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Cur[ory Reflettions upon a Book call'Jy
An Eflay concerning Human

Under{tanding.

S I R,
Y O U obliged me fo highly by

acquainticy me with the Publi-
cation of fo rare a Curiofity as Mr.
Lock’s Book, that {hould T difpute your
Commands when you defire my Opint-
on of it, I fheuld hazard the Credit
of my Gratitude, vsinuch asby myill
difcharging them I -am like to do that
of my Fudgrrent. This, Sir, already
reduces me to an even Poife. But to
this the jult Authority you have over
m~, and the Right your other Obliga-
tions give you to all the Service I can
do, being added, and thrown nto the
Scale, do quite weigh it down, and
lcave no room for any Deliberation,
whether I fhould obey you or no.
Without therefore any further Demur

or Delay I fhall apply my felf to the
Task
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Task you fet me, iLn iiving you my
Free Cenfure of Mr. Lock’s Eflay, which Introdu&. P /

' , ek . Pag. 2. Selt.3. Firft I
Iihall do by reflecting upon what I fhall enquire into the Original of thofe
think moft liable to Exception in the L

{ame Order as the things lic before me, ?;l;g;br;b;;{a tig {dfw:boﬁfgfﬁﬁ?tlﬁg n %1111;

fatroduét. Pag.1.8ect.1.  The Onder- World, he ought firff to have Defined

~ what he meant by ldeas, and to have
L ] E" -’ L . . . , ]
Jfranding like the J% whilcf it makes us acquainted us with their Nature, before
Jee and perceive all other things , takes no

conczening Duman Anderfanding.

. o : he proceeded to account for their Ori-
aotice of 1t felg;. . Whl?a‘{) the dIngenﬁous gination. For how can any Propo{-
f‘u;};olf;n‘tl;':a; mcz)nié{’tee;::OSe,r fg I ofoi‘;:v ttonbe form’d with any certainty con-
lod e e 3 -f{an 1 For ifhj" I cerning an Idea, that it is or is not
. %m)t.ipgz t?hp Un derftan dinls we}?i?- Innate, that it does or does not come
;?gis ?nteﬁ; upon other things gcannoi i ac the Senfes, before the meaning
at that time tgke notice of 1% ,felf 5 this of the Word dea be flated,, and the
comes to no more. than that whea i nature of the thing, at lealt in general,
: tent upon one thing it cannot attend be underfiood ? If the Nature of Ideas
z?) earlotif;'*r WHic‘h lgS to(o eafily and were but once {mde known, our Di-

Duion(ly 1 of 1 Einite P y anc {fputes would quickly be at an end con-
g vioully true ]%‘ fa niie .OW.(’.’E:J}'I.O cerning their Original, whether from

¢ any great Dilcovery, — But it hs the Senfes or not: But tll that be
mralits be '(as it rather feems,becaufe done, all further Difcourfe about them
of the Parucle (All) and the Compa- is but to talk in the Dark, This there-
rifon here ufed jthat the Under{tanding fore ought to have been his firf, and
. | : :
like the Eye, tho 1t maksus fce all f(?- indeed #ain Bufinefs to have given us
therthmgs,, yet it takes no notice o It an account of the Nature of Ideas.
felf, then 'tis a Contradiction to his And yet this 1s not only neglected in
g;}}oée follﬁ) ving V}flork.,dwhlch upon its proper place, but wholly omitted
this Suppojition muit needs be very #n- and pafled over in deep filence 5 which
acconntably undertaken.

I
Intro-
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i cannot but remark,as a Fundamental
defe in this Work.

In the three following Chapters our
Author fets himfcli to prove that there
are no Innate Principles. But before 1
confider whether there be or no,l pre-
mife this double Remarque. Firlt,
'That a thing may be falfe i it {elf, and
yet not {fo becaufe, or i vertue of
fuch an Argument. Secondly, That
tho a thing be really falfe, yet it may
not become fuch a Man to deny the
Exiftence of it, who by fome other
Principles of his may be obliged to
hold the contrary. The firft of thefe
argucs the Writer guilty of Juconfe-
guence.  The Second of Luconfifiency.
Upon both which Accounts this other-
wife very ingenious Writer {eems in
this part to be chargeable. Which
from the Sequel I leave to be col-
lected.

His Firlt Argument againlt fanate
Principles 15 taken from the want of
Univerfal Confent.  There are, {ays he,
Pag. 5.Selt. 4. No Principles to which
all Mankind give an univerfal Affent.
But in the firlt place how can this Au-

thor

conceeining HDuinan Audetianding,

thor fay fo, fince in feveral places af-
terwards he refelves that Ready and
prone Affent which is given to certain

Propofitions upon the firft Propofal ,

into the Self-evidence of them ? There
are then even according to him Self~
evident Propofitions.. And will he fay
that Selt-evident Propofitions are not
univerfally aflented to ? How then are
they Sclf-evident ? ‘There muft oe
therefore , according to him, fome
Principles to which all Mankind de
give an univerfal Confent. T do not
fay that this proves them fnnate, but
only that there are fuch Propofitions.

Well, but how does he prove there
are no {uch ? why, he inftances in fome
of the moft Celebrated, and fays pag.
5.ScCt. 5. that All Children and Ideots
have not the leaft apprebenfion or thought
of themn s and the want of that is enongh
to deftroy wiriverfal confent.  Now I al-
waysthought that Univerfality of Con-
fent had been fufficiently fecured by the
Confent of all. and the Diflent of
none that were capable of either.
And what then have we to do with
Ideots and Children 2 Do any or all of

thefe Diffent or think otherwife 2 1;]10,
that

5
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¢hat he will not fay, becaufe they think
not at all, having (as he fays) not the
leaft Apprebenfion or Thought of them.
And how then does the want of their
Sitffrage deftroy umverfal Confent,

when all Perfons that think at all about

fich Propofitions, think after one and
the fame way 2

The moft therefore that this Au-

thor can mean by want of Univerfal
Confent, isthat every individual Per-
fon does not afually Affent. This per-
haps may be granted him from the
Inltance of Idests and Children. But
then the Queftion will be about the
Confequence of his Argument, whether
Actual Aflent from every Individual be
neceflary to the Suppofition of Innate
Principles ¢ Or, i other Words, whe-
ther from there not being any Propofi-
tions to which every individual Man
oives an actual Affent, it follows that
there are no Innate Truths. The Au-
thor is of Opinion that it does. For,
{avshe, pag. 5.Selt.s. It fecws to me
near a Contradiltion to [ay, that there are
Truths imprinted on the Soul, which it
perceives or under[tands not.  Aund agam

in the fame place, Jo imprint any thing
on

coitcerting Human dnderffanding.

on the Mind without the Mind's perceiving
it, fecms to me hardly intelligible. And
again, p.12. Sect.24. That a Truth fhould
be Innate, and yet not affented to, s 1o
e as unintelligible as for a Man to know
a Truth, and be ignovant of it at the fame
time. Here we have both the Confe-
quence of the Anthor, and the Ground
upon which 1t ftands. The Confequence
is this. If there be no Truths altually
perceivid by all Minds, then there are
none naturally imprinted. The Proof
of 1t is this. *11s impoflible that what is
imprinted on the Mind, {hould not be
perceivd by the Mind. Therefore if
there be no Truths atually perceivid
by all Minds, there are none naturally
imprinted.Now cn the contrary to this
I thus oppofe. 1f there may be Im-
preflions made on the Mind, whereof
we are not confcious, or which we do
not perceive, then (by the Authors
own meafure ) the not perception of
them is no Argument againt {uch Ori-
ginal Impreflions. The Confequence
1s unexccptionable, not only as clear
in it felf, but as being the very Reverfé
of the Authos’s own Argument. And
now that there may be fuchImpreflions

whereof we are not Confcious, 1s what
| S the

J
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the Anchor himfclt exprefly does own,
and what by bis Principles he {tands

obliged to owil.

Firt,’tis what he does exprelly own,
For, fayshe, p. 58. Sel.6. Being fur-
rounded with Dodics that perpetually and
droerfiy affel ws, variety of lded's, whe-
ther care be taken about it or wo, are ipz-
printed on the minds of Children.  And
yet they do not percetve them, as he
had {i:id bcfore.  Therefore by his
own Conicftion there may be an Im-
rreflion of Idecas where there is no
Pereeption. The fsme he confefles
again, p. 61, Se&. 4. How often may a
Mar obfcrve in himfcl) that whilft bis
siriind is f';;tez;tf}* cmp!q;.".:fl 111 1be coniens-
platioir 0% fonic Objeltsy and curionfly fur-
TeYIng jf?.wc ldcas that are there, it taekes
70 notice of Lmpreifronsy &c. And again,
Scit. 5. 1 doubt wor but Children by the
eacrcife of their Senfes about Objects that
afject their in the Wosnd, receive fone few
Ideas before they are borny &c. And if
betore tacy are born, then certainly
tefore they are confcious of them,
There may therefore be Impreflion
without Conlcioufonefs.  Which he alfo
clamly impliesin his Account of AMe-

1079,

Loncetning Dumat Anderfanding.

mory.  Which he does not make to be
a recovery of Ideas that were Lof?, but
a Re-advertency or Re-application of
Mind to Ideas that are atually there,
tho’ not attended to. For, fays he,
p- 65.Set. 2. The narrow mind of mar
not being capable of having many ldess
under View and Confideration at once, #
was necelfary to bave a Repoftory, to lay
up thofe Ideas, which at another time it
might have ufe of. And accordingly
p. 66.Se&t. 7. He calls them Idcas which
are lodg'd in the menory.  And pag.67
Sect. 8. He calls them Dormant Ideass,
So that according:to Mim to remzember
is to retrieve,not the Ideas themfelves,
(for they are {uppofed to lie Dormant
in the Mind) but only the Perceptior
or Conlcioufnefs of them. This he
makes to be the bufinefs of Mcmory,
and therefore there may be animprints
ing of Ideas without Actual erception,
which may now, it {eenis, ftand weli
enough together without any dauger
of a Contradiction.

And to the Acknowledgment of
this, his own Principles will alfo oblige
him. For {ince 1n conformity to the
Ariftotelian Philofophy, he makes all

S 2 our
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our Ideas to be derived from our
Senfes, or rarher by our Senfes from
fenfibic Objedess,  he mult needs fup.
pole {confidering the variety of fenfi-
blz “Objotts  wherewith we are fur-
rounded ) thiat there arfe infinitely
more Ideas 1mpreds’ ] upon our Minds
than we can pollibiy attend to or per-
cive.  wirch may #(0 be argued
from ihe Fiiteaels of our Faculties,
as was nuiticd in the beginaing,

Well then, fince there may be an
Impreflion of Ideas without any adtual
Perception of them, whether there be
any Innate Ideas or no ( which 1 fhail
not now difpute ) it does not there-
tore follow that there are none, be-
caufe thy are not univerfally perceiv’d.
Which utterly flences that Argument

taken irom the Non-perception of

them 1 Cluldren. And fince our Au-
thor both doesand is by his Principles
obiiged to allow that there are many
Licas inprels'd upon us when we have
no actual Perception of them, it does
not certainly become him, tho there
were really no fuch thing as Innate

Ideas 5 and tho the Non-perception of

them were an Argument againit them,
to

goncerning Human dAnovcrianding.
to bring this as an Argument agsinft

the Exiftence of any {uch, becairic thav
are not univerfally perceiv’i. This s
not to agree with himzfelj, Liwaevey

o -y g

may agree with Lruth.

}‘- -
PR

Our mgentous Author fu: iher arpic;
agatalt fnnate Priaciples trair he Do
nefs of the Perception of itih: viich
are prefumed to be of that nuiiber,
in that they are not the {i:{l that poi-
{efs the Minds of Children.  Con it e
intagind ({ays he, pag.12. Selt. 5.
that th - perceive the Iwpreffion frers
tllifzg‘r zw:'km'tt, and arc at the ﬁz.:;;e foiine
zgnorant of thofe Charaifers which Natar
J ﬁ/f his taken care to ﬂm:vp reiibin £
This I take to be a very uncertaia wa
of arguing, and of lcis Cogency thau
the Former. Vor if Nullity of Por-
ception will not conclirde againft J-
nate Principles, much icfs will the Lase-
nefs of Perception be abie to do it
And befides, ty=re may be many Rea-
fons drawn troin the inward, and to
us unk nown Contexture of our Mands.
and from the manner ot that Origirz,
Impreiiton (if any fuch there &
which would alfo be to us equativ .-
known,befides the Order of L. .

N Co

<

Il
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Circumftances, that may be the Caufe’

why thele natural Charaters may not
be {o {oon read as fome others. And
therefore I do not fce what fufficient
ground the Author has for faying,
Scct. 26. That if there he any Innate
Lrutirs,they wmft neccffarily be the firft of
anry thought on. Why ? Where is the
necellity ? The reafon given by the
Author 1s becaufe, If they are Innate
Truths,chey wouft be Innate Thoughts. Are
then Truths and Thoughts the fame ?
Indeed Truth of the Subjett is the fame
with a conformable Thought, But
Truth of the Object is not the Thought
it {elf, but that which is thought upon.
And why then muft Tanate Truths be
fnnate Thoughts ?

But our Author proceeds to ano-
ther Argument wherein he places more
Strength.  ff, fays he, pag. 13.5¢&. 27.
Lhefe Charaiicrs were native and Origi-
ial Impreffrons, they would appeer farreft
and cleareft in thofe Perfons in whow yep
we jind 10 footfteps of them. He means
in Children, who, he fays, have no
Relerves, no Arts of Concealment
to hinder them from fhining outin
their full Luftre. But how does the

Author

cancerning Duman Invcrfanding,
Author know but that thisNatural Im-
preflion may be {o order’d that it fhall
not become legible till fuch a certain
Period of time and without fuch and
fuch Laws and Conditions? We know
very weil that we do not comne to the
ufe of Thinking in geweral il fuch a
certain Period of Time, and the Au-
thor himfelf confefles Pag.12. Seit.25.
That there is a tinte when Children begin
10 think 5 And why then may there not
be a ume fet for the arifing of fuch
and fuch particular Thoughts? And
how can he tell that Childhood is that
time? Or if it be, why do not the
Ideas imprefled by fenfible Objedts ap-
pear faireft in Children for the fame
Reafons? 1f there be any force in this
Argument, the Authors own Hypothe-

frs1s as much concern’d in it, as that

which he would overthrow.

Come we now to his Arguments
againlt Innate Praitical Principles, the
firft of which s from their not being
univerfally aflented ro. But what coes
he here mean by their not being uni-
verfally confented to? That they are
not actually aflented to by every In-

dividual whether capable ornot? Or
S 4 tuat
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that they are not confeated to by all
that judge any thing about them; If
the former, that proves nothing , as
we have {hewn already 3 Ifthe latter,
then I deny the Propofition, and af-
firtn that therc are not only as Certain
but as Oncontefted Propofitions in Mo-
rality as in any other Science. But our
Auther demands, Pag. 15. Se. 2.
Where is that Praitical Truth that is uni-
verfally reccived 2 1 anfwer by refer-
ring him to the 274 Page of his own
Book, where he fays SecZ. 18. That this
Propofition, Hhere there 7 no Proprie-
ty there i no lujuftice, 1sa Propofition
as certain as any Demonftration in
Euclid 3 1 add and as plain too. It
needing nothing to aflure the Truth
of it but only the Explication of the
Terms And 1 further remarque that
in the fame piace he fays that Morali-
ty may be placed among the Sciences
capable of Demonf{iration. Well then,
if there may be Propofitions demon-
{trated 1n Morality, then thofe Propo-
fitons muft at laft be refolved into
Principles  cvident and  inronteftable.
Since otherwife there can be no De-
monftration. There are therefore in-
conteftable Principles in Morality. And

he

copceening Human dndetFanding.,

he confefles as much in exprefls termss
I doubt not, fays hein the fame place,
out frons Principles as inconteftable s
thofe of the Mathciraticks, by neceffary
Confequences, the meafures of Right and
Wrong wight be made out te any one,
&c. Here he exprefly owns incon-
teftable Principles in Morality, that is,
inconteftable Truths, that s, Truths
that cannot be denied, and therefore
#mft be aflented to. And how then
can he with any tolerable Self:Cos-
fiflency {ay that there are no Mo-
ral Principles univerfally confented
to? If none are univerfally confen-
ted to, then all are by fome contefted.
And yet he fays there are in Mora-
lity inconteftable Principless. How to
adjuft this I no more know, than
he does to reconcile Morality and

Mechanifm.

His next Argument 1s, That there
cannot any one Moral Rule be propofed
whereof a Man may not jultly derrand
a Reafon, Pag. 15. Set. 4. Well,
what then ? Therefore they are not
Innate. 1do not iee the Confequence.
Why may not the fame Propofition be
Innate, and yet deducible from Rea-

{on

Lb!
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fon too, as well as the fame Propofi-
tion be the Obje& of both Fuithand
Science £ Why may not Conclufions
be Iunate as well as Principles? Why
may not God be {uppofed for a fur-
ther Security of our Vertue to implant
cven thofe Pradtical Propofitions up-
on our Minds, which are alfo capa-
ble of being demonftrated from Prin-
ciples of Reafon?  Whether he has {o
done or-ro I donot difputes I only
fay that their Dependence on Rea-

fon is no Argument that he has
not.

He argues again, Pag. 18. Seff. .
from Mens tranfgreffing thefe Moral
Rules with Confidence and Serenity,
which he fays they could not do, were
they [unate. 1 donot apprehend here
theleaft Appearance ot a Confequence.
Why may not an {wrate Law be tranf-
orefs’d as well as a Hritten Law 2 An
Innate Law only dictates that fiich a
thing ought or ought not to be done,
and fo does a Written Law. He might
therefore as well have concluded that
there is no Written Law becaufe it is
Tranfgrefs'd, asthat there 1s no Innate
Law becaufe it 1s Tranfgrefs’d.

The

goncehing Human Anderfanting,

The Author feems to have been fen-
fible of the Weaknefs of this Argu-
ment, and therefore to ftrengthen i,
{ays he, Pag 19. Seit. 12. The break-
ing of a Rule fay you is no Argument
that it is unknown 5 I grant it, But the
generally allow'd Breach of it any where,
s & Proof that it is not Innate, Here

I remarque by the way that he grants
that the Breaking of a Law does not

prove 1t sot known, and why them

{hould 1t prove it not Inzate 2 I 2
known Law may be tranfgreffed, why
may not an Innate Law 5 Innate being
only another way of being known 2
Buc fays he, The gcnerally dllow’'d Breack
of 7t proves it not Innate. 1 do not
fce the Neceflity of this neither. The
allow'd Breach of a Law 1s only a more
aggravated Breach of it, and if the
Breach of a Law does not prove it not
to be Innate, why fhould the zliow’d
Breach of 1t do fo? Anrd befides,
why may not an Innate Law be Al-

lowedly broken as well as a Writter
Law 2

But fays our Aathor, Pag.21.8eZ.14.
Did Men find fuch Innate Propofitron:

[tamp’d

E?
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ftamp’d on their Minds, they wonld be
eaftly able to diftingnifh theiz from other
Lruths, and there would be nothing viore
eafre than to know what and how nrany
thcy were. Perhapsnot {o very cafie.
For I {ec no abfurdity in Suppofing,
and tis what I can very well conceive,
that a Man may be f{enfible of a Truth
imprefsd,and yet not of the Inpreffion,
and fo may not know that it is im-
prefs’d, but think it came fome other
way, and confequently may not be
able to diftinguith 1t from {ome other
that does fo. The truth of this may
be feen in the Inftance of Ixfpiration.

Joh.rr.51. Since there have been Prophets (Caia-

phas tor one) who were not able to
diftinguith Divine Infpirations from
their own proper genuin Thoughts.
"Tis therefore no Confequence to fay
that there are no Innate Principles,
becaufe we cannot diftinguith them.

Thefe are the main Arguments, and
to which all thatis further offered may
be reduced, whereby this Author 1m-
pugns the Dotrin of Tunate Principles 5
and I think neither any nor all of them
are {ufficient for the Cati{e wherem they
-re ingaged. And I am (o far from

being

coitcerning HDiman nuerffanding.

being furprized at their Deficiency, that
I think it abfolutely impofiible for him
or any Man elfe upon his Principles,
to prave that there are no Inxate
Truths. For fince with thofe of the
Peripatetic Schoal he allows that Ideas
are imprefs’d upon the Mind from fen-
fible Objclts, he cannot (" as another
might) objett againft the Poffibility of
fuch Impretiions.  He cannot fay they

are capable only of a Figurative und
Metaphorical Senfe 3 Since according

to him the {fame 15 litterally and real-
ly done every Day, every Hour, every
Mmute. No, he muft grant that ’tis
pofiible there may be fuch Imprefli-
ons. All the Queftion then will be
concerning the Timing of it, whether
any of thefe Impreflions be Original
Charatters or no! And why may
they not be at firft as well as after-
wards? How can he or any man elfc
tell Cupon his Principles) whether
the Author of Nature has imprinted
any fuch or no? Or whether we
brought any with us into the World
or no? However that be, I am f{a-
tisfy'd ’tis impoflible for any man that
holds Mental Lmpre[fions to prove the
contrary s efpecially if with that he

allows

r?
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allows the Poflibility of Preexiffence,
which 1 believe no confidering Man
will fay is Impofhible.

For my part, I do as little believe
there are any fuch things as Innate
Principles ftritly and properly {o cal-
led, meaning by them certain Original
Chara&ers written upon or 1nterwo-
ven with the Mind in the very firlt
Moment of its Betng and Conftitu-
tion, I fay I do as little believe this
as the Author himfelf. Not for the
Reafons by him alledged, with the
Cogency of which I am not fatisfy'd,
but becaufe I do not allow any fuch
thing as Mental Impreffions, or Cha-
ralters written upon the mind, which
if it pretend to any thing more than
Figure and Metaphor, I take to be
mere Fargon, and unintelligible Cant.
You know Sir U account for the Mode
of Hurran Onderftanding after a very
different way, namely, by the Pre-
fentialnefs of the Divine Afyos or Ideal
World to our Souls, wherein we {ee
and perceive all things. For a fuller
account of which I refer you to my
Reafor and Religion, and to my Re-

flections lately publif'd. I cannot

there-,

concerning Duman Anverffanding,

therefore by my Principles admit of
any fuch Innate Chara&ers in a {tri&
and proper Senfe. Only I may, and
am al{o inclined to admit fomething of
near Analogy withit. Suppofing that
God may and does exhibt fome parti-
cular Truths of the Idea! World more
carly, more clearly, and more con-
{tantly to the view of the Soul than
others, that by thefe fhe may be the
better direlted to the Good of the
Reafonable Life, as Animals by fenfi-
tive Inttincts and Inclinations are to the
Good of Senfe. This is all that I con-
ccive to be ftritly either £4/fible or
Irne m that grey-headed venerable
Dottrin of Innate or Common Prin-
ciples.

Having thus far confidered our Au-
thor’s Impugnation of Innate Princi-
ples, I come now to examin the Ori-
ginal which he gives to ldeas. Thefe
he derives Book 2. Chap. 1. from this
double Fountain, Senfatior and Re-
flection.. Efpecially from the Former,
telling us again and again, that zbe
Senfes let in ldeas and furnifh the yet
cmpty Cabinet, Pag.8. Sect 15. That the
Senfes conveyinto the riind feveral di-

Jiin&
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flind Perceptions of things, Pag. 37.
Sect. 3. And that the Senfes do fur-
nifb the Soul with Ideas to think, on,
Pag. 44- Sct. 20. with many other

fuch Expreflions.

Thefe indeed are pretty Swmiling
Sentences. But betore we go a Step
further I would willingly know of the
Author what kind of things thefe Ideas
are which are thus let 1n at the Gate
of the Senfes. 'This indeced 1 expected
an Account of in the beginnng of the
Work 3 but fince the Author has been
pleafed to calt a Shade upon this Parr,
I now demand, what are thefc Ideas?
Why you fhall know rnat preiently,
Whatfocver ihe Mind perceives iz it [elf,
or #s ke immediate Cojelt of Percep-
tion, ihat I call Idea, fays he, pac. 55.
fet. 8. Very good ; So much my Lexi-
con wouid have told me. But this
does not fausfy. 1 would know what
kind of things he makes thefe 1deas to
be as to their Efferzce or Nature. Are
they 1n the firft place Real Beings or
not 2 Without doubt Real Beings, as
having Real Properties, and really dif-
terent one from another, and reprefen-
ting things really diffepent.  Well, if

Real

canceening Human dndertanding.

Real Beings, then I demand, are they
Subftances, or are they Modifications
of Subftances ? He will not fay they
are Modifications. For belides that a
Modificatton of Subftance cannot bea
Reprefentative of a Subftance, there
being no manner of likenefs between
a Subftance and a Modes 1f an Idea be
a Modification only it cannot fubfift
by 1t felf, but muft be the Modifica-
tion of fome Subftance or other, where-
of alfo there may be an Idea; which
Idea being (as 1s fuppofed ) only a
Mode,muft have another Sub{tance,and
fo on without end. As for example,
It my Idea of Figure be only a Mode,
then it muft iavea Subftance wherein
to exift as well as Figure 1t felf, which
cannot exift aloney and fince of that
Subftance whatever 1t be, there may
be alfo an Idea, which 1s fuppofed to
be a Modification, this Idea muft alfo
have another Subftance, and fo on to
Infinity. He will not theretore, 1 fup-
pofe, fay that our Ideas are Modsfica-

fions.

He muft then fay that they are Sub-
ftances. Are they then Material dub-

{tances or Immaterial ? If he {ays they
T are
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are Material Subftances or Corporeal
Emanations from fenfible Objedts, £
would defire him to weigh with him-
{clf, and tryif he-can anfwer, what is

alledged by M. Malebrarci againft the

Lib.;.Parc. Poffibility of fuch- Emanations. Par-

2.C. 2.

ticularly, let him tell me how this can
confift with the Impenetrability of Bo-
dies, which mu{t needs hinder thefe
Corporeal Effuvias from pofiefling the
fame Vbi or Point, which yet muft be
fippofed, if thefe be the Reprefenters
of Objeds, fince there is no aflignable
Point where the fame, and where mul-
titudes of Objelts may not be feen.
This one Difficulty is enough to make
this way impaffable. But let him fur-
ther tell me how any Body can eradi-
ate fuch an inconceivable Number of
thefe Effluvias fo as to fill every Point
of fuch vaft Spaces, without the leaft
{enfible Diminution. Well, but {up-
pofe they could, let him tell me how
thefe Corporeal Effluvias, fometimes
of valt Extent and Magnitude, can
enter the Eye 3 Or if they could,
how they can do it m fuch Troops
and Numbers without ju{tling, refring-
ing, and inverting one another. Or it

this might be avoided, where fhall we
find

concerning Human Anderanbing.

find room to receive {uch a numerous
Company of Corporeal Images? And
upon what part will you have them
imprefled 2 Upon the Soul 2 or upon
the Brain? But who can underttand
either of thefe ? How cananlIndivi-
fible Subftance, asthe Sou!l1s, reccive
any Stamp or Impreffion? And how
can f{uch a fluid Subftance as the Bram
15, retaiz any ?  The leaft jog of a
Mans Head muft needs obliterate fuch
flight and Aecrial Traces, as the Wind
does the Figures that are written upon
the Sand 5 Not to fay that thefe Im-
preflions coming on fo thick one up-
on anothet muft needs work out them-
felves almoft affoon as they are 1, and
in a {hort time confume the very Brain
too. But {uppofe we could get over
all this, yet the greateft Difhculty 1s
yvet behind 5 How will fuch Corporeat
Fffluvias be able to reprefent immate-
rial and intelleGual Objelts? They
will at the moft be able but to repre-
fent Marerial Objelts, and not all of
them necither, but only thofe whofe E-
manations they are. And what {hall we
do with Ideas that will not do their
Office, that cannot reprefent a quarter
of the things which we are concern’d to
underftand ¢ T 2 Thele
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Thefe and a thoufand more Abfur-
dities muft he wade through that will
afiert our Ideas to be Corporeal Efflu-
vias derivea from external Obje(s. It
remains then that they muft be Immea-
terzal Subftances. And {o without all
queftion they are. A4 of them as to
their Effence, and moft of them as to
their Reprefentation. But how fhall
Bodies {fend forth fuch Tmmaterial Spe-
ctes 2 They can emit nothing but what
1s Corporcal, like themfelves. How
then {hall they commence Immaterial ?
Body can no more ewis Spirit, than it
can creaieit.  And what 1s there after
Ewmiflion that thall be the Principle of
Transformation ? Some I know talk
of {trange Feats done by the Dexterity
of [ntclleifns Agens and Patiens, which
they fay refine and f{piritualize thefe
Material Phantafmss but I fuppofe our
Author 1s of too Philofophical a Faith
to admit of {uch a Romantick Trau-

Sub ﬂ:zrztia:tiozz.

The fhort of this Argument is, If
our Ideas are derived from fenfible
Objects, then they are Matcerial Beings,
oecaufe Matter can fend forth nothing

but

gaticerning Human duvetanditg,

but Matter. But they are not Materi-
al Beings, for the Reafons alledg'd a-
bove. Therefore they are not derived
from Senfible Objetts. Which I think
has the force of Demonftration. And
to this purpofe 1t may be further con-
{ider’d ( what I hinted before ) that
as our Ideas are ali of them Immaterial
as to their Eflence and Subftance, {o
many, perhaps moft of them, are alfo
immaterial as to their Reprefentation,
that is, they reprefent after an imma-
terial manner, as the Ideas of Truth,

a7

Vertue, and the like, which Cartefins Meditaté.
makes to be the difference between P- 3%

Linagination and Pure Intelleifion, and
whercof he gives an Inftance in the
Example of a Chiliagon , whofe Angles
we cannot reprefent 1n a diftin&t View,
but may clearly underftand 1t. Dut now
how can that which reprefents after an
immaterial manner come from fenfible
Objedts > Again, we have Ideas of
things that are not to be found in the
Material and Senfible World, as of a
Right Line, or an exa(t Circle , which
our Author himfelf confefles, pag.283.
Sei?. 6. not to be really extant 1 Na-
ture. And what dces he think of the
Idea of God 2 Will he fay that #hat is

T 3 alfo
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alfo derived from fenfible Obje&s?
Yes: For, fays he, pag. 147. Sect. 33.

If we examin the ldea we have of the In-

comprehenfible Suprezze Being, we fhall

find that we come by it the fame way, that

is, by Senfation. But in the firlt place,
how does this agree with what he fays,
pag.241. Sect. 2. That we have the know-
ledge of the exiftence of all things without
us (except only of Ged) by our Senfes
So then it feems we do not know the
Exiftence of Ged by our Senfes. No?
then neither have we the Idea of him
by our Scnfes. For it we had, why
fhould we not know his Exiltence by
Senfation as well as the Exiftence of
other things, which, as he fays, we
know only by Senfation ? For,fays he,
pag.311. Sect. 2. {peaking of the know-
ledge of Exiftence, We have the know-
leclye of our own exiflence by Intuition, of
the exiflence of God by Denronftration,
and of other things by Senfation. Then
it feems we do not know the Exiftence
of God by Senfation, but that of other
things we do. But why are other
things known by Senfation, but only
becaule therr Ideas come in at our
Senfes 2 For I {uppofe he will not fay
that the things themfelves come in at

Oour

conicething Duman Jnvetianding.

our Senfes; for then what need 1s there
of Ideas at all? And if other things
are therefore known by Senfation, be-
caufe their Ideas come in by the Senfes,
then why is not God alfo known by
Senfation, forafmuch as his Idea ac-
cording to him, comes alfo the fame
way ? and yet he will not allow that
-God’s Extftence is known by Senfations
Which indeed is very true, but then he

{hould not have faid that the 1dea of

God comesin by the Senfes.

But what a ftrange Adventure 151t 10

Philofophy to make the Idea of God
to come in by our Senfes, and to be
derived from Senfible Objetts! For be-
fides the Difficulties and Abfurdities
already touch’t upon, what s there in
the Matertal World that can refem-
ble God? Nay, what 1s there mn
the whole Creation that can reprefent

hirz to our Thoughts ? God himfett

cannot make anldea of himfelf: For

fuch an Idea, what-ever it be, muft be

a Creaturc; and can a Creature re-
prefent God ! Nothing certainly but
God himfelf can do that. He muft be
his own Idea, or he can have none.
There is but one poffible Idea of God,
and that 1s his oz, the Divine aéy©-,

T 4 or
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or Ideal World, the brightuefs of bis
Glory, and the exprefs Iwa‘ge or Cha-
racfer of his Perfon. ’Tis he that isthe
Idea of God; and of the whole Cre-
ation, that both is, and reprefents all
things. And {ince the way of know-
ledge by our Senfes turns to {o poor
an Account, I would defire our molt
Ingemous Author to' confider, whe-
ther it be not abundantly more * atio-
mal and meelligible (not to fay ptous)
to {uppofe that we {ee all things in
God, or the Diviae Ideas, thatis, in
the partal Reprefleitations of the Di-
vine Ommitoratity. For our Author
himfelf confefles /2 315, Se&1o.
that Whatfoever ji | i of all things yinf?
scceffarily contain iz it, and alnally
huve, at leat dll toe Perfelfions that can
ever after exiff. Noar can it ever give
to auother any pei'ﬁ*;?io;z that it has 720%,
catier alfually in it [elf, or at leaft in an
higher degree. God then, even accord-
g to hta, 1s all Beings; or, has the
whole Plenitude of Being,  And I
woader that this Principle had not led
this Sagacious Perfon further. [ know

whither 1t would have carried him, 1f

he had follow’d the Clue of it. For
why {hould we. feek any frther; "and
puzzle

concerinng Human Anverftanving.

puzzle our felves with unintelligible
Suprofiticns? What elfe »eed, and
what elfe can be the immediate Objet
of our Underftanding but the Divine
Ideas, the Omaniform Effence of God ?
This will open to us a plain intelligible
Acconnt ot Human Onder(tanding; yea
of Angelical and Divine too. Here I

can tell what an Idea 15, viz. the Om-
niform Eflence of God partially repre-

fented or exhibited, and how it comes
to be united to my Mind. But as for
all other ways, I look upon them to
be defperate. But thefe things are al-

ready by me purpolely difcours’d of

31

elfewhere, anid are alfo turther to be Reafon &

deduc’d in my Theory of the Ideal Vorld. _liﬂig. P-

Having thus far refletted upon the
“wo Principal Parts of this Work con-
cerning lnnate Principles, and the Ori-

gin ot Ideas, ina contitued way of

Ditcourfe, all that further remains 1S
now to confider only fotne fcw fingle
Paflages as-they {tand by themfelves. -

Pag. 16. Se&. 3. Praitical Principles
muft produce Conformity of Afion , or
elfe they are in wvain diftinguifbed frone
opeculative Maxims. *Tis enough to

di-
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diftinguifhthem from Speculative Max-
ims, it they are mn order to A&ion,
that 1s, if they are concerning fuch
things as may and ought to be done
by us, tho m the event they do not
produce any fuch Conformity. O-
therwiie a Law would not be a Law
ull "tis obeyd.

Pag. 57. Se. 15. There is wothing
like our Ideas exifting in the Bodies
themfelves.  They are in the Bodies only
a Power to produce thofe Senfations in us.
The firlt part I acknowledge to be
true: For certainly Heat in the Fire is
no way refembling what I call Heat in
my {clf, meaning by it either fuch a
grateful or ungrateful Senfation as I
tee], when1 approach the Fire more
or lefs.  But the latter Claufe I cannot
approve, thinking it impoffible that
any Body {hould diretly and properly
produce any Senfation i my Soul. 'Tis
God certainly that 1s the Author of all
my Senfations, as well as of my Ideas.
Bodies can only be Conditions or Oc-

cafional Caufes of then:.
Pag.158.5¢f.10. Speaking of the Law
of Vertue and Vice, fays he, If we ex-
amin it right,we fhall find that the meafure
of what is every where call'd and efteemed
Fertuc

concetning HDuman Cndetifanding,
Vertue and Vice, is the Approbation or

Diflike, Praife or Difpraife which by a

fecret and tacit confent eftablifbes it [felf

in the feveral Sacicties of Men. e,
Praife or Dipraile may be a probable
Sign, or fecondary Meafure, but it can
never be the primary Meafure or Law
of Vertue and Vice s wholic difference
muft be founded upon more certain
and 1mmutable grounds of Diftin-
¢tion than the Praife or Dilpraife of
Men. For Praife or Difpraife does
not make, but fuppofe the difference
of Vertue and Vice as already fet-
led, and antecedent to it. A thing
is not good becaufe 'tis praifed , but 1s
thercfore praifed becaufe ‘tis good.
And how comes this Praife or DOif-
praife to be eflablifbd by fuch a fecret
and tacit confent, 1f there be not fome
other more certain meafurz of Good
and Evil,according to which our Praife
or Difpraile 1s to proceed ?

Pag.185.Se. 5. I doubt not but if we
conld trace them to their Originals, we
fhonid find in all Langnages the Names
which [tand for things that fall not under
our Senfes, 1o have had their firft rife

from fenfible ldcas. Let him tell me
what

23
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what he thinks of the Word (Although)
IHas he not a clear Conception of what
is meant by that Word? And yert is
there any thing of a Material Relation
under it » [ the rather inftance in this
Word, tho’ I might inftance ina thou-
{and more, becaufe. I have read of a
Man (I think the Relation is in Dr.Cud-

worth’s IntelleCtual Syftem) that was of

our Author’s Mind, that there was no
Word but what ultimately f{tood for
{omething material and fenfible, and
was convinc’d of the contrary by light-
ing upon the firt Word of Tullys

Offices, which 1s Quanquam.
Pag. 196.5¢&. 19. The Dodrin of the

Trsmutability of Effences proves therz only
to be abftral ldcas, and is founded os
the Relation that is eftablif’d betrcen
thens and certain Sounds as figns of them.
True indced with refpedt to us, who
becaufe we do not know all the Ef-
fences of things, muft be {uppoled to
make that only the Effence which we
intend to fignifie by calling it by fuch
a Name. But I hope notwithftanding
this, the Author will allow that there
are alfo in reality Immutable Effences

of things, independent on our Con-
ceptions

concetning Human duvetfanving,

ceptions, asmay appear in Mathemati-
cal Figures. Where the Nominal Ef-
{fence and the Res! Eflence are all one.

Pag. 205. Seéf.g. He tells us that Ef2

Jences are ealy Artifices of the Onder-
[tanding. °Tis truethofe Collettions of

fimple Ideas which we bind up toge-
ther under one Name, which he elfe-
where calls Nominal Effences , are only
Creatures of the Underftanding s but
as I faid befcre, there are alfo deter-
minate Effences in the things them-
{elves,tho for the moft to us unknown,
which have a fix’d and immutable Na-
ture without any dependance on any
Underftanding but the Divine. °Tis
true indeed, we are fain to f{ort and
rank things by their Nominal Eflences,
becaufe the Real Ones are moft times
unknown ; but that 1s no Argument
again{t the Being of real Effences. And
this 1s by the Author himfelf confefs’d,
p49-234.Sect. 11. where he fays that
in onr Ideas of [ubflances we have not the
Liberty as in mix’d modes, to frame what
Combirations we think fit, to rank things
by, but muft follow Nature, and [uit our
Complex Ideas to real Exiftencies. So that

here we have Patterns to follow, and
1 defire no more. Pag.

85
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Pag.242. Selt. 6. Were the fignifica
tion of Lody and Extenfron precifely the
Sawme, it would be as proper and intelli-
gible to [ay ibe Body of an Extenfion,
as the Extenforn of a Body. Here he
fuppofes 1t would be proper, to fay
the Extenfion of a Body upon that Sup-
pofition, whereas indeed were they
precifcly the fame 5 neither of them
would be proper.

Pag. 244. Sc&. v4. The Platonifts
bave their Soul of the World, the Epicu-
reans their Endeavour towards Motion,
&c. Thefe the Author reckons among
unintelligible Foims of Speech, and
fuppoles them to be no better than
Gibberifh. As to the Soul of the World
’t1s a Subjelt of too great a Latitude
to be difcoursd of at prefent. But as
to the Epicureans Ewdeavonr towards
Motion, that there 1s fuch a thing, he
may be {ufficiently convine’d by look-
ing upon a pair of Scales, where tho
the lefler Weight does not actually
weigh down, yet that 1t prefles and
endeavours toward it 1s moft certain,
fince otherwife as much Weight would
be required to weigh 1t down as if it

W ere
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were quite empty. But this we do
not find 5 whence it muft of neceflity
be concluded that the former Weight
tho it did not pafs into actual Motion,
yet it did {omething toward it, that is,
1t Endeavonred. The fame might alfo
be illuftrated from the Ations of the
Will, fome of which are perfet and
compleat Determinations, others only
Velleities or Endeavours. But if the Au-
thor would be further fatisfied in this
Matter,1 defire him roread the 19 and
20 Chapter of Dr. Gliffon, de Natura
Subftantie Energetica, where he will

find this Argument very curioufly

handled.

Pag. 274. Scl. 19. The Ideas of

Quantity may be f[et down by [enfible
Marks, Diagrams, &c. But this can-
not be done in Moral Idea:, we bave
no fenfible marks that refemble them.
Very true, which 1s a plain Argument
that fuch ldeas are ot from our
Senfes.

Pag. 289. Se&t. 2. Truth feems to me
to fignify nothing but the joyning or fepa-
rating of Signs, as the things [ignified do
Agree or Difagree one with another. This

indeed
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indeed 1s Truth of the Mind or of the
Subjeck, but not Truth of the Thiny or
of the Objecf, which confifts ot in the
mind: joyning or {eparating either Signs
or Ide-s, but 1a the Eflential Habi-
tudes that are between the Ideas them-
fclves. And that thele are fuch, our
Author himfelf implies, by faying, as
the things frgnified do Agree or Difugree
with one another. Here then is Agree-
ment and Dilagrecement antecedently
to any joyning or {cparating. And I
very much wonder that our Author
profefling in the Title of the Chapter
ro difcourfe of Truth in general, and
particularly of that Truth too which
has been the lnquiry of {o many Ages,
{hould yet confine his Difcourfe to
Truthof Wordsand Truth of Thoughts
without the leaft menuion of Objettive
Truth. Which indeed 15 the Principal
Kind of Truch.

Pag. 3co. Sect. 5. I think it is a
felf-evident Propofition, that two Bodies
cannot be in the fane place. It the Pro-
pofition be Self-evident how comes he
only to lhink 'usfo? If it were on-
ly Evident he mult do more than fo.

‘Pag,

concerning Huitiair Cudcranuing., 29
Pag. 323. Sclt. 14. FEternal Triths

are fo not frow: being written in tle

22091l 8 of Mca, Or that tbcy were L‘:j‘}))'e
the iVorld : Bur wherefocver w can fup-
pofe fuch a Creature a5 Man 75, inabled
with fuch facultics, we wmft conclucle he

ziaitft mecds whei be applics bis thoughts to

the confideration of his ldeas, know the

Trutny of certain Propofitions, S, This

is a true driftotelian Account of Erernal
Truths, But I dermand ?  Are thde
Eternal Truths in being belore the x-

iftence of Man or no? It not, how

comes he to underftand them wisen he

does exilt? What, does he make that

to be true, which betore was not {o?

But if they were i being beftore the
Exiftence of Man, then thetr Eternity

does not confift in their being under-

{tood by Man when cver he fnall exilt,

but in their own fixe and immutable
Relations, whereby they have an ante-
cedent Aptncfs {fo to be underftood.
Which the Author himfclf feems to 1m-

ply by faying, He muft needs [ounder- ,.
[tand there. Why muft needs? But only }]leﬂ_ron"“‘
becaufe they are neceffarily fo and no 5 ° ©
otherwifc 1intelligible. But of this 1

have difcours’d elfewhere.

I Pag.
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Pag. 344.8¢7.8. He takes notice of any Man to {hew me one Inftance of

one manifeft Miftake in the Rules of
Syllogifm, w7z, That Ny Syllogiftical
resfoning can be right and Conclufrve, but
what has at leaft one gencral Propofition
77 it This our Author thinks to be
a Miftake,and a manifeft miftake. Bot
perhaps 1t we rightly underftand that
Rule of Syllogifin, there is no Miftake
at all m1t. Al the Ground of the
Difpute 1s from the Doubtfulnefs of
what 1s meant by a general or uni-
verfal Propofition. A Propofition may
be faid to be univerfal either when
a Note of Univerfality (as A7) is
prefixed before the Subje@t.  Or when
tho that Note be not prefixed, yet the
Predicate 1s faid of the whole Sub-
ject according to the full Latitude of
its Predication, {0 as to leave nothing
of the Subjc&t our, whereof the Pre-
dicate is not faid.  According to the
former Senfe of Univerfality it is not
neceflary that in every concluding
Syllogifm one Propofition be univer-
fal.  Buraccording to the latter fenfe
of Umverfality (which indeed is the
moft proper fenfe of it) ir is certain-
ty neceflary. And I dare challenge

any

a concluding Syllogifm that has not
one Propofitton univerfal in the lat-
ter Senfe, For even a fingular Pro-
pofition is thus univerfal, {ince being
Indivifible, it can have nothing faid of
it, but what 1s {aid of it wholly and
univerfally, »wias, as Arifotle expref-
fesit. The Author may f{ee a further
Account of this in Dr.Vallis his Thefis
de Propofitione fingulari , at the latter
cnd of his Inflitutio Logice.

‘Thefe, Sir, are the moft conﬁgiera-
ble Paflages that at once reading I
thought liable to Refiection 1n this
Work , which notwith{tanding thefe
few Erratas, 1 think to be avery ex-
traordinary Performance, and worthy
of the moft publick Honour and Re-
fpect. And thol do not-approve of
every particular thing in this Book, yet
I muft fay that the Author 1sjuft fucha
kind of Writer as I like, one that has
thought much, and well, and who
frecly Writes what he thinks. I hate
your Conmmton-place Men of all the Wri-
ters in the World, who tho they hap-

pen fometimes to fay things that are in
U2 them-
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themlclves not only True, but confi-
derable, yet they never write in any
Tram orOrder of Thinking, which i
onc of the greateft Beauties of Com-
polition.

But this Gentleman i1s 2 Writer of a
very different Genius and Complexion
ot Soul, and whofe Chara&er I cannot
cafily give, but muft leave it either to
the Declcription of fome finer Pen, or
to the filent Admiration of Pofterity.
Only onc Feature of kis Dilofition I
am concern’d to point out, which s,
that he feems to be a Perfon of fo great
Ingenaity and Candor, and of a Spirit
fo truly FPhilofophical, that T have
thence great and fair inducements to
believe that he will not be offended
with that F'reedom [ have ufed in thefe
RiefleCtions, which were not intended
for the letlening his Fame, but folely

for the promoting of 1rh and righs
1hinking,

- And this will juftifie cthat part of the
Kcllethions, where agiceing with the
Author i the Propofiiion intended to

be

CONCETIRG Ditmiai Anderanding,

be proved, I lay open the infuftici ney
of his Proois. For to fay thata thtag

1s falfe for fuch Reafons, when ’tis not

falle for fuch Reafons, tho it be abio-
lutely falle, is as great an Injury to
Truth, 2s tofay a thing is faife when
asnot falle. A falic Inference is as
much an Untruth, as a falfe Conclufi-
cu 5 and accordingly he that might re-
ficct upon the Conclufion if falfe, may
with as much reafon. refle& upon a
wrong way of inferring it, tho the
Conclufion ic {cif be true. Which I
mention with refpe& to the former
part about Innate Principles, where
tho [ agree withthe Authcrin the thing

dented, yet I think his Reafons are not
cogent.

After all, notwithfranding my dif-
fenting trom this Author info many
things, 1 amn perhaps as great an Ad-
mircr of him as any of his moft fworn
tollowers, and would not part with
bis Book for half a Vatican. But eve-
ry Writer has his Alloy, and I exempt
not any Writings of my own from the
hise Defeltss Of which perhaps, Sir,
[ have been convincing you all this

while
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while. But that fhall not trouble me,
if at the fame time I may be able to
convince you of my Readinefs to ferve
you at any rate, asit highly becomes,

SIR,
Your Obliged and
Hunible Servant,

J.N.

P OST-

POSTSCRIPT.

' Heveas gn a certain Difconrfe of Afjue
Intitled , Confiderations upon the
Nature of Sin, I make Sin to be of 2 Po-
itive WNature, upon better Confideration 1 find
intolerable Confequences 1o follow wupon that
Suppofition, and do thercfore frecly own my febf’
to have been in a Miftake, and do kere vetract
it under my Hand.  As to the Prefent Dijf-
courfes I know of Nothing I have to Correét,
only there is One Notion which I find Occa-
fron to inlarge and carry on further than at
firft I was aware of. It is in the Third Bea-
titude concerming  the Meck’s inheriting the
Vavthe By which I am now fully convine’d is
Crincipully sieant that they (hall pegifs gl
New Paradifrucal Earth which w to fucceed
the Great Conflagration, and to be the Sear of
the Millennial Reign of Chrift, I do not un-
fav any part of my Former Explication, only
I nk it defellives, and add this as a further
sipplement to 1t For which Notion I acknow-
ledge my [clf indebted to the Noble Author of
tne Theory of the Earth 5 whowm the Reader
may Confult for further Satisfattion in this
Matter.  Part 2. Chap. 5. Pag. 152.

FINTIS.



