina-

tion, invention, memory, &c. are feparate, and diftinct
E
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faculties, than that fight, hearing, fmelling, tafting,
feeling, are {eparate, and diftin¢t f{enfes of the body.
Nor 1s it more abfurd to fay, that difcernment depends
upon the power of perception, than that volition de-
pends upon the power of choice. Andto fay that the
will s nor free, becaufea man muft receive, or reject
what 1s thus propofed to his choice, isjuft as wife as to
fay, that a man is not free to {ee 70 obje&s at all, when

his eyes are open, nor free to {ee any, when they are
fhut,

Obfervation xvi. upon B. II. Chap. xxi. Seé, 28, & 29,

When Mr. Locke attempts to define volition, which,
like moft atts of the mind, 1s a fimple idea (fee Sect. 30,)
he is forced to define motion to be (if neceflity requires)
no motion at all—1, e. freedom from motion, that is
reft. e goes on toinquire, what determines the will?
Had heattended, I do notfay to the n#ature, but tothe
defign of our various faculties, he would have feen that
the inquiry was not lefs ufelefs, than abfurd. Indeed
he feems to confound the power of choice, which God
has given men (juft as he has given them the powers of
perception, and fight, &c.) with the parricular reafons
for exercifing, 1. €. for ufing thefe various powers, He
alfo contounds the power of choice, which he calls pre-
ference, with the powerof acting in confequence of this
choice, as was before oblerved. He confiders liberty,
Sect. 8, & 24, or freedom, Sect. 27, not as the power of
choice, but as the power of atting in confequence of
this power of choice. But there 1sa manifeft difference.
The power of choice, from the very narare of it, admits
of no reftraint in any cafe. Men have no longer the power
of choice, it this power can be reftrained : but the power
of acting, may depend upon external circumiftances in
particular cafes. See Obfervation xi, & xiil.
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Obfervation xvii. upon B. II. Chap. xxi, Se&. 0.

Mr. Locke cautions his readers not to confound
defire, and volition. They are as diftin&, as defire,
and intention. Attentive perfons will fee that defire
may refpet general objeéts, choice (which isthe action
of the will) can only regard particulars.

Obfervation xviii. upon Book II. Chap. xxi. Se&. 31,

The mof! prefling uneafinefs, fays Mr. Locke, deter-
mines the will 5 1. e. he calls thar uneafinefs the moff
prefling which does determine the will. All this isjuft like
the final perfeverance of the faints.—All who perfevere

are faints—-And all wko are faints perlevere==2d. edit,
Oblervation xix. upon B. II. Chap. xxiii. Seét. 1 ¢,

It 1s curious to fee how a man of Mr. Locke’s dif-
cernment, and warmefs, can put the change (to ufe a
galliciim) upon himfelf, ¢ Putting together, fays he,
the 1deas of thinking, and willing, or the power of
moving, or quieting motion, joined to f{ubftance, of
which we have no diftin& or pofitive idea”’—i. e. no
idea at all—Now had this affertion been honeftly
worded, it would have run thus—putting together the
ideas of thinking, and willing, or the idea to excite, or
to quiet motion, to the idea of fubftance, of which we

have no idea at all, we acquire, &c. A very curious
muxture this of ideas, and no ideas!

Obfervation xx. upon Book II. Chap, xxiii. Sect. 18.
It 1s not true, that the ideas belonging to fpirit, are

thinking, and will; or a power of putting body (i. e.
matter in general ) into motion 4y thought, According
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to all our experience, fpint muft be conneted with
body in a very peculiar manner, before it can produce
motion by thought. Men can only movethe parts of their

own bodies &y thought : to move orher bodies, fome
what more than thought 1s neceflary.

Obfervation xx1. upon B, II. Chap. xxii1. Sect. jo0.

‘“ The idea we have of {pirit,” fays Mr. Locke—we
have—we can have no idea of {pirit—no pofitive idea,
All we mean, all we can mean by this word, 1s only a
negation of fuch fort of matter as we are acquainted
with: and negative 1deas cannot produce attual, i.e,
pofitive knowledge. But, fays Mr. Locke, ¢ the {ub-

ftance of {pirit is unknown to us—fo is the {fubftance of

body equally unknown to us.”’—Very true to be fure.
But matter {uggefts tous various 1deas,through the fenfes,

and 1t 1s by the fenfes alone, that we acquire the i1dea of

real exiftence. A power of thinking, or alting is 70 objeét
of our {enfes ; and though thele powers are not found
in any {uch fort of matter, as is the objeét of our {enfes,
yet the abfence of thefe powers from all fuch matter, as we
are acquainted with, by no means fhews the nature of that
matter in which zbefe powers are found. The word
immateriality means only a negation of all fuch ideas, as
are excited 1n our minds by {ubftance. See B. IV.
Chap. x. Set. 13, 14, 15. & Chap. x1. Sett. 12.

Mr. Locke calls believing, doubting, intending,
fearing, hoping, {everal modes of thinking. He might
juft as well have called expelting, admiring, loving,
hating, modes of thinking.—It puts one 1n mind of the
honeft {ea-lieutenani—** if any man contradits me, I
knock him down, that'smy way of thinking.”
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Obfervation xxii. upon B. II. Chap. xxiv.

What Mr. Locke calls colle&ive ideas, are only fuch
ideas to which number is applicable.

Obfervation xxiii. upon B. II. Chap. xxviii.

Mr. Locke writes a long, .unintelligible chapter
upon perfonal identity, to inquire in what identity con~
fifts, Itis unqueftionably a perception of the mind,
and you might juft as well inquire, 1n what equality, or
proportion, or the moral perception of right and wrong,
confifts. Or, areyou inclined to afk, from whence this
perception arifes ? You may juft as well atk from whence
all thofe perceptions arife, which we call conlcioufnefs ?
Indeed the whole moral government of God s, and
muft be founded in the identity of his intelligent crea-
tures. To fuppole a refponfible being may wary from
itfelf, is juft as wife as to fuppofe that beings may con-
tra guilt defore they come into exiftence; or may
commit crimes, before they are born. Yet however
impoflible, or abfurd thefe lalt notions may be, we
know that many perfons, of the reality of whole piety
no doubt can be entertained, have zealoufly maintain-
ed them. Itis amongft fuch perfons, that we hear of
finners by nature, and finners by practice; a diftinétion
not to be met with in fcripture:  and had thefe good
perfons confidered, what is, and only can be meant by
the word nature, viz. that combination of powers, dif-
pofitions, qualifications, and qualities which Gop has
allotted to the various beings and matters which he has
created, they would have feen the folly of this diftine-
tion. For, according to the information of that un-
derftanding which our Creator has givenus, he can no
more make or appoint men to be finners, independent
of their own choice, than he can make the united ideas
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of two and three, to compofe the idea of fix; or than
he can makeacircle to have the propertics of a triangle,
According to all thofe ideas of juftice which he has en-
abled us to colle&, there cannot be guilt without inten-
1201 and defign, 1. e, without the exercife of the wil/ ;
where there is no guilt there can be no tranfgreffion, and
confequently #o punithment, in the proper fenfe of the
word, for by punifhment is meant evil infli¢ted, for
evil done.  All that this abfurd diftin@ion does, if we
have any ideas to our words, is to make God the au-
thor of fin.  But had men liftened to that reafon which
God has given them, we thould never have heard of
fuch notions, or fuch inquiries.

Itis curious to fee what fort of reafoning, even able
men are given to employ, when they muft needs Inquire
into what cannot be underftood. At Se&. g, Mr. Locke
defines perfon to mean a tkinking, intelligent being, that
has reafon and reflection ; (are there then any think-
ing, intelligent beings, which have not reafon and re-
Hection ?) and can confider itfelf, asthe fame thinking
thing, n different times and places. At Se& 11, he
fays, ¢ thus we fee the fubflance whereof perfonal-felf,
(1. e. perfon) confifted at one time, may be varied at
another, without the change of perfonal identity ; there
being no queflion about the fame perfon,” (i, e. the
{famenefs of perfon) though the limbs, which but now
were part of i1, were cut off.—In thefe two paffages, the
word perfon 1s ufed for two wvery different ideas.

But this perlonal identity confifts in a being, which
1s able to confider itfelf as the Jame thinking thing, in
different times and places—that is—perfonal identity
confifts in being able to perceive it, or in other words,
perfonalidentity confifts in—perf{onal identity. Waving
then all debate about the effence of perfonal identity, a
doubt concerning which the ableft phyficians have long
held to be the fureft mark of lunacy ; and of which efs
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{ence we (hall be hard fet to find a better criterion thaa
that of the Poet—

IfIbe I, as I think I be,

I have a Lifle dog that will know me:
For if Ibe I, he will wag his tail,

But if I b’ent I, he will bark and rail?

Obfervation xxiv. upon B. II. Chap.xxix . Se&. 4.

In enumerating the occafions of indiftinct ideas, Mr.
Locke omits one common caufe, viz. the attempting,
to convey fimple 1deas by language, whether it be by I+
teral, or metaphorical defcription.

Obfervation xxv. upon B. II. Chap, xxix. Se&. 13,

Complex 1deas, fays Mr. Locke, being made up of a
number, or colletion of fimple ideas may be diftinét
in one part, and confufed in another. He inftances, in
the idea of a folid (and he might bave inftanced, in
that of a plain figure) of a thoufand fides, The idea,
fays he, of the number 1s diftinct, that of the JSigure 1s con=
fufed. He here confounds ideas and images. The
image of a figure of three or four fides, is as diftin&t as
the ideas of the number three, or the number four: it
1s the multitude of the fides that render the idea of the
1mage indiftin&. While numbers continue to be un-
applied to any particular fubjects, the ideas excited by
the names of fuch numbers, are only general ideas.
The words two—three—three dozen—three fcoree—
three hundred, convey no ideas, till joined to fome fub-
ject capable of number. They are indeed precife names,
and admit of #o degrees, like many other fimple ideas ;
and when applied can be diffinctly alcertained, The
mind can clearly conceive a fmall rumber of objeés to
which number can be applied, but the diftin&nefs of
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this 1dea 15 loft in a multitude; and, therefore, what Mr.
Locke calls collective ideas, are a fort of general ideas
~—ideas, to be precife, mult be particular ideas.

Obfervation xxvi. upon B. I, Chap. xxx.
Our 1deas are of two forts—They are either,

I. Such as are introduced into the mind through the
fenfes, being the effeéts of powers implanted in the va-
rious works of God, and ordained by him to raife thefe
fenfations in us—Or they are,

II. Modifications of thefe original 1deas, and are the
productions of our own minds, in confequence of the
voluntary exercife of our various intellectual powers,
and therefore may, perhaps, be more properly called pri-
mary and Jecondary, or native, and factitious ideas, (pri-
mary, or native, as {ugeefted, or excited, by the works
of nature, i, e. of God : and fecondary, or factitious, as
not beingoriginally received, but being the voluntary
producutons of our minds,) rather than real and fantaf-
tical :  becaufe a// our ideas are equally rea/, though
not equally marks of real exiftence. And we conclude

certain ideas to be marks of real exiftence, fince when

men have the perfect ule of thofe fenfes, through which
thefe 1deas are admitted into the mind, bey appear (o

be alite 1n all mankind. And we reafonably conclude -

that the powers, by which objects excite thef ideas, to
De permanent, becaufe upon the uniformity and regularity
of caufes, and effeds, not only the comfortable {ubfift-
ence, but the very exiftence of mankind does, in their
prefent circumf{tances, and unavoidably muft, depend.

Obfervation xxvii, upon B. II. Chap. xxx. Se&. 2.

““ Our fimple ideas,” fays Mr. Locke, ¢ are all rea/,
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and /rue, becaufe they an{wer and agree to thofe pow-
ers of things which produce them.” =~ We éelicve thele
Ideas, as far as we can judge, are the effefls of fuch
powers, and we Jelieve the exiftence of fuch powers, be-
caufe shefe 1deas are excited by shefe things,in the minds
of a// mankind : and we conclude from the uniformity,
and regularity of this effel, that the things conftantly,
and univerfally exciting {uch ideas, are rea/, 1. e. aGually
exift,

Obfervation xxviii. upon B. II. Chap. xxx. Sec. 4,

Mixed modes and relations, fays Mr. Locke, have
no other reality, but what they havein the minds of
men, 1.e. they are mereideas. As fimple ideas are fug-
gelted to the mind by the works of God, fo the ideas,
called mixed modes, or relations, are fuggefted to the
mind by the aétions of men, both through the fenfes,
and by reflection; juft as the knowledge of the exiftence
of God 1s fuggefted by his works through the fenfes, or
communicated by his word through the underftanding
to mankind.

Thefe ideas, (1. e. mixed modes) {ays Mr. Locke, are
themfelves archetypes, and therefore cannot differ from
their archetypes, nor be chimerical, unlefs any one will
jumble together inconfiftent ideas (as Jofeph Milner,
and Bifhop Hoadley, have jumbled together the incon-
fiftent ideas of pardon and acquittal, fee Hoadley’s
Terms of Acceptance, and the Differtation prefixed to
Four Effays, by T. Ludlam.) But Chap. xxxi. Se&. 3,
M:. Locke fays, our complex 1deas of modes, are vos
luntary colletions of fimple ideas, which the mind puts
together, without any reference te real archetypes, or
Jlanding patterns 5 (a few lines lower he fays, mixed
modes, and relations 4re archetypes without patterns)

¥
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becaufe not being intended for copies of things really
exifting, butfor archetypes made by the mind. Is 1t
proper to talk of archetypes made by the mind? If an
archetype means any thing, 1t means a pattern, or {imi-
litude, to which recourfe may be had by a// men; and
can fuch recourfe be had to archetypes formed 1n, or
by the mind, for the purpofe of comparing 1t with
what 1s fuppofed to be fimilar # Complex 1deas can
only be communicated by definttions, 1 e. by enume-
rations of a// the fimple ideas they contain, which are
combined under one name, Book III. Chap. xu.

Set. 15, 16.

Obfervation xxix. upon Book II. Chap. xxx. Se. 7.

If the effence of things is intelligible, it can only be
known from an enumeration of that whole colle&tion of
powers to excite certain ideas, which are ufually found
combined together in {uch things ; each of shefe powers
are called gualities, or properties ; but properties mean
only a partial confideration of fuch things. Nominal
eflences are therefore nothing, B. I11. Chap. uii. Se&. 15,
Chap. iv, Se&. 3. Chap. viii. Sect. 1. Chap. ix. Se&t. 17,
Mr. Locke fays, B. 11I. Chap. v. Seét. 2, that abftra&t
1deas are the ¢ffences of mixed modes, Abftra&t ideas
are nothing, 1. e. they have, they can have no connec-
tion with real exiftence, but are only general names.
Mixed modes, fays Mr. Locke, are only made by the
mind—they are made arbitrarily, i. e. without patterns,
See Obfervation xxix. It 1s not true, as Mr, Locke
{ays, that mixed modes are made without any reference
to rea/ exiftence. They are made from oblerving the
altions of, and the relationsinterceding between men

and each other, and between themf{elves and their own
actions,
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Obfervation xxx, upon B. II. Chap. xxxi1. Sect. 1.

When Mr. Locke fays fuch ideas are inadequate,
which are partial, or imperfe® reprefentations of the
archetypes to which they are referred, he muft be un-

derftood to {peak of images.
Obfervation i, upon Book III, Chap. vi. Sect. 28.

¢ Tt is neceffary,” fays Mr. Locke, ¢ to the making
any nominal eflence, 1. e. any fpecific idea, that the 1deas,
whereof it confifts, have fuch an union as to make but
one idea how compounded foever. Such union may, to be
fure, have one name ; but how it can become one idea |
am not able to underftand. Mr. Locke means, I {up-
pofe, that the fpecific idea of {ubftances, muft be made
up of all thofe ideas which are fuggefted by fuch {ub-
ftances refpectively, The fpecific ideas of mixed
modes, fo far as they are arbitrary, cannot be falfe 5 but
when we are to afcertain the ideas annexed to words,
which are ufed in writers, to whom we cannot have re-
courfe for any defired explanation, we can only collect
thefe ideas from zkbeir ufe of words, conveying th.efc
ideas in different parts of their writings. The {pecific
ideas of fubftances are in #o cafe arbitrary ; they mutit
not contain any ideas which are not fuggefted by fuch
{ubftances, he who fhould put malleability into his 1dea
of glafs, or fixity in the fire, into his idea of fteel,
would give a fa/fe idea of thefe {ubftances.

For an illuftration of Rook Ill, Chap. 1x. Sect. o,

See the following

FSSAY UPON THE COMMUNICATION OF
KNOWLEDGE.

The various faculties of the human frame plainly
fhew, that man was intended by his Creatorto acquire



44

avariety of knowledge; and the organs of fpeech
vouchfafed unto him, as plainly fhew, that it was alfo
intended, that he fhould communicate this knowledge
to his fellow-creatures.  Becaufe,to what purpofe was he
thus qualified to make an endlefs variety of articulate,
1. e. diftin¢t founds, ( a power not vouchfafed to any
other creature) and alfo to repeat with exaénefs thefe
{pecific founds, as often as he choofes ; unlefs thefs
founds were intended to be made figns of the ideas
which pafs through his mind, and fo to become means
of communicatingto each other the knowledge poffeffed
by each individual.

But men are no lefs plainly intended for focial life, and

the principal benefits of fuch a mode of living can only
arife from the mutual communijcation of knowledge :
but without a ready mode of fuch communication, the
benefits of fociety would be in a great meafure loft, as
1s plain from that very confined fort of it, whichobtains
amongft the lower orders of living creatures. When
therefore fuch articulate founds are invariadly connected
with certain ideas, they become unequivocal marks, or
Jigus of thefe particular ideas ; and thus we are enabled
to make known to other men the ideas which exift in
our own minds. And when vifib/e marks are ufed to
denote, either fimple {ounds, as in the letters of the
alphabet, or combinations of thefe founds, as in the
Chinefe charaéters; each of which repref{ents #ot an idea
(asis, 1 believe, often thought) but denotes combined
{founds, {uggefting, like our words, a particular idea,
then we have every thing neceflary for the conftru&ion
of language.

T'he fenfations excited in the mind by external objeéts
are of two {orts,

1. Such asare excited by the objets themfelves, and,
M. Such as are excited by changes in thefe objeCtsmm
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and the various modes of thefe changes form an endlels
variety of ideas, and occafion endlefs relations betwee:
the words ufed to exprefs the modes of thefe changes.

* The application of wifible words, or audible founds to exprefs
conftantly fome certain ideas muft be arbitrary : becaufe words or
{ounds have in general no kind of cannection with the 1deas they are
ufually chofen to exprefs. But though shis circumilance Sfla}x:‘-
guageis plainly arbitrary, yetthe nature of it, as far as regards the
relations of words to each other, muft unqueftionably arife from the
original relations of the ideas to be exprefled. b

Now the firlt application of fingle words, would natura hy e g
exprefs the exiffence of external objedts, and accordingly the wor
allotted for this purpofe has ufually been called the nominative callg
of fuch word. 'The inveluntary ule of the corporeal fenfes wou
{uggeft the exiftence of a great variety of objeéts, but the knowledge
of the relations of thefe objelts to each other, that 1s, the dlﬁ-eI‘C{lt
powers poflefled by them, of producing changes in each other, wou ﬁ
require greater attention to, and more extended acquatntance wit
them, Men would diftingcith between the obje&s which praduc?’
thefe various changes, and thofe /» rwbx’cé thefe chapgcs were produced,
and this difference would fuggeft the notion of astive and pafive pow-
ers, a3 they are called : and the oblervation of inftances in which the
exertion of power produced a change only in the object 1tfelf, -an;l
not in any other, would give rife to the idea exprefled by the m:a’aéc
verb in the greek, (anidea between agent and patient, or rather ma“_c
up of both) the reciprocal verbs in modern languages ; and hence a 10
the idea of the meuter, in both ancient and modern, would naturally
a”"i"ef.xe powers of producing changes, which were obferved to be
conftant and uniform, would naturally be {uppofed to refide in the
obje&, and belong to, or be poflefled by 1t; and hence tht:: notion
of the genitive cafe in nouns. The change produced would{ ¢ attrie
buted to the operation of this power, which would be fuppofed to in-
troduce, or effe€t fuch change, and giwe, as itwere, this rew nature
to the obje@ changed, and hence would arife the 1dea of the dative
cafe. When the effeét of the operation of thefe powers awas to be
pointed out, or the agents exercifing fuch powers uﬁ-‘céel todbc ha’e.
nounced, a cafe, (hence called the accufative cafe) is uled: an wh_eg
thefe powers were obferved to be taken from the objects mhx}f ic
they were fuppofed ufually to refide, and the inftrument of this e
privation was alfo obferved ; words expreffive of thefe circumftane

ces, would of courfe conftitute the ablative cafe; and asinftruments

of aftion mult accompany the aor, the fignification of accomparying
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Now we can colleét the nature of our ideas, and of
the knowledge arifing from them, only by confidering

was alfo applied to rhis cale.  When particular men were wanted for
particular purpofes, their attention would be excited by a perforal
addre’s, in what is hence called the wocative cafe.

To prevent an embarrafling maltitude of words, wholly different
from eachother, the praétice of prefixing fmall words, and transferring
their fignification to the compound, or rather of combining the figni-
fications of &eth, took place; and the ideas annexed to each part of
the compound, /4 asit were into each other. A few inftances will
explain my meaning. In the greek language, xarw is to call, and
wraxarw, 10 call aloud (1o {peak up as we fay) and as we call aloud to
perfons at a diltance, when we wifh them to hear us, it fignifies to
recall : and when things, whichbeing worn, or broken, are by being
repaired, recalled as much as poilible into their former flate, this fame
word fignifies tomend. Thusagain gegw is to bring, xaTaPiow tO
bring deavn, and,as in firiking the arm is brought down, italfo fig~
mfies to firike., And thele derivative fignifications, are fometimes
direltly oppofite to th2 {fenie from which they take their rife.  Thus
ivnus 15 to fet, or place, and ansnws to fet wp, hence it fignifies to
burld ; and as buildings are then moft compleatly deftroyed when

their very foundations are raifed (razed) up, it alo fignifies to pull

down. Thus again the propofition Aix fignifies rhrough : and as
waen things are pierced through, they are completely divided, when
joined to t%ne verb Aqubearw to take, 1t fignifies to thare, 1. e. to 4i-
wide 1nto fl:ares; and {o Piutarch tells us that at the funeral of Paulus
Emilius, the ftrong young men, diaraCortss 73 Aexyos, carried it to
the grave, dividing tharing the load, equally, i.e. completely amongt
them. Soagaindefcribing the attack of Philopeemen upon Macha.
nidas, exch being on horfeback, he fays that Philopemen (not AaGuw»
but) diaraCur rofuro—taking his javelin or lance by the centre
of gravity, dividing the weight equally in his hand, that is poizing
his weapon. Here the fimple word A«Gwr would nothave conveyed
that smage, or pilure of the combat, which the writer fo graphically
defcribes,

That a combination of two or more words into one was intended to
change the f{ignification of the jmple word, none can doubt, for
otherwife, why make this addition to it ? When then we fee tranfla-
tors paying no regard to fuch addition, but preferving the fignifica
tion of the uncompounded word, we may have much reafon to fuf-
peét that they do not giveus the true, ar the full fenfe of the paflage,
and then we fhould always examine for ourfelves. Thus, when 5t,
Paul fpeaking to the Elders of the Ephefian church, reprefents him.
fclt as not withholding any information from them, which could be
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the ways by which we become poffefled of them : and

we can collect the relations of words to eachother, only

ufeful for their furtherance in the faith, in orderto ftrengthen his
own vindication, he not only recounts his own public and private
diligence, but he adds Siapaprveomeros, bothto JewsandGreeks repen-
tance towards God, and faith towards our Lord Jefus Chrit. Beza
{aw that fome addition was wanting to ftrengthen the fenfe of the
fimple verb wagrdeopas, and therefore tranflitesic etiam atque etiam
teftificans. He was aware that the Apoltle meant an oppofition to &3t
umesAguny, 7oy cvpuPiplr Twr; but he was notaware of the peculiar force
of the prepofition ie which is derived from the compleatnefs of that
divifion which 1s caufed by piercing any thing through and through,
as we commonly exprefs it. For this 1dea ot compleatrnefs which we
exprefs by the word thoroughly, attends this prepolition n inflances
where even the metaphorical fignification of it is quite inapplicable;
and fuch 1t is in the prefent cafe. Where it means not fimply teltify-
ing, but bringing fuch complest, fuch thorough evidence of the truth
of what he taughrt as could not po/frbly, thatis, innocently be rejected.
And 1t may be obferved, that this fenfe clearly points out the force of
the apoltle’s intended antithefis,between diapasrvoopas & cworirropas
for he might have teftified fome particulars over and over again, and
yet have not mentioned many of the racupisorte to their convic-
tion ; nor have the different meanings of the prepofition dix, any the
leaft relation to the idea of repetition that I can difcover.

The following obfervations may further thew the importance of
attending to the meaning of compound words. The doétrine of af-
furance as held by the Calvinifts, implying, as 1 collet from their
writings, not what the apoftle calils a lively hope, to which we are
led by the abundant evidence of the goipel, but ablolute certainty
of ourown falvation, and which is wholly founded upon their inter-
pretation of the words wAneoPogiz and its derivatives. For all their
writers take what is delivered, without examinaition, from one
another, like the poet’s hogs, ¢ in huts of Wesiphaly.”” According
to their expolition of wAnge@opew it means plenam fidem facio and
@ AngoPogiopus plene perfuadeor—rcertus reddor: And the German
critic otock, from whom this 1s taken, fays generatim notat pleno
motu 10 aliquid ferri—{peciatim, proprie est navium, quz plenis velis
in portum feruntur—metaphorice eft animi qui pleno aflenfu et
fiducia 1n aliquid fertur. 'Lhe whole of this expolition 1is intirely
imaginary, and not at all grounded uvpon the real meaning of the
words. HAnzoQopia, and wngoPogiw ATC compoundcd of the
words wAngys tull, and @ogew to bear or carry, which is derived from
@oex 2 load, or burden, whuteveris brought ; and wanss@ogia means
a full load, fuch as was fuppoled to be the cargo of thips, returning
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by confidering the nature of the ideas they are intended
to exprefs, 'This knowledge of the relationsof words to

to their own country, deeply laden with the produce of other nations ;
like bees to their hives, laden with wax and honey, the produce of
diftant flowers, as faft asthey can: but the notion of fhips entering
their ports with ful/ fail, is as far from real praftice, as this critics
ideas are from thole which arereally annexed to this word ; for it is
always ufed in {cripture to exprefs, not the frength of the evidence,
but the abundance of it : becaufe it is of the effence of probable evi-
dence to admit of augmentation, and hence we find the degrees of
faith continually noticed in the gofpel ; but certainty admits not of
degrees ; the information arifing from the fu// and fair evidence of
our fenfes, from intuition, and from demonftration, cannot be in-
creafed. Zawenty different demonftrations of the fame propofition do
not make the truth of it a whit more certain than ose; but frefh
circumftances may increafe probable evidence, till the truth of it
becomes, not certain indeed, but utterly indifputable and unqueftion-
able. 'The gofpel might come with evidence, wonderful in its nature,
and abundant In quantity, as the Apoftle exprefles it, not in word only
but in (miraculous) power, and in the Holy Gholt, and therefore
with much affurance ; but the affurance St. Paul fpeaks of here, is
what he elfewhere calls the full affurance of 4ope : heunderftood too
well, though modern divines do not, the difference between the full
aflurance of boge, and the full affurance of certainty, to confound thefe
ut:erly incontfiftent frates of mind together, or to imagine them to be

the fame ; and {o he jultly obferves, that hope which is feen, i. e.

hope for the reality of whofe obje@ts we have the fu// and fuir evi-

dence of fenfz, isnothope: becaufe whatever is the objeét of fenfe
s certain, but hope from the very nature of it implies forze uncertains
ty. With equal clearnefs and propriety he fpeaks of the ful/ affu.
rance of the underftanding ; that aflurance, namely, which arifes

from underftanding the »ature, and the namber of the proofs of the
truths of the gofpel, which he fays came in full affurance, that i,

with unqueftionable evidence of its truth, though not with the con-

viction of demonftration. Thus the very argument ufed to prove

this gefirable dofirine, the certainty of aflurance, unanfwerably fhews

the thing to be impofiible: irdeed the inconfiftency of thefe good

perfons 1s nota little remarkable, for while fome of them with to have

1t thought that the proofs of the chriftian religion amount toabfolute
certainty, others of them are fearful that faith fhould be forced upon

them by mathematical demonftration. Knox’s Chriftian Philofo-

phy, page 4z.
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each other, conftitutes what we call grammar ; it has
its foundation in the conftitution of the human mind,
and in the conftruion of thofe organs which fit us for
intelleGtual communication, becaule, in.all languages,
modes of {peaking are adopted, Euphoniz grata.

The human mind is enabled to receive immediate
knowledge refpecting the nature of and changes in the
material world—the actions of living creatures, and alfo
refpecting what pafles in the minds of otber men, from
their information, communicated viva voce, or by
writing. Now the knowledge received through our
own external {enfes, when thele fenfes are accurate,
muft be true, but the information received from other
men, may be falfe. Becaule we can know exactly the
degree of accuracy of our own fenfes, and the degree of
care with which we have ufed them ; but we can neither
know the accuracy of the fenfes ot other men, nor the
care with which they have ufed them, nor the ability,
integrity, or impartiality of the feveral perfons who may
have been employed in tran{mitting this knowledge :
upon all which circuamftances, the truth of tranfmitced
information muft depend.

Befides the information received by caternal percep=
tion, (asthat which we receive through our outward
fenfes, may notimproperly be called) men are confcious
of the exercife and application of their own internal powers
(in confequence of the attion ot their own will :) this
latter kind of knowledge 1s whoily perfonal, 1t cannot be
acquired by any other man whatever ; it can only be re-
ceived from the information of the individual who pol-
fefles 1t, _ o

All thefe different forts of information excite in the
human mind various fenfations, and thefe {enfations 1
call ideas; when thefe 1deas are to be communicated to

other men, it can only be done by words, which are arbi-
G
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trary marks of our internal fenfations, that is, figns of our
various Ideas, agreed upon by men for the purpofe of
mutual intercourfe, and the mutual interchange of their
refpective knowledge.

Now thele figns of our 1deas being wholly arbitrary,
the accuracy of thefe figns mutt intirely depend upon
the care and exatnefs of him who ufes them. The un-
certainty of language 1s often attributed to the imper-
feCtion of words, but it arifes much oftner from the
imperfetion, 1. e. the negligence, inattention, or igno-
rance of him who ufes them; juft as the deceitfulnefs,
and punifhment of fin, fo much infifted on by certain
divines, means, in reality, the difbonefly and punifbment
of finners. 1t 1s true that the mode of conftru&ion in
fome languages is better adapted for precifion of exprefs
fion, than it is1in others : or what amounts to the fame
thing, the relations of words to each other (upon the
knowledge of which the exaltnefs of language muft
much depend) are capable of being afcertained, with
more certainty 1n fome tongues than in others. This
relation of words to each other conftitutes whatis called
the idiom of a language, and when writers in one lans
guage ufe the 1diom of another, they render their own
meaning utterly uncertain, unlefs they either give no-

tice when they do fo, or invariably ufe a fixed mode of

exprefling themfelves to convey the fame ideas; for
then they form a language pecwiiar to themfelves,
When then the connexion, between the re/ative parts of
fpeech, 1s clearly and invariably pointed out, as it is in
all languages in which the ufe of genders obtains, we
cannot depart with {afety from the #fua/ fignification of
the general1diom, to introduce and eftablith a particu-
Jar {enfe inconfiflent with it, For, if in any inftance you
break through the cuffomary conftruétion of language,
without a better realon than an imagination, that the in-
terpretation you propofe conveys the weightieft and
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molt natural fenfe, by what rz/e (hall any one know
when we are to admit, and when to reject the manifeft
intention of {uch conftru&ion? Will not everyman
efteem his favourite interpretation to be the weightiefl,
and moft natural {enfe of the paflage ? But without a
better rule than the mere fancy of every man, will not
the meaning of many paffages of {cripture become ut-
terly uncertain,

Dr. Dodderidge, (in his note upon Eph. i1. 8. See
his Family Expofitor) in order to {et afide the authoriry
of a very general, and very remarkable idiom, thinks it
{ufficient to affert, that to underftand the Apoftle as af-
firming, that grace and the mode of that grace, 1s the
gift of God, is to make the Apoftle guilty of a flat tauto-
logy. Surelynot more {o, than when the fame Apotltle
afhrms, Tit. 1i. g, ¢ that God faved us by his mercy, no#
by works of righteoufnefs which we have done.” For if
we are faved by the divine mercy, we cannot be {aved by
our own works, fince mercy is compaflion to the guilty,
as pardon is deliverance from ju# punithment. Nor
does this aflertion involve tautology : for cur f{alva-
tion, 1. e. deltverance from punithment, and admiffion

into heaven, might be received through the favour, the

grace of One; and the intention of this benevolent de-

fign might originate in Another. And{o we are told,
that the falvation of finners was in confequence of the
eternal purpofe of God the Father, which he purpoled
in Himfelf, and which he purpofed to accomplifh in
(i. e. by) Chrift Jefus. There istherefore 7o tautology
in affirming that grace, and alfo the means of grace, are
the gift of God.* The Dottor goes on, ¢ taking the

* It is a matter of the moft awful, and painful concern to fuch
perfons asare truly defirous to attain clear views (and who have been
called in fcorn, by the writers of the Chriftian Obferver, Matbemati-
cal Divines )—not of the divine reafons for chuling the particular
mode of redemption /¢ _ferth in the goipel—nor of the mammer in which
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claufe as we explainit, 1. e. as aflerting the aeency of di-
vine grace 1nthe production of faith, which in his Com-
ment he calls a great and divine principle 1n our fouls,
the thought rifes, &c.—Now 1f nftead of this pious
eulogy upon kaith, he had told us what he meant by
that word, we fhould have been better able to judge of
the truth of his affertions.  Forif by faith we are to un-
derftand a firm belief, and well grounded perfuafion of
the general truth of Chriftianity, founded upon that
evidence which God has given for 1t ; how is receiving
the truth,upon the evidence of faith,a more divine prin-

1515 mode has its eficacy ({ce the groundlefs, and therefore foolifh ex-
planations of thefe matters, in the writings of almoft all the ancient,
and modern Calvinifts—becaule of the former the Scriptures fay no-
2hing, and only fimply, and frequently aflert the latter) but of the walue
of this redemption, and of the obligationsfinners are underin the firft
place to that merciful being; who, though he denounced death as the
certain and immediate punifhment to the tranfgreflion of His com-
mand, Gen. ii. 17. was neverthelels pleafed to fufpend the execu-
tion of his threatening (whether the wifdom of modern theologians
can explain this {eeming alteratior of the divine counfels or not) and
ftill continues to prefide over that gracious difpenfation, which ori-
ginated wholly, and only in himfelf, Eph, 1. 9. For without his fpe-
cial agency, all that Chrift has done, or futfered can profit men no-
thing. Since our Lord affures us, that 7o man can come unto him—
can receive the benefit of his atonement and interceflion, except the
Father draw him, John vi. 44, What fhall we fay then ? that weare
under no obligation to the Redeemer !-—=God forbid | Great, and
aftonifhing furely, was the gencrous benevolence of Jefus, who fe-
conded the amazing love of the Father, and accomplifhed this great
falvation at fuch an expence to Himf{elf. For benevolence means
only the defire of the happinefs of others, but generofity means pro-
moting that happinefls at the expence of the promoter.

It is undoubtedly aftonifhing that any fhould negleét, or difregard
the unfpeakable love and kindnefs of Jefus, but that any, who are
fenfible of their obligations to him, fhould overlook, or difregard the
no lefs unfpeakable love and kindnefs of the Father, from whom this
gracious difpenfation took its rife, is ftill more aftonifhing. Becaufe
1t is only in confequence of the eternal purpofe of God, which he
Erjrpofcd, only, and folely in Himlelf, that we have acceprance in the

eloved,
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ciple in the foul, than receiving it upon the evidence of
demonfiration, analogy, &c.? You would not fay,
that by knowledge is meant the effet of 1t. 1f you
wifh to underftand by faith (what is indeed the natural
confequence of it, 1. e. that confequence which may

juftly be expefed from it) reliance, confidence, truft;

you may juft as well underftand the words 1ntuition, and
demonftration to mean {what is indeed no lels the natu-
ral confequence of them) certainty. (See an Eflay upon
the Nature of Faith, priated in the Orthodox Church-
man’s Magazine for November, 1802.) Indeed certain
divines {peak as if they thought, the weaker the evi-
dence, the more acceptableto God the aff of believing :
they are very fearful, where no fear is, that faith fhould
be forced upon them by mathematical demonftrauion,
(Knox's Chriftian Philofophy, page 42, 1n the note,
edit, 2.) Carry but this wife notion as far as it will go,
and you will arrive at that celebrated maxim Credo quia
impoffibile. We need not indeed wonder that little ex
cellence fhould be attributed to the voluntary operations
of our intelle€tual powers, fince even one of the warm-
eft, and moft amiable of the affections, and that tem-
per of mind which is thenatural confequence of 1t, and
which is held not a little commendable among{t men, is
very flightingly fpoken of, by much higher authority.
If ye love thofe which love you, what thank have you?
for finners alfo do the like.—The Doctor (ays, as for the
Apoftle’s ufing ##w 1n the neuter gender to fignify
faith (@ims) the thing he had juflt before mentoned,
there are {o many fimilar inftances to be found 1n Scrip-
ture, that one would wonder how it were poflible for
any judicious critics to have laid fo much ftrels upon
1his as they do, in rejeting what feems beyond all com-
parifon, the weightief, and moft natural 1nterpretation,
Now what are we to underftand by a weighty 1nterpre-
tation ? And do we not mean by a natural interpretae
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tion, fuchan interpretation as arifes from taking the
words in their commen and ufual acceptation, according
to their grammatical conftru¢tion?  And might notone
equally wonder how it were poflible for any judicious
divines to have laid fo much f{trels upon this weighricft
and moft #atural interpretation, without ever thinking
of afcertaining the meaning of the words, or fhewing
what they take to be the fenfe of them., To confirmthe
truth of this affertion the Doctor quotes Philip. 1. 28.
The words of the Apoftle are as follows: Kal un wrupiueros

ey prdzni Ud Tay anl xeipdvers nris avlols wiv irir Ddufig ameriiag, ‘vuiy
ot aanFEa&g, xas TOYTO are @iz, Alfo Eph. vi. 18, &x waong Wgoa'wx;i‘:
xes Sincews Wpos sﬂxo{uvos ey mail xmpf& £V ';rrn’vp.a.ﬂ, xai ¢ AYTO TOYTO
azypﬁwyayreq' And Galat. i11. 17, Tsvo SeAiyw Siabyxny T pONEXUPWLEYNY
amo 75-(958 tis Xpiror 'O wsva irn, &ec,  Alfo 1V, 19. Tixna us OYT.
He might haveadded 2. Cor. 11. 6.and Apocal. 11. 15.
He refers likewife to two celebrated {cripture critics,

El{fner and Raphael, but he has not thought proper

to adduce their obfervations in a matter, which might

feem of fome importance, when he was endeavouring
to eftablifh an interpretation, which, for aught appears,
may be unintelligible, and not le{s oppofite to common

{fenfe, than to the rules of grammar. In{uch circums

ftances, one fhould have thought, a writer wonld avail
himfelf of every thing he could : for not only the moft
judicious critics, by whom he f{ets fo light, grammari.
ans in general, are {o {enfible of the ufefulnefs of pre-
ferving the uniformity and regularity of the eftablifhed
conftruction of language, that they conftantly, and
univerfally adhere to the cuftomary rules, as the only
way of alcertaining, and rendering permanent the 1n-
formation conveyed by, and received from it, Where-
ever therefore thefe apparently anomalous conftructions
are to be met with, they univerfally refer them to an
elliptical expreflion, or a propofitional antecedent. For
propofitions can be the predicate of other propofitions;
and how numerous foever thefe irregular conftruétions
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may be, you are not authorifed by their frequency to
violate the general analogy of grammar, unlefs you can
fhew that the referring thefle expreflions to an ellipfe, or
a propofitional antecedent renders the {entence,in which
they are found, unintelligible.

Had Doctor Dodderidge attended to the accuracy of
St. Paul’s language, rather than to his ewn {yftem of
divinity, he would have [een that the Apoitle was {uffi-
ciently careful of precifion in his ftyle : for he mighe
have noticed, in the very verfe quoted from Philipians,
that in the fecond claufe St. Paul ufes %7« (which faith)
not ¢ (which thing) plainly referring to iru in the
verfe immediately preceding,

But not only the grammatical conftruction of the
words ufed, the 1deas conveyed by them, equally forbid
the reception of Dr. Dodderidge’s interpretation, as
may appear from the Effay before referred to, and from
the Appendix to that Effay, to both which this was
intended as an introduction; but was I believe thought
too Logical for a religious magazine,

AN ESSAY UPON THE NATURE AND USE
OF ABSTRACT IDEAS.

The 1deas which men are poffefled of arife in their
minds, either

I. In confequence of the action of external objetts
upon the corporeal fenfes.  For the Creator of mankind
has {o formed the human frame, thatthe various works
of creation, i. e. external objects, can produce changes
in the flate (though notin the nature) both of our fa-
sulties and difpofitions, by means of our corporeal fenfes;
changes in which our power of choice, 1. e, our will,has
no concern : and the involuntary, 1. e. the unfought
information arifing from thefe effects of external objeéts
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upon our fenfes, make a very great and a very ufeful
part of our knowledge,

Or they are,

II. Modifications of thefe original ideas, produced
by means of the operations of the internal powers of the
mind, in confequence of the aftion of the will.

‘The fir/t information received by human creatures, is
plainly that which is received from the effects, or as it
1s fometimes called, from the impreffions of external ob-
jects upon the fenfes of the body, that is, as Mr. Locke
would fay, from fenfation. Now I call every informa-
tion arifing from a fingle effect produced upon the fenfes
by an external objeét, an original perception, and the
effect itfelf produced upon the mind by this original

perception, Icallan ides: {o that ideas are not percep-

tions, but the effects, or confequences of perceptions,
of whatever fort thefe perceptions are : and in proof of

this difference, 1t may be obferved, that although the
human mind hasa power of recalling its ideas, which
power we call memory, and the exercife of this power,

recollection, yet men cannot recall the aflual perception

recetved by the fenfes ; for if they could, the effe@s of
the actions of external objeéts might be rendered perpe-
tual ; pain and pleafure derived from the fenfes would
become capable of endlefs repetition, or rather of end-
lels continuation ; one {melling bottle might ferve a na-
tion, and the dog would cry at the found of that bell,
which now he only runs from, through apprehenfions
of the whip which is tied to it.

But though the mind has little or no power over its
original, ot tranfmitted perceptions, it has great power
over itsown 1deas ; and though 1t cannot ¢create an i1dea,
originally, from 1tlelf, independent of the actions of ex=
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ternal objelts ; yet juft as men cannot create matter,
but can only alter the form and fize of that which i
created ; can feparate it, or join 1t together in various
ways ; {o they can alfo modify their ideas ; can by com-
paring them difcern the differences between them ; can
feparate from each other fuch as have been fuggefed to-
gether, as 1t were 1n company s and can combine toge-
ther, {uch as have been fuggeffed feparately. But thefe
ideas ¢hus modified, neither are, nor can be {uggelted
to the mind by external objeéts, through the immedi-
ate altion of the fenfes ; they owe their origin to the vo-
luntary operations of the intelle¢tual powers, vet thefe
1deas thus modified are capable of various relations g
and while the ideas remain unchanged, thefe relationg
remain unalterable. Matter indeed can, and often
does admit of changes, which may not be perceptible
at the time they take place, though dilcoverable after-
wards, but our ideas admit of no imperceptible changes,
When then we feief? certain ideas from amongft others,
for our contemplation and confideration ; and remove
from our attention certain other ideas which were re
ceived along with them, the 1deas {o felected are called
abfiraft, 1. e. abftratted ideas, that 1s, ideas taken from
{uch as accompanied them when they entered into the
mind,

It feems to me that Mr. L.ocke {peaks of this and
other operations of the mind, asif they were the effeéts
of much, and mature reflexion. But like words, and
whatis more, the peculiar force of words, they appear
to be learned, by intercourfe and expericnce. | have
known a child perfeftly acquainted with the expreffive
force of language, before it was able to {peak plain, fay
‘I ownt”—< 1 ownt”=—1 jay I ownt ; and upon be-
ing corrected, fay ¢ I'ill—ID'ill—indeed I'ill.” From
perceiving feveral objects ﬂ' the fame kind, children
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foonlearn the nature and ute of numbers, and quickly
difcern that one1s not two, and that one and two put
together do not make four. From obferving the
different fize and colour of birds they foon learn to in-
clude them under the general name; and thus they
begin to exercile the power of abftraction, before they
are able to underftand the nature and the ufe of it,
and without knowing what a felf-evident propofition
s, they perceive clearly that the wholeis greater than a
part, and when half an apple is offered to them, wifely
cry for the whole. It is in ways like thefe that mankind
learn to exert their various powers, and to exercife their
various faculties of body and mind.

Abftract 1deas may relate either to

I. Quantity.————Under the idea of quantity, I
comprehend whatever is capable of meafure—as lines—
furfaces—{olids: and it may be angles—ratios—num-
bers. It will readily be underftood, that by meafures,
is meant meafures fui generis. The purpofe of this kind
of abitraction is to obtain general truths, refpecting dif-
ferent kinds of magnitude. Thefe truths are the {ub-
jects of all mathematical reafoning,

When mathematicians prepare ideas for the difco-
very of whatis called mathematical truth by abftraction,
the 1deas removed from confideration, are (as in all
cafes of abitra&t ideas) univerfally fuch, as have any con-
nexion with rea/ exiftence, that 1s, fuch as are matters
of fenfe. So the folids have o {fubftance—the plain fur-
faces no thicknefs—the lines no breadth~——the points o
magnitude—the higures #o fize. The triangles fuppofe
are neither equilateral—equicrural—fcalene—acute,
right, or obtufe angled, &c.  The knowledge acquired
1s general knowledge, and therefore is only ideal. Draw
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the figures upon paper, cut them out of any fubftance
whatever, and the propofition (as referred to fuch
higures) 1s nor true. The affumed circumftances are
wholly arbitrary, and upon thefe arbitrary circumftan«
ces, the truth to be demonftrated intirely depends.

Having thus afcertained the ideas, whole relations they
propole to inveftigate, they ufually proceed to lay down
what they call poftulates, that is, requifitions to admit,
not the poffibility of making a folid, which has no {ub-
ftance ; a furface, which has »o thicknefs, or of drawing
a line, which has 70 breadth, and making a point, which
has 70 fize ; nor yet of conceiving fuch afolid, orfuch a
furface, line, or point, which is equally impoffible ; but
to admut the poflibility of confidering a folid with regard
to extenfion only ; a {urface merely with regard to its
length and breadth ; aline with regard to its length
and direCtion, when compared with other lines, as to
thefe circumftances ; and the poffibility of confidering a
point with regard to its fituation only. A poftulate then
implies, that {uch partial confideration does not involve
any tdeal contradiftion ; fuch asit is to require the whole
to be taken out of a part.

When then a mathematician propofes certain ideas for
confideration, he does not {ay conceive a line, or lines
in general, or conceive a point in general: he fuppofes
you pollefled of thele ideas by jfome way or other : for
fuch ideas are fimple ideas, and do not admit of being
defined : but he fays conceive a line of fuch or fuch a
length, or continued in {uch a direion : orconceive a
point fo and fo placed, &c. As, conceive threelines of
fuch a fort, thatany two of them, taken together, may
be longer than the third, and let thefe lines be fo joined
as to snclude {pace : or concelve a curve returning into
stfelf, of fuch a fort that a point may be taken within
the curve, at an equal diftance from every part of {uch
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curve, &c. Now all thefe circumftances are matters of

ckoie to him, and from ideas fo circumftanced, ac-
cording to his pleafure, he can trace out various rela-
tions, and deduce various truths.

But abftract ideas may relate

II. To the circumftances which difcriminate the va-
rious forts of animate and inanimate matter from each
other refpectively.—Now when we remove from our at-
tention the peculiar ideas, which accompany the parti-
cular external obje@ts that excite thefe ideas in our
minds ; and fele& for our contemplation, thofe ideas
which are excited no by one fingle objeét only, but by
a confiderable number of thefe objes; that is, when we
abftract fuch 1deas as are to be found in a// thefe objeéts,
from thofe in which every individual differs from every
other individual, we form a general idea, not indeed
agreeing with any one individual, but generally de-
{criptive of the whole {pecies,

Therefore when we have recourfe to abftra&ion in
order to generalize our ideas, and to rank numbers of
particular beings under one rerm ; the ideas to be ab-
ftracted, are not matters of arbitrary appointment ; this
abftraction muft be fo made as to inc/zde thofe ideas
only, in which a/l the particular beings to be compre-
hended under this one term agree; rejecting from our
confideration all the reft. Thus if you chufe to gene-
ralize the term bird, and, inftead of applying it toone
particular individual, you wifh to extend it to, and to
comprehend under it every fort of birds, whatever be
their [hape, fize, colour, &c.; you muft fele@ fuch
circumftances as belong to the whole kind, and to this
{pecies of living creatures ony. It will not therefore be

fufficient to delcribe birds as fuch creatures which lay
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eggs fuppofe, becaufe tortoifes and alligators lay eggs ;
nor will it be fufficient to defcribe them as {fuch hving
things as fly, for then you would exclude oftriches, and
take in flying fifhes and infects; but 1if you defcribe
them as having two legs and two wings, and perhaps
you may add feathers, though Iknow not whether bats
are not covered with hair, your general delcription may
be exatt, .

As the {ubject of one fort of abftration 1s that from
whence we derive the different relations of quantity, or
magnitude, in general ; and another fort that by which
we are enabled to make a general arrangement of be-
ings, whether animate, or inanimate, in order to compre-
hend great numbers under one generic term, the fub-

ject of the next fort of abftraction is that which com-

prehends,

ITI. Such abftract ideas as arife from the confidera-
tion of the actions of intelligent and refponfible beings :
and by generalizing fuch actions we arrive at thofe moral

1deas called, mixed modes.,

Now I call beings refponfible beings, who are capa-
ble of receiving, and alfo of difcerning the fitnefs, propriety
and reflitude of {uch rules of ation as may be given
unto them. Animals are capable of having their a&ions
governed in fome degree, and in an imperfeft manner,
by the application of immediate pain. 'The horfe that is
troublefome to the {mith that fhoes him, may be re-
ftrained from his offenfive tricks, by a great knock on
his ribs with the hammer, or a good kick on the guts ;
bur this correttion affords #o inftruction to the team
which is paffing by at'the inftant.  Man alone of all
creatures that we are acquainted with, is capable of

perceiving the fitnefs, propriety and reflitade of that rule
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of action which God his Creator has given him, by

whatever way it may be made known to him.
We become acquainted with the mere aions of men,

in the fame way as we become acquainted with the
actions of all other creatures, or with the nature of, and

changes 1n the material world about us. And we are

called upon by that mental conftitution which God has
given us, to confider the nature of our own a&ions, for
the direction of our own condu@ juft in the fame way,
and juft as much, as we are called upon by the poffeffion
of fight, to dire& our {teps ; becaule to what purpofe
are the manifold gifts of God beftowed upon us, but
that we may avail ourfelves of all the benefits from them
which they canafford us. For this is the peculiar ad-
vantage of intelligence,

God then has made men refponfible creatures; and
all thole relations which intercede between agents and
their ations, thatis, between men and their conduce,
arife from, or are built upon this refponfibility ; and
upon thefe relations a// moral character is founded. But
character is not difcoverable from, or to be attributed
to a few detached actions. It arifes from the general
¢aft, or tenor of our difpofitions, andthefe can only be-
collected from the general caft and tenor of our actions;
that is, from our ufual and cuftomary conduct. Known
indeed to God are all our difpofitions, even before
they proceed to intention ; but man feeth not as God
feeth, and can only judge of the internal difpofitions,
that 1s of the character, from the owrward conduct.

Now it 1s intention alone which conftitutes the differ-
ence between the voluntary operations of intelligent
agents, and the cafual effects proceeding from irrati-
onal creatures, or from thofe of inanimate matter, Be-
caule intention implies a defire of producing certain fore-
Jeen effects ; and the intentions of intelligent agents can
only be collected by the occafional circumfitances of each

03

particular action: jult as their permanent difpofitions
can alone be difcovered by the confanr tenor of their
conduct ; and as the prefence or abfence of intention
can only be collected by the occafional circumftances of
each particular action, {o the nature of thefle intentions,
that 1s, the morality, the rectitude, or depravity, their
title to approbation, or abhorrence can likewife alone be
known by a confideration of thefe fame occafional cir-
cumftances, of mens’ refpective actions. For the more
ready communication of knowledge, men have genera-
lized thefe ideas refpecting their various difpofitions, and
the conduct anfing from thefe difpofitions, juft as they
generalize many other ideas, reducing them into forts,
and giving names to the various forts ; names, not ex-
preflive of the particular dilpofitions, or particular con-
du& of fingle individuals, butof sl difpofitions, and 4/l
conduét of a fimilar {ort, to be found in men of all ages
and nations : and thefe ideas, thus joined together un-
der, or (as Mr. Locke would fay) by one name, are
ufually called mixed modes.

Thus, we call contentment a babit of reftraining our
uneafine{s under the want of fome good, patience a ha-
bit of reftraining our uneafinefs under the preffure of fome
evil. Thus again, fortitude is a habit of bearing prefent
evil, for the fake of future good. Seclf-denial an habit
of reftraining innocent defives, that blamable ones may be
more eaflily governed. Benevoleuce an habitual defire
of promoting the good of others, generofity an habit of
promoting the good of others at the expence of the pro-
moter, and {oon.

Now thefe mixed modes have their foundation, like
all other abftratt ideas, in that conftitution, or frame
which God has appointed in this world. (See Butler’s
Sermons, edit. iil. p. 47.) that s to fay, in the relations
of human creatures to each other, or to other intelligent
beings: and this conftitution is permanent, or, according
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to the ufual way of fpeaking, nature is always the fame

that s, certain forss of difpofitions, 1. e. certain fimilar

difpofitions, (for by forts of things we always mean fi-
milar things) are to be found in great numbers of indivi-
duals. Itnever happens that fome difpofitions, which
once generally prevailed in confiderable portions of mane
kind, ceafe to be foundin the human race. The ge-
neral 1deas taken from thefe difpofitions, or from the
conduct fuch difpofitions naturally, i. e. #/ually produce,
like all other abftradt ideas, are fixed and invariable;
and thefe 1deas muft have been generally included under
?hofe names, which have been commonly annexed to
fuchideas; which names are to be found in the lane
guages of almott all nations. For it is to be prefumed,
that writers no more ufe their words, without any
meaning annexed to fuch words, than men ever talk a
language to others, which the {peakers know is notun-
derftood by the hearers. As then the ideas annexed to

the words ufed by writers to exprefs mixed modes, muft
be fixed and invariable; it is not poffible that fuch
expreffions fhould who/ly change their meaning : e. g,
Juftice cannot fignify injuftice, or cruelty humanity,

generofity {elfithnef(s, profufenefs parfimony, or truth
falthood. In enumerating then the ideas which enter
into mixed modes ufed by any writers, we muft not in-
clude amongft them fuch 1deas, with which it is impof-
fible thefe writers thould be acquainted. Thus we find
the word virtue ufed by the Grecian and Roman mo-
ralifts, but if you fay that virtue confifts in conformity
of the human conduét to the will of God, you put into
your definition of virtue an idea, with which it is im-
pofiible that thefe moralifts fhould be acquainted. Be-
caufe obedience to the will of God, impliesa knowledpe
of the unity of God : but the unity of God, was either
not known, or not acknowledged, by the profeflors of
Polytheifm. This definition of virtue then feems liable
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to the fame obje&ion, as that of Dr. Paley, (fee the (e
cond fet of Effays by T, Ludlam, Effay viii.,) It in-
volves ideas, which neither were, nor could be known
to many, who were no ftrangers to this mixed mode.
For moral modes are founded upon the common princi-
ples of our common nature, and therefore muft lie within
the bounds of natural knowledge. They cannot have
any connexion with {fuch knowledge as is plainly {uper-
natural, however defirable this latter fort of knowledge
may become from circumftances, which although fore-
feen, certainly could not be intended ; becaule to {uppofe
a deficiency of knowledge intended, is to overturn all
thofe ideas, which men are enabled to colle&, and
which it feems was the defign of their Creator, that they

Should collect from his works, concerning his nature and

his difpofitions.

But 1t is not merely to thofe abfira® ideas which re-
%ard the relations, that either make part of, or arife
rom, that conftitution which God has appointed us,
that our attention is neceffary, if we would attain pre-
cife knowledge : we muft never forget that thefe 1deas
are not received from any one particular objet, like thofe
of {enfe, but that they are wholly faflitious, the mere
creation of the mind, formed only for the purpofe of

iving readinefs to the verbal communication of know-
%ed e. Abftra& terms are nothing but an invention to
aﬁig human language: Thefe terms mult therefore
never be ufed as if they were expreflive of objelts really
exifting ; becaufe when general terms, which are only
expreflive of abftra&t ideas, are uled as if fuch terms
were applicable to rea/ exiftence, thatis, to fuch ob-
je&ts for which we have the 1¢fimony of our fenfes, much
confufion mutft arife from this improper and injudicious
application, as the following inftances will abundantly
(hew :eme |
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““ To fathers 1n their private families,” fays Bithop
Horne, 1n his Difcourfe upon the Origin of Civil Go-
vernment, ‘“ nature has given fupreme power.”’—~Nature!

—The God of nature furely! The term natureisa

mere word : the mark not of any particular, but of a

general or abftratt idea, to which no precife meaningis,

or can be annexed. It refers tothat u/ua/and eflablifhed
mode of alting, which God has thought proper to em-
ploy 1n his work of creation : and when we talk of the
gifts of nature, we mean thofe gifts of God, thofe pow-
ers, faculties, qualities, qualifications which Ae beftows
indifcriminately, though perhaps not equally, upon all
the various fpecies of beings re/pectively :  and thefe pow«

ers, faculties, qualifications, qualities, when referred to

each refpective fpecies, are called the satare of that fpe-
cies : when writers then apply this general, or abfira&
term, as if it ftood for {fome particular matter, and fancy
they affirm fome thing, they in reality afirm nothing,
no particn/ar truth., But general truths have no rela-
tion to=-are no marks of real exiftence; and fo the
fame general term, which reprefents to the mind no one
thing 1o the univerlal world, egually ferves the pious
Bifthop of Norwich, and the Infidel defenders of Athe-
#m, (fee Dr. Paley’s Natural Theology, page 446,) for
the {upport of their re{pective {yftems.

So again, when Mr. Robinfon, a celebrated gofpel
minifter affirms, that the fame nature which finned,
atoned, (Script. Chara&t. Vol. 1it. p. 29, or 3¢) and when
Dr. Hawker,a nolefs celebrated gofpel minifter affirms
the direct contrary, (fee his Eflay upon the Divinity
of Chnilt, page 8,) that the fame nature which finned,
did not atone, for that the drvine nature, (which cou/d
not {in) atoned ; neither one nor the other of thefe two
great divines, was able to perceive that they had no
ideas to their words; for both divine and human nature
are merely abftra¢t terms, and could no more atone,
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than they could talk. Trwould have been juft as intel-
ligible, and juft as wife to fay that human nature might
be punifthed, might be hanged (uppole, or tran{ported
to Botany Bay, or be whipped at the cart’s-tail. Take
anotherinftance of this literary legerdemain. ¢ The
Holy Spirit,” ({ays Mr. Cruden, fee his Concordance,
word Spirit) ¢ 1s called a per{on,” (not in Scripture
furely) *¢ becaufe whatever belongs to perfon, as to une
derftand, to will, to give, to call, to do, to fubfift of
himfelf, doth agree to the {pirit,” and he adds, ¢ who
appeared in a vifible fhape.” But furely Mr. Cruden
would no more call the Dove a perfon, orthe fiery
tongues, than he would call the flame of fire in the bu(h,
which Mofes faw, a perfon, Deut. iv, 12, 13. By pera
fon Mr. Cruden plainly means the general 1dea of living
being ; though this isby no means the common 1dea of
perfon ; for if perfon means any thing, it meansa vifible
human form ; and if it does not, it would be equally
proper to talk of the perfons of animals. -
In a note of Dr. Hey’s Norrifian Lectures, Vol. 11

p. 275, we are told that Bifhop Pearfon fays, ¢ God died
for us,” and Dr. Hey adds, that the Bithop means that
perfon died.  Here the idea annexed to the word perfon
is not the idea of being in general, but that of a particular
{ort, which we call (and underftand by i1t human) body:
and it might with equal propriety have been affirmed,
no lefs than of perfon, that prefence (another genel:al, or
abftract idea) died. Withequal want of diffinl ideas,
we are told in the fame Note (what 1s indeed often faid
by divines, butIthink never in Scripture) that Chriff

bas two natures, in one perfon. Afcertain but the 1deas

conveyed by the words nature and perfon, and the pro-

pofition will be found utterly uninrelligible. The word

perfon conveys only an abftract, or general 1dea ; we

do not underftand by this term the idea of body, or of

living body in general, for then we might fpeak of the
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perfons of animals: ftill lefs can it be fuppofed to

mean, the fame as 1t meant by the word fpirit ; for the
1dea annexed to the word [pirit is merely negative, (fee

an Effay upon the Epifile to the Romans, printed in

the Orthodox Churchman’s Magazine for January,
1803,} and when we fpeak of {pirits, it means, if it
means any thing, that {pirits have #o perfons ; i. ¢. no
vifible form, as men have ; becaufe the word perfon is
only ufed to exprefs the general form of the human body,
that 1s, aform which has nofize, colour, &c. and therefore
the word perfon in general, neither does, nor can im-
ply any thing which really exifts, that is, which is the
object of fenfe ; becaufe we neither have, nor can have,
any fenfible knowledge of whatever exifts without colour,
fize, &c. We may indeed Jelieve that fuch things ex~
ift, but faithis not knowledge ; and it is never fuppofed
that the word perfon conveys what is only an obje& of
Jaith. Divines indeed have applied this word to the
Supreme Being, but unqueftionably without any idea,*

® A remarkable inftance of this mifapplication we have in the
23d Chapter of Dr. Paley’s Natural Theology, written exprefsly
upon what he calls the Perfonality of God, as if it was an attribute of
the divine nature.

Atp. 429, zd edit. ‘The Do&or fays contrivance proves the Per-
fonality of the Deity. He fhould have faid, the exifence of a cone
¢river, 1n oppofition to thofe who talk of nature, &c. as capable of
fupplying the place of an intelligent agent., He goes on, now #zhar
(being I fuppofe) avhich can defign muft be a perfon. If he had faid,
muft be a Lwing agent, he would have exprefled himfelf more clear-

ly. For any idea which we can form of perfin, hasno more neceffary
conneftion with adtivity, or intelligence, than adtivity, or intelli.
gence have, with the :xerc‘z'/: of them, being conne&ted with objeéts
of fght—itis alfo not unufuval to fpeak of dead perfons. He further
fays, the capacities of contrivance and defign imply confcioufnefs
and thought ; and therefore conffitute perfonality. 1f hehad faid thefe
capacities imply an inselligent agent, he would have exprefled him
felf fillmore clearly : and if this is not his meaning he fhould have
told us avbat is; becaufe the words perfon, and perfonality are not

applicable to all living beings, as we bave juft obferved, = For the
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and it has been done only to fupport an unintelligibie no-
tion;, and fo the gI‘CCk words xagax-r;;g THs Umosadiws have

abftra&t idea annexed to the word perfon, is made up of a vifible hu-
man form, unattended withany of the particular ideas of great, or
{fmall, tall or thort, corpulent or thin, fair or black, freh coloured
or pale, ugly or handfome, &c. ‘The word perfon therefore when
applied to a particular being, means, if it means any thing, an ob-
Je&t of fenfe.  Nobody talks of the perfon of the foul. To fay then
that in whatever the mind refides is a perfon, and that the frat of intel-
ligence is a perfon, is humana ad Deos transferre; is to ufe his own
words a perverfion of language, for it is to ufe words without ideas,
Becaufe whatare we 1o underftand by a mind refiding ? and what by
the feat of the intellet ? To apply {uch ideas to God, is, it fhould
feem, to fuppofe that he has parts ; otherwife why the diftin&ion of
wherethe mind js, and whereitisnot? And to apply the word
perfonto him, is furely, if we have any ideas to our words, to fup-
pofe himan objeét of fenfe, in dire® contradition to Scripture, Job
xxiii. 8, g. For what other reafon can be given, why the word
perfon is never applied to the human mind, which alone has the ca-
paci:{ of thought, and confcioufnefs, and therefore of contrivance
and defign?  And if the application of the word perfon to God, is
not to fuppofe him an objet of fenfe, what is the difference between
a perfon and an intelligent being ?  Perhaps higher orders of intel-
ligent beings may be qualified to difcern more of the Deity, as well
as more of his works, than is permitted to men: but we neither have,
nor under our prefent circumftances can have any more notion (unlefs
the Lord imparts new faculties to us, as he did to the prophet and
his fervant, z Kings vi. 17,) of this perception than we have of the
perceptions, which St. Paul had in the third heaven. Particular
language therefore in thefe cafes is utterly inapplicable. To have
faid, asis very properly faid, p. 444, thatcontrivance 1m§11e_s an ine
telligent author of what is contrived, would have removed this juttly
exceptionable mode of fpeaking. _

Itis well obferved, at p. 446, that the force of the realoning, (the
reafoning itfelf he fhould have faid) is frequently funk by our taking
up with mere names. ‘Thus nature means nof an agent, but the order,
according to which theauthor of that nature a&s ; and itis abfurd to
afcribe to the orderof things, a power of producing that order: the
things themfelyes muft fr# be produced, before that order can take
place ; for order means only a regular arrangement ; bat to arrange
1s the proper work of an intelligent agent, becaufe it implies choice,
and choice implies volition, but volition is only the property of living
beings. Nature, order, mechaniim, are abftra&t ideas, but the
names of ab(trac ideas arc never the marks of real exiftence,
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been tranflated, the exprefs image of his perfon, al-
though the word ‘wwiseqis, no more fignifies per/on,
than it fignifies body. But this jugling change of the
meaning has been effected by the magical operation of
fchool divinity.~——And what can be meant by the word
nature, butthat fyftem or combination of powers, dif-

It is truly obferved, p. 458, that perfons who fpeak of abftral
1deas, fuch as nature, order, mechanifm, &c. as caufes of objeéts
which exift, mean to deny, or s afide the operation of a particular
perfenal intelligence ; thut is to fay, the exertions of an intending,
and contriving mind; whatis called, p. 462, 2 defigning mind, and
P- 464, anintelligent defigning Creator. Now when we fpeak of
an intending, contriving, defigning mind, we talk of what we clear-
Yy underftand, as faras we underftand, though it may not be what
we perfeltly, 1. e. intirely comprehend : artificers, and architeéts,
are terms familiar with us; but what idea are we to annex to 2 per-
Jomal intelligence, 1. e. a perfonal mind ? Defign muft have had a de-
figner ; is any thing more meant, when it is faid, that fuch defigner
mult have been aAoerﬁn ? Ifthereis, abar isit? If there is not,
why ufe the word ? Iam apt to fufpe@ that names like this, to ufe
Dr. Paley’s words, refer us to nothing ; excite no idea, convey a
found to the ear but no more.—Vox et prateria nihil.

Atp. 475, weare told thatitis one of the advantages of revela-
tion, that itintroduces the Deity to human apprehenfions under an
idea more perfinal, more determinate, more within its compafs than
the theology of nature. To be fure if we confider natural theology
alone, welearn little more than thara wife, good, and powerful Be-
ing is the author and preferver of the univerfe. It is from revelation
that we learn the moft particular (which make the idea, if not more
terfonal, certainly more determinate) and therefore the moft impor-
taxt relations in which God ftands to us, as our {upreme goverrar,
and our judge; and it is from His word alone that we become ac.
quainted with Him as our sedeemer,and our fanétifier: But if thefe
1deas are more perfinal, itis becaufe Chrift is appointed ta bé our
judge, Johnv. 22. A&s xvii. 31; and we are further told, John
v. 27, the reafon of this appointment. But though revelation fhews
us more of the divine goodnefs, it affords us no clearer, nor any fyr-
ther conceptions of the divine power, than we can gather from His
- works, much lefs does it add any thing to our know edge of what is
here called His perfonality : of that, fo far as wecan have any idea to
the word, we underftand not a whit more than wedid before, that is
~74f nothing,
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pofitions, qualifications, &c. which the Creator of all

things has been pleafed to appoint to the productions of

his own will? And then how is 1t poflible that any

thing can have fwo natures. Butthele divines tell us,

what the Scriptures no where do, ¢ that Chrift has two

natures, the divine, and the human.” But becaufe
Chrift exercifed powers far fuperior to thofe of men,

Luke xi. 20. Jobniiii. 2. are we therefore to alcribe to
him the underived pofleflion of fuch power, without ex-
prefs authority for fuch alcription from holy writ. We
fhould be careful to diftinguith between the weak and
uncertain inferences of human reafon, and the clear and
pofitive declarations of divine revelation, in f{ubjects
upon which we cannot poffibly acquire any other infor-
mation than what is imparted to us by God himfelf.
And how can we afcribe the divine nature to any being
unlels we are clearly acquainted with the powers, and
difpofitions of that nature f Men have frequently ex-
ercifed powers far {uperior to thole ulually allotted to the
human race, but whoever thought of alcribing the di-
vine nature to them. St. Peter exhorts his converts to
the praclice of the moral virtues, that they may become,
not poffeffors, but partakers of the divine nature ; 1. e,
may relemble in their mezfure, the great author and pof-
{eflor of all moral goodnefs, Matt, v. 48. Luke vi, 35, 36.
Matt. v. 45. And as we cannot have any foundation,
unlels from revealed information, to afcribe the divine
nature to any being but the Supreme, {o we learn from
that information, thatthere are parts of the divine na-
ture, which either could not, or do not,2. Tim. vi. 16.
Matt. xxiv, 36. Mark x111, 32. belong to any other be-
ing but the Supreme. And let not eager, ignorant zeal
take fire, asif any thing which is here faid 1s any dimi-
nution of the glory, orany difparagement to the honour
of the Redeemer. However littlewe may underftand of
the relations in which Chrift ftands o God, we clearly
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underftand thofe in which he ftands to us. We certainly
know that he was our Creator, and is the governor and
prelerver of this world, and therefore has a claim to every
duty and fervice appendant upon thofe relations, as weil
as to all thofe which arife from his charaler as our Re-
deemer. And his moft earneft followers would have
done better, to have received implicitly without atrempt-
Ing to explain what we are utterly unable to underftand:
thus difgracing themfelves, and difhonouring him, by
cfteeming itpoffible that the fruits of ignorance and folly
could be acceptable to him.

AN ESSAY UPON THE DIFFERENCE BE-

TWEEN MATHEMATICAL AND MORAL
PROOF,

Few writers attend to the difference between fuch
proof as is applicable to mathematical, and fuch as is
applicable to moral truth, Hence we oftenhear of fuch
- truths being demonfirated, as are utterly incapable of this
Jort of proof. Mr. Locke himfelf feems inclined to
think both forts of truth equally capable of demonftra-
tionin his Eflay upon theHumanUnderftanding, B. I11.
Chap. xi. Se&. 16. and B. 1V, Chap. iii. Se&. 18,
Chap. xi1. Se€t. 8. But had he attended to the diffe-
rent nature of mathematical and moral ideas, and alfo to
that of the relations interceding between each refpeétive
fort, he would probably have been of a different opinion.
Ideas are the materials of all our knowledge ; and the
relations interceding between thefe ideas, determine the
Ipecies of our knowledge.

By ideas I underftand,

I. Original fenfations arifing in the mind in confe-
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quence of the actions of external obje&s upon the cors
poreal {enfes.—Or

II. Voluntary modifications of thefe ideas fo received,
in confequence of the operation of our internal powers.

If we confider the different ways by which we become
poflefled of our ideas, we may perhaps difcover more
accurately the narare of thefe ideas, the relations which
arife from their nature, and alfo the fpecies of proofap-
plicable to each refpective fort, as depending upon #4is
nature, and thefe relations.

All our original {enfations are admitted into the mind
through our various fenfes. Such as are derived from
JSight, are properly called images. A reprefentation of
the appearance of the objet, is formed in fome manner
within the mind. Such fenfations as {pring from our
other {enfes are called more properly ideas. No refem-
blance attends the perceptions from which thefe ideas
rife. Hence it follows that though a/l images are ideas,
yet all ideas are not images; and alfo that images are,
and mult be, ideas of particular obje&ts. There can be
no {uch thing as general, or abfiraét images, though there
may be general or abfiraét ideas. For the mind has cer-
tain powers over its ideas, and can at pleafure, come-
pare, combine, feparate, or recall them ; and in con-
{fequence of thefe powers can produce various modificg-
tions of them, forthe more ready acquifition, or come-
munication of knowledge. Thus by abftradting a//thofe
circumf{tances in which a numberof particular ideas 4if-
Sfer from each other, and retaining all thofe circumftan-
ces in which they agree, the mind forms what are called
general, ot abitract ideas. But thefe general or abfiract
tdeas are never prefented to, or produced in the mind,
like our original perceptions, by caufes from wwithout, or
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foreign to itlelf : they are the voluntary formation of

themind ; and that they are fo, 1s plain; becaufe the
mind can form 1deas of this kind, which are more orlefs
general  Thus, bird is a more general idea than {par-
row, and creature than bird, and being than creature,
Soagain {olid bodies confift of three dimenfions, viz.
Jength, breadth and thicknefs. By abftracting the idea
of thicknefs, and retaining thofe of length and breadth,
we form the idea of a plain furface: by abftradting from
the idea of furface its breadth, we obtain the idea of a
line ; and by ftill further abftra&ting from our idea of a

line, its length we arrive at, the idea of a mathematical

point.

The exertion of this power we call the 4& of conceiv-
ing ; though it may be that we underftand no more of
this faculty, than we doof that which we call recollec-
tion. It is neverthelefs a real power, and is plainly un-
conneted with that {pecies of ideas which we call ima-

ges. For blind perfons are capable, 1n confequenceof
this power, of underftanding the various relations of

lines, {urfaces and folids, and alfo the mathematical
Jaws of optics, though how much they know of colours
may be colle¢ted from the reply of that blind perfon,

who faid he fuppofed that fcarlet refembled the found

of a trumpet ; nor isit atall likely that fuch perflons can
by any means acquire that {pecies of 1deas which we call

images. Mr. Locke mentions an inquiry made by his

friend Mr. Molineux, B.II. Chap. 1x. Seft. 8. whe-

ther a blind perfon who was acquainted with the diffe-

rent properties of the {phere and cube, might not, upon
the recovery of fight,diftinguifh by the ufe of it, one of
thefe {olids from the other ? But had Mr. Molineux con-
fidered that the vifible appearances of bodies depend
wholly upon the different degrees of light and thade, and
upon the angles made by the vifual ray with the various
bounding lines of fuch objeéts, both which can only be
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fuggefted through the eye, he might have fafely con-
cluded that fuch a perfon could not diftinguifth by fight
only, triangles from fquares.®* Hence 1t 1s plain that
images can only be received by fight ; that they neither
are, nor can be received by the touch, even when they
refpect the boundaries of extenfion, or of (pace, 1. e. of
figure, Mathematical 1deas, therefore, like all abitract
ideas, are unqueftionably formed by the mind, in a
manner perhaps inexplicable, the fact however cannot
be doubted. Conceive fuch and fuch 1deas is the lane
guage refpeéting their formation. They are therefore,
and muft be the fame in all mankind, becaufe they are
formed by prejcription. 'Their formation is a matter of
command, not of choice, Every idea prefcribed muft be
taken in, not one can be left out confiftent with the
truths propofed to be eftablithed, for 1t 1s the relations
of piven ideas to {peak in mathematical language, which
are to be afcertained. Thedea of a triangle is precifely
the fame in every mind. It is compofed of the ideas of
three frait lines, joined together in {uch a manner as to
include fpace. So the idea of a circle is exaltly alike in
every man. It is the idea of a curve returning into 1t-
felf, of fuch a fort that a poinr can be taken within the
curve, eguidifiant from every part of the curve. A {trak
Jine drawn through this point, and continued to each
fide of the curve is called a diameter. Every perfon who
forms the idea of fuch a curve, fees immediately, and in-
tuitively, that the diameter 1s, and muflt necejfarily be
double the radius. Again the relations tubfifting be-
tween thefe 1deas, 1s, and muft be immurable. With
ever be the proportions and inclinations of the fides of
triangles to each other, the three angles of every triungle
will invariably be equal to two right angles :  What-
ever the length of the diameter of any circle, it wilf al-

* A matter of a fimilar fort 1s related 3in Addifon’s Tatler,
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ways be double the length of the radius: And (o of
every mathematical propofition. Mathematical truth
are therefore neceffary truths.

The cafe with mora/ truths is totally different. The
1deas from whofe relations thefe truths arife, do not
{pring like mathematical truths from preferibed concep-
tions : for mixed modes are the voluntary combination
of the mind that forms them. The ideas themfelves, of
which thefe modes confift, are not faflitious, as mathe-
matical ideas are ; it is the combination of them into one
- complex 1dea which is alone faélitious ; for this combina-
tion 1s perfeétly arbitrary, Locke, B. II. Chap. xxii. It
depends upon the will of him who makes it, and who
ckoofes what 1deas he will combine together. But the
formation of mathematical ideas, {o far as regards the

nature of them, does not depend upon the will of him |

who forms them : this nature is afcertained by the oris

ginal formation of them, in confequence of a preferibed

conception, and therefore admits of no variation, Now
by demonftration we mean a genera/ proof; viz. one that
holds true of a// the 1deas of one fort. Thus what is
true of one triangle, or one circle, is true of all other
triangles, and all other circles whatever, however they
may differ from each other, and fo of every other figure.
But the truth of propofitions confifting of mixed modes,
muft depend not upon the ideas themfelves, but upon
this arbitrary combination of them ; and men rarely
agree, either in the ideas they actually join together, or
In determining what ideas it is expedient to join. So
moral obligation 1s a mixed mode, but what very diffe-
rent definitions are given of it ¢ That is to {ay, what
different 1deas are combined together by different per-
fons under this name ? fo different indeed as to occa-
fion great variety in the conclufions refpe@ing it, But
this is not all. For if demonftration was applicable to
moral truths, the conclufion muf be neceflary. Becaufe
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we mean by demonftration that proof only, whofe con-
clufion is neceffary.  But if the conclufions of proofs re-
fpe@ing human aétions were neceflary (and moral truths
refpet human altions only) there would be an end of
moral agency, becaufe liberty is the ground of all moral
agency ; but neceflity and liberty are inconfiftent : for
by liberty I mean the power of choice, and by neceflity
the want of this power, Where matters mufi be what
they are, choice can have no place, Could you demon-
firate that men muft obey God ; 1. e. that they could noz
polfibly difobey him, obedience would ceafe to be accept-
able. Men would be mere machines. There are in-
deed who talk of moral neceflity ; they might as well talk
of neceflary liberty. The i1deas are utterly inconfiftent,
as inconfiftent as a ftrait curve,

FINTIS



