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PREFACE

—~

Introductory anthologics typically reflect the philosophical viewpoints of one or more senior
scholars, each of whom makes editorial decisions in a variety of fields. This collection draws
on the judgments of a new generation of scholars, each of whom has chosen the selections
and provided introductions in one area of expertise: David Sosa (epistemology), L. A. Paul
(philosophy of science), Delia Graff (metaphysics), Jesse J. Prinz (philosophy of mind),
Robin Jeshion (philosophy of language), Stuart Rachels (cthics), Cynthia A. Stark (political
philosophy), and Gabricla Sakamoto (philosophy of art). While the choice of associate edi-
tors, the structure of the book, and the contents of the first section are the responsibility of
the editor, the rest of the work has been done by the associate editors. These philosophers are
in the vanguard of 21st-century philosophy, and the choices they have made reflect their
views of the most important materials that should be mastered by 21st-century students.

Those who wish to learn more about a particular philosopher or a specific philosophical
issue are urged to consult the Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Routledge, 1999), ed. Ldward
Craig. It contains detailed entries with bibliographies on every significant topic in the field.
Shorter entries, but informative and reliable, are to be found in The Oxford Dictionary of Phi-
losophy (Oxford and New York, 1994), ed. Simon Blackbum and The Cambridge Dictionary
of Philosophy, Second Edition (Cambridge and New York, 1999), ed. Robert Audi.

Iam grateful to Robert Miller, my editor at Oxford University Press, for his encourage-
ment and advice; to David Shatz, with whom I consulted regarding the contents of the first
section; to Maureen Eckert, my research assistant at the City University of New York Grad-
uate Center, for her generous help in preparing the manuscript for publication; to Ian Gar-
diner, for his conscientious proofreading; and to the staff of Oxford University Press for its
help at all stages of production. I especially thank the cight outstanding scholars who read-
ily agreed to participate in this collaborative project.
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Introduction

What Is Philosophy?

—~

SIMON BLACKBURN

Simon Blackburn is professor of philosophy at the University of Cambridge. Previously
he was Edna J. Koury Distinguished Professor of Philosophy at the University of North
Carolina, Chapel Hill. He is the author of The Oxford Dictionary of Philosophy.

This book is for people who want to think about the
big themes: knowledge, reason, truth, mind, free-
dom, destiny, identity, God, goodness, justice. These
are not the hidden preserve of specialists. They are
things that men and women wonder about naturally,
for they structure the ways we think about the world
and our place init. . ..

The word “philosophy™ carries unfortunate con-
notations: impractical, unworldly, weird. 1 suspect
that all philosophers and philosophy students share
that moment of silent embarrassment when someone
innocently asks us what we do. I would prefer o
introduce myself as doing conceptual engineering.
For just as the engineer studies the structure of mate-
rial things, so the philosopher studics the structure of
thought. Understanding the structure involves seeing
how parts function and how they interconnect. It
means knowing what would happen for better or
worse if changes were made. This is what we aim at

when we investigate the structures that shape our
view of the world. Our concepts or ideas form the
mental housing in which we live. We may end up
proud of the structures we have built. Or we may
believe that they need dismantling and starting
afresh. But first, we have to know what they are. . . .

WHAT ARE WE TO THINK ABOUT?

Here are some questions any of us might ask about
ourselves: What am I? What is consciousness? Could
I survive my bodily death? Can I be sure that other
*s experiences and sensations are like mine? If
"t share the experience of others, can I communi-
cate with them? Do we always act out of self-interest?
Might I be a kind of puppet, programmed to do the
things that I believe I do out of my own free will?
Here are some questions about the world: Why is
there something and not nothing? What is the differ-

From Think, copyright © 1999 by Simon Blackburn. Reprinted by permission of Oxford University Press.



ence between past and future? Why does causation
run always from past to future, or does it iake sense
to think that the future might influence the past? Why
does nature keep on in a regular way? Does the world
presuppose a Creator? And if so, can we understand
why he (or she or they) created it?

Finally, here are some questions about ourselves
and the world: How can we be sure that the world is
really like we take it to be? What is knowledge, and
how much do we have? What makes a field of inqui
a science? (Is psychoanalysis a science? Is cconom-
ics?) How do we know about abstract objects, like
numbers? How do we know about values and dutic:
How are we to tell whether our opinions are objec-
tive, or just subjective?

The queer thing about these questions is that not
only are they baffling at first sight, but they also defy
simple processes of solu . If someone asks me
when it is high tide, I know how to set about getting
an answer. There are authoritative tide tables T can
consult. I may know roughly how they are produced.
And if all else fails, I could go and measure the rise
and fall of the sea myself. A question like this is a
matter of experience: an empirical question. It can be
settled by means of agreed procedures, involving
looking and sceing, making measurements, or apply-
ing rules that have been tested against experience and
found to work. The questions of the last paragraphs
are not like this. They seem to require more reflec-
tion. We don’t immediately know where to look. Per-
haps we feel we don’t quite know what we mean
when we ask them, or what would count as getting a
solution. What would show e, for instance, whether
I am not after all a puppet, programmed to do the
things I believe I do freely? Should we ask scientists
who specialize in the brain? But how would they
know what to look for? How would they know when
they had found it? Imagine the headline: “Neurosci-
entists discover hum an beings not puppets.” How?

So what gives rise to such baffling questions?

In a word, scl-reflection. Human beings are
relentlessly capable of reflecting on themselves. We
might do something out of habit, but then we can
begin to reflect on the habit. We can habitually think
things, and then reflect on what we are thinking. We
can ask ourselves (or sometimes we get asked by

SIMON BLACKBURN

other people) whether we know what we are talking
about. To answer that we need to reflect on our own
positions, our own understanding of what we are say-
ing, our own sources of authority. We might start to
wonder whether we know what we mean. We might
wonder whether what we say is “objectively™ true, or
merely the outcome of our own perspective, or our
own “take™ on a situation. Thinking about this we
confront categories like knowledge, objectivity,
truth, and we may want to think about them. At that
point we are reflecting on concepts and procedures
and beliefs that we normally just use. We are looking
at the scaffolding of our thought, and doing concep-
tual engincering.

“This point of reflection might arise in the course of
quite normal discussion. A historian, for example, is
more or less bound at some point to ask what is meant
by “objectivity” or “evidence,” or even “truth,” in his-
tory. A cosmologist has to pause from solving equa-
tions with the letter 7 in them, and ask what is meant,
for instance, by the flow of time or the direction of
time or the beginning of time. But at that point,
whether they recognize it or not, they become phil-
osophers. And they are beginning to do something that
can be done well or badly. The point is to do it well.

How is philosophy Icarned? A better questi
how can thinking skills be acquired? The thinking in
question involves attending to ba structures of
thought. This can be done well or badly, intelligently
or ineptly. But doing it well is not primarily a matter
of acquiring a body of knowledge. It is more like
playing the piano well. It is a “knowing how™ as
much as a “knowing that.” The most famous philo-
sophical character of the classical world, the Socrates
of Plato’s dialogues, did not pride himself on how
much he knew. On the contrary, he prided himself on
being the only one who knew how little he knew
(reflection, again). What he was good at—suppos-
edly, for estimates of his success differ—was expos-
ing the weaknesses of other peoples” claims to know.
“To process thoughts well is a matter of being able to
avoid confusion, detect ambiguitics, keep things in
mind one at a time, make reliable arguments, become
aware of alternatives, and so on,

To sum up: our ideas and concepts can be com-
pared with the lenses through which we see the
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world. In philosophy the lens is itsclf the topic of
study. Success will be a matter not of how much you
know at the end, but of what you can do when the
going gets tough: when the seas of argument rise, and
confusion by s out. Success will mean taking seri-
ously the implications of ideas

WHAT IS THE POINT?

Itis all very well saying that, but why bother? What's
the point? Reflection doesn’t get the world's business
done. It doesn’t bake bread or fly acroplanes. Why not
just toss the reflective questions aside, and geton with
other things? I'shall sketeh three kinds of answer: high
ground, middle ground, and low ground.

‘The high ground questions the question—a typi-
cal philosophical strategy, because it involves going
up one level of reflection. What do we mean when we
ask what the point is? Reflection bakes no bread, but
then neither doe: hitecture, music, art, history, or
literature. It is just that we want to understand our-
selves. We want this for its own sake, just as a pure
scientist or pure mathematician may want to under-
stand the beginning of the universe, or the theory of
sets, for its own sake, or just as a musician might
want to solve some problem in harmony or counter-
point just for its own sake. There is no eye on any
practical applications. A lot of life is indeed a matter
of raising more hogs, to buy more land, so we can
raise more hogs, so that we can buy more land. . ..
The time we take out, whether it is to do mathemat-
ics or music, or to read Plato or Janc Austen, is time
to be cherished. It is the time in which we cosset our
mental health. And our mental health is just good in
itself, like our physical health. Furthermore there is
after all a payoff in terms of pleasure. When our
physical health is good, we take pleasure in physical
exercise, and when our mental health is good, we
take pleasure in mental exercise.

‘This is a very purc-minded reply. The problem
with it is not that it is wrong. It is just that it is only
likely to appeal to people who are half-convinced
alrcady—pceople who didn’t ask the original question
in a very aggressive tone of voice.

So here is a middle-ground reply. Reflection mat-
ters because it is continuous with practice. How you

think about what you are doing affects how you do it,
or whether you do it at all. Tt may direct your
research, or your attitude to people who do things dif-
ferently, or indeed your whole life. To take a simple
example, if your reflections lead you to believe in a
life after death, you may be prepared to face persecu-
tions that you would not face if you became cor
vinced—as many philosophers are—that the notion
makes no sense. Fatalism, or the beliel that the future
is fixed whatever we do, is a purely philosophical
belicf, but it is one that can paralyse action. Putting it
more politically, it can also express an acquiescence
with the low status accorded to some scgments of
society, and this may bc a pay-off for people of
higher status who encourage it.

Let us consider some examples more prevalent in
the West. Many people reflecting on human nature
think that we are at bottom entirely selfish. We only
look out for our own advantage, never really caring
about anyone clse. Apparent concern disguises hope
of future benefit. The leading paradigm in the social
sciences is homo economicus—economic man, Eco-
nomic man looks after himself, in competitive strug-
gle with others. Now, if people come to think that we
are all, always, like this, their relations with cach
other become different. They become less trusting,
less cooperative, more suspicious. This changes the
way they interact, and they will incur various costs.
They will find it harder, and in some circumstances
impossible, to get cooperative ventures going: they
may get stuck in what the philosopher Thoma
Hobbes (1588-1679) memorably called “the war of
all against all.” In the market-place, because they are
always looking out to be cheated, they will incur
heavy t ction costs. If my attitude is that “a ves
bal contract is not worth the paper it is written on,” I
will have to pay lawyers to design contracts with
penaltics, and if T will not trust the lawyers to do any-
thing except just enough to pocket their fees, I will
have to get the contracts checked by other lawyers,
and so on. But all this may be based on a philosoph-
ical mistake—looking at human motivation through
the wrong set of categories, and hence misunder-
standing its nature. Maybe people can care for cach
other, or at least care for doing their bit or keeping
their promises. Maybe i a more optimistic self-




image is on the table, people can come to live up to
it. Their lives then become better. So this bit of think-
ing, getting clear about the right catcgories with
which to understand human motivation, is an impor-
tant practical task. It is not confined to the study, but
bursts out of it.

Here is a very different example. The Polish
astronomer Nicholas Copernicus (1473-1543) re-
flected on how we know about motion. e realized
that how we perceive motion is perspectival: that is,
whether we see things as moving is the result of how
we ourselves are placed and in particular whether we
ourscelves are moving. (We have mostly been subject
to the illusion in trains or airports, where the next-
door train or acroplane seems to move off, and then
we realize with a jolt that it is we who are moving.
But there were fewer everyday examples in the time
of Copernicus.) So the apparent motions of the stars
and plancts might arise because they are not moving
as they appear to do, but we observers move. And this
is how it turned out to be. Here reflection on the
nature of knowledge—what philosophers call an
epistemological inquiry, from the Greek episteme,
meaning knowledge—generated the first spectacular
leap of modern science. Einstein’s reflections on how
we know whether two events are simultancous had
the same structure. He realized that the results of our
measurements would depend upon the way we are
travelling compared to the events we are clocking.
This led to the Special Theory of Relativity (and Ein-
stein himself acknowledged the importance of pre-
ceding philosophers in sensitizing him to the episte-
mological complexities of such a measurement).

Tor a final example, we can consider a philosoph-
ical problem many people get into when they think
about mind and body. Many people envisage a strict
separation between mind, as one thing, and body, as a
different thing, When this seems to be just good com-
mon sense, it can begin to infect practice in quite
insidious ways. For instance, it begins to be difficult
to see how these two different things interact. Doctors
might then find it almost inevitable that treatments of
physical conditions that address mental or psycho-
logical causes will fail. They might find it next to
impossible to see how messing with someone’s mind
could possibly cause changes in the complex physical
system that is their body. After all, good science tells
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us that it takes physical and chemical causes to have
physical and chemical effects. So we might get an a
priori, armchair certainty that one kind of treatment
(say, drugs and clectric shocks) has to be “right™ and
others (such treating patients humanely, coun-
selling, analysis) are “wrong™: unscientific, unsound,
bound to fail. But this certainty is premised not on sci-
ence but on a false philosophy. A better philosophical
conception of the relation between mind and body
changes it. A better conception should enable us to see
how there is nothing surprising in the fact of mind-
body interaction. Itis the most commonplace fact, for
instance, that thinking of some things (mental) can
cause people to blush (physical). Thinking of a future
danger can cause all kinds of bodily changes: hearts
pound, fists clench, guts constrict. By extrapolation
there should be nothing difficult to comprehend about
amental state such as cheerful optimism affecting a
ph; I state like the disappearance of spots or even
the remission of a cancer. It becomes a purely empi
ical fact whether such things happen. The anmchair
certainty that they could not happen is itself revealed
as dependent on bad understanding of the structures
of thought, or in other words bad philosophy, and is in
that sense unscientific. And this realization can
change medical attitudes and practice for the better.

So the middle-ground answer reminds us that
reflection is continuous with practice, and our prac-
tice can 2o worse or better according to the value of
our reflections. A system of thought is something we
live in, just as much as a house, and if our intclicctual
house is cramped and confined, we need o know
what better structures are possible.

“The low-ground answer merely polishes this point
up a bit, notin connection with nice clean subjects like
economics or physics, but down in the basement
where human life is a little less polite. One of the
series of satires etched by the Spanish painter Goya is
entitled “The Sleep of Reason Produces Monsters.”
Goya believed that many of the follics of mankind
resulted from the “sleep of reason.” There are always
people telling us what we want, how they will provide
it, and what we should believe. Convictions are infee-
tious, and people can make others convinced of
almost anything. We arc typically ready to believe that
our ways, our beliefs, our religion, our politics are
better than theirs, or that our God-given rights trump
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theirs or that our interests require defensive or pre-
emptive strikes against them. In the end, itis ideas for
which people kill cach other. It is because of id
about what the others are like, or who we are, or what
our interests or rights require, that we 2o to war, or
oppress others with a 2ood conscience, or even some-
times acqu in our own oppression by others.
When these beliefs involve the sleep of reason, criti-
cal awakening is the antidote. Reflection enables us to
step back, to see our perspective on a situation as per-
haps distorted or blind, at the very least to see if there
is argument for preferring our ways, or whether it is
justsubjective. Doing this properly is doing one more
picce of conceptual enginecring.

Since there is no telling in advance where it may
lead, reflection can be scen as dangerous. There are
always thoughts that stand opposed to it. Many peo-
ple are discomfited, or even outraged, by philosophi-
cal questions. Some are fearful that their ideas may
not stand up as well as they would like if they start to
think about them. Others may want to stand upon the
“politics of identity,” or in other words the kind of
identification with a particular tradition, or group, or
national or ethnic identity that invites them to turn

i

their back on outsiders who question the ways of the
group. They will shrug off criticism: their values are
“incommensurable™ with the values of outsiders.
They are to be understood only by brothers and sis-
ters within the circle. People like to retreat to within
a thick, comfortable, traditional set of folkways, and
not to worry too much about their structure, or their
origins, or even the criticisms that they may deserve.
Reflection opens the avenue to criticism, and the
folkways may not like criticism. In this way, ideolo-
gies become closed circles, primed to feel outraged
by the questioning mind.

For the last two thousand years the philosophical
tradition has been the enemy of this kind of cosy
complacency. It has insisted that the uncxamined life
is not worth living. It has insisted on the power of
rational reflection to winnow out bad elements in our
practices, and to replace them with better ones. It has
identificd critical self-reflection with freedom, the
idea being that only when we can see ourselves prop-
erly can we obtain control over the direction in which
we would wish to move. It is only when we can see
our situation steadily and see it whole that we can
start to think what to do about it.

The Elements of Logic

—~

SIMON BLACKBURN

Simon Blackburn, who also wrote the previous selection, is the author of Spreading the

Word, Ruling Fassions, and Being Good.

A LITTLE LOGIC

‘The working parts of an argument are, first, its pren-
ises. These are the starting point, or what is accepted
or assumed, so far as the argument is concerned. An
argument can have one premise, or several. From the
premises an argument derives a conclusion. It we are
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reflecting on the argument, perhaps because we are
reluctant to accept the conclusion, we have two
options. First, we might reject one or more of the
premises. But second, we might reject the way the
conclusion is drawn from the premises. The first reac-
tion is that one of the premises is untrue. The second
is that the reasoning is invalid. Of course, an argument

rsity Pres
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may be subject to both crit
untrug, and the reasoning from them is invalid. But the
two criticisms are distinet (and the two words, untrue
and invalid, are well kept for the di

In everyday life, areuments are ¢ A
grounds again. The premises may not be very sel
ble. It is silly to make an intricate argument from the
premise that I will win next week's lottery, if it hasn’t
adog’s chance of happening. It is often inappropriate
to help ourselves to premises that are themselves
controversial. It is tactless and tasteless in some ci
cumstances to argue some things. But “logical™ is not
a synonym for “sensible.” Logic is interested in
whether arguments are valid, not in whether it is sen-
sible to put them forward. Conversely, many people
called “illogical™ may actually be propounding valid
arguments, but be dotty in other ways.

Logic has only one concern. It is concerned
whether there is no way that the premises could be
true without the conclusion being true.

It was Aristotle (384-322 Bc) who first tried to
give a systematic taxonomy of valid and invalid argu-
ments. Aristotle realized that any kind of theory
would need to classify arguments by the patterns of
reasoning they exhibit, or what is called their form.
One of the most famous forms of argument, for
instance, rejoicing in the title “modus ponendo
ponens,” or modus ponens for short, just goes:

I
If p then g
So. q.

Here p and ¢ stand for any picce of information, or
proposition, that you like. The form of the argument
would remain the same whether you were talking of
cows or philosophers. Logic then studies forms of
information, not particular cxamples of it. Particular
arguments arc instances of the forms, but the logician
is interested in the form or structure, just as a mathe-
matician is interested in numerical forms and struc-
ture, but not interested in whether you are counting
bananas or profits.

We want our reasonings to be valid. We said what
this mcans: we want there to be no way that our con-
clusion could be false, if our premises are true. So we
need to study whether there is “any way™ that one set
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of things, the premises, can be true without another
thing, the conclusion, also being true. To investigate
this we need to produce a science of the ways things
can be true. For some very simple ways of building
up information, we can do

TRUTH-TABLES

‘The classical assumptions are first that every propo-
sition (p, ¢ ... ) has just one of two truth-values. It
must be either true or false, and it cannot be both.
(“But suppose I don’t grant that?” Patience.) The sec-

ond assumption is that the terms the logi dealing
with—centrally, “and,” “not,” “or,” and “If . .. then

..."—can be characterized in terms of what they do
to truth-values. ("But suppose I don’t grant that?”
Patience, again.)

Thus, consider “not-p.”" Not-p, which is often
written =, is the denial or negation of p: it is what
you say when you disagree with p. Whatever it is
talking about, p, according to our first assumption, is
cither true (1), or false (F). It is not both. What does
“not” do? It simply reverses truth-value. If p is true,
then —p is false. If p is false, then —p is true. That is
what “not”™ does. We can summarize the result as a
truth-table:

4 P
T F
F I

“The table gives the result, in terms of truth or falsity,
for cach assignment of truth-value to the components
(such an assignment is called an interpretation). A
similar table can be written for “and,” only here there
are more combinations to consider. We suppose that
“and” col s two propositions, cach of which can
be true or . So there are four situations or inter-
pretations to consider:

4 r&yq
T P T
T F ¥
F T F
g F )&

‘We are here given the truth-value for the overall com-
bination, the conjunction, as a function of the combi-
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nation of truth-values of the components: the four
different interpretations of the formula.

The fact that we can give these tables is summed
up by saying that conjunction, and negation, are fruth-
JSunctional, or that they are truth-functional operators.
Elementary propositional logic studics the truth-
functions. Besides “not™ and “and,” they include “or™
(por g, regarded as true except when both p and ¢ are
false); and a version of “1f p then ¢, regarded as true
except in the case where p is true yet ¢ false. It we
write this latter as “p — ¢, its truth-table is:

P q rP—q
T T T

T I I

F T T

F F T

These are also called Boolean operators. People
familiar with databases and spreadsheets will know
about Boolean scarches, which implement exactly the
same idea. A scarch for widgets over five years old
held in the warehouse in York returns a hit when it
finds a widget meeting both conditions. A search for
customers not paid up on 1 December returns just the
reverse hits from a search for customers paid up on
1 December. A scarch for customers who either
bought a washing machine or a lawnmower turns up
those who bought one and those who bought the other.

We can now sce a rationale for some rules of infer-
ence. Consider the rule that from “p & ¢ we can
derive p (or equally ¢). You cannot thereby get from
truth to falsity, because the only interpretation (the
top line) that has “p & ¢ true also has cach ingredi-
ent true. So this is a good rule. We can also see why
modus ponendo ponens, introduced above, is a good
rule. It has two premises, “p,” and “If p then ¢. Can
we find an interpretation (a “way™) in which both
these are true without ¢ being true? No. Because
given that p is true, the only interpretation of p — ¢
that allows it to be true also displays ¢ as true.

“There are some interesting animals in this jungle.
One is that of a contradiction. Consider this formula:

p&-p.

This expresses a contradiction—the ultimate no-no.
And we now have a precise sense in which it is a no-

no. Foritis casy to show from the two tables we have,
that whatever the truth-value of p, the truth-value of
this formula comes out as I¥. There is no way it could
be true. Because when one of the conjuncts is true the
other is false: there is always a false element. And
the truth-table for conjunction shows that in that case
the overall formula is false.

Now suppose we complicate things by negating it:

S(p & ).

The brackets here show that the outside - negates the
whole thing. They act like the brackets in 3 x (4 + 2),
which show that the result is to be 18, rather than
what we would get if we had (3 x 4) + 2, which is 14,
This bracketing is extremely important in logic, as it
is in arithimetic: many fallacies in formal and infor-
mal reasoning can be avoided by knowing where the
brackets fall. This is called knowing the scope of
operation of the negations and conjunctions and the
rest. In this example the outside negation has the
whole of the rest of the formula to operate upon. A
quite different reading would be given by —-p & -,
which simply conjoins = to itself, and, incidentally,
is false in the case in which p is true (saying some-
thing falsc twice does not make it any better). One of
the terrific virtues of formal logic is that it sensitizes
people to scope ambiguities, which arise when it is
not clear where the brackets lie, or in other words
what is governing what. Without knowing this, you
do not know in what ways your premises and your
conclusions might be true, and hence whether there is
any way your premises might be true without your
conclusion being so.

This new formula, ~(p & —p), reverses the truth-
value of the old contradiction. So it is true, whatever
the truth-values of its components. It is called a tau-
tology. This is an important notion. In propositional
logic if we have premises blah-blah-blah and conclu-
sion yadda-yadda, we want it to be true that “If blah-
blah-blah then yadda-yadda’ is a tautology. There is
no interpretation (no way of assigning truth-values)
that is to make the premises true, while the conclu-
sion is false. When this is so, the argument is valid in
exactly the sense we have been talking about.

One way of discovering whether an argument is
valid is common enough to deserve a name. You can




find whether “If blah-blah-blah then yadda-yadda™
valid by adding “not yadda-yadda™ to “blah-blah-
blah™ and seeing if you can get out a contradiction. If
you can, the argument was valid. This corresponds
directly to there being no way that the premises could
be true and the conclusion false. There is no interpre-
tation or no model for that state of affairs. Contradic-
tion bars the way. This is called “assuming towards a
contradiction™ or “assuming towards a reductio,”
from the Latin name for this kind of procedure: the
reductio ad absurdum, or reduction to absurdity.
Anselm’s ontological argument . .. had that form
[sce Section 1].

In mathematics we can have not only 2 + 2, but
also 3x(2+2)and ((2+3) X (2+2)) -5, and so on
forever, and so it is with information. In so far as
complex bits of information are produced by apply-
ing and reapplying truth-functional combination:
we can keep perfect control of the interpretations
under which we have truth and falsity.

NOTHING TO BE AFRAID OF

So logic studies the structure of information. Its aim
is to exhibit that structure, and thereby also exhibit
what follows from what: what is sufficient to prove p
and what follows from p, for p of any complexity.
The connection between structure and proof is just
this: the structure shows us if there is no way that the
premises can be true without the conclusion being
true. Because to understand the structure of informa-
tion is to understand the ways it can be true.

So far, we have looked at complexity of informa-
tion arising because propositions are negated or con-
joined, or connected by implication. But we have not
broken inside propositions. As far as the analysis so
far goes, “Some persons are philosophers™ and “All
persons are philosophers™ will come out looking
alike. Each is just an example of a proposition, p. But
we cannot get inside the proposition, and understand
how these mean different things.

‘The breakthrough that cracked this problem cre-
ated modern logic. It was made by the German math-
ematician and logician Gottlob Irege (1848-1925),
in his seminal Begriffsschrift (“concept writing”™) of
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1879. Consider this argument: every inquiry stops
somewhere, so there is somewhere every inquiry
stops. . .. Something must be wrong, for a parallel
would be: everyone has a mother, so there is someone
who is everyone's mother. Or, everyone ties his own
laces, so someone ties everyone's laces. Until
people could see that there was something wr
but, lacking any understanding of how this kind of
information is built, they could not say what it was.

‘The key to understanding Frege's achievement is
to think in terms of two quite ditferent kinds of infor-
mation. The first is very familiar. It corresponds to
attaching a term to a name or other expression that
refers to a particular person or thing: Bill is rich,
“Tony erins, this is an orange. Here we have a subject
term (the names “Bill” and “"Tony,” and the demon-
strative “this™), and things are said of what they pick
out: "is rich,” ™ an orange.” These terms
stand for conditions that things might meet. They are
called “predicates™ the rich things satisty the predi-
cate “is rich,” and other things do not. This is the
basic subject—predicate form of information.

Now we can do something surprising. Suppose we
delete the term that stands for the subject. We are left
with only a gappy sentence, or predicate: “is rich,”
and so on. We can better signal the gap by the expres-
sion called a variable, usually written x, v, z ..., as
in algebra. So we have “x is rich.” This is no longer a
sentence carrying a piece of information, because
nobody is being said to be rich. It is a sentence with
ahole in it: a predicate, or an open sentence, in logi-

Now, here comes the magic. Suppose [ ask you to
take an open sentence into a particular domain, such
as a classroom, or New York City, and come back giv-
ing me some information. You could just reconstruct
a piece of information like the one we started with,
naming some particular individual, and saying that he
or she is rich. But you don’t have to do this. You can
do a fundamentally different kind of thing. You can
come back and tell ime about the guantity of times the
predicate is satistied. And you can tell me this without
telling me who s It is as if you use the open
sentence by pointing the “x™ in it at all the different
people in the domain in turn, and note how often you
get a hit. Suppose we symbolize the predicate by ¢
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(the Greek letter “phi™). Then you ask: “Is this ¢, is

this 97" of cach of the members of the domain in suc-
cession. Then you can tell me what happened.
Perhaps the simplest kind of thing you could tell
me is that at least once, somewhere, you got a hit.
T

equivalent to “Something is ¢.” Or you might
tell me that somewhere you got a miss: “Something
is not-¢." Contrast this last with getting a hit
nowhere: “Nothing is ¢.” Or it might be that cvery-
where you got a hi verything is ¢.”

“Something is ¢™ is given by a new picce of sym-
bolism: the existential quantifier It is written as
(30)¢x (the fact that the variable comes after the pred-
icate in "¢x” whereas in English predicates usually
finish sentences and things like names start them is
irtelevant). If you never get a hit, you can enter
=(3x)¢x: nothing is ¢. If, somewhere, you get a result
that is not a hit, you have the very different (3x)-(¢x).
If you nowhere get a result other than a hit, you have
=(3x)-¢x. This says that nowhere is there anything
that is not ¢. Or, in other words, as far as this domain
goes, everything is ¢. This last kind of information is
sufficiently important to have its own symbol, the
universal quantifier, written as (VX)¢x: Everything
is 9.

Lcibniz thought that if we had a sufficiently logi-
cal notation, dispute and confusion would cease, and
men would sit together and resolve their disputes by
calculation. ‘The invention of the quantifier did not
bring about this utopia, but it dm\ an astonishing
amount towards it. Its full power is exhibited when
we get multiple quantifications. This is information
built with more than one quantifier in play. When we
have more than one quantifier, we use different vari-
ables (x, v, 2 ...) to indicate the different gaps to
which they correspond. To illustrate the idea, we can
see how casily it dissccts the invalid argument: every-
body has a mother, so somcone is everyone's mother.
If we write “x is the mother of My™ we sym-
bolize the first by (Vy)(3x) \M\' I'he second is
(3x)(Vy) xMy. How are these different?

Start with a sentence claiming  motherhood
between two different people: Beth is the mother of
Albert. Knock out reference to Beth, and we have the
open sentence xXMa (where “a™ abbreviates Albert).
We know that this predicate is satisfied (it is satisfied
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by Beth), so we know (3x) xMa. Somebody is
Albert’s mother. Now knock out reference to Albert:
(3x) xMy. We have a gappy, or open, sentence again,
with ¥ marking the gap. It corresponds to the predi-
cate “having someone as a mother.” We can take this
into the domain and point the variable v at each in
turn: does this person have a mother, does this ... 7
If we get the answer “yes™ on cach occasion (which
we do), we can universally quantify (Vy)(3x) xMy.
Loveryone has a mother.

Now look at the second formula. To get this, we
similarly start with Beth (b) being the mother of
Albert. But now we knock out reference to Albert
first: bMy. We take this round the domain. If we could
(as in the real world we cannot) write (V) bMy, this
would be because Beth is the mother of everyone
(whoever you point the variable v at, it turns out that
Beth is their mother!). What has just been supposed
of Beth, might be supposed true of someone (if not
Beth): in that case you can knock out reference to
Beth, take the predicate “being mother of everyone,”
or in other words (Vy) xMy, round the domain, and
find eventually someone giving the answer yes. In
that case you would be able to write (3x)(Vy) xMy.
But the point to notice is that this is an entirely dif-
ferent procedure. It gives an entirely different kind of
information (false of the domain of human beings).
And the quantificational structure shows the differ-
ence on its face, because the stringing out of the
quantifiers shows how the information is built.

In the real world, nobody is the mother of every-
body. Before we understood quantification, that
might have sounded weird, as if the human race
sprung out of Nothing. This might have seemed a
creepy metaphysical thesis. But now it is tamed. It

Jjust means that =(3x)(Vy) xMy. And this is a simple

truth, At least, unless you use the relation “mother” to
include more remote kinds of ancestry, in which case
you might want to claim that there is someone, bio-
logical Eve, the first female homo sapiens, who is the
mother of everyone. But I would regard that as an
illegitimate or metaphorical usage. My grandmother
is not literally my mother.

We can give more precise information about the
quantity of times some condition is met in a domain.
We might say that there is exactly one thing satisfy-




10

ing the condition. This means that any time you get a
hit, if you go on pointing the variable at the rest of the
things in the domain, whenever you get a hit it turns
out to be the same one. There are no two distinct hits.
This is the core of Russell’s famous theory of definite
descriptions [See Part Six.] For it to be true that the
unique king of France has a beard, there would need
to be someone who rules France and no other person
who rules France, and it should be true of whoever
does rule France that he has a beard. Otherwise, the
claim is false.

Quantificational structure is just one thing, but a
very important thing to be aware of. Ordinary lan-
guage is good at generating ambiguitics that it casily
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resolves. “All the nice girls love a sailor™ said the
song, There is some lucky sailor they all love? They
all have one, but perhaps a different sailor that they
love? Take any sailor, then all the nice girls love him
(or her)? Very different things, true in very different
circumstances. A related ambiguity is responsible for
some thirty thousand deaths a year in the United
States. “A well-regulated militia being necessary to
the security of a free state, the right of the people to
keep and bear arms shall not be infringed.” Each per-
son? Or the people as a collective, as in “The team
can have a bus™? If the founding fathers had been
able to think in terms of quantificational structure, a
lot of blood might not have been spilt.




PART 1

Philosophy of Religion

Introduction
STEVEN M. CAHN

Philosophy of religion is an ancient branch of philosophical inquiry that attempts to clarify
religious beliefs and subject them to critical scrutiny. Some thinkers have cmployed the
methods of philosophy to support religion, while others have used these same methods with
quite different aims. All philosophy of religion, however, is concerned with questions that
arise when religious doctrines are tested by the canons of reason.

An early, influential work in this area is Plato’s Euthyphro. While it contains many points
of philosophical interest, the work is best known for its challenge to the view that morality
rests on belief in God. Socrates asks: Are actions right just because God says they are right,
or does God say actions are right just because they are right? If actions are right because of
God’s command, then the discomforting conclusion is that anything God commands is right,
even if He should command torture or murder. Furthermore, note that accepting this view
removes any significance from the claim that God issues good commands. For if the good is
whatever God commands, then to say God commands rightly is simply to say that He com-
mands as He commands, a statement that is uninformative.

To avoid these unwanted implications, we are led to the view that actions are not right
because God commands them; on the contrary, God commands them because they are right.
In other words, what God commands conforms to a standard that is independent of God’s
will. But then one can oneself intentionally act in accord with that standard, thereby doing
what is right without necessarily believing in the existence of God.

The Euthyphro also challenges the view that we ought to serve the Divine. For how can
the Divine benefit from such service?

Chief among the issues that philosophers of religion have examined throughout the cen-
turies is the question: “Does God exist?” Theism is the belief that God does exist. Atheism
is the belief that God does not exist. Agnosticism is the belief that sufficient evidence is not
available to decide whether God exists. Which of these positions is correct?

To answer this question, we need to determine what we mean by “God,” a term that has
been used in many different ways. Let us adopt a view, shared by many theists, that the word
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refers to an all-good, all-knowing, all-powerful creator of the world. The question then
Doces a Being so described exi

Several proofs have been offered to defend the claim that God does exist. In the selection
by Saint Ansclm, we are presented with the ontological argument for the existence of God.
This argument makes no appeal to empirical evidence but purports to demonstrate that by His
very nature God, the Being greater than which none can be conceived, must exist. A criticism
of this argument is offered by the monk Gaunilo, who maintains that Anseln’s reasoning
could be used to prove the existence of the island greater than which none can be conceived,
an absurd conclusion.

But if Ansclin’s argument is unsound, where does its mistake lie? Immanuel Kant identi-
fies the crucial error as the assumption that existence is an attribute. In other words, Kant
claims that the definition of anything remains the same regardless of whether that thing
exists. For example, the definition of a unicorn would not be altered if we discovered a liv-
ing unicorn, just as our definition of a whooping cranc would not be altered if whooping
cranes became extinet. In short, whether unicorns or whooping cranes exist does not affect
the meaning of the terms “unicorn”™ and “whooping crane.” A fuller discussion of Kant's
claim is offered in a classic essay by G. E. Moore. Moore considers the statement “Tame
tigers growl” and points out how it differs in surprising ways from the statement “Tame tigers
exist.” William Rowe continues the examination of the ontological argument. He argues that
it is unsound, but his analysis reveals the many subtleties implicit in this deservedly famous
and still-challenging picce of philosophical reasoning.

Several other arguments for the existence ol God are offered in the selection by Saint
Thomas Aquinas. They are called “cosmological arguments,” for they are based on a variety
of fundamental principles about the structure of the world, such as the thesis that nothing is
uncaused, which is supposed to imply that the world itself is caused and that its causc is God.
Criticisms of these sorts of areuments are presented in the selection by Michael Martin.

A third type of proof, the “teleological argument,” or argument from design, proceeds
from the premise of the world’s magnificent order to the conclusion that the world is the work
of a Supreme Mind responsible for that order. This argument is explored in detail in the selec-
tion from David Hume's classic book Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion.

“Natural religion™ was the term used by 18th-century writers (o refer to theological tenets
provable by human reason alone, unaided by an appeal to divine revelation. The three char-
acters in the Dialogues are distinguished by their views concerning the scope and limits of
human reason. Cleanthes claims he can present arguments that demonstrate the truth of the-
ism. Demea is deeply committed to theism but does not believe scientific evidence can pro-
vide any defense for his faith. Philo doubts that reason yields conclusive results in any ficld
of inquiry, especially theology. By subtle and realistic interplay among these three characters,
Hume suggests a surprising affinity between the skeptic and the person of faith, as well as the
equally surprising lack of affinity between the person of faith and the philosophical theist.

‘To attack an argument supporting the existence of God, however, is not equivalent to
offering an argument against the existence of God. Are there arguments not only against the-
ism but in favor of atheism?

A well-known argument of this sort is the problem of evil, presented by Demea and sup-
ported by Philo in Hume's Dialogues. Why should there be evil in a world created by an all-
2ood, all-powerful being? A being who is all-good would do everything possible to abolish
evil. A being who is all powerful would be able to abolish evil. Therefore, if there were an
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all-good, all-powerful being, there would be no evil. But evil exists. Thus, it would seem
there is no being who is all-good and all-powerful.

Numerous attempts have been made to find a solution to the problem of evil. A familiar
strategy is to try to demonstrate how the goods of the world are made possible by the pres-
ence of evils. For instance, it has been argued that evil is necessary so that human beings can
bear moral responsibility for their actions. This strategy for resolving the problem of evil is
developed by Richard Swinburne.

Steven M. Cahn’s essay asks whether those who believe in God have any different expec-
tations about the events of this life than do those who believe that the world was created by
an omnipotent, omniscient, omnimalevolent demon. Cahn argues that the more tenaciously
we cling to one of these beliefs, the less it matters which one.

A different approach to belief in God is taken by William James, who maintains that the issue
of whether God exists cannot be decided intellectually but is a matter for our passions. Accord-
ing to James, we should not allow the fear of holding a false belief to cause us to lose the bene-
fits of holding a belief that may be true. James's position is criticized by Michael Martin.

If it is important that we believe in God, why does God remain hidden to us? Why does
He not reveal Himself in a manner accessible to all? Robert McKim concludes that the evi-
dence suggests that it doesn’t matter much whether we believe in God, for if it did make an
important difference, then the existence of God would be more apparent.

In studying all these issues, readers are advised to remember that some of the most
renowned philosophers of the past and present have been committed to theism, while others
of equal stature have been agnostics or atheists. All would have agreed, however, that what-
everone’s position, itis more clearly and fully understood in the light of philosophical inquiry.

Euthyphro

—~

PLATO

Plato (c. 428-347 g.c.), the famed Athenian philosopher, wrote a series of dialogues,
most of which feature his teacher Socrates (469-399 B.c.), who himself wrote nothing
but, in conversation, was able to befuddle the most powerful minds of his day. Plato
responded to Socratic teaching not, as one may suppose, by being intimidated, but by
becoming the greatest of philosophical writers.

hyphro. What trouble has arisen, Socrates,  the King Archon? Surcly you of all people
to make you leave your haunts in the Lyccum,  don’t have some sort of lawsuit before him, as
and spend your time here today at the Porchof  Tdo?

From Defence of Socrates. Euthyphro, and Crito, translated by David Gallop. Copyright © 1997 by Oxford University Press.
Reprinted by permission of the publisher and translator.



Socrates. Well no; Athenians, at any rate,
don’t call it a lawsuit, Euthyphro—they call it
an indictment.

Euthyphro. What's that you say? Some-
body must have indicted you, since I can’t
imagine your doing that to anyone clse.

Socrates. No, I haven't.

Euthyphro. But someone else has indicted
you?

Socrates. Exactly.

Euthyphro. Who is he?

Socrates. T hardly even know the man
mysclf, Euthyphro; T gather he's young and
unknown—but I believe he's named Meletu
He belongs to the Pitthean deme—can you pic-
ture a Meletus from that deme, with straight
hair, not much of a beard, and a rather aquiline
nose?

Euthyphro. No, 1 can’t picture  him,
Socrates. But tell me, what is this indictment
he’s brought against you?

Socrates. The indictment? I think it does
him credit. To have made such a major discov-
ery is no mean achicvement for one so young:
he claims to know how the young people are
being corrupted, and who are corrupting them.
He's probably a smart fellow; and noticing that
in my ignorance I'm corrupting his contempo-
raries, he is going to denounce me to the city,
as if to his mother.

Actually, he seems 1o me to be the only
one who's making the right start in politic:
it is right to make it one’s first concern that
the young should be as good as possible,
just as a good farmer is likely to care first for
the young plants, and only later for the others.
And so Meletus is no doubt first weeding out
those of us who are “ruining the shoots of
youth.” as he puts it. Next after this, he'll take
care of the older people, and will obviously
bring many ereat blessings to the city: at least
that would be the natural outcome after such a
start.

Euthyphro. So I could wish, Socrates, but
I'm afraid the opposite may happen: in trying
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1o injure you, Ireally think he's making a good
start at damaging the city. Tell me, what does
he claim you are actually doing to corrupt the
young?

Socrates. Absurd things, by the sound of
them, my adirable friend: he says that I'm an
inventor of gods; and for inventing strange
gods, while failing to recognize the gods of old,
he's indicted me on their behalf, so he says.

Euthyphro. 1see, Socrates; it’s because you
say that your spiritual sign visits you now and
then. So he’s brought this indictment against
you as a religious innovator, and he's going to
court to misrepresent you, knowing that such
things are easily misrepresented before the
public. Why, it’s just the same with me: when-
ever [ speak in the Assembly on religious mat-
ters and predict the future for them, they laugh
atme as if [ were crazy; and yet not one of my
predictions has failed to come true. Even so,
they always envy people like oursclves. We
mustn’t worry about them, though—we must
face up to them.

Socrates. Yes, my dear Euthyphro, being
laughed at is probably not important. You
know, Athenians don’t much care, it scems to
me, if they think someone clever, so long as
he’s not imparting his wisdom to others; but
once they think he’s making other people
clever, then they get angry—whether from
CNvy, ds you say, or for some other reason.

Euthyphro. In that casc I don’t much want
to test their feelings towards me.

Socrates. Well, they probably think you
give sparingly of yourself, and aren’t willing to
impart your wisdom. But in my case, [ fear my
benevolence makes them think I give all that T
have, by speaking without reserve to every
comer; not only do I speak without charge, but
I'd gladly be out of pocket if anyone cares to
listen to me. So, as I was just saying, if they
were only going to laugh at me, as you say
they laugh at you, it wouldn’t be bad sport if
they passed the time joking and laughing in the
courtroom. But if they're going to be serious,
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then there's no knowing how things will turn
out—except for you prophets,

Euthyphro. Well, 1 dare say it will come to
nothing, Socrates. No doubt you'll handle your
case with intelligence, as I think I shall handle
mine.

Socrates. And what is this case of yours,
Euthyphro? Are you defending or prosccuting?

Euthyphro. Prosecuting.

Socrates. Whom?

Euthyphro. Once again, someone whom
I'm thought crazy to be prosecuting.

Socrates. How's that? Arc you chasing a
bird on the wing?

Euthyphro. "The bird is long past flying: in
fact, he's now quite elderly.

Socrates. And who is he?

Euthyphro. My father.

Socrates. What? Your own father!

Euthyphro. Preciscly.

Socrates. But what is the charge? What is
the case about?

Euthvphro. 1Us a case of murder, Socrates.

Socrates. Good heavens above! Well, Eu-
thyphro, most people are obviously ignorant of
where the right lies in such a casc, since I can’t
imagine any ordinary person taking that action.
It must need someone pretty far advanced in
wisdon.

Euthyphro. Goodness yes, Socrates. Far
advanced indeed!

Socrates. Andis your father’s victim onc of
your relatives? Obviously, he must be—you'd
hardly be prosecuting him for murder on behalf
of a stranger.

Euthyphro. 1Us ridiculous, Socrates, that
you should think it makes any difference
whether the victim was a stranger or a relative,
and not sce that the sole consideration is
whether or not the slaying was lawful. If it
was, one should leave the slayer alone; but if
it wasn't, one should prosecute, even if the
ayer shares one’s own hearth and board—
because the pollution is just the same, if you
knowingly associate with such a person, and

fail to cleanse yourself and him by taking legal
action.

In point of fact, the victim was a day-
labourer of mine: when we were farming in
Naxos, he was working there on our estate. He
had got drunk, flown into arage with one of our
servants, and butchered him. So my father had
him bound hand and foot, and flung into a
ditch; he then sent a messenger here to find out
from the religious authority what should be
done. In the mean time, he disregarded his cap-
tive, and neglected him as a murderer, thinking
it wouldn’t much matter even if he died. And
that was just what happened: the man died of
hunger and cold, and from his bonds, before
the messenger got back from the authority.

That's why my father and other relatives are
now upset with me, because I'm prosecuting
him for murder on a murderer’s behalf.
According to them, he didn’t even kill him.
And even if he was definitely a killer, they say
that, since the victim was a murderer, |
shouldn’t be troubled on such a fellow’s
behalf—because it is unholy for a son to pros-
ccute his father for murder. Little do they know,
Socrates, of religious law about what is holy
and unholy.

Socrates. But heavens above, Euthyphro,
do you think you have such exact knowledge of
religion, of things holy and unholy? Is it so
exact that in the circumstances you describe,
you aren’t afraid that, by bringing your father
to trial, you might prove guilty of unholy con-
duct yourself?

Euthvphro. Yes itis, Socrates; in fact I'd be
good for nothing, and Euthyphro wouldn’t dif-
fer at all from the common run of men, unless
I had exact knowledge of all such matters,

Socrates. Why then, my admirable Euthy-
phro, my best course is to become your stu-
dent, and to challenge Meletus on this very
point before his indictment is heard. I could say
that even in the past T always used to set a
high value upon religious knowledge; and that
now, because he says I've gone astray by free-
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thinking and religious innovation, 1 have
become your student.

“Meletus,” T could say: “If you agree that
Euthyphro is an expert on such matters, then
you should regard me as orthodox too, and
drop the case. But if you don’t admit that, then
proceed against that teacher of mine, not me,
for corrupting the clderly—namely, mysclf and
his own father—myself by his teaching, and
his father by admonition and punishment.”

Then, if he didn’t comply and drop the
charge, or indict you in my place, couldn’t I
repeat in court the very points on which I'd
alrcady challenged him?

Euthyphro. By God, Socrates, if he tried
indicting me, 1 fancy I'd soon find his weak
spots; and we'd have him being discussed in
the courtroom long before I was.

Socrates. Why yes, dear friend, 1 realize
that, and that’s why I'm cager to become your
student. I know that this Meletus, amongst oth-
ers no doubt, doesn’t even seem 1o notice you;
it’s me he's detected so keenly and so readily
that he can charge me with impiety.

So now, for goodness’ sake, tell me what
you werce just maintaining you knew for sure.
What sort of thing would you say that the pious
and the impious are, whether in murder or in
other matters? Isn't the holy itself the same as
itself in every action? And conversely, isn’t the
unholy the exact opposite of the holy, in itself
similar to itself, or pos: cd of a single char-
acter, in anything at all that is going to be
unholy?

Euthyphro. Indeed it is, Socrates.

Socrates. ‘Tell me, then, what do you say
that the holy is? And the unholy?

Luthyphro. Allright, I'd say that the holy is
just what I'm doing now: prosccuting wrong-
doers, whether in cases of murder or temple-
robbery, or those euilty of any other such
offence, be they one’s father or mother or any-
one clse whatever; and failing to prosecute is
unholy.

See how strong my evidence is, Socrates,
that this is the law—evidence I've alrcady
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given others that my conduct was correct: one
must not tolerate an impious man, no matter
who he may happen to be. The very people
who recognize Zeus as best and most righteous
of the gods admit that he put his father in bonds
for wrongfully gobbling up his children; and
that that father in turn castrated /iis father for
similar misdeeds. And yet they are angry with
me, because I'm prosecuting my father as a
wrongdoer. Thus, they contradict themselves
in what they say about the gods and about me.

Socrates. Could this be the reason why I'm
facing indictment, Euthyphro? Is it because
when people tell such stories of the gods, T
somchow find them hard to accept? That, I sup-
pose, is why some will say that, I've gone
astray. Butnow, if these stories convince you—
with your great knowledge of such matters—
then it scems that the rest of us must accept
them as well. What can we possibly say, when
by our own admission we know nothing of
these matters? But tell me, in the name of
friendship, do you really believe that those
things happened as described?

Euthyphro. Yes, and even more remarkable
things, Socrates, of which most people arc
ignorant.

Socrates. And do you believe that the gods
actually make war upon one another? That they
have terrible feuds and fights, and much more
of the sort related by our poets, and depicted by
our able painters, to adorn our temples—espe-
cially the robe which is covered with such
adormmnents, and gets carried up to the Acropo-
lis at the great Panathenaean festival? Are we to
say that those stories are true, Euthyphro?

Euthyphro. Notonly those, Socrates, but as
T was just saying, I'll explain to you many fur-
ther points about religion, if you'd like, which
I'm sure you'll be astonished to hear.

Socrates. 1 shouldn’t be surprised. But
explain them to me at leisure some other time.
Fornow, please try to tell me more clearly what
I was just asking. You sce, my friend, you
didnt instruct me properly when I asked my
carlier question: I asked what the holy might
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be, but you told me that the holy was what you
are now doing, prosccuting your father for
murder.

Euthyphro. Yes, and there I was right,
Socrates.

Socrates. Maybe. Yet surely, Euthyphro,
there are many other things you call holy as well.

Euthyphro. So there are.

Socrates. And do you recall that T wasn’t
urging you to teach me about one or two of
those many things that are holy, but rather
about the form itself whereby all holy things
are holy? Because you said, 1 think, that it was
by virtue of a single character that unholy
things arc unholy, and holy things are holy.
Don’t you remember?

Euthyphro. Yes, 1do.

Socrates. Then teach me about that charac-
ter, about what it might be, so that by fixing my
cye upon it and using it as a model, I may call
holy any action of yours or another’s, which
conforms to it, and may deny to be holy what-
ever does not.

Euthyphro. All right, if that's what you
want, Socrates, that's what I'll tell you.

Socrates. Yes, that is what I want,

Euthyphro. In that case, what is agreeable
1o the gods is holy, and what is not agrecable to
them is unholy.

Socrates. Splendid, Euthyphro!—You've
given just the sort of answer I was looking for.
Mind you, I don’t yet know whether it’s cor-
rect, but obviously you will 2o on to show that
what you say is true.

Euthyphro. 1 certainly will.

Socrates. All right then, let’s consider what
itis we're saying. A thing or a person loved-by-
the-gods is holy, whereas something or some-
one hated-by-the-gods is unholy; and the holy
isn’t the same as the unholy, but is the direct
opposite of it. Isn"t that what we're saying?

Euthyphro. Exactly.

Socrates. And does it seem well put?

Euthyphro. 1 think so, Socrates.

Socrates. And again, Euthyphro, the gods
quarrel and have their differences, and there is

mutual hostility amongst them. Hasn't that
been said as well?

Euthyphro. Yes, it has.

Socrates. Well, on what matters do their
differences produce hostility and anger, my
good friend? Let's look at it this way. If we dif-
fered, you and I, about which of two things was
more numerous, would our difference on these
questions make us angry and hostile towards
one another? Or would we resort to counting in
such disputes, and soon be rid of them?

Euthyphro. We certainly would.

Socrates. Again, if we differed about which
was larger and smaller, we'd soon put an end to
our difference by resorting to measurement,
wouldn’t we?

Euthyphro. That’s right.

Socrates. And we would decide a dispute
about which was heavier and lighter, presum-
ably, by resorting to weighing.

Euthyphro. Of course.

Socrates. Then what sorts of questions
would make us angry and hostile towards
one another, if we differed about them and
were unable to reach a decision? Perhaps you
can’t say offhand. But consider my suggestion,
that they are questions of what is just and
unjust, honourable and dishonourable, good
and bad. Aren’t those the matters on which our
disagreement and our inability to reach a
satisfactory decision occasionally make ene-
mics of us, of you and me, and of people in
general?

Euthyphro. 'Those are the differences, So-
crates, and that’s what they e about.

Socrates. And what about the gods, Euthy-
phro? If they really do differ, mustn’t they dif-
fer about those same things?

Euthyphro. 'They certainly must.

Socrates. Then, by your account, noble
Euthyphro, different gods also regard different
things as just, or as honourable and dishon-
ourable, good and bad: because unless they dif-
fered on those matters, they wouldn’t quarrel,
would they?

Euthyphro. Correct.
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Socrates. And again, the things cach of
them regards as honourable, good, or just, are
also the things they love, while it’s the oppo-
sites of those things that they hate.

Euthyphro. Indeed.

Socrates. And yet it's the same things,
according to you, that some gods consider just,
and others unjust, about which their disputes
lead them to quarrel and make war upon one
another. Isn’t that right?

Euthyphro. Ttis.

Socrates. Then the same things, it appears,
are both hated and loved by the gods, and thus
the same things would be both hated-by-the-
2ods and loved-by-the-gods.

Euthyphro. Tt does appear so.

Socrates. So by this argument, Luthyphro,
the same things would be both holy and
unholy.

Euthyphro. 1t looks that way.

Socrates. So then you haven’tanswered my
question, my admirable friend. You see, I
wasn 't asking what selfsame thing proves to be
at once holy and unholy. And yet something
which is loved-by-the-gods is apparently also
hated-by-the-gods. Hence, as regards your
present action in punishing your father, Euthy-
phro, it wouldn't be at all surprising if’ you
were thereby doing something agreeable to
Zeus but odious to Cronus and Uranus, or
pleasing to Hephaestus but odious to Hera; and
likewis¢ for any other gods who may differ
from one another on the matter.

Euthyphro. Yes Socrates, but I don’t think
any of the gods do differ from one another on
this point, at least: whoever has unjustly killed
another should be punished.

Socrates. Really? Well, what about human
beings, Euthyphro? Have you never heard any
of them arguing that someone who has killed
unjustly, or acted unjustly in some other way,
should not be punished?

Euthyphro. Why yes, they are constantly
arguing that way, in the lawcourts as well as
clsewhere: people who act unjustly in all sorts
of ways will do or say anything to escape pun-
ishinent.
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Socrates. Butdo they admitacting unjustly,
Tuthyphro, yet still say, despite that adinission,
that they shouldn’t be punished?

Euthyphro. No, they don’t say that at all.
Socrates. So itisn’t just anything that they
much, I imagine, they don’t
dare to say or argue: if they act unjustly, they
should not be punished. Rather, T imagine, they
deny acting unjustly, don’t they?

Euthyphro. True.

Socrates. Then they don’t argue that one
who acts unjustly should not be punished:; but
they do argue, maybe, about who it was that
acted unjustly, and what he did, and when.

LEuthyphro. Truc.

Socrates. ‘Then doesn't the very same thing
also apply to the gods—if they really do quar-
rel about just and unjust actions, as your
account suggests, and if cach party says that
the other acts unjustly, while the other denics
it? Because surely, my admirable friend, no
one among gods or men dares to claim that
anyone should go unpunished who /as acted
unjustly.

Euthyphro. Yes, what you say is true,
Socrates, at Icast on the whole.

Socrates. Rather, Euthyphro, 1 think it is
the individual act that causes arguments among
gods as well as human beings—if gods really
do argue: it i3 with regard to some particular
action that they differ, some saying it was done
justly, while others say it was unjust. [sn't that
507

Euthyphro. Indeed.

Socrates. Then please, my dear Euthyphro,
instruct me too, that I may grow wiser. When a
hired man has committed murder, has been put
in bonds by the master of his victim, and has
died from those bonds before his captor can
find out from the authorities what to do about
him, what proof have you that all gods regard
that man as having met an unjust death? Or that
it is right for a son to prosecute his father and
press a charge of murder on behalf of such a
man? Please try to show me plainly that all
gods undoubtedly regard that action in those
circumstances as right. If you can show that to
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my satisfaction, I'll never stop singing the
praises of your wisdom.

Euthyphro. Well, that may be no small task,
Socrates, though I could of course prove it to
you quite plainly.

Socrates. 1see. You must think me a slower
Iearner than the jury, because obviously you
will show them that the acts in question were
unjust, and that all the gods hate such things.

Euthyphro. 1 will show that very clearly,
Socrates, provided they listen while I'm talk-
ing.

Socrates. They'Il listen all right, so long as
they approve of what you're saying.

But while you were talking, I reflected and
put to myself this question: “Even suppose
Euthyphro were to instruct me beyond any
doubt that the gods all do regard such a death
as unjust, what more have I learnt from him
about what the holy and the unholy might be?
This particular deed would be hated-by-the-
2ods, apparently; yet it became evident just
now that the holy and unholy were not defined
in that way, since what is hated-by-the-gods
proved to be loved-by-the-gods as well.”

So I'll let you off on that point; Euthyphro;
let all the gods consider it unjust, i
and let all of them hate it. Is this the correction
we are now making in our account: whatever
all the gods hate is unholy, and whatever they
all love is holy; and whatever some gods love
but others hate is neither or both? Is that how
you would now have us define the holy and the
unholy?

Euthyphro. What objection could there be,
Socrates?

Socrates. None on my part, Euthyphro. But
consider your own view, and sce whether, by
making that suggestion, you will most casily
teach me what you promised.

Euthyphro. Very well, I would say that the
holy is whatever all the gods love; and its oppo-
site, whatever all the gods hate, is unholy.

Socrates. Then shall we examine that in
turn, Luthyphro, and sce whether it is well put?
Or shall we let it pass, and accept it from our-
selves and others? Are we to agree with a posi-

tion merely on the sirength of someone’s say-
50, or should we examine what the speaker is
saying?

Euthyphro. We should examine it. Even so,
formy part I believe that this time our account
is well put.

Socrates. We shall soon be better able to
tell, sir. Just consider the following question: is
the holy loved by the gods because it is holy?
Or is it holy because it is loved?

Euthyphro. 1 don’t know what you mean,
Socrates.

Socrates. All right, I'll try to put it more
clearly. We speak of a thing’s “being carried™
or “carrying,” of its “being led” or “leading,” of
its “being seen” or “seeing.” And you under-
stand, don’t you, that all such things are differ-
ent from each other, and how they differ?

Euthyphro. Yes, I think I understand.

Socrates. And again, isn’t there something
that is “being loved,” while that which loves is
different from it?

Euthyphro. Of course.

Socrates. Then tell me whether something
in a state of “being carried”™ is in that state
because someone is carrying it, or for some
other reason.

Euthyphro. No, that is the reason.

Socrates. And something in a state of
“being led™ is s0 because someone is leading it,
and something in a state of “being seen™ is so
because someone is seeing it?

Euthyphro. Certainly.

Socrates. ‘Then someone does not see a
thing because itis in a state of “being seen,” but
on the contrary, it is in that state because some-
ong is seeing it; nor does someone lead a thing
because it is in a state of “being led,” but rather
itis in that state because someone is leading it;
nor does someone carry a thing because it is in
a state of “being carried,” but it is in that state
because someone is carrying it. Is my meaning
quite clear, Euthyphro? What I mean is this: i
something gets into a certain state or is affected
in a certain way, it does not get into that state
because it possesses it; rather, it possesses that
state because it gets into it; nor is it thus
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affected because it is in that condition; rather, it
is in that condition because it is thus affected.
Don’t you agree with that?

Euthvphro. Yes, 1 do.

Socrates. Again, “being loved™ is a case of
either being in a certain state or being in a cer-
tain condition because of some agent?

Euthvphro. Certainly.

Socrates. Then this case is similar to our
previous examples: it is not because it is in a
state of "being loved™ that an object is loved by
those who love it; rather, it is in that state
because it is loved by them. Isn’t that right?

Euthyphro. It must be.

Socrates. Now, what are we saying about
the holy, Euthyphro? On your account, doesn’t
it consist in being loved by all the gods?

Euthyphro. Yes.

Socrates. 1s that because it is holy, or for
some other reason?

Euthyphro. No, that is the reason.

Socrates. So it is loved because it is holy,
not holy because it is loved.

Euthvphro. So it seems.

Socrates. By contrast, what is loved-by-
the-gods is in that state—namely, being loved-
by-the-gods—because the gods love it.

Euthvphro. Of cours

Socrates. Then what is loved-by-the-gods
is not the holy, Euthyphro, nor is the holy what
is loved-by-the-gods, as you say, but they dif-
fer from cach other.

Euthyphro. Tow so, Socrates?

Socrates. Because we are agreed, aren’t
we, that the holy is loved because it is holy, not
holy because it is loved?

Euthyphro. Yes.

Socrates. Whereas what is loved-by-the-
gods is 50 because the gods love it. It is loved-
by-the-gods by virtue of their loving it; it is not
because it is in that state that they love it.

Euthvphro. That's true.

Socrates. But if what is loved-by-the-gods
and the holy were the same thing, Euthyphro,
then if the holy were loved because it is holy,
what is loved-by-the-gods would be loved
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because it is loved-by-the-gods; and again, if
what is loved-by-the-gods were loved-by-the-
gods because they love it, then the holy would
be holy because they love it. In actual fact,
however, you can see that the two of them are
related in just the opposite way, as two entirely
different things: one of them is lovable because
they love it, whereas the other they love for the
reason that it is lovable.

And so, Euthyphro, when you are asked
what the holy might be, it looks as if you'd pre-
fer not to explain its essence to me, but would
rather tell me one of its propertics—namcly,
that the holy has the property of being loved by
all the gods; but you still haven’t told me what
itis.

So please don’t hide it from e, but start
again and tell me what the holy might be—
whether it is loved by the gods or pos S any
other property, since we won't disagree about
that. Out with it now, and tell me what the holy
and the unholy are.

Euthyphro. The wouble is, Socrates, that |
can’t tell you what I have in mind, because
whatever we suggest keeps moving around
somehow, and refuses to stay put where we
established it.

Socrates. My ancestor Dacdalus seems to
be the author of your words, Euthyphro.
Indeed, if they were my own words and sug-
gestions, you might make fun of me, and say
that it’s because of iy kinship with him that
my works of art in conversation run away from
me too, and won’t stay where they're placed.
But in fact those suggestions are your own; and
s0 you need a different joke, because you're the
onc for whom they won't stay put—as you
realize yourself,

Luthyphro. No, 1 think it’s much the same
joke that is called for by what we said,
Socrates: I'm not the one who makes them
move around and not stay put. I think you're
the Daedalus because, as far as I'm concerned,
they would have kept still.

Socrates. 1t looks then, my friend, as if I've
grown this much more accomplished at my
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craft than Dacdalus himself: he made only his
own works move around, whereas I do it,
apparently, to those of others besides my own.
And indeed the really remarkable feature of my
craft is that I'm an expert at it without even
wanting to be. You see, I'd prefer to have words
stay put for me, immovably established, than to
acquire the wealth of Tantalus and the skill of
Dacedalus combined.

But enough of this. Since I think you are
being feeble, I'll join you myself in an effort to
help you instruct me about the holy. Don’t give
up too soon, now. Just consider whether you
think that cverything that is holy must be just.

Euthyphro. Yes, 1do.

Socrates. Well then, is everything that is
just holy? Or is everything that is holy just, but
not everything that is just hol
holy, and part of it something ¢

Euthyphro. 1 can’t follow wh.ll you're say-
ing, Socrates.

Socrates. And yet you are as much my
superior in youth as you are in wisdom. But as
I say, your wealth of wisdom has enfecbled
you. So pull yourself together, my dear sir—it
really isn’t hard to se¢ what I mean: it’s just the
opposite of what the poet meant who com-
posed these verses:

With Zeus, who wrought it and who generated
all these things,

You cannot quarrel, for where there is fear.
there is also shame.

I disagree with that poet. Shall T tell you
where?

Euthyphro. By all means.

Socrates. 1 don’t think that “where there is
fear, there is also shame,” because many peo-
ple, I'take it, dread illnesses, poverty, and many
other such things. Yet although they dread
them, they are not ashamed of what they fear.
Don’t you agree?

Euthyphro. Certainly.

Socrates. On the other hand, where there is
shame, there is also fear: doesn’t anyone who
is ashamed and embarrassed by a certain action

both fear and dread a reputation for wicked-
ness?

Euthyphro. Indeed he does.

Socrates. Then it isn’t right to say that

“where there is fear, there is also shame,” nev-
ertheless, where there is shame there is also fear,
cven though shame is not found ceverywhere
there is fear. Fear is broader than shame, I think,
since shame is one kind of fear, just as odd is one
kind of number. Thus, it is not true that wher-
ever there is number there is also odd, although
itis true that where there is odd, there is also
number. You follow me now, presumably?

Euthyphro. Perfectly.

Socrates. Well, that’s the sort of thing I
meant just now: I was asking, “Is it true that
wherever a thing is just, it is also holy? Or is a
thing just wherever it is holy, but not holy
wherever it is just”” In other words, isn’t the
holy part of what is just? Is that what we're to
say, or do you disagree?

Euthyphro. No, let’'s say that: your point
strikes me as correct.

Socrates. Then consider the next point: if
the holy is one part of what is just, it would
scem that we need to find out which part it
might be. Now, if you asked me about one of
the things just mentioned, for example, which
kind of number is even, and what sort of num-
ber it might be, I'd say that it’s any number
which is not scalene but isosceles. Would you
agree?

Euthyphro. 1T would.

Socrates. Now you try to instruct me, like-
wise, which part of what is just is holy. Then
we'll be able to tell Meletus not to treat us
unjustly any longer, or indict us for impicty,
because I've now had proper tuition from you
about what things are pious or holy, and what
are not.

Euthyphro. Well then, in my view, the part
of what is just that is pious or holy has to do
with ministering to the gods, while the rest of it
has to do with ministering to human beings.

Socrates. Yes, 1 think you put that very
well, Euthyphro. T am still missing one small
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detail, however. You see, Tdon't yet understand
this “ministering”™ of which you speak. You
surely don’t mean “ministering” to the gods in
the same sense as “ministering” to other things.
That’s how we talk, isn’t it? We say, for
ple, that not everyone understands how to 1
ister to horses, but only the horse-trainer. Isn’t
that right?

Euthyphro. Certainly.

Socrates. Because, surely, horse-training is
inistering to horses.

Euthyphro. Yes.

Socrates. Nor, again, does everyone know
how to minister to dogs, butonly the dog-trainer.
Euthyphro. Just so.

Socrates. Because, of course, dog-training
ministering o dogs.

Euthyphro. Yes.

Socrates. And again, cattle-farming is min-
istering to cattle.

Luthyphro. Certainly.

Socrates. And holiness or picty is minister-
ing to the gods, Euthyphro? Is that what you're
saying?

Euthvphro. Itis.

Socrates. Well, doesn’t all  ministering
achieve the same thing? I mean something like
this: it aims at some good or benefit for its
object. Thus, you may see that horses, when
they are being ministered to by horse-training,
are benefited and improved. Or don’t you think
they are?

Luthyphro. Yes, 1 do.

Socrates. And dogs, of course, are bene-
fited by dog-training, and cattle by cattle-
farming, and the rest likewise. Or do you sup-
pose that ministering is for harming its objects?

Euthvphro. Goodness, no!

Socrates. So it’s for their benefit?

Euthyphro. Of course.

Socrates. ‘Then, if holiness is ministering to
the gods, does it benefit the gods and make
them better? And would you grant that when-
cever you do something holy, you're making
some god better?

PLATO

Euthyphro. Heavens, no!

Socrates. No, I didn’t think you meant that,
Euthyphro—far from it—but that was the rea-
son why I asked what sort of ministering to the
20ds you did mean. T didn’t th you meant
that sort.

Euthyphro. Quite right, Socrate
the sort of thing I mean.

Socrates. Very well, but then what sort of
istering to the gods would holiness be?

Euthyphro. The sort which slaves give to
their masters, Socrates.

Socrates. Tsee. Then it would appear to be
some sort of service to the gods.

Luthyphro. Exactly.

Socrates. Now could you tell me what
result is achieved by service to doctors? Tt
would be health, wouldn't it?

Euthyphro. It would.

Socrates. And what about service to ship-
wrights? What result is achieved in their
service?

Euthyphro. Obviously, Socrates, the con-
struction of ships.

Socrates. And  service 1o builders, of
course, achieves the construction of houses.

Euthyphro. Yes.

Socrates. Then tell me, good fellow, what
product would be achieved by service to the
2ods? You obviously know, since you claim
religious knowledge superior to any man'’

Euthyphro. Yes, and there I'm  right,
Socrates.

Socrates. ‘Then tell me, for goodness” sake,
just what that splendid task is which the gods
accomplish by using our servic

Euthyphro. They achicve many fine things,
Socrates.

Socrates. Yes, and so do generals, my
friend. Yet you could easily sum up their
achievement as the winning of victory in war,
couldn’t you?

Euthyphro. Of course.

Socrates. And farmers too. They achieve
many finc things, I believe. Yet they can be

hat’s not
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EUTHYPHRO

summed up as the production of food from the
carth.

Euthvphro. Certainly.

Socrates. And now how about the many
fine achievements of the gods? How can their
work be summed up?

Euthyphro. T've already told you a little
while ago, Socrates, that it’s a pretty big job to
Iearn the exact truth on all these matters. But [
will simply tell you this much: il one has expert
knowledge of the words and deeds that gratify
the gods through prayer and sacrifice, those are
the ones that are holy: such practices arc the
salvation of individual families, along with the
common good of cities; whereas practices that
are the opposite of gratifying arc impious ones,
which of course upset and ruin everything.

Socrates. T'm sure you could have given a
summary answer to my question far more
bricfly, Euthyphro, if you'd wanted to. But
you're not cager to teach me—that’s clear
because you've turned aside just when you were
on the very brink of the answer. If you'd given it,
I would have learnt properly from you about
holiness by now. Butas it is, the questioner must
follow wherever the person questioned may lead
him. So, once again, what are you saying that the
holy or holiness is? Didn’t you say it was some
sort of expertise in sacrifice and prayer?

Euthyphro. Yes, 1 did.

Socrates. And sacrifice is giving things to
the gods, while prayer is asking things of
them?

Euthyphro. Lxactly, Socrates.

Socrates. So, by that account, holiness will
be expertise in asking from the gods and giving
to them.

Euthyphro. You've gathered my meaning
beautifully, Socrates.

Socrates. Yes, my [riend, that’s because
I'm greedy for your wisdom, and apply my
intelligence to it, so that what you say won't
fall wasted to the ground. But tell me, what is
this service to the gods? You say it is asking
from them, and giving to them?

Euthyphro. Tdo.

Socrates. Well, would asking rightly be
asking for things we need from them?

Euthyphro. Why, what else could it be?

Socrates. And conversely, giving rightly
would be giving them in return things that they
do, in fact, need from us. Surely it would be
inept to give anybody things he didn’t need,
wouldn’t it?

Euthyphro. "True, Socrates.

Socrates. So then holiness would be a sort
of skill in mutual trading between gods and
mankind?

Euthyphro. Trading, yes, if that’s what you
prefer to call it.

Socrates. 1don’t prefer anything unless it is
actually true. But tell me, what benefit do the
gods derive from the gifts they receive from
us? What they give, of course, is obvious to
anyone—since  we  possess  nothing  good
which they don’t give us. But how are they ben-
cfited by what they receive from us? Do we get
so much the better bargain in our trade with
them that we receive all the good things from
them, while they receive none from us?

Euthyphro. Come, Socrates, do you really
suppose that the gods are benefited by what
they receive [rom us?

Socrates. Well if not, Euthyphro, what ever
would they be, these gifts of ours to the gods?

Euthvphro. What else do you suppose but
honour and reverence, and—as I said just
now—what is gratifying to them?

Socrates. So the holy is gratilying, but not
beneficial or loved by the gods?

Euthyphro. 1imagine it is the most loved of
all things.

Socrates. Then, once again, it scems that
this is what the holy is: what is loved by the
eods.

Euthyphro. Absolutely.

Socrates. Well now, if you say that, can you
wonder if you find that words won’t keep still
for you, but walk about? And will you blame
me as the Dacdalus who makes them walk,
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when you're far more skilled than Dacdalus
yourself at making them go round in a circle?
Don’t you notice that our account has come full
circle back to the same point? You recall, no
doubt, how we found carlier that what is holy
and what is loved-by-the-gods were not the
same, but different from cach other? Don’t you
remember?

Euthvphro. Yes, 1 do.

Socrates. Then don’t you realize that now
you're equating holy with what the gods love?
But that makes it identical with loved-by-the-
gods, doesn"t it?

Euthyphro. Indeed.

Socrates. So cither our recent agreement
wasn’t sound; or else, if it was, our present sug-
gestion is wrong.

Euthyphro. So it appears.

Socrates. Then we must start over again, and
consider what the holy is, since I shan’t be will-
ing to give up the scarch till I learn the answer.
Please don’t scorn me, but give the matter your
very closest attention and tell me the truth—
because you must know it, if any man does; and
like Proteus you mustn’t be let go until you tell it.

SAINT ANSELM

You sce, if you didn’t know for sure what
is holy and what unholy, there’s no way
you'd ever have ventured to prosccute your
clderly father for murder on behalf of a
labourer. Instead, fear of the gods would have
saved you from the risk of acting wrongly, and
you'd have been embarrassed in front of
human beings. But in fact I'm quite sure that
you think you have certain knowledge of what
is holy and what is not; so tell me what you
believe it to be, excellent Euthyphro, and don’t
conceal it.

Euthyphro. Some other time, Socrates: I'm
hurrying somewhere just now, and it’s time for
me (o be off.

Socrates. What a way to behave, my friend,
going off like this, and dashing the high hopes
T held! T was hoping I'd learn from you what
acts are holy and what are not, and so escape
Meletus' indictment, by showing him that
Tuthyphro had made me an expert in religion,
and that my ignorance no longer made me a
free-thinker or innovator on that subject: and
also, of course, that I would live better for what
remains of my life.

The Ontological Argument

—~

SAINT ANSELM

Saint Anselm (1033-1109) was archbishop of Canterbury. The Proslogion, from which
this selection is taken, is his most famous work.

2. THAT GOD TRULY EXISTS

Well then, Lord, You who give understanding to faith,
grant me that I may understand, as much as You sce

Reprinted from Anselm of Canterbury: The Major Works.

1998). by permission of the publisher.
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fit, that You exist as we believe You to exist, and that
You are what we believe You to be. Now we believe
that You are something than which nothing greater
can be thought. Or can it be that a thing of such a

ds. Brian Davies and G. R. Evans (Oxford: Oxford University Press,



THE ONTOLOGICAL ARGUMENT

nature does not exist, since “the Fool has
heart, there is no God™ [Ps. 13: 1; 52: 117 But surely,
when thi nml ‘ool hears whal I am speaking about,
namely, “s¢ ing-tha ich-nothing-greater-can-
be-thought,” he understands what he hears, and what
he understands i ind, even if he does not
understand that it actually exists. For itis ong thing for
an object to exist in the mind, and another thing to
understand that an object actually exists. Thus, when
a painter plans beforehand what he is going to exe-
cute, he has [the picture] in his mind, but he does not
yet think that it actually exists because he has not yet
executed it. However, when he has actually painted it,
then he both has it in his mind and understands that it
exists because he has now made it. Even the Fool,
then, is forced to agree that something-than-which-
nothing-greater-can-be-thought exists in the mind,
since he understands this when he hears it, and what-
ever is understood is in the mind. And surely that-
than-which-a-greater-cannot-be-thought cannot exist
in the mind alone. For if it exists solely in the mind, it
can be thought to existin reality also, which is greater.
If then that-than-which-a-greater-cannot-be-thought
exists in the mind alone, this same that-than-which-
a-greater-cannot-be-thought s that-than-which-a-
greater-can-be-thought. But this is obviously impos-
sible. Thercfore there is absolutely no doubt that
something-than-which-a-greater-cannot-be-thought

exists both in the mind and in reality.

3. THAT GOD CANNOT BE
THOUGHT NOT TO EXIST

And certainly this being so truly exists that it cannot
be even thought not to exist. For something can be
thought to exist that cannot be thought not to exist, and
this is greater than that which can be thought not to
exist. Hence, if that-than-which-a-greater-cannot-be-
thought can be thought not to exist, then that-than-
which-a-greater-cannot-be-thought is not the same as
that-than-which-a-greater-cannot-be-thought, which
is absurd. Something-than-which-a-greater-cannot-
be-thought exists so truly then, that it cannot be even
thought not to exist.

And You, Lord our God, are this being. You exist
so truly, Lord my God, that You cannot even be
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thought not to ¢xist. And this is as it should be, for if
some intelligence could think of something better
than You, the creature would be above its Creator and
would judge its Creator—and that is completely
absurd. In fact, everything else there is, except You
alone, can be thought of as not existing. You alone,
then, of all things most truly exist and therefore of all
things possess existence to the highest degree; for
anything else does not exist as truly, and so possesses
existence to a lesser degree. Why then did “the Fool
say in his heart, there is no God™ [Ps. 13: 15 52: 1]
when it is so evident to any rational mind that You of
all things exist to the highest degree? Why indeed,
unless because he was stupid and a fool?

4. HOW “THE FOOL SAID IN
HIS HEART” WHAT CANNOT
BE THOUGHT

How indeed has he “said in his heart™ what he could
not think; or how could he not think what he “said in
his heart,” since to “say in one’s heart™ and to “think™
are the same? But if he really (indeed, since he really)
both thought because he “said in his heart™ and did
not “say in his heart” because he could not think,
there is not only one sense in which something is
aid in one’s heart™ or thought. For in one sense a
thing is thought when the word signifying it is
thought; in another sense when the very object which
the thing is is understood. In the first sense, then, God
can be thought not to exist, but not at all in the scc-
nnd sense. No one, indeed, understanding what God
s can think that God does not exist, even though he
may say these words in his heart either without any
lobjective] signification or with some peculiar signi-
fication. For God is that-than-which-nothing-greater-
can-be-thought. Whoever really understands  this
understands clearly that this same bun" S0 exists that
not even in thought can it not exist. Thus whoever
understands that God exists in sluh a way cannot
think of Him as not existing.

I give thanks, good Lord, I give thanks to You,
since what I believed before through Your free ift
now so understand through Your illumination, that if
I did not want to believe that You existed, I should
nevertheless be unable not to understand it.




In Behalf of the Fool

—~

GAUNILO

Gaunilo was a monk of Marmoutier, France, about whom little is known apart from his
being the author of this famous reply to his contemporary Saint Anselm.

1

To one doubting whether there is, or denying that
there is, something of such a nature than which noth-
ing greater can be thought, it is said here [in the
Proslogion] that its existence is proved, first because
the very one who denies or doubts it already has it in
his mind, since when he hears it spoken of he under-
stands what is said; and further, bec what he
understands is necessarily such that it exists not only
in the mind but also in reality. And this is proved by
the fact that it is greater to exist both in the mind and
in reality than in the mind alone. For if this same
being exists in the mind alone, anything that existed
also in reality would be greater than this being, and
thus that which is greater than everything would be
less than some thing and would not be greater than
everything, which is obviously contradictory. There-
fore, it is necessarily the case that that which is
greater than everything, being already proved to exist
in the mind, should exist not only in the mind but also
in reality, since otherwise it would not be greater than
cverything.

2

But he [the Fool] can perhaps reply that this thing is
said already to exist in the mind only in the sense that
'understand what is said. For could I not say that all
kinds of unreal things, not existing in themselves in

any way at all, are equally in the mind since if any-
one speaks about them I understand whatever he
says? ...

6

For example: they say that there is in the ocean some-
where an island which, because of the difficulty (or
rather the impossibility) of finding that which does
not exist, some have called the “Lost Island.” And the
story goes that it is blessed with all manner of price-
less riches and delights in abundance, much more
even than the Happy Isles, and, having no owner or
inhabitant, it is superior everywhere in abundance of
riches to all those other lands that inen inhabit. Now,
if anyone tell me that it is like this, I shall easily
understand what is said, since nothing is difficult
about it. But if he should then go on to say, as though
it were a logical consequence of this: You cannot any
more doubt that this island that is more excellent than
all other lands truly exists somewhere in reality than
you can doubt that it is in your mind; and since it is
more excellent to exist not only in the mind alone but
also in reality, therefore it must needs be that it exists.
For if it did not exist, any other land existing in real-
ity would be more excellent than it, and so this island,
already conceived by you to be more excellent than
others, will not be more excellent. If, T say, someone
wishes thus to persuade me that this island really

Reprinted from Anselm of Canterbury: The Major Works, eds. Brian Davies and G. R. Evans (Oxford: Oxford University Press.

1998). by permission of the publisher.
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CRITIQUE OF THE ONTOLOGICAL ARGUMENT

exists beyond all doubt, T should either think that he
was joking, or I should find it hard to decide which of
us Tought to judge the bigger fool—I, if Tagreed with
him, or he, if he thought that he had proved the exis-
tence of this island with any certainty, unless he had
first convinced me that its very excellence exists in
my mind preciscly as a thing existing truly and indu-
bitably and not just as something unreal or doubtfully
real.

7

Thus first of all might the Fool reply to objections.
And if then someone should assert that this greater
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[than everything] is such that it cannot be thought not
to exist (again without any other proof than that oth-
erwise it would not be greater than everything), then
he could make this same reply and say: When have |
said that there truly existed some being that is
“greater than everything,” such that from this it could
be proved to me that this same being really existed to
such a degree that it could not be thought not to exist?
That is why it must first be conclusively proved by
argument that there is some higher nature, namely
that which is greater and better than all the things that
are, so that from this we can also infer everything else
which necessarily cannot be wanting to what is
ercater and better than everything.

itique of the Ontological Argument

—~

IMMANUEL KANT

Immanuel Kant (1724-1804), who lived his entire life in the Prussian town of Konigs-
berg, is a preeminent figure in the history of philosophy. He made groundbreaking con-
tributions in virtually every area of philosophical inquiry, and his most notable works
are the three great critiques—Critique of Pure Reason, Critique of Practical Reason,

and Critique of Judgment.

[W]e may be challenged with a case which is brought
forward as proof . . . that there is one concept, and
indeed only one, in reference to which the not-being
orrejection of its object is initself contradictory. . .. It
is declared that it possesses all reality, and that we
justified in assuming that such a being is possi
ble.. .. Now [the argument proceeds] “all reality”
includes existence; existence is therefore contained in
the concept of a thing that is possible. If, then, this
thing is rejected, the internal possibility of the thing is
rejected—which is self-contradictory. . . .

I should have hoped to put an end to these idle and
fruitless disputations in a direct manner, by an accu-
rate determination of the concept of existence, had 1
not found that the illusion which is caused by the
confusion of a logical with a real predicate (that is,
with a predicate which determines a thing) is almost
beyond correction. Anything we please can be made
to serve logical predicate; the subject can even be
predicated of itself; for logic abstracts from all con-
tent. But a determining predicate is a predicate which
is added to the concept of the subject and enlarges it.

From The Critique of Pure Reason, translated by Norman Kemp Smith, 1929.
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Conscquently, it must not be alrcady contained in the
concept.

“Being” is obviously not a real predicate; that is, it
is not a concept of something which could be added
to the concept of a thing. It is merely the positing of
a thing, or of certain determinations, as existing in
themselves. Logically, it is merely the copula of a
judgment. The proposition, “God is omnipotent,”
contains two concepts, cach of which has its object
God and omnipotence. The small word “is™ adds no
new predicate, but only serves to posit the predicate
in its relation to the subject. If, now, we take the sub-
ject (God) with all its predicates (among which is
omnipotence), and say “God is,” or “There is a God,”
we attach no new predicate to the concept of God, but
only posit the subject in itself with all its predicates,
and indeed posit it as being an object that stands in
relation to my concept. The content of both must be
onc and the same; nothing can have been added to
the concept, which expresses merely what is possi-
ble, by my thinking its object (through the expression
“itis™) as given absolutely. Otherwise stated, the real
contains no more than the merely possible. A hun-
dred real thalers do not contain the least coin more
than a hundred possible thalers. For as the latter sig-
nify the concept, and the former the object and the

G. E. MOORE

positing of the object, should the former contain
more than the latter, my concept would not, in that
casce, express the whole object, and would not there-
fore be an adequate concept of it. My financial posi-
tion is, however, affected very differently by a hun-
dred real thalers than it is by the mere concept of
them (that is, of their possibility) . . . and yet the con-
ceived hundred thalers are not themsclves in the least
increased through thus acquiring existence outside
my concept.

By whatever and by however many predicates we
may think a thing—even if we completely determine
it—we do not make the least addition to the thing
when we further declare that this thing is. Otherwise,
it would not be exactly the same thing that exists, but
something more than we had thought in the concept;
and we could not, therefore, say that the exact object
of my concept exists. If we think in a thing every fea-
ture of reality except one, the missing reality is not
added by my saying that this defective thing exists.
On the contrary, it exists with the same defect with
which I have thought it, since otherwise what exists
would be something different from what I thought.
‘When, therefore, I think a being as the supreme real-
ity, without any defect, the question still remains
whether it exists or not.

Is Existence a Predicate?

—~

G. E. MOORE

G. E. Moore (1873-1958), who taught at the University of Cambridge, was one of the
key figures in the development of analytic philosophy. His most famous book is Prin-
cipia Ethica. His style of writing places extraordinary stress on clarity, even if that clar-

ity requires a painstaking attention to detail.

Tam not at all clear as to the meaning of this question.
Mr. Kneale says that existence is not a predicate. But

what does he mean by the words “Existence is not a
predicate™?

This essay was the second paper in a symposium published in the Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, Supplementary Volume XV,
1936, and is reprinted by permission of the Editor of the Aristotelian Society. The philosopher William Kneale wrote the first paper.



IS EXISTENCE A PREDICAT

In this sccond paragraph, he says that the word
“predicate”™ has two different senses, a logical sense
and a grammatical one. If so, it would follow that the
words “Lixistence is not a predicate™ may have two
different meanings. according as the person who uses
them ing “predicate” in the logical or the gram-
matical sense. And I think it is clcar that he means us
to understand that when he says “Existence is not a
predicate,” he is using “predicate”™ in the logical
sense, and not in the grammatical one. I think his
view is that if anyone were to say “Existence i
predicate.” using “predicate” in the grammatical
sense, such a person would be perfectly right: 1 think
he holds that existence really is a predicate in the
grammatical sense. But, whether he holds this or not,
clear that he does not wish to d ss the
question whether it is o not a predicate in the
erammatical , but solely the question whether it
is s0 in the logical onc.

Now I think it is worth noticing that if’ we assert
“Lixistence is a predicate,” using “predicate” in the
Lerammatical sense, our propo:
about certain words, to the effect that they are often
used in a certain way; but not, curiously enough,
about the word “existence™ itself. It is a proposition
to the effect that the word “exists™ and other finite
parts of the verb “to exist,” such as “existed,” “will
exist,” or “exist”™ (in the plural) are often the predi-
cates (in some grammatical sense) of sentences in
which they occur; but nobody means to say that the
word “existence™ itself is often the predicate of sen-
tences in which it occurs. And 1 think Mr. Kneale
implics that, similarly, the proposition which anyone
would express, il he asserted “Existence is a predi-
cate,” using “predicate” in the logical sense, i
equivalent to a proposition, not about the word “exis-
tence™ itself, but about the word “exists,” and other
finite parts of the verb “to exist.”” He implics that
“Lxistence is a predicate,” with this use of “predi-
cate,” is equivalent to the proposition that the word
“exists,” and other finite parts of the verb. often do
“stand for a predicate in the logical sense.” It would
appear, therefore, that one difference between the
two different meanings of “Existence is a predicat
is as follows: namely that, if a person who says the:
¢ “predicate” in the grammatical sense,
he is not saying that the words, “exists,” etc., ever
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“stand for a predicate in the logical sense;™ whereas,
if he is using “predicate™ in the logical sense, he is
saying that they do (often, at least) “stand for a pred-
icate in the logical sense.” What Mr. Kneale himself
means by tence is not a predicate” is apparently
some proposition which he would express by saying:
“The words, “exists.” etc.. never stand for a predicate
in the logical sense.
What I am not clear about is as to what is meant
by saying of a particular word (or particular phrase)
in a particular sentence that it “stands for a predicate
in the logical sense:™ nor, therefore. as to what is
meant by saying of another particular word in
another particular sentence that it does not “stand for
a predicate in the logical sense.” Mr. Kneale do
indeed, tell us that a “predicate in the logical sense
is the same as “an attribute:™ but, though I think that
the meaning of the word “attribute™ is perhaps a little
clearer than that of the phrase “predicate in the logi-
cal sense,” it still scems to me far from clear: 1 do not
clearly understand what he would mean by saying
that “exists,” etc., do not “stand for attributes.” But,
from examples which he gives, it is, I think. clear that
he would say that in the sentence “This is red” the
word “red,” or the phrase “is red” (I am not clear
which), does “stand for an attribute;™ and also that in
the sentence “Tame tigers growl,”™ “growl™ so stands,
and in the sentence “Rajah growls,” “growls™ does. It
is, therefore, presumably some difference between
the way in which “exists,” etc., are used in sentences
in which they occur, and the way in which “is red” (or
“red”™) and “growl™ and “erowls™ are used in these
sentences, that he wishes to express by saying that,
whereas “exists,” etc., do not “stand for attributes,”
these words in these sentences do. And if we can find
what differences there are between the use of finite
parts of the verb “to exist,” and the use of “is red,”
“erowl™ and “growls,” we may perhaps find what the
difference is which he expresses in this way.

It will, I think, be best to begin with one particular
use of “exist"—the one, namely, which Mr. Kncale
illustrates by the example “Tame tigers exist.” He
clearly thinks that there is some very important dif-
ference between the way in which “exist™ is used
here, and the way in which “growl™ is used in “Tame
tigers growl;” and that it is a difference which does
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not hold, ¢.g. between the use of “scratch™ i
tigers scratch™ and the use of “growl™ in “Tame tigers
growl.” He would say that “scratch™ and “growl”
both “stand for attributes,” whereas “exist” does not;
and he would also say that “Tame tigers exist™ is a
proposition of a ent form from “Tame tigers
growl,” whereas T think he would say that “Tame
tigers erowl™ and “Tame tigers scratch™ are of the
same form. What difference between “Tame tigers
exist” and “Tame tigers growl” can be the one he has
in mind?

That there is a difference between the way in
which we use “exist™ in the former sentence and
“erowl™ in the latter, of a different kind from the dif-
ference between our usages of “scratch™ and “grow!™
in the two sentences “Tame tigers scratch™ and
“Tame tigers growl,” can, 1 think, be brought out in
the following way.

The sentence “Tame tigers growl™ seems to me to
be ambiguous. So far as 1 can sce, it might mean
“All tame tigers growl,” or it might mean merely
“Most tame tigers growl,” or it might mean merely
“Some tame tigers growl.” Each of these three sen-
tences h: clear meaning, and the meaning of cach
is clearly different from that of cither of the two oth-
ers. Of cach of them, however, it is true that the
proposition which it expresses is one which cannot
possibly be true, unless some tame tigers do growl.
And hence 1 think we can say of “Tame tigers growl”
that, whichever sense it is used in, it means some-
thing which cannot possibly be truc unless some
tame tigers do growl. Similarly I think it is clear that
“Tame tigers exist™ means something which cannot
possibly be true unless some tame tigers do exist. But
I do not think that there is any ambiguity in “Tame
tigers exist” corresponding to that which 1 have
pointed out in “"Tame tigers growl.” So far as 1 can s
“Tame tigers exist™ and “Some tame tigers exist™ are
merely two different ways of expressing exactly the
me proposition. That is to say, it is not true that
Tame tigers exist” might mean “All tame tigers
exist,” or “Most tame tigers exist,” instead of merely
“Some tame tigers exist.” [talways means just “Some
tame tigers exist,” and nothing clse whatever. 1 have
said it is never used to mean “All tame tigers exist,”
or “Most tame tigers exist;” but I hope it will strike
everyone that there is something queer about this
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proposition. It scems to imply that “All tame tigers
exist™ and “"Most tame tigers exist” have a clear
meaning, just as have “All tame tigers growl,” and
“Most tame tigers growl;™ and that it is just an acci-
dent that we do not happen ever to use “Tame tigers
exist™ to express cither of those two meanings instead
of the meaning “Some tame tigers exist,” whereas we
do sometimes use “Tame tigers growl” to mean “All
tame tigers growl™ or “Most tame tigers growl,”
instead of merely “Some tame tigers growl.” But is
this in fact the case? Have “All tame tigers exist™ and
“Most tame tigers exist” any meaning at all? Cer-
tainly they have not a clear meaning, as have “All
tame tigers erowl™ and “Most tame tigers growl.”
They are puzzling expressions, which certainly do
not carry their meaning, if they have any, on the face
of them. That this is so indicates, I think, that there is
some important difference between the usage of

t what the difference is.

can be made clear by comparing the
expressions “Some tame tigers don’t growl” and
“Some tame tigers don’t exist.” The former, whether
truc or false, has a perfectly clear meaning—a mean-
ing just as clear as that of “Some tame tigers do
growl;™ and it is perfectly clear that both propositions
might be true together. But with “Some tame tig
don’t exist” the case is different. “Some tame tigers
exist”™ has a perfectly clear meaning: it just means
“There are some tame tigers.” But the meaning of
“Some tame tigers don’t exist,” if any, is certainly not
cqually clear. 1t is another queer and puzzling expres-
sion. Has it any meaning at all? and, if so, what mean-
ing? If it has any, it would appear that it must mean the
same as: “There are some tame tigers which don’t
exist.” But has this any meaning? And if so, what? Is
it possible that there should be any tame tigers which
don’texist? 1 think the answeris that, if' in the sentence
“Some tame tigers don’t exist,” you are using “exist™
with the same meaning as in “Some tame tigers exist,”
then the former sentence as a whole has no meaning
at all—it is pure nons. . A meaning can, of course,
be given to “Some tame tigers don’t exist;™ but this
can only be done if “exist™ is used in a different way
from that in which it is used in “Some tame tigers
exist.” And, if this is so, it will follow that “All tame
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tigers exist” and “Most tame tigers exist,” also have no
meaning at all, if you are using “exist” in the sense
with which we are concerned. For “All tame tigers
growl”™ is equivalent to the conjunction “Some tame
tigers growl, and there is no tame tiger which does not
growl;™ and this has a meaning, because “There is at
least one tame tiger which does not growl™ has one. If,
therefore, “There is at Ieast one tame tiger which does
not exist” has no meaning, it will follow that “All tame
tigers exist” also has none; because “There is no tame
tiger which does not exist™ will have none, if “There
is a tame tiger which does not exist™ has none. Simi-
larly “Most tame tigers growl™ is equivalent to the
conjunction “Some tame tigers growl, and the number
of those (if any) which do not growl is smaller than
that of those which do”—a statement which has a
meaning only because “There are tame tigers which
do not growl” has one. If, thercfore, “There are tame
tigers which don't ¢ no meaning, it will fol-
low that “Most tame tigers exist” will also have none.
I think, therefore, we can say that one important dif-
ference between the use of “growl™ in “Some tame
tigers growl”™ and the use of “exist” in “Some tame
tigers exist,” is that if in the former case we insert “do
not” before “growl,” without changing the meaning of
“erowl,” we get a sentence which is significant,
s if, in the latter, we insert “do not™ before
without changing the meaning of “exist,” we
geta sentence which has no meaning whatever; and [
think we can al: y that this fact explains why, with
the given meaning of “growl,” “All tame tigers growl™
and "Most tame tigers growl”™ are both significant,
whercas, with the given meaning of “exist,” “All tame
tigers exist™ and "Most tame tigers exist” are utterly
meaningless. And if by the statement that “growl,” in
tands for an attribute,” whereas “exist,”
ec¢, does not, part of what is meant is that
s this difference between them, then I should
agree that “exist,” in this usage, does not “stand for an
attribute.”

Butis it really true that if, in the sentence “Some
tame tigers exist,” we insert “do not” before “exist,”
without changing the meaning of “exist,” we get a
sentence which has no meaning whatever? I have
admitted that a meaning can be given to “Some tame
tigers do not exist;” and it may, perhaps, be con-
tended by some people that the meaning which

I
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“exist™ has in this sentence, where it is significant, is
precisely the same as that which it has in “Some tame
tigers exist.” I cannot show the contrary as clearly as
I should like to be able to do; but I will do my best.
The meaning which such an expression as “Some
tame tigers do not exist” sometimes does have, is that
which it has when it is used to mean the same
“Some tame tigers are imaginary” or “Some tame
tigers are not real tigers.” That “Some tame tigers
are imaginary” may really express a proposition,
whether true or false, cannot I think be denied. If, for
instance, two different stories have been written,
cach of which is about a different imaginary tame
tiger, it will follow that there are at least (wo imagi-
nary tame tigers; and it cannot be denied that the sen-
tence “Two different tame tigers oceur in fiction™ is
significant, though I have not the least idea whether it
is true or false. I know that at least one unicorn occurs
in fiction, because one occurs in Alice Through the
Looking Glass; and it follows that there is at Icast one
imaginary unicorn, and therefore (in a sense) at least
one unicorn which does not exist. Again, if it should
happen that at the present moment two different peo-
ple are each having an hallucination of a different
tame tiger, it will follow that there are at the present
moment two different imaginary tame tigers; and the
statement that two such hallucinations ar¢ occurring
now is certainly significant, though it may very likely
be false. The sentence “There are some tame tigers
which do not exist” is, therefore, certainly signifi-
cant, if it means only that there arc some imaginary
tigers, in cither of the two senses which I have tried
to point out, But what it means is that cither some real
people have written stories about imaginary tigers, or
are having or have recently had hallucinations of
tame tigers, or, perhaps, are drcaming or have
dreamed of particular tame tigers. If nothing of this
sort has happened or is happening to anybody, then
there are no imaginary tame tigers, But if “Some
tame tigers do not exist” means all this, is it not clear
that “exist™ has not, in this sentence, the same com-
paratively simple meaning as it has in “Some tame
tigers exist™ or in “No tame tigers exist™ Is it not
clear that “Some tame tigers do not exist,” if it means
all this, is not related to “Some tame tigers exist,” in
the same simple way in which “Some tame tigers do
not growl” is related to “Some tame tigers growl™?
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I want to present a. .. critique of [Anselm’s] argu-
ment, a critique suggested by the basic conviction
..., that from the mere logical analysis of a certain
idea or concept, we can never determine that there
exists in reality anything answering to that idea or
concept.

Suppose someone comes 10 us and says:

I propose to define the term God as an existing,
wholly peifect being. Now since it can’t be true that
an existing, wholly perfect being does not exist. it
can’t be true that God. as I've defined him. does not
exist. Therefore. God must exist.

This argument appears to be a very simple Ontologi-
cal Argument. It begins with a particular idea or con-
cept of God and ends by concluding that God, so con-
ceived, must exist. What can we say in response? We
might start by objecting to this definition of God,
claiming (1) that only predicates can be used to
define a term, and (2) that existence is not a predicate.
But supposc our friend is not impressed by this
response—either because he thinks no one has fully
explained what a predicate is or proved that existence
isn’t one, or because he thinks that anyone can define
a word in whatever way he pleases. Can we allow our
friend to define the word God in any way he pleases
and still hope to show that it will not follow from that
definition that there actually exists something to
which this concept of God applies? I think we can.

Let's first invite him, however, to consider some con-
cepts other than this peculiar concept of God. . . .

[ TThe term magician may be applied both to Hou-
dini and Merlin, even though the former existed
whereas the latter did not. Noting that our friend has
used existing as part of this definition of God, sup-
pose we agree with him that we can define a word in
any way we please, and, accordingly, introduce the
following words with the following defin

A magican is defined as an existing magician.
A magico is defined as a nonexisting magician.

Here we have introduced two words and used exist-
ing or nonexisting in their definitions. Now some-
thing of interest follows from the fact that existing is
part of our definition of a magican. For while it’s true
that Merlin was a magician it isn't true that Merlin
was a magican. And something of interest follows
from our including nonexisting in the definition of a
magico. For whil¢ it’s truc that Houdini was a magi-
cian itisn’t true that Houdini was a magico. Houdini
was a magician and a magican, but not a magico,
whereas Merlin was a magician and a magico, but not
amagican.

What we have just seen is that introducing existing
or nonexisting into the definition of a concept has a
very important implication. If we introduce existing
into the definition of a concept, it follows that no
nonexisting thing can exemplify that concept. And if

Reprinted from Philosophy of Religion: An Introduction (2nd ed.) (Belmont, Calif.: Wadsworth Publishing Company, 1993) by
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we introduce nonexisting into the definition of a con-
cept, it follows that no existing thing can exemplify
that concept. No nonexisting thing can be a magican
and no existing thing can be a magico.

But must some existing thing exemplify the con-
cept magican? No! From the fact that existing is
included in the definition of magican it does not fol-
low that some existing thing is a magican—all that
follows is that no nonexisting thing is a magican. If
there were no magicians in existence there would be
nothing to which the term magican would apply. This
being so, it clearly does not follow merely from our
definition of magican that some existing thing is a
magican. Only if magicians exist will it be true that
some existing thing is a magican.

We are now in a position to help our friend see
that, from the mere fact that God is defined as an
existing, wholly perfect being, it will not follow that
some existing being is God. Something of interest
docs follow from his definition: namcly, that no
nonexisting being can be God. But whether some
existing thing is God will depend entirely on whether
some existing thing is a wholly perfect being. If no
wholly perfect being exists there will be nothing to
which this concept of God can apply. This being so,
it clearly docs not follow merely from this definition
of God that some existing thing is God. Only if a
wholly perfect being exists will it be true that God, as
our friend conceives of him, exists.

The implications of these considerations  for
Anschn’s ingenious argument can now be traced.
Ansclm conceives of God as a being than which none
greater is possible. He then claims that existence is a
greatmaking quality, something that has it is greater
than it would have been had it lacked existence.
Clearly then, no nonexisting thing can exemplify
Ansclm’s concept of God. For if we suppose that
some nonexisting thing exemplifics Anselm’s con-
cept of God and also supposc that that nonexisting
thing might have existed in reality (is a possible
thing), then we are supposing that that nonexisting
thing (1) might have been a greater thing, and (2) is,
nevertheless, a thing than which a greater is not pos-
sible. Thus far Anselm’s rcasoning is, I believe,
impeccable. But what follows from it? All that fol-
lows from it is that no nonexisting thing can be God
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(as Anselm conceives of God). All that follows is that
given Anselm’s concept of God, the proposition
“Some nonexisting thing is God™ cannot be true. But,
as we saw carlier, this is also the case with the propo-
ion “Some nonexisting thing is a magican.” What
remains to be shown is that some existing thing
exemplifics Anseln’s concept of God. What really
does follow from his reasoning is that the only thing
that logically could exemplify his concept of God is
something which actually exists. And this conclusion
s not without interest. But from the mere fact that
nothing but an existing thing could exemplify
Ansclm’s concept of God, it does not follow that
some existing thing actually does exemplify his con-
cept of God—no more than it follows from the mere
fact that no nonexisting thing can be a magican that
some existing thing is a magican.!

There is. however. one major difficulty in this cri-
tique of Ansclin’s argument. This ity arises
when we take into account Anschn’s implicit claim
that God is a possible thing. . . . Possible things . . .
lare] all those things that, unlike the round squ:
are not impossible things. Suppose we concede to
Anselm that God, as he conceives of him, is a possi-
ble thing. Now, of course, the mere knowledge that
something is a possible thing doesn’t enable us to
conclude that that thing is an existing thing. For many
possible things, like the Fountain of Youth, do not
exist. But if something is a possible thing, then it is
cither an existing thing or a nonexisting thing. The set
of possible things can be exhaustively divided into
those possible things which actually exist and those
possible things which do not exist. Therefore, if
Anseln’s God is a possible thing, it is cither an e
ing thing or a nonexisting thing. We have concluded,
however, that no nonexisting thing can be Ansehn’s
God: thercfore, it scems we must conclude with
Ansclm that some actually cxisting thing docs exem-
plity his concept of God.

“To see the solution to this major difficulty we need
1o return to an earlier example. Let's consider again
the idea of a magican, an existing magician. It so hap-
pens that some magicians have existed—Houdini,
‘The Great Blackstone, and others. But, of course, it
might have been otherwise. Suppose, for the moment,
that no magicians have ever existed. The concept

S
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“magician™ would still have application, for it would
still be true that Merlin was a magician. But wlml
about the concept of a “magican?” Would any pc
ble object be picked out by that concept? No! For no
nonexisting thing could exemplify the concept
n.” And on the supposition that no mag
existed, no existing thing would exemplify the con-
cept “magican.”? We then would have a coherent con-
cept “magican” which would not be exemplified by
any possible object atall. For if all the possible objects
which are magicians are nonexisting things, none of
them would be a magican and, since no possible
objects which exist are magicians, none of them
would be a magican. We then would have a coherent,
consistent concept “magican”, which in fact is not
exemplificd by any possible object at all. Put in this
way, our result seems paradoxical. For we are inclined
to think that unly contradictory concepts like “the
round square”™ arc not exemplificd by any possible
things. The truth is, however, that when existing is
included in or implicd by a certain concept, it may be
the case that no possible object does in fact exemplify
that concept. For no possible object that doesn’t exist
will exemplify a concept like “magican™ in which
existing is included; and if there are no existing things
which cxemplify the other features included in the
u)nu,pl—ﬁ)n,x‘unpk bLIIl*‘dmdg_lLl(lll inthe case
of the concept “magican”—then no possible object
that exists will exemplify the concept. Put in its sim-
plest terms, if we ask whether any possible thing is a
magican, the answer will depend entirely on whether
any cxisting thing is a magician. If no existing things
are magicians, then no possible things are magicians.
Some possible object is a magican just in case some
actually existing thing is a magician.

Applying these considerations to Anselin’s argu-
ment we can find the solution to our major difficulty.
Given Anseln’s concept of God and his principle that
cxistence is a great-making quality, it really does fol-
low that the only thing that logically could exemplify
his concept of God is something which actually exists.
But, we argued, it doesn’t follow from these consid-
crations alone that God actually exists, that some
isting thing exemplifics Anselin’s concept of God.

The difficulty we fell into, however, is that when we
add the premise that God is a po:

ible thing, that some
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really does follow that God actually exists, that some
actually existing thing exemplifics Anselin’s concept
of God. For i ible object exemplifics his
concept of God, that object is cither an existing thing
or anonexisting thing. But since no nonexisting thing
could exemplify Anselm’s concept of God, it follows
that the possible object which exemplifics his concept
of God must be a possible object that actually exists.
Therefore, given (1) Anselm’s concept of God, (2) his
principle that existence is a great-making quality, and
(3) the premise that God, as conceived by Anseln, is
a possible thing, it really does follow that Anselm’s
God actually exists.

I think we now can see that in granting Anseln the
premise that God is a possible thing we have granted
far more than we intended to grant. All we thought
we were granting is that Anselm’s concept of God,
unlike the concept of a round square, is not contra-
dictory or incoherent. But without realizing it we
were in fact granting much more than this, as became
apparent when we considered the idea of a “magi-
can.” There is nothing contradictory in the idea of a
magican, an existing magician. But in asserting that a
magican is a possible thing, we are, as we saw,
directly implying that some existing thing is a magi-
cian. For if no existing thing is a magician, the con-
cept of a magican will apply to no possible object
whatever. The same point holds with respect to
Anselm’s God. Since Anselm’s concept of God logi-
annot apply to some nonexisting thing, the
iblc objects to which it could apply are pos-
sible objects which actually exist. Therefore, in
granting that Anselm’s God is a possible thing, we
are granting far more than that his idea of God isn’t
incoherent or contradictory. Suppose, for example,
that every existing being has some defect which it
might not have had. Without realizing it, we were
denying this when we granted that Anselm’s God i
possible being. For if every existing being has a
defect it might not have had, then every existing
being might have been greater. But if every existing
being might have been greater, then Anselm’s con-
cept of God will apply to no possible object what-
cver. Therefore, if we allow Anselm his concept of
God and his principle that existence is a great-
making quality, then in granting that God, as Ansehn
conceives of him, is a possible being, we will be




FIVE WAYS TO PROVE THE EXISTENCE OF GOD

granting much more than that his concept of God is
not contradictory. We will be granting, for example,
that some existing thing is as perfect as it can be. For
the plain fact is that Anselin’s God is a possible thing
only if some existing thing is as perfect as it can be.
Our final critique of Ansehn’s argument is simply
this. In granting that Anseln’s God is a possible
thing, we are in fact granting that Anselm’s God actu-
ally exists. But since the purpose of the argument is
to prove to us that Anselm’s God exists, we cannot be
asked to grant as a premise a statement which is vir-
tually equivalent to the conclusion that is to be
proved. Anselm’s concept of God may be coherent
and his principle that existence is a great-making
quality may be true. But all that follows from this is
that no nonexisting thing can be Anselm’s God. If we
add to all of this the premise that God is a possible
thing it will follow that God actually exists. But the
additional premise claims more than that Ansclm’s
concept of God isn’t incoherent or contradictory. It
amounts o the assertion that some existing being is
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supremely great. And since this is, in part, the point
the argument endeavors (o prove, the areument begs
the question: it assumes the point it is supposed to
prove.

If the above critique is correct, Anselm’s argument
fails as a proof of the existence of God. This is not to
say, however, that the argumentisn’t a work of genius.
Perhaps no other argument in the history of thought
has raised so many basic philosophical questions and
stimulated so much hard thought. Even if it fails as a
proof of the existence of God, it will remain as one of
the high achievements of the human intellect.

NOTES

1. An argument along the lin
found in I. Shaffer’s illuminating essay. “Existence. Predi-
cation and the Ontological Argument.” Mind 1.XX1 (1962).
pp. 307-25.

2. T am indebled to Professor William Wainwright for
bringing this point to my attention.
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Five Ways to Prove the Existence of God

—~

SAINT THOMAS AQUINAS

Saint Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274), born near Naples, was the most influential
philosopher of the medieval period. Aquinas’ synthesis of Aristotelianism and Chris-
tianity was considered so successful by the Church that six hundred years later in 1879
Pope Leo XIIl declared Aquinas’ system to be the official Catholic philosophy. Aquinas’
greatest work was the Summa Theologiae, and its most famous passage, reprinted here,
is the five ways to prove the existence of God. In the fourth way Aquinas cites “Metaph.
ii.” The reference is to the second book of Aristotle’s Metaphysics and serves as a
reminder of Aristotle’s central place in Aquinas’ thought.

There are five ways of proving there is a God:
The first and most obvious way is based on
change. For certainly some things are changing: this

we plainly sce. Now anything changing is being
changed by something else. (This is so because what
makes things changeable is unrealized potentiality,

Reprinted from Aquinas: Selected Philosophical Writings, ed. Timothy MeDermott (Oxford: Oxford University Press. 1993). by

permission of the publisher.



36

but what makes them cause change is their already
realized state: causing change brings into being what
was previously only able to be, and can only be done
by something which already is. For example, the
actual heat of fire causes wood, able to be hot, to
become actually hot, and so causes change in the
wood; now what is actually hot can’t at the same time
be potentially hot but only potentially cold, can’t at
the same time be actual and potential in the same
respect but only in different respects; so that what is
changing can’t be the very thing that is causing the
same change, can’t be changing itself, but must be
being changed by something clse.) Again this some-
thing clse, if itself changing, must be being changed
by yet another thing; and this last by another. But this
can’t go on for ever, since then there would be no first
cause of the change, and as a result no subsequent
causes. (Only when acted on by a first cause do inter-
mediate causes produce a change; unless a hand
moves the stick, the stick won’t move anything clse.)
So we are forced eventually to come to a first cause
of change not itself’ being changed by anything, and
this is what everyone understands by God.

The second way is based on the very notion of
agent cause. In the observable world causes are found
ordered in series: we never observe, nor ever could,
something causing itself, for this would mean it pre-
ceded itself, and this is not possible. But a series of
causes can’t 2o on for ever, for in any such series an
carlier member causes an intermediate and the inter-
mediate a last (whether the intermediate be one or
many). Now climinating a cause climi its
cffects, and unless there's a first cause there won't be
alast or an intermediate. But if a series of causes goes
on for ever it will have no first cause, and so no inter-
mediate causes and no last effect, which is clearly
false. So we are forced to postulate some first agent
cause, to which everyone gives the name God.

“The third way is based on what need not be and on
what must be, and runs as follows. Some of the things
we come across can be but need not be, for we find
them being generated and destroyed, thus sometimes
in being and sometimes not. Now cverything cannot

SAINT THOMAS AQUINAS

be like this, for a thing that need not be was once not;
and if everything need not be, once upon a time there
was nothing. But if that were true there would be
nothing even now, because something that does not
exist can only begin to exist through something that
already exists. If nothing was in being nothing could
begin 1o be, and nothing would be in being now,
which is clearly false. Not everything then is the sort
that nced not be; some things must be, and these may
or may not owe this necessity to something else. But
just as we proved that a series of agent causes can't
20 on for ever, 50 also a series of things which must
be and owe this to other things. So we are forced to
postulate something which of itself must be, owing
this to nothing outside itself, but being itself the
cause that other things must be.

The fourth way is based on the levels found in
things. Some things are found to be better, truer,
more excellent than others. Such comparative terms
describe varying degrees of approximation to a
superlative; for example, things are hotter the nearer
they approach what is hottest. So there is something
which is the truest and best and most excellent of
things, and hence the most fully in being; for Aristo-
tle says that the truest things are the things most fully
in being. Now when many things possess a property
in common, the one most filllv poss g il canses it
in the others: fire, as Aristotle says, the hottest of all
things, causes all other things to be hot. So there is
something that causes in all other things their being,
their goodness, and whatever other perfections they
have. And this is what we call God.

‘The fifth way is based on the guidedness of nature.
Goal-directed behaviour is observed in all bodies in
nature, even those lacking awareness; for we see their
behaviour hardly ever varying and practically always
turning out well, which shows they truly tend to goals
and do not merely hit them by accident. But nothing
lacking awareness can tend to a goal except it be
directed by someone with awareness and understand-
ing: arrows by archers, for example. So everything in
nature is directed to its goal by someone with under-
standing, and this we call God.
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THE SIMPLE VERSION

simplest form the cosmological argument is
verything we know has a cause. But there can-
not be an infinite regress of causes, so there must be
a first cause. This first cause is God.

It is well to state the problems with this simple
version of the argument, since, as we shall see, they
are found in some of the more sophisticated versions
as well. Perhaps the major problem with this version
of the argument is that even if it is successful in
demonstrating a first cause, this first cause is not nec-
essarily God. A first cause need not have the proper-
ties usually associated with God. For example, a first
cause need not have great, let alone infinite, knowl-
edge or goodness. A first cause could be an evil being
or the universe itself. In itself this problem makes the
argument quite useless as support for the view that
God exists. However, it has at least one other equally
serious problem.

The argument assumes that there cannot be an
infinite sequence of causes, but it is unclear why this
should be so. Experience does not reveal causal
sequences that have a first cause, a cause that is not
caused. So the idea that there can be no infinite
sequences and that there must be a first cause, a cause
without a cause, finds no support in experience. This
is not to say that experience indicates an infinite

assumption that some people see as obvious or self-
evident. From a historical point of view, however,
any appeal to obviousness or sclf-evidence must be
regarded with suspicion, for many things that have
been claimed to be self-evidently true—for example,
the divine right of kings and the carth as the center of
the universe—have turned out not to be true at all.
Further, we have no experience of infinite causal
sequences, but we do know that there are infinite
series, such as natural numbers. One wonders why, if
there can be infinite sequences in mathematics, there
could not be one in causality. No doubt there are cru-
cial differences between causal and mathematical
series; but without further arguments showing pre-
cisely what these are, there is no reason to think that
there could not be an infinite regression of causes.
Some recent defenders of the cosmological argument
have offered just such arguments, and I examine these
arguments later. But even if they are successful, in
themselves they do not show that the first cause is God.

MORE COMPLEX VERSIONS

As T have said, major problems facing the simple ver-
sion of the cosmological arguinent reemerge in more
sophisticated versions as well. Consider, for exam-
ple, Aquinas’s belief that God’s existence could be

sequence of causes. Rather, the | ption of the
existence of a first cause seems to be a nonempirical

demc 1 by rational ar; In the Summa
Theologiae he presents five arguments—what he
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calls ways—that he believes demonstrate the exis-
tence of God. The first three of his five ways arc
sophisticated versions of the simple cosmological
argument presented alone. I consider ways two and
three. . ..

[In] the second way . . . Aquinas attempts to show
that there could not be an infinite serics of efficient
causes and conscquently there must be a first cause
Although this notion of efficient cause is perhaps
closer to our modern view of causality than the other
Aristotelian concepts of cause he used, there are some
important differences. An efficient cause of some-
thing, for Aristotle and Aquinas, is not a prior cvent
but a substantial agent that brings about change. The
paradigm cases of causation for an Aristotclian arc
heating and wetting. FFor example, if' A heats B, then
A produces heat in B; if A wets B, then A produces
wetness in B. In general, if A ®s B, then A produces
Pness in B. The priority of a cause need not be tem-
poral; a cause is prior to its effects in the sense that the
cause can exist without the effect but not conversely.

It is important to realize that Aquinas’s areument
purports to establish a first cause that maintains the
universe here and now. His second way is not con-
cerned with establishing a first cause of the universe
in the distant past. Indeed, he believed that one could
not demonstrate by philosophical areument that the
universe had a beginning in time, although he
believed that it did. This belief was a matter of faith,
something that was part of Christian dogma, not
something that one could certify by reason. Thus he
was not opposed on philosophical grounds to the uni-
verse's having no temporal beginning. As the above
quotation makes clear, he believed that the here-and-
now maintenance of the universe could not be under-
stood in terms of an infinite causal series.

Two analogics can perhaps make the distinction
between temporal and nontemporal causal sequences
clear. Consider a series of falling dominos. It is anal-
ogous to a temporal causal sequence. Aquinas does
not deny on philosophical grounds that infinite
sequences of this sort can exist. But now consider a
chain in which one link supports the next. There is no
temporal sequence here. The sort of causal sequence
that Aquinas says cannot go on forever but must end
in a first cause is analogous to this.

MICHAEL MARTIN

The same problems that plagued the simple ver-
sion of the argument plague this more sophisticated
version. The first cause, even if established, need not
be God; and Aquinas gives no non-question-begging
reason why there could not be a nontemporal infinite
regress of causes. This latter is an especially acute
problem. Unless some relevant difference is shown
between a temporal and a nontemporal infinite scrics,
Aquinas’s claim that an infinite temporal sequence
cannot be shown to be impossible by philosophical
areument seems indirectly to cast doubt on his claim
that philosophical argument can show the impossi-
bility of a nontemporal causal scrics. . . .

To critically evaluate Aquinas’s [third way], it is
uscful to reformulate it in the following steps.

(1) Each exi:
ing.
What is true of cach thing is truc of every-
thing (the totality).

Therefore, everything could cease (o exist.

If everything could cease to exist, then it has

already occurred.

(5) Therefore, everything has ceased to exist.

(6) If everything has alrcady ceased to exist and

there could not be something brought into

cxistence by nothing, then nothing exists
now.

There could not be something brought into

existence by nothing.

(8) Therefore, nothing ¢
(9) But something does exist now.

(10) Therefore, premise (1) is false.

(11) Therefore, there must be some being that is
not capable of not ¢: ng—that is, a neces-
sary being.

(12) Every necessary being must have the cause
of its necessity cither outside itself or not.

(13) There cannot be an infinite series of neces-
sary beings that have a cause of their neces-
sity outside themselves.

(14) Therefore, there is a necessary being that
doces not have the cause of its own necessity
outside itself and that is the cause of the
necessity of other beings

(15) Therefore, God exists.

o thing is capable of not exist-

2

3
“@

7
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Of the many problems with Aquinas’s argument,
the major onc is similar to that facing the simple ver-
sion of the cosmological argument considered above.
Even if a necessary being is established, it need not
be God, for the universe itself may be necessary.
Thus the last step of the argument from (14) to (15)
is unwarranted.

There arc a number of particular problems with
Aquinas’s argument as well. In premise (2) the areu-
ment seems o commit the fallacy of composition.
Just because each thing is capable of not existing, it
is not obvious that the totality would be capable of
not existing. Furthermore, premise (4) scems implau-
sible in the extreme. There is no reason to suppose
that just because something is capable of not exist-
ing, at some time this possibility has been realized.

In addition, the supposition in premise (7) that
there could not be something brought into existence
by nothing is by no means sclf-cvident. At least,
given the biblical authority of the book of Genesis,
where God created the world out of nothing, it should
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not have seemed so to Aquinas. For if God could cre-
ate the world out of nothing, once might suppose that
something could be spontancously generated out of
nothing without God’s help. Surely this is all step (7)
is denying by the words “there could not be some-
thing brought into existence by nothing.” Further-
more, recently proposed cosmological theorics sug-
gest that the universe may indeed have been
generated from nothing. Although a critical evalua-
tion of these recent theories is beyond the scope of
this book, it is important to realize that such theories
are being seriously discussed and debated by physi-
cists, astronomers, and philosophers of science in
respectable publications. Morcover, step (13) has all
the problems inherited from Aquinas’s arguments
that there could not be an infinite series of efficient
causes.

I must conclude, then, that these two deductive
versions of the cosmological argument are unsound
and therefore cannot be used to support a belief in
God.

Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion

—~

DAVID HUME

The Scotsman David Hume (1711-1776), essayist, historian, and philosopher, devel-
oped one of the most influential of all philosophical systems. He presented it first in
his monumental Treatise of Human Nature, published when he was 28 years old. His
Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion was published posthumously because of its
controversial content. It remains a landmark in the philosophy of religion.

PART 11
1MusT oWN, Cleanthes, said Demea, that nothing can

more surprise me than the light in which you have all
along put this argument. By the whole tenor of your

David Hume. Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion (1779).

discourse, one would imagine that you were main-
taining the Being of a God against the cavils of athe-
ists and infidels, and were necessitated to become a
champion for that fundamental principle of all reli-
gion. But this, [ hope, is not by any means a question



40

among us. No man, no man at least of common sense,
Iam persuaded, ever entertained a serious doubt with
regard to a truth so certain and self-cvident. The
question is not concerning the being but the nature of
God. This I affirm, from the infirmitics of human
understanding, to be altogether incomprehensible
and unknown to us. The essence of that supreme
Mind, his attributes, the manner of his existence, the
very nature of his duration—these and every particu-
lar which regards so divine a Being are mysterious to
men. Finite, weak, and blind creatures, we ought to
humble ourselves in his august presence, and, con-
scious of our frailtics, adore in silence his infinite
perfections which cye hath not scen, car hath not
heard, neither hath it entered into the heart of man to
conceive. They are covered in a deep cloud from
human curiosity; it is profaneness to attempt pene-
trating through these sacred obscu s, and, next o
the impicty of denying his existence, is the temerity
of prying into his nature and essence, decrees and
attributes.

But lest you should think that my piery has here
got the better of my philosophy, 1 shall support my
opinion, if it needs any support, by a very great
authority. I might cite all the divines, almost from the
foundation of Christianity, who have ever treated of
this or any other theological subject; but I shall con-
fine myself, at present, to one equally celebrated for
piety and philosophy. It is Father Malebranche who,
I remember, thus expresses himself. “One ought not
so much,” says he, “to call God a spirit in order to
express positively what he is, as in order to signify
that he is not matter. He is a Being infinitely per-
feet—of this we cannot doubt. But in the same man-
ner as we ought not to imagine, even supposing him
corporeal, that he is clothed with a human body, as
the anthropomorphites asserted, under colour that
that figure was the most perfect of any, so ncither
ought we to imagine that the spirit of God has human
ideas or bears any resemblance to our spirit, under
colour that we know nothing more perfect than a
human mind. We ought rather 1o believe that as he
comprehends the perfections of matter without being
material . . . he comprehends also the perfections of
created spirits without being spirit, in the manner we
conceive spirit: that his true name is He that is, or, in
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other words, Being without restriction, All Being, the
Being infinite and universal.”

After so great an authority, Demea, replied Philo,
as that which you have produced, and a thousand
more which you might produce, it would appear
ridiculous in me to add my sentiment or express my
approbation of your doctrine. But surely, where rea-
sonable men treat these subjects, the question can
never be concerning the being but only the nature of
the Deity. The former truth, as you well observe, is
unquestionable and self-evident. Nothing exists with-
out a cause; and the original cause of this universe
(whatever it be) we call God, and piously ascribe to
him cvery species of perfection. Whoever scruples
this fundamental truth deserves every punishiment
which can be inflicted among philosophers, to wit,
the greatest ridicule, contempt, and disapprobation.
But as all perfection is entirely relative, we ought
never to imaging that we comprehend the attributes of
this divine Being, or to suppose that his perfections
have any analogy or likeness to the perfections of
a human creature. Wisdom, thought, design, knowl-
edge—these we justly ascribe to him because these
words are honourable among men, and we have no
other language or other conceptions by which we can
cexpress our adoration of him. But let us beware lest we
think that our idcas anywise correspond to his perfec-
tions, or that his attributes have any resemblance to
these qualities among men. He is infinitely superior to
our limited view and comprehension, and is more the
object of worship in the temple than of disputation in
the schools,

In reality, Cleanthes, continued he, there is no
need of having recourse to that affected scepticism so
displeasing to you in order to come at this determi-
nation. Our ideas reach no further than our experi-
ence. We have no experience of divine attributes and
operations. I need not conclude my syllogism, you
can draw the inference yourself. And it is a pleasure
to me (and I hope to you, too) that just reasoning and
sound piety here concur in the same conclusion,
and both of them establish the adorably mysterious
and incomprehensible nature of the Supreme Being.

Not to lose any time in circumlocutions, said
Cleanthes, addressing himself to Demea, much less
in replying to the pious declamations of Philo, I shall
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bricfly explain how I conceive this matter. Look
round the world, contemplate the whole and cvery
part of it: you will find it to be nothing but one great
machine, subdivided into an infinite number of lesser
machines, which again admit of subdivisions to a
degree beyond what human senses and faculties can
trace and explain. All these various machines, and
cven their most minute parts, are adjusted to cach
other with an accuracy which ravishes into admira-
tion all men who have ever contemplated them. The
curious adapting of means to ends, throughout all
nature, resembles exactly, though it much exceeds,
the productions of human contrivance—of human
design, thought, wisdom, and intelligence. Since
therefore the effects resemble cach other, we are led
to infer, by all the rules of analogy, that the causes
also resemble, and that the Author of nature is some-
what similar to the mind of man, though pc sed of
much larger facultics, proportioned to the grandeur
of the work which he has executed. By this argument
a posteriori, and by this argument alone, do we prove
at once the existence of a Deity and his similarity to
human mind and intelligence.

Tshall be so free, Cleanthes, said Demea, as to tell
you that from the beginning 1 could not approve of
your conclusion concerning the similarity of the
Deity to men, still less can I approve of the mediums
by which you endeavour to establish it. What! No
demonstration of the Being of God! No abstract argu-
ments! No proofs a priori! Are these which have hith-
erto been so much insisted on by philosophers all fal-
lacy, all sophism? Can we reach no farther in this
subject than experience and probability? T will not
say that this is betraying the cause of a Deity: but
surely, by this affected candour, you give advantages
to atheists which they never could obtain by the mere
dint of argument and reasoning.

What 1 chiefly scruple in this subject, said Philo,
is not so much that all religious arguments are by
Cleanthes reduced to experience, as that they appear
not to be even the most certain and irrefragable of
that inferior kind. That a stone will fall, that fire will
burn, that the carth has solidity, we have obscrved a
thousand and a thousand times; and when any new
instance of this nature is presented, we draw without
tion the accustomed inference. The exact simi-
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larity of the cases gives us a perfect assurance of a

similar event, and a stronger cvidence is never
desired nor sought after. But wherever you depart, in

the least, from the similarity of the cases, you dimin-
ish proportionably the evidence, and may at last bring
ittoa very weak analogy, which is confessedly liable
to error and uncertainty. After having experienced the
circulation of the blood in human creatures, we make
no doubt that it takes place in Titius and Macevius; but
from its circulation in frogs and fishes it is only a pre-
sumption, though a strong one, from analogy that it
takes place in men and other anima he analogical
reasoning is much weaker when we infer the circula-
tion of the sap in vegetables from our experience that
the blood circulates in animals; and those who hastily
followed that imperfect analogy are found, by more
accurate experiments, to have been mistaken.

It we see a house, Cleanthes, we conclude, with the
ereatest certainty, that it had an architect or builder
because this is precisely that species of effect which
we have experienced to proceed from that specics of
cause. But surcly you will not affirm that the unives
bears such a resemblance to a house that we can with
the same certainty infer a similar cause, or that the
analogy is here entire and perfect. The dissimilitude is
50 striking that the utmost you can here pretend to is
a guess, conjecture, a presumption concerning a sim-
ilar cause; and how that pretension will be received in
the world, 1 leave you to consider.

It would surely be very ill received, replied Clean-
thes; and I should be deservedly blamed and detested
did Tallow that the proofs of Deity amounted to no
more than a guess or conjecture. But is the whole
adjustment of means to ends in a house and in the
universe so slight a resemblance? the economy of
final causes? the order, proportion, and arrangement
of every part? Steps of a stair are plainly contrived
that human legs may usc them in mounting; and this
inference is certain and infallible. Human legs are
also contrived for walking and mounting: and this
nference, I allow, is not altogether so certain because
of the dissimilarity which you remark: but does it,
therefore, deserve the name only of presumption or
conjecture?

Good God! cried Demea, interrupting him, where
are we? Zealous defenders of religion allow that the




42

proofs of a Deity fall short of perfect evidence! And
you, Philo, on whosc assistance 1 depended in pros
ing the adorable mysteriousness of the Divine
Nature, do you assent to all these extravagant opin-
ions of Cleanthes? For what other name can I give
them? or, why spare my censure when such princi-
ples arc advanced, supported by such an authority,
before so young a man as Pamphilus?

You scem not to apprehend, replied Philo, that T
argue with Cleanthes in his own way, and, by show-
ing him the dangerous consequences of his tenets,
hope at last to reduce him to our opinion. But what
sticks most with you, 1 observe, is the representation
which Cleanthes has made of the argument a posteri-
ori; and, finding that the argument is likely to escape
your hold and vanish into air, you think it so dis-
guised that you can scarcely believe it to be set in its
true light. Now, however much I may dissent, in other
respects, from the dangerous principle of Cleanthes,
I must allow that he has fairly represented that areu-
ment, and I shall endeavour so (o state the matter to
you that you will entertain no further scruples with
regard (o it

Were a man to abstract from everything which he
knows or has scen, he would be altogether incapable,
merely from his own ideas, to determine what kind of
scene the universe must be, or (o give the preference
1o one state or situation of things above another. For
as nothing which he clearly conceives could be
esteemed impossible or implying a contradiction,
cevery chimera of his fancy would be upon an equal
footing; nor could he assign any just reason why he
adheres to one idea or system, and rejects the others
which are equally possible.

Again, after he opens his eyes and contemplates
the world as it really is, it would be impossible for
him at first to assign the cause of any one event, much
less of the whole of things, or of the universe. e
might set his fancy a rambling, and she might bring
him in an infinite variety of reports and representa-
tions. These would all be possible, but, being all
cqually possible, he would never of himself give a
satisfactory account for his preferring one of them to
the rest. Experience alone can point out to him the
truc cause of any phenomenon.

Now, according to t method of reasoning,
Demea, it follows (and is, indeed, tacitly allowed by
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Cleanthes himself) that order. arrangement, or the
adjustment of final causcs, is notof itself any proof of
design, but only so far as it has been experienced to
proceed from that principle. For aught we can know
a priori, matter may contain the source or spring of
order originally within itself, as well as mind does;
and there is no more difficulty in conceiving that the
several clements, from an internal unknown cause,
may fall into the most exquisite arrangement, than to
conceive that their ideas, in the great universal mind,
from a like internal unknown cause, fall into that
arrangement. The equal possibility of both these sup-
positions is allowed. But, by experience, we find
(according to Cleanthes) that there is a difference
between them. Throw several picces of steel together,
without shape or form, they will never arrange them-
selves so as to compose a watch. Stone and mortar
and wood, without an architect, never erect a house.
But the ideas in a human mind, we see, by an
unknown, inexplicable cconomy, arrange themselves
s0 as to form the plan of a watch or house. Experi-
ence, therefore, proves that there is an original |
ciple of order in mind, not in matter. From similar
effects we infer similar causes. The adjustment of
means (o ends is alike in the universe, as in a machine
of human contrivance. The causces, thercfore, must be
resembling.

I was from the beginning scandalized, I must own,
with this resemblance which is asserted between the
Deity and human creatures, and must conceive it to
imply such a degradation of the Supreme Being as no
sound theist could endure. With your a nce,
therefore, Demea, 1 shall endeavour to defend what
you justly call the adorable mysteriousness of the
Divine Nature, and shall refute this reasoning of
Cleanthes, provided he allows that I have made a fair
representation of it.

When Cleanthes had assented, Philo, after a short
pause, proceeded in the following manner.

“That all inferences, Cleanthes, concerning fact are
founded on experience, and that all experimental rea-
sonings are founded on the supposition that similar
causes prove similar effects, and similar effects sim-
ilar causes, I shall not at present much dispute with
you. But observe, 1 entreat you, with what ¢x
caution all just reasoners proceed in the transferring
of experiments to similar cases. Unless the cases be
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exactly similar, they repose no perfect confidence in
applying their past observation to any particular phe-
nomenon. Every alteration of circumstances occa-
sions a doubt concerning the event; and it requires
iments to prove certainly that the new cir-
cumstan are of no moment or importance. A
change in bulk, situation, arrangement, age, disposi-
tion of the air, or surrounding bodics—any of these
particulars may be attended with the most unex-
pected consequences. And unless the objects be quite
familiar to us, it is the highest temerity to expect with
assurance, after any of these changes, an cvent simi-
lar to that which before fell under our observation.
The slow and deliberate steps of philosophers here, if
anywhere, are distinguished from the precipitate
march of the vulgar, who, hurried on by the smallest
similitude, are incapable of all discernment or
consideration.

But can you think, Cleanthes, that your usual
phlegm and philosophy have been preserved in so
wide a step as you have taken when you compared to
the universe hou ips, furniture, machines, and,
from their similarity in some circumstances, inferred
a similarity in their causes? Thought, design, intelli-
gence, such as we discover in men and other animals,
is no more than one of the springs and principles of
the universe, as well as heat or cold, attraction or
repulsion, and a hundred others which fall under
daily observation. It is an active cause by which some
particular parts of nature, we find, produce alter-
ations on other parts. But can a conclusion, with any
propricty, be transferred from parts to the whole?
Doces not the great disproportion bar all comparison
and inference? From observing the growth of a hair,
can we learn anything concerning the generation of a
man? Would the manner of a leaf’s blowing, even
though perfectly known, afford us any instruction
concerning the vegetation of a tree?

But allowing that we were to take the operations
of one part of nature upon another for the foundation
of our judgment concerning the origin of the whole
(which never can be admitted), yet why seleet so
minute, so weak, so bounded a principle as the reason
and design of animals is found to be upon this planet?
What peculiar privilege has this little agitation of the
brain which we call thought, that we must thus make
it the model of the whole universe? Our partiality in
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our own favour docs indeed present it on all occa-
sions, but sound philosophy ought carcfully to guard
against so natural an illusion.

So far from admitting, continued Philo, that the
operations of a part can afford us any just conclusion
concerning the origin of the whole, T will not allow
any one part to forin a rule for another part if the lat-
ter be very remote from the former. Is there any rea-
sonable ground to conclude that the inhabitants of
other planets pc s thought, intelligence, reason, or
anything similar to these faculties in men? When
nature has so extremely diversified her manner of
operation in this small globe, can we imagine that she
incessantly copies herself throughout so immense a
universe? And if thought, as we may well suppose, be
confined merely to this narrow corner and has even
there so limited a sphere of action, with what propri-
ety can we assign it for the original cause of all
thing 'he narrow views of a peasant who makes his
domestic cconomy the rule for the government of
kingdoms is in comparison a pardonable sophism.

But were we ever so much assured that a thought
and reason resembling the human were to be found
throughout the whole universe, and were its activity
clsewhere vastly greater and more commanding than
itappears in this globe, yet I cannot sce why the oper-
ations of a world constituted, arranged, adjusted, can
with any propriety be extended to a world which is in
its embryo state, and is advancing towards that con-
stitution and arrangement. By observation we know
somewhat of the economy, action, and nourishment
of a finished animal, but we must transfer with great
caution that observation to the growth of a foctus in
the womb, and still more to the formation of an ani-
malcule in the loins of its male parent. Nature, we
find, even from our limited experience, possesses an
infinitc number of springs and principles which
ntly discover the Ives on every change of
her position and situation. And what new and
unknown principles would actuate her in so new and
unknown a situation as that of the formation of a uni-
verse, we cannot, without the utmost temerity, pre-
tend to determine.

A very small part of this great system, during a
very short time, is very imperfectly discovered to us;
and do we thence pronounce decisively concerning
the origin of the whole?




Admirable conclusion! Stone, wood, brick, iron,
brass, have not, at this time, in this minute globe of
carth, an order or arrangement without human art and
contrivance; therefore, the universe could not origi-
nally attain its order and arrangement without some-
thing similar to human art. But is a part of nature a
rule for another part very wide of the former? Is it a
rule for the whole? Is a very small part a rule for the
universe? Is nature in one situation a certain rule for
nature in another situation vastly different from the
former?

And can you blame me, Cleanthes, if T here imi-
tate the prudent reserve of Simonides, who, accord-
ing to the noted story, being asked by Hiero, What
God was? desired a day to think of it, and then two
days more; and after that manner continually pro-
longed the term, without ever bringing in his de
tion or description? Could you even blame me if I had
answered, at first, that I did not know, and w.
ble that this subject lay vastly beyond the reach of my
facultics? You might cry out sceptic and raillicr, as
much as you pleased; but, having found in so many
other subjects much more familiar the imperfections
and even contradictions of human reason, I never
should expect any success from its feeble conjectures
in a subject so sublime and so remote from the sphere
of our observation. When two species of objects have
always been observed to be conjoined together, I can
infer, by custom, the existence of one wherever 1 see
the existence of the other; and this I call an argument
from experience. But how this argument can have
place where the objects, as in the present case, are
single, individual, without parallel or specific resem-
blance, may be difficult to explain. And will any man
tell me with a serious countenance that an orderly
universe must arise from some thought and art like
the human because we have experience of it? To
ascertain this reasoning it were requisite that we had
experience of the origin of worlds; and it is not suffi-
cient, surely, that we have seen ships and citics arise
from human art and contrivance.

Philo was proceeding in this vehement manner,
somewhat between jest and carnest, as it appeared to
me, when he observed some signs of impatience in
Cleanthes, and then immediately stopped short. What
I had to suggest, said Cleanthes, is only that you

DAVID HUME

would not abuse terms, or make use of popular
expressions to subvert philosophical reasonings. You
know that the vulgar often distinguish reason from
experience, even where the question relates only to
matter of fact and existence, though itis found, where
that reason is prop: analyzed, that it is nothing but
a species of experience. To prove by experience the
origin of the universe from mind is not more contrary
to common speech than to prove the motion of the
carth from the same principle. And a caviller might
raise all the same objections to the Copernican sys-
tem which you have urged against my reasonings.
Have you other carths, might he say, which you have
seen to move? Have ...

Yes! cried Philo, interrupting him, we have other
carths. Is not the moon another carth, which we see
1o turn around its centre? Is not Venus another earth,
where we observe the same phenomenon? Are not
the revolutions of the sun also a confirmation, from
analogy, of the same theory? All the plancts, are they
not carths which revolve about the sun? Are not the
satellites moons which move round Jupiter and Sat-
urn, and along with these primary planets round the
sun? These analogies and resemblances, with others
which I have not mentioned, are the sole proofs of the
Copernican system; and to you it belongs to consider
whether you have any analogies of the same kind to
support your theory.

In reality, Cleanthes, continued he, the modern
stem of astronomy is now so much received by all
inquirers, and has become so essential a part even of
our carliest education, that we are not commonly
very scrupulous in examining the reasons upon
s founded. It is now become a matter of
mere cu ty to study the first writers of that subject
who had the full force of prejudice to encounter, and
were obliged to turn their arguments on every side in
order to render them popular and convincing. But if
we peruse Galileo's famous Dialogues concerning
the system of the world, we shall find that that great
genius, one of the sublimest that ever existed, first
bent all his endeavours to prove that there was
no foundation for the distinction commonly made
between clementary and celestial substances. The
schools, proceeding from the illusions of sense, had
carried this distinction very far; and had established
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the latter substances to be ingencrable, incorruptible,
unalterable, impassible; and had assigned all the
opposite qualities to the former. But Galileo, begin-
ning with the moon, proved its similarity in every
particular to the carth: its convex figure, its nat
darkness when not illuminated, its density, its
tinction into solid and liquid, the variations of its
phases, the mutual illuminations of the carth and
moon, their mutual eclipses, the inequalities of the
lunar surface, ete. After many instances of this Kind,
th regard to all the planets, men plainly saw that
these bodies became proper objects of experience,
and that the similarity of their nature enabled us to
extend the same arguments and phenomena from one
to the other.

In this cautious proceeding of the astronomers
you may read your own condemnation, Cleanthes, or
rather may see that the subject in which you are
engaged exceeds all human reason and inquiry. Can
you pretend to show any such similarity between the
fabric of a house and the gencration of a universe?
Have you ever seen nature in any such situation
resembles the first arrangement of the elements?
Have worlds ever been formed under your eye, and
have you had Ieisure to observe the whole progress of
the phenomenon, from the first appearance of order
toits final consummation? If you have, then cite your
experience and deliver your theory.

PART II1

How the most absurd argument, replied Cleanthes, in
the hands of a man of ingenuity and invention, may
acquire an of probability! Are you not aware,
Philo, that it became necessary for Copernicus and
his first disciples to prove the similarity of the terres-
trial and celestial matter because several philoso-
phers, blinded by old systems and supported by some
sensible appearances, had denied this similarity? But
that it is by no means necessary that theists should
prove the similarity of the works of nature to those of
art because this similarity is self-cvident and undeni-
able? The same matter, a like form; what more is req-
uisite to show an analogy between their causes, and
to ascertain the origin of all things from a divine
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purpose and intention? Your objections, I must frecly
tell you, are no better than the abstruse cavils of those
philosophers who denied motion, and ought to be
refuted in the same manner—by illustrations, exam-
ples, and instances rather than by serious argument
and philosophy.

Suppose, therefore, that an articulate voice were
heard in the clouds, much louder and more melodi-
ous than any which human art could ever reach; sup-
pose that this voice were extended in the same instant
over all nations and spoke to each nation own
language and dialect; suppose that the words deliv-
ered not only contain a just sense and meaning, but
convey some instruction altogether worthy of a
benevolent Being superior to mankind—could you
possibly hesitate a moment concerning the cause of
this voice, and must you not instantly ascribe it to
some design or purpose? Yet I cannot see but all the

ame objections (if they merit that appellation) which
lic against the system of theism may also be pro-
duced against this inference.

Might you not say that all conclusions concerning
fact were founded on experience; that, when we hear
anarticulate voice in the dark and thence infer a man,
it is only the resemblance of the ceffects which Icads
us to conclude that there is a like resemblance in the
cause; but that this extraordinary voice, by its loud-
ness, extent, and flexibility to all languages, bears so
little analogy to any human voice that we have no
reason to suppose any analogy in their causes: and,
consequently, that a rational, wise, coherent speech
proceeded, you know not whencee, from some acci-
dental whistling of the winds, not from any divine
reason or intelligence? You see clearly your own
objections in these cavils, and T hope too you see
clearly that they cannot possibly have more force in
the one case than in the other.

But to bring the case still nearer the present one of
the universe, I shall make two suppositions which
imply not any absurdity or impossibility. Suppose
that there is a natural, universal, invariable language,
common to every individual of the human race, and
that books are natural productions which perpetuate
themsclves in the same manner with animals and
vegetables, by descent and propagation. Scveral
expressions of our passions contain a universal lan-
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guage: all brute animals have a natural speech,
which, however limited, is very intelligible to their
own species. And as there are infinitely fewer par
and less contrivance in the finest composition of elo-
quence than in the coarsest organized body, the prop-
agation of an liad or Aeneid casier supposition
than that of any plant or animal.

Suppose, therefore, that you enter into  your
library thus peopled by natural volumes containing
the most refined reason and most exquisite beauty;
could you possibly open one of them and doubt that
its original cause bore the strongest analogy to mind
and intelligence? When it reasons and discourses;
when it expostulates, argues, and enforees its views
and topics; when it applics sometimes to the pure
intellect, sometimes to the affections; when it col-
lects, disposes, and adorns every consideration suited
to the subject; could you persist in asserting that all
this, at the bottom, had rcally no meaning, and that
the first formation of this volume in the loins of its
original parent proceeded not from  thought and
design? Your obstinacy, I know, reaches not that
degree of firmness; even your sceptical play and wan-
tonness would be abashed at so glaring an absurdity.

But if there be any difference, Philo, between this
supposed case and the real one of the universe, it is
all to the advantage of the latter. The anatomy of an
animal affords many stronger instances of design
than the perusal of Livy or Tacitus; and any objection
which you start in the former case, by carrying me
back to so unusual and extraordinary a scenc as the
irst formation of worlds, the same objection hg
place on the supposition of our vegetating library.
Choose, then, your party, Philo, without ambiguity or
evasion; assert either that a rational volume is no
proof of a rational cause or admit of a similar cause
to all the works of nature.

Let me here observe, too, continued Cleanthes,
that this religious argument, instead of being weak-
cned by that scepticism so much affected by you,
rather acquires force from it and becomes more firm
and undisputed. To exclude all argument or reasoning
of every kind is either affectation or madness. The
declared profession of every reasonable sceptic is
only to reject abstruse, remote, and refined argu-
ments; to adhere to common sense and the plain
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stincts of nature; and to assent, wherever any rea-
sons strike him with so full a force that he cannot,
without the greatest violence, prevent it. Now the
arguments for natural religion are plainly of this
kind; and nothing but the most perverse, obstinate
metaphysics can reject them. Consider, anatomize
the eye, survey its structure and contrivance, and tell
me, from your own feeling, if the idea of a contriver
does not immediately flow in upon you with a force
like that of sensation. The most obvious conclusion,
surely, is in favour of design; and it requires time,
reflection, and study, to summon up those frivolous
though abstruse objections which can support infi-
delity. Who can behold the male and female of cach
species, the correspondence of their parts  and
instincts, their passions and whole course of life
before and after generation, but must be sensible that
the propagation of the species is intended by nature?
Millions and millions of such instances present them-
sclves through every part of the universe, and no lan-
guage can convey a more intelligible irresistible
meaning than the curious adjustment of final causes.
To what degree, therefore, of blind dogmatism must
one have attained to reject such natural and such con-
vincing arguments?

Some beautics in writing we may mecet with which
seem contrary to rules, and which gain the affections
and animate the imagination in opposition to all the
precepts of criticism and to the authority of the estab-
lished masters of art. And if the argument for theism
be, as you pretend, contradictory to the principles of
logic, its universal, its irresistible influence proves
clearly that there may be arguments of a like irregu-
lar nature. Whatever cavils may be urged, an orderly
world, as well as a coherent, articulate speech, will
still be received as an incontestable proof of design
and intention.

It sometimes happens, I own, that the religious
arguments have not their due influence on an ignorant
savage and barbarian, not because they are obscure
and difficult, but because he never asks himself any
question with regard to them. Whence arises the curi-
ous structure of an animal? From the copulation of its
parents. And these whence? From their parents? A
few removes set the objects at such a distance that to
him they are lost in darkness and confusion; nor is he
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actuated by any curiosity to trace them farther. But
this is neither dogmatism nor scepticism, but stupid-
state of mind very different from your sifting,
inquisitive disposition, my ingenious friend. You can
trace causes from effects: you can compare the most
distant and remote objects; and your greatest errors
proceed not from barrenness of thought and inven-
tion, but from too luxuriant a fertility which sup-
presses your natural good sense by a profusion of
unnecessary scruples and objections.

Here I could observe, Hermippus, that Philo was a
little embarrassed and confounded; but, while he hes-
itated in delivering an answer, luckily for him,
Demea broke in upon the discourse and saved his
countenance.

Your instance, Cleanthes, said he, drawn from
books and language, being familiar, has, I confess, so
much more force on that account; but is there not
some danger, 0o, in this very circumstance, and may
itnot render us presumptuous, by making us imagine
we comprehend the Deity and have some adequate
idea of his nature and attributes? When I read a vol-
ume, [ enter into the mind and intention of the author;
I become him, in a manner, for the instant, and have
an immediate feeling and conception of those ideas
which revolved in his imagination while employed in
that composition. But so near an approach we never
surcly can make to the Deity. His ways are not our
ways, his attributes are perfect but incomprehensible.
And this volume of nature contains a great and inex-
plicable riddle, more than any intelligible discourse
OF reasoning.

The ancient Platonists, you know, were the most
religious and devout of all the pagan philosophers,
yet many of them, particularly Plotinus, expressly
declare that intellect or understanding is not to be
ascribed to the Deity, and that our most perfect wor-
ship of him consists, not in acts of veneration, rever-
ence, gratitude, or love, but in a certain mysterious
self-annihilation or total extinction of all our facul-
ties. These ideas are, perhaps, too far stretched, but
still it must be acknowledged that, by representing
the Deity as so intelligible and comprehensible, and
30 similar to a human mind, we arc guilty of the
grossest and most narrow partiality, and make our-
selves the model of the whole universe.
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All the sentiments of the human mind, gratitude,
resentment, love, friendship, approbation, blame,
pity, cmulation, envy, have a plain reference to the
state and situation of man, and are calculated for pre-
serving the existence and promoting the activity of
such a being in such circumstances. It scems, there-
fore, unreasonable to transfer such sentiments o a
supreme existence or to suppose him actuated by
them; and the phenomena, besides, of the universe
will not support us in such a theory. All our ideas
derived from the senses are confessedly false and
illusive, and cannot therefore be supposed to have
place in a supreme intelligence. And as the ideas of
internal sentiment, added to those of the external
senses, composed the whole furniture of human
understanding, we may conclude that none of the
materials of thought are in any respect similar in
the human and in the divine intelligence. Now, as to
the manner of thinking, how can we make any com-
parison between them or suppose them anywise
resembling? Our thought is fluctuating, uncertain,
fleeting, successive, and compounded; and were we
to remove these circumstances, we absolutely annihi-
late its essence, and it would in such a case be an
abuse of terms to apply to it the name of thought or
reason. At least, if it appcar more pious and respect-
ful (as it really is) still to retain these terms when we
mention the Supreme Being, we ought to acknowl-
edge that their meaning, in that case, is totally incom-
prehensible, and that the infirmities of our nature do
not permit us to reach any ideas which in the Icast
correspond to the ineffable sublimity of the Divine
auributes.

PART IV
It scems strange to me, said Cleanthes, that you,
Demea, who are so sincere in the cause of religion,
should still maintain the mysterious, incomprehensi-
ble nature of the Deity, and should insist so strenu-
ously that he has no manner of likeness or resem-
blance to human creatur he Deity, I can readily
allow, possesses many powers and attributes of
which we can have no comprehension; but, if our
ideas, so far as they 2o, be not just and adequate and
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correspondent to his real nature, I know not what
there is in this subject worth insisting on. Is the name,
without any meaning, of such mighty importance? Or
how do you mystics, who maintain the absolute
incomprehensibility of the Deity, differ from sceptics
or atheists, who assert that the first cause of all is
unknown and unintelligible? Their temerity must be
very grcat if, after rejecting the production by a
mind—I mean a mind resembling the human (for 1
know of no other)—they pretend to assign, with cer-
tainty, any other specific intelligible cause; and their
conscience must be very scrupulous, indeed, if they
refuse to call the universal unknown cause a God or
Deity, and to bestow on him as many sublime culo-
gies and unmeaning epithets as you shall please to
require of them.

Who could imagine, replied Demea, that Clean-
thes, the calm philosophical Cleanthes, would
attempt to refute his antagonists by affixing a nick-
name to them, and, like the common bigots and
inquisitors of the age, have recourse to invective and
declamation instead of reasoning? Or does he not
perceive that these topics are easily retorted, and that
anthropomorphite is an appellation as invidious, and
implics as dangerous consequences, as the epithet of
mystic with which he has honoured us? In reality,
Cleanthes, consider what it is you assert when you
represent the Deity as similar to the human mind and
understanding. What is the soul of man? A composi-
tion of various faculties, passions, sentiments,
ideas—united, indeed, into one self or person, but
still distinet from cach other. When it reasons, the
ideas which are the parts of its discourse arrange
themselves in a certain form or order which is not
preserved entire for a moment, immediately gives
place to another arrangement. New opinions, new
passions, new affections, new feelings arise which
continually diversify the mental scene and produce in
it the greatest varicty and most rapid succession
imaginable. How is this compatible with that perfect
immutability and simplicity which all true theists
ascribe to the Deity? By the same act, say they, he
sees past, present, and future; love and hatred, his
merey and justice, are one individual operation; he is
entire in every point of space, and complete in every
instant of duration. No succession, no change, no
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tion, no diminution. What he is implics not in
it any shadow of distinction or diversity. And what he
is this moment he ever has been and ever will be,
without any new judgment, sentiment, or operation.
He stands fixed in one simple, perfect state; nor can
you ever with any propriety, that this act of his is
different from that other, or that this judgment or idea
has been lately formed and will give place, by suc-
sion, to any different judgment or idea.

I can readily allow, said Cleanthes, that those who
maintain the perfect simplicity of the Supreme
Being, to the extent in which you have explained it,
are complete mystics, and chargeable with all the
consequences which T have drawn from their opin-
ion. They are, in a word, atheists, without knowing it
JFor though it be allowed that the Deity possesses
attributes of which we have no comprehension, yet
ought we never to ascribe to him any attributes which
arc absolutely incompatible with that intelligent
nature essential to him. A mind whose acts and senti-
ments and ideas are not distinet and successive, one
that is wholly simple and totally immutable, is a mind
which has no thought, no reason, no will, no senti-
ment, no love, no hatred; or, in a word, is no mind at
all. It is an abuse of terms to give it that appellation,
and we may as well speak of limited extension with-
out figure, or of number without composition,

Pray consider, said Philo, whom you are at present
inveighing against. You are honouring with the appel-
lation of atheist all the sound, orthodox divines,
almost, who have treated of thi
at last be, yourself, found, according to your
ing, the only sound theist in the world. But if idol-
aters be atheists, as, I think, may justly be asserted,
and Christian theologians the same, what becomes of
the argument, so much celebrated, derived from the
universal consent of mankind?

But, because I know you are not much swayed by
names and authorities, 1 shall endeavor to show you,
a littde more distinctly, the inconveniences of that
anthropomorphism which you have embraced, and
shall prove that there i no ground to suppose a plan
of the world to be formed in the Divine mind, con-
sisting of distinct ideas, differently arranged, in the
same manner as an architect forms in his head the
plan of a house which he intends to execute.
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It is not casy, I own, to sce what is gained by this
supposition, whether we judge of the matter by rea-
son or by experience. We are still obliged to mount
higher in order to find the cause of this cause which
you had assigned as satisfactory and conclusive.

If reason (I mean abstract reason derived from
inquiries a priori) be not alike mute with regard to all
questions concerning cause and cffect, this sentence
at least it will venture to pronounce: that a mental
world or universe of ideas requires a cause as much
as does a material world or universe of objects, and,
if similar in its arrangement, must require a similar
causc. For what is there in this subject which should
occasion a different conclusion or inference? In an
abstract view, they arc entirely alike; and no difficulty
attends the one supposition which is not common to
both of them.

Again, when we will needs force experience 1o
pronounce some sentence, even on these subjects
which lic beyond her sphere, neither can she perecive
any material difference in this particular between
those two kinds of worlds, but finds them to be gov-
erned by similar principles, and to depend upon an
equal variety of causes in their operations. We have
specimens in miniature of both of them. Our own
mind resembles the one; a vegetable or animal body
the other. Let experience, therefore, judge from these
samples. Nothing seems more delicate, with regard
to its causes, than thought; and a these causes never
operate in two persons after the same manner, so we
never find two persons who think exactly alike. Nor
indeed doces the same person think exactly alike at
any two different period of time. A difference of age,
of the disposition of his body, of weather, of food, of
company, of books, of passions—any of these partic-
ulars, or others more minute, are sufficient to alter the
curious machinery of thought and communicate to it
very different movements and operations. As far as
we can judge, vegetables and animal bodies are not
more delicate in their motions, nor depend upon a
greater variety or more curious adjustment of springs
and principles.

]Inw therefore, shall we satisfy oursclves con-
cerning the cause of that Being whom you suppose
the Author of nature, or, according to your system of
anthropomorphism, the ideal world into which you
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trace the material? Have we not the same reason to
trace that ideal world into another ideal world or new
intelligent principle? But if we stop and o no farther,
why go so far? Why not stop at the material world?
How can we satisfy ourselves wuhnul L0ing on in
infinitum? And, after all, what satisfaction is there in
that infinite progression? Let us remember the story
of the Indian philosopher and his clephant. It was
never more applicable than to the present subject. If
the material world rests upon a similar ideal world,
this ideal world must rest upon some other, and so on
without end. It were better, therefore, never to look
beyond the present material world. By supposing it to
contain the principle of order within itsclf, we
really assert it to be God: and the sooner we arrive at
that Divine Being, so much the better. When you go
one step beyond the mundane system, you only
excite an mqu ive humour which it is impossible
cver to satisfy.

To say that the different ideas which compose the
reason of the Supreme Being fall into order of them-
selves and by their own nature is really to talk with-
outany precise meaning. If it has a meaning, I would
fain know why it is not as good sense to say that the
parts of the material world fall into order of them-
selves and by their own nature. Can the one opinion
be intelligible, while the other is not so?

We have, indeed, experience of ideas which fall
into order of themselves and without any known
cause. But, I am sure, we have a much larger experi-
ence of matter which does the same, as in all
instances of generation and vegetation where the
accurate analysis of the cause exceeds all human
comprehension. We have also experience of particu-
lar systems of thought and of matter which have no
order; of the first in madness, of the second in cor-
ruption. Why, then, should we think that order is
more essential to one than the other? And if it
requires a cause in both, what do we gain by your
system, in tracing the universe of objects into a simi-
lar universe of ideas? The first step which we make
Ieads us on for ever. It were, therefore, wise in us to
limit all our inquiries to the present world, without
looking farther. No satisfaction can ever be attained
by these speculations which so far exceed the narrow
bounds of human understanding.
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It was usual with the Peripatetics, you know,
Cleanthes, when the cause of any phenomenon was
demanded, to have recourse to their faculties or
occult qualities, and to say, for instance, that bread
nourished by its nutritive faculty, and senna purged
by its purgative. But it has been discovered that this
subterfuge was nothing but the disguise of ignorance,
and that these philosophers, though Iess ingenuous,
really said the same thing with the sceptics or the vul-
gar who fairly confessed that they knew not the cause
of these phenomena. In like manner, when it is asked,
what cause produced order in the ideas ol the
Supreme Being, can any other reason be assigned by
you, anthropomorphites, than that it is a rational fac-
ulty, and that such is the nature of the Deity? But why
a similar answer will not be equally satisfactory in
accounting for the order of the world, without having
recourse to any such intelligent creator as you insist
on, may be difficult to determine. It is only to say that
such is the nature of material objects, and that they
arc all originally posscssed of a faculty of order and
proportion. These are only more learned and elabo-
rate ways of confessing our ignorance; nor has the
one hypothesis any real advantage above the other,
exeept in its greater conformity to vulgar prejudices.

You have displayed this argument with great
emphasis, replied Cleanthes: You scem not sensible
how casy it is to answer it. Even in common life, if 1
assign a cause for any event, is it any objection, Philo,
that I cannot assign the cause of that caus
answer every new question which may inces:
started? And what philosophers could possibly sub-
mit to so rigid a rule?—philosophers who confess
ultimate causes to be totally unknown, and are sensi-
ble that the most refined principles into which they
trace the phenomena are still to them as inexplicable
as these phenomena themselves are to the vulgar. The
order and arrangement of nature, the curious adjust-
ment of final causes, the plain use and intention of
every part and orean—all these bespeak in the clear-
est language an intelligent cause or author. The heav-
ens and the earth join in the same testimony: The
wholc chorus of nature raiscs one hymn to the praises
of'its Creator. You alone, or almost alone, disturb tl
general harmony. You start abstruse doubts, cavils,
and objections; you ask me what is the cause of this
cause? I know not; I care not; that concerns not me. 1
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have found a Deity; and here I stop my inquiry. Let
those go farther who are wiser or more enterprising.

I pretend to be neither, replied Philo; and for that
very reason [ should never, perhaps, have attempted
10 20 s0 far, especially when T am sensible that I must
at last be contented o sit down with the same answer
which, without further trouble, might have satisficd
me from the beginning. If Tam still to remain in utter
ignorance of causes and can absolutely give an expli-
cation of nothing, I shall never esteem it any advan-
tage to shove off for a moment a difficulty which you
acknowledge must immediately, in its full force,
recur upon me. Naturalists indeed very justly explain
particular effects by more general caus though
these general causes themselves should remain in the
totally inexplicable, but they never surely thought it
satisfactory to explain a particular effect by a partic-
ular cause which was no more to be accounted for
than the cffect itself. An ideal system, arranged of
itself, without a precedent design, is not a whit more
explicable than a material one which attains its order
in a like manner; nor is there any more difficulty in
the latter supposition than in the former.

PART V

But to show you still more inconveniences, continued
Philo, in your anthropomorphism, please to take a
new survey of your principles. Like effects prove like
causes. This is the experimental argument; and this,
you say too, is the sole theological argument. Now it
is certain that the liker the effects are which are seen
and the liker the causes which are inferred, the
stronger is the areument. Every departure on cither
side diminishes the probability and renders the exper-
iment less conclusive. You cannot doubt of the princi-
ple; neither ought you to reject its consequences.

All the new discoveries in astronomy which pro:
the immense grandeur and magnificence of the works
of nature are so many additional arguments for a
Deity, according to the true system of theism; but,
according to your hypothesis of experimental theism,
they become so many objections, by removing the
cffcet still farther from all resemblance to the effects
of human art and contrivance. . . .

I this argument, I say, had any force in former
ages, how much greater must it have at present when
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the bounds of Nature are so infinitely enlarged and
such a magnificent scene is opened to us? It is still
more unrcasonable to form our idea of so unlimited a
cause from our experience of the narrow productions
of human design and invention.

The discoveries by microscopes, as they open a
new universe in miniature, are still objections,
according to you, arguments, according to me. The
further we push our rescarches of this kind, we are
still led to infer the universal cause of all to be vastly
different from mankind, or from any object of human
experience and observation.

And what say you to the discoveries in anatomy,
chemistry, botany? ... These surely are no objec-
tions, replied Cleanthes: they only discover new
instances of art and contrivance, it is still the image
of mind reflected on us from innumerable objects.
Add a mind like the human, said Philo. Tknow of no
other, replied Cleanthes. And the liker, the better,
insisted Philo. To be sure, said Cleanthes

Now, Cleanthes, said Philo, with an air of alacrity
and triumph, mark the consequences. First, by this
method of reasoning you renounce all claim to infin-
ity in any of the attributes of the Deity. For, as the
cause ought only to be proportioned to the effect, and
the effect, so far as it falls under our cognizance, is
not infinite, what pretensions have we, upon your
suppositions, to ascribe that attribute to the Divine
Being? You will still insist that, by removing him so
much from all similarity to human creatures, we give
in to the most arbitrary hypothesis, and at the same
time weaken all proofs of his existence.

Secondly, you have no reason, on your theory, for
ascribing perfection to the Deity, even in his finite
capacity, or for supposing him free from every error,
mistake, or incoherence, in his undertakings. There
are many inexplicable difficulties in the works of
nature which, if we allow a perfect author to be
proved a priori, are easily solved, and become only
seeming difficultics from the narrow capacity of
man, who cannot trace infinite relations. But accord-
ing to your method of reasoning, these difficulties
become all real, and, perhaps, will be insisted on as
new instances of likeness to human art and con-
trivance. At least, you must acknowledge that it is
impossible for us to tell, from our limited views,
whether this system contains any great faults or
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deserves any considerable praise if compared to other
possible and even real systems. Could a peasant, if
the Aeneid were read to him, pronounce that poem to
be absolutely faultless, or even assign 10 it its proper
rank among the productions of human wit, he who
had never seen any other production?

But were this world ever so perfect a production,
it must still remain uncertain whether all the excel-
Iences of the work can justly be ascribed to the work-
man. If we survey a ship, what an exalted idea must
we form of the ingenuity of the carpenter who framed
socomplicated, useful, and beautiful a machine? And
what surpris¢ must we feel when we find him a stu-
pid mechanic who imitated others, and copiced an art
which, through a long succession of ages, after mul-
tiplied trials, mistakes, corrections, deliberations,
and controversies, had been gradually improving?
Many worlds might have been botched and bungled,
throughout an cternity, ere this system was struck
out; much labour lost, many fruitless trials made, and
a slow but continued improvement carried on during
infinite ages in the art of world-making. In such sub-
jects, who can determine where the truth, nay, who
can conjecture where the probability lies, amidst a
great number of hypotheses which may be proposed,
and a still greater which may be imagined?

And what shadow of an argument, continued
Philo, can you produce from your hypothesis to
prove the unity of the Deity? A great number of men
join in building a house or ship, in rearing a city, in
framing a commonwealth; why may not several
deitics combine in contriving and framing a world?
This is only so much greater similarity to human
affairs. By sharing the work among several, we may
so much further limit the attributes of each, and get
1id of that extensive power and knowledge which
must be supposed in one deity, and which, according
to you, can only serve to weaken the proof of his exis-
tence. And if such foolish, such vicious creatures as
man can yet often unite in framing and executing one
plan, how much more those deities or demons, whom
we may suppose several degrees more perfect!

To multiply causes without necessity is indeed
contrary to true philosophy, but this principle applics
not (o the present case. Were one deity antecedently
proved by your theory who were possessed of every
autribute requisite to the production of the universe, it
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would be needless, Town (though not absurd) to sup-
pose any other deity existent. But while it is still a
question whether all these attributes are united in one
subject or dispersed among several independent
beings, by what phenomena in nature can we pretend
to decide the controversy? Where we see a body
raiscd in a scale, we are sure that there is in the oppo-
site scale, however concealed from sight, some coun-
terpoising weight equal to it; but it is still allowed to
doubt whether that weight be an ageregate of several
distinct bodies or one uniform united mass. And if the
weight requisite very much exceeds anything which
we have ever seen conjoined in any single body, the
former supposition becomes still more probable and
natural. An intelligent being of such vast power and
capacity as is necessary to produce the universe, or,
to speak in the language of ancient philosophy, so
prodigious an animal exceeds all analogy and even
C()I'ﬂpl’chcllsl()l].

But further, Cleanthes: Men are mortal, and renew
their species by generation; and this is common to all
living creatures. ‘The two great sexes of male and
female, says Milton, animate the world. Why must
this circumstance, so univel be
excluded from those numerous and limited deities?
Behold, then, the theogeny of ancient times brought
back upon us.

And why not become a perfect anthropomorphite?
Why not assert the deity or deities to be corporeal,
and to have eyes, a nose, mouth, cars, etc.? Epicurus
maintained that no man had ever seen reason but in a
human figure; therefore, the gods must have a human
figurc. And this argument, which is deservedly so
much ridiculed by Cicero, becomes, according to
you, solid and philosophical.

In a word, Cleanthes, a man who follows your
hypothesis is able, perhaps, toassert or conjecture that
the universe sometime arose from something like
design; but beyond that position he cannot ascertain
one single circumstance, and is left afterwards to fix
every point of his theology by the utmost license of
fancy and hypothesis. This world, for aught he knows,
is very faulty and imperfect, compared to a superior
standard, and was only the first rude essay of some
infant deity who afterwards abandoned it, ashamed of
his lame performance; it is the work only of some
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dependent, inferior deity, and is the object of derision
to his superiors; it is the production of old age and
dotage in some superannuated deity, and ever since
his death has run on at adventures, from the first
impulse and active force which it received from him.
You justly give signs of horror, Demea, at these
strange suppositions; but these, and a thousand more
of the same kind, are Cleanthes™ suppositions, not
minc. Irom the moment the attributes of the Deity are
supposed finite, all these have place. And I cannot, for
my part, think that so wild and unsettled a system of
theology is, in any respect, preferable to none at all.

These suppositions I absolutely disown, cried
Cleanthes: they strike me, however, with no horror,
especially when proposed in that rambling way in
which they drop from you. On the contrary, they give
me pleasure when I see that, by the utmost indul-
gence of your imagination, you never get rid of the
hypothesis of design in the universe, but are obliged
atevery turn to have recourse to it. To this concession
I adhere steadily; and this I regard as a sufficient
foundation for religion.

PART VI

It must be a slight fabric, indeed, said Demea, which
can be crected on so tottering a foundation. While we
are uncertain whether there is one deity or many,
whether the deity or deities, to whom we owe our
existence, be perfect or imperfect, subordinate or
supreme, dead or alive, what trust or confidence can
we repose in them? What devotion or worship
address to them? What veneration or obedience pay
them? To all the purposes of life the theory of religion
becomes altogether useless; and even with regard
1o speculative consequences its uncertainty, accord-
ing to you, must render it totally precarious and
unsatisfactory.

“To render it still more unsatisfactory, said Philo,
there occurs to me another hypothesis which must
acquire an air of probability from the method of rea-
soning so much insisted on by Cleanthes. That like
cffects arise from like causes—this principle he sup-
poses the foundation of all religion. But there is
another principle of the same kind, no less certain
and derived from the same source of experience, that,
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where several known circumstances are observed to
be similar, the unknown will also be found similar.
Thus, if we see the limbs of a human body, we con-
clude that it is also attended with a human head,
though hid from us. Thus, if we see, through a chink
in a wall, a small part of the sun, we conclude that
were the wall removed we should see the whole body.
In short, this method of reasoning is so obvious and
familiar that no scruple can ever be made with regard
1o its solidity.

Now, if we survey the univers:
under our knowledge, it bears a great resemblance 10
an animal or organized body, and seems actuated
with a like principle of life and motion. A continual
circulation of matter in it produces no disorder; a
continual waste in every part is incessantly repaired;
the closest sympathy is perceived throughout the
entire system; and cach part or member, in perform-
ing its proper offices, operates both to its own pr
vation and to that of the whole. The world, therefore,
I infer, is an animal; and the Deity is the soul of the
world, actuating it, and actuated by it.

You have too much learning, Cleanthes, to be at
all surprised at this opinion which, you know, was
maintained by almost all the theists of antiquity, and
chicfly prevails in their discourses and reasonings.
For though, sometimes, the ancient philosophers re;
son from final causes, as il they thought the world the
workmanship of God, yet it appears rather their
favourite notion to consider it as his body whose
organization renders it subservient to him. And it
must be confessed that, as the universe resembles
more a human body than it does the works of human
artand contrivance, if our limited analogy could ever,
with any propricty, be extended to the whole of
nature, the inference seems juster in favour of the
ancient than the modern theory.

There are many other advantages, too, in the for-
mer theory which recommended it to the ancient
theologians. Nothing more repugnant to all their
notions because nothing more repugnant o common
experience than mind without body, a mere spiritual
substance which fell not under their senses nor com-
prehension, and of which they had not observed one
ingle instance throughout all nature. Mind and body
they knew because they felt both; an order, arrange-
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ment, organization, or internal machinery, in both
they likewise knew, after the same manner; and it
could not but seemn reasonable to transfer this experi-
ence to the universe, and to suppose the divine mind
and body to be also coeval and to have, both of them,
order and arrangement naturally inherent in them and
inseparable from them.

Here, therefore, is a new species of anthropomor-
phism, Cleanthes, on which you may deliberate, and
a theory which seems not liable to any considerable
difficulties. You are too much superior, surely, to sy
tematical prejudices to find any more difficulty in
supposing an animal body to be, originally, of itself
or from unknown causes, possessed of order and
organization, than in supposing a similar order to
belong to mind. But the vulgar prejudice that body
and mind ought always to accompany cach other
ought not, one should think, to be entirely neglected;
since it is founded on vulgar experience, the only
guide which you profess to follow in all these theo-
logical inquirics. And if you assert that our limited
experience is an unequal standard by which to judge
of the unlimited extent of nature, you entircly aban-
don your own hypothesis, and must thenceforward
adopt our mysticism, as you call it, and admit of the
absolute incomprehensibility of the Divine Nature,

This theory, I own, replied Cleanthes, has never
before occurred to me, though a pretty natural one;
and I cannot readily, upon so short an examination
and reflection, deliver any opinion with regard to it.
You are very scrupulous, indeed, said Philo. Were 1to
examine any system of yours, [ should not have acted
with half that caution and reserve in stating objec-
tions and difficulties to it. However, if anything occur
to you, you will oblige us by proposing it.

Why then, replied Cleanthes, it seems to me that,
though the world does, in many circumstances,
resemble an animal body, yet is the analogy also
defective in many circumstances the most material:
no organs of sense; no seat of thought or reason; no
one precise origin of motion and action. In short, it
seems to bear a stronger resemblance 1o a vegetable
than to an animal, and your inference would be so far
inconclusive in favour of the soul of the world.

But, in the next place, your theory seems to imply
the eterity of the world; and that is a principle
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which, I think, can be refuted by the strongest rea-
sons and probabilities. 1 shall suggest an argument to
this purpose which, I belicve, has not been insisted on
by any writer. Those who reason from the late origin
of arts and sciences, though their inference wants not
force, may perhaps be refuted by considerations
derived from the nature of human society, which is in
continual revolution between ignorance and knowl-
cdge, liberty and slavery, riches and poverty; so that
it is impossible for us, from our limited experience,
to foretell with assurance what events may or may
not be expected. Ancient fearning and history seem to
have been in great danger of entirely perishing after
the inundation of the barbarous nations; and had
these convulsions continued a little longer or been a
little more violent, we should not probably have now
known what passed in the world a few centuries
before us. Nay, were it not for the superstition of the
popes, who preserved a little jargon of Latin in order
to support the appearance of an ancient and universal
church, that tongue must have been utterly lost; in
which case the Western world, being totally bar-
barous, would not have been in a fit disposition for
receiving the Greek language and learning, which
was conveyed to them after the sacking of Constan-
tinople. When Icarning and books had been extin-
guished, even the mechanical arts would have fallen
considerably to decay; and it is casily imagined that
fable or tradition might ascribe to them a much fater
origin than the true one. This vulgar argument, there-
fore, against the eternity of the world scems a little
precarious.

But here appears to be the foundation of a better
argument. Lucullus was the first that brought cherry-
trees from to Europe, though that tree thrives so
well in many European climates that it grows in the
woods without any culture. Is it possible that,
throughout a whole ¢ternity, no European had ever
passed into Asia and thought of transplanting so deli-
cious a fruit into his own country? Or if the tree was
once transplanted and propagated, how could it ever
afterwards perish? Empires may rise and fall, fiberty
and slavery succeed alternately, ignorance and
knowledge give place to cach other; but the cherry-
tree will still remain in the woods of Greece, Spain,
and Italy, and will never be affected by the revolu-
tions of human society.
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It is not two thousand years since vines were
transplanted into France, though there is no climate
in the world more favourable to them. It is not three
centuries since horses, cows, sheep, swine, dogs,
corn, were known in America. Is it possible that dur-
ing the revolutions of a whole eternity there never
arose a Columbus who might open the communica-
tion between Lurope and that continent? We may as
well imagine that all men would wear stockings for
ten thousand years, and never have the sense to think
of garters to tie them. All these scem convincing
proofs of the youth or rather infancy of the world, as
being founded on the operation of principles more
constant and steady than those by which human soci-
ety is governed and directed. Nothing less than a total
convulsion of the clements will ever destroy all the
European animals and vegetables which are now to
be found in the Western world.

And what argument have you against such convul-
sions? replied Philo. Strong and almost incontestable
proofs may be traced over the whole carth that every
partof this globe has continued for many ages entirely
covered with water. And though order were supposed
inseparable from matter, and inherent in it, yet may
matter be susceptible of many and great revolutions,
through the endless periods of cternal duration. The
incessant changes to which every part of it is subject
seem to intimate some such general transformations;
though, at the same time, it is observable that all the
changes and corruptions of which we have ever had
experience are but passages from one state of order to
another; nor can matter ever rest in total deformity and
confusion. What we see in the parts, we may infer in
the whole; at least, that is the method of reasoning on
which you rest your whole theory. And were I obliged
to defend any particular system of this nature, which
Imever willingly should do, I esteem none more plau-
sible than that which ascribes an eternal inherent prin-
ciple of order to the world, though attended with great
and continual revolutions and alterations. This at once
solves all difficultics; and if the solution, by being so
general, is not entirely complete and satisfactory, it is
at feast a theory that we must sooner or fater have
recourse o, whatever system we embrace. How could

s have been as they are, were there not an origi-
nal inherent principle of order somewhere, in thought
or in matter? And it is very indifferent to which of
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these we give the preference. Chance has no place, on
any hypothesis, sceptical or religious. Everything is
surely governed by steady, inviolable laws. And were
the inmost essence of things laid open to us, we should
then discover a scene of which, at present, we can
have no idea. Instead of adn o the order of natural
beings, we should clearly see that it was absolutely
impossible for them, in the smallest article, ever to
admit of any other disposition.

Were anyone inclined to revive the ancient pagan
theology which maintained, as we learned from Hes-
iod, that this globe was governed by 30,000 deities,
who arose from the unknown powers of nature, you
would naturally object, Cleanthes, that nothing is
eained by this hypothesis; and that itis as casy (o sup-
pose all men animals, beings more numerous but le:
perfect, to have sprung immediately from a like or
gin. Push the same inference a step further, and you
will find a numerous socicty of deities as explicable
as one universal deity who possesses within himsell
the powers and perfections of the whole society. All
these systems, then, of Scepticism, Polytheism, and
Theism, you must allow, on your principles, to be on
alike footing, and that no one of them has any adva
tage over the others. You may thence learn the fallacy
of your principles.

PART VII

But here, continued Philo, in examining the ancient
system on the soul of the world there strikes me, all
of a sudden, a new idea which, if just, must go ncar
to subvert all your reasoning, and destroy even your
first inferences on which you repose such confidence.
If the universe bears a greater likeness to animal bod-
ies and to vegetables than to the works of human art,
itis more probable that its cause resembles the cause
of the former than that of the latter, and its origin
ought rather to be ascribed to generation or vegeta-
tion than to reason or design. Your conclusion, even
according to your own principles, is therefore lame
and defective.

Pray open up this areument a little further, said
Demca, for I do not rightly apprchend it in that con-
cise manner in which you have expressed it.

Our friend Cleanthes, replied Philo, as you have
heard, asserts that, since no question of fact can be
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proved otherwise than by experience, the existence of
a Deity admits not of proof from any other medium.
The world, says he, resembles the works of human
contrivance; therefore its cause must also resemble
that of the other. Here we may remark that the oper-
ation of one very small part of nature, to wit, man,
upon another very small part, to wit, that inanimate
matter lying within his reach, is the rule by which
Cleanthes judges of the origin of the whole; and he
measures objects, so widely disproportioned, by the
same individual standard. But to waive all objections
drawn from this topic, I affinn that there are other
parts of the universe (besides the machines of human
invention) which bear still a greater resemblance to
the fabric of the world, and which, therefore, afford a
better conjecture concerning the universal origin of
this system. These parts are animals and vegetables.
The world plainly resembles more an animal or a
vegetable than it does a watch or a knitting-loom. Its
cause, therefore, it is more probable, resembles the
cause of the former. The cause of the former is gen-
eration or vegetation. The cause, therefore, of the
world we may infer to be something similar or anal-
0gous to generation or vegetation.

But how is it conceivable, said Demea, that the
world can aris¢ from anything similar to vegetation
or generation?

Very casily, replied Philo. In like manner as a tree
sheds its seed into the neighboring fields and pro-
duces other trees, so the great vegetable, the world, or
planctary system, produces within itself certain
seeds which, being scattered into the surrounding
chaos, vegetate into new worlds. A comet, for
instance, is the seed of a world; and after it has been
fully ripened, by passing from sun to sun, and star to
star, it is, at last, tossed into the unformed clements
which everywhere surround this universe, and imme-
diately sprouts up into a new system.

Or i, for the sake of variety (for I see no other
advantage), we should suppose this world to be an
animal: a comet is the egg of this animal; and in like
manner as an ostrich lays its egg in the sand, which,
without any further care, hatches the e¢gg and pro-
duces a new animal, so. .. 1 understand you, says
Demea. But what wild, arbitrary suppositions are
these! What data have you for such extraordinary
conclusions? And is the slight, imaginary resem-
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blance of the world to a vegetable or an animal suffi-
cient to establish the same inference with regard to
both? Objects which are in general so widely differ-
ent, ought they to be a standard for each other?

Right, cries Philo: This is the topic on which I
have all along insisted. T have still asserted that we
have no data 1o establish any system of cosmogony.
Our experience, so imperfect in itself and so limited
both in extent and duration, can afford us no proba-
ble conjecture concerning the whole of things. But if
we must needs fix on some hypothesis, by what rule,
pray, ought we to determine our choice? Is there any
other rule than the greater similarity of the objects
compared? And does not a plant or an animal, which
springs from vegetation or gencration, bear a
stronger resemblance (o the world than does any arti-
ficial machine, which arises from reason and design?

But what is this vegetation and generation of
which you talk? said Demea. Can you explain their
operations, and anatomize that fine internal structure
on which they depend?

As much, at least, replied Philo, as Cleanthes can
explain the operations of reason, or anatomize that
internal structure on which it depends. But without
any such claborate disquisitions, when I sce an ani-
mal, [ infer that it sprang from gencration; and that
with as great certainty as you conclude a house to
have been reared by design. These words generation,
reason mark only certain powers and energies in
nature whose effects are known, but whose essence is
incomprehensible; and one of these principles, more
than the other, has no privilege for being made a stan-
dard to the whole of nature.

In reality, Demea, it may reasonably be expected
that the larger the views are which we take of things,
the better will they conduct us in our conclusions
concerning such extraordinary and such magnificent
subjects. In this little corner of the world alone, there
are four principles, reason, instinct, generation, veg-
etation, which are similar to each other, and are the
causes of similar effects. What a number of other
principles may we naturally suppose in the immense
extent and variety of the universe could we travel
from planct to planct, and from system to system, in
order to examine cach part of this mighty fabric? Any
one of these four principles above mentioned (and a
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hundred others which lic open to our conjecture) may
afford us a theory by which to judge of the origin of
the world; and it is a palpable and egregious partial-
ity to confine our view entirely to that principle by
which our own minds operate. Were this principle
more intelligible on that account, such a partiality
might be somewhat excusable; but reason, in its
internal fabric and structure, is really as little known
to us as instinct or vegetation; and, perhaps, even that
vague, undeterminate word nature, 1o which the vul-
gar refer everything is not at the bottom more inex-
plicable. The effects of these principles are all known
to us from experience; but the principles themselves
and their manner of operation are totally unknown;
nor is it less intelligible or less conformable to expe-
rience (o say that the world arose by vegetation, from
a seed shed by another world, than to say that it arose
from a divine reason or contrivance, according to the
sense in which Cleanthes understands it.

But methinks, said Demea, if the world had a veg-
ctative quality and could sow the seeds of new worlds
into the infinite chaos, this power would be still an
additional argument for design in its author. For
whence could arise so wonderful a faculty but from
design? Or how can order spring from anything
which perceives not that order which it bestows?

You need only look around you, replied Philo, to
satisty yourself with regard to this question. A tree
bestows order and organization on that tree which
springs from it, without knowing the order an animal
in the same manner on its offspring; a bird on its nest;
and instances of this kind are cven more frequent in
the world than those of order which arise from reason
and contrivance. To say that all this order in animals
and vegetables proceeds ultimately from design is
begging the question; nor can that great point be
ascertained otherwise than by proving, a priori, both
that order is from its nature, inscparably attached to
thought, and that it can never of itself or from origi
nal unknown principles belong to matter.

But further, Demea, this objection which you urge
can never be made use of by Cleanthes, without
renouncing a defense which he has already made
against onc of my objections. When I inquired con-
cerning the cause of that supreme reason and intelli-
gence into which he resolves everything he told me
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that the impossibility of satisfying such inquirics
could never be admitted as an objection in any species
of philosophy. We must stop somewhere, says he; nor
isiteverwithinthe reach of human capacity to explain
ultimate causes or show the last connections of any
objects. It is sufficient if any steps, as far as we go, are
supported by experience and observation. Now that
vegetation and generation, as well as reason, are expe-
rienced to be principles of order in nature is undeni-
able. If T rest my system of cosmogony on the former,
preferably to the latter, it is at my choice. The matter
seems entirely arbitrary. And when Cleanthes asks me
what is the cause of my great vegetative or gencrative
faculty, T am cqually entitled to ask him the cause of
his great reasoning principle. These questions we
have agreed to forbear on both sides; and it is chiefly
his interest on the present occasion to stick to this
agreement. Judging by our limited and imperfect
experience, generation has some privileges above rea-
son; for we see every day the latter arise from the for-
mer, never the former from the latter.

Compare, I beseech you, the consequences on
both sides. The world, say I, resembles an animal;
therefore it is an animal, therefore it arose from gen-
cration. The steps, 1 confess, are wide, yet there
some small appearance of analogy in cach step. The
world, says Cleanthes, resembles a machine: there-
fore it is a machine, therefore it arose from design.
The steps are here equally wide, and the analogy less
striking. And if he pretends to carry on niy hypothe-
s a step further, and to infer design or reason from
the great principle of gencration on which I insist, 1
may, with better authority, use the same freedom to
push further /s hypothesis, and infer a divine gener-
ation or theogony from his principle of reason. I have
atleast some faint shadow of experience, which is the
utmost that can ever be attained in the present sub-
ject. Reason, in innumerable instances, is observed to
arise from the principle of generation, and never to
arise from any other principle.

Hesiod and all the ancient mythologists were so
struck with this analogy that they universally
explained the origin of nature from an animal birth,
and copulation. Plato, too. so far as he is intelligible,
seems to have adopted some such notion in his
Timaceus.
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The Brahmins assert that the world arose from an
infinite spider, who spun this whole complicated mass
from his bowels, and annihilates afterwards the whole
or any part of it, by absorbing it again and resolving it
into his own essence. Here is a species of cosmogony
which appears to us ridiculous because a spider is a
little contemptible animal whose operations we are
never likely to take for a model of the whole universe.
But still here is a new species of analogy, even in our
globe. And were there a planct wholly inhabited by
spiders (which is very possible), this inference would
there appear as natural and irrefragable as that which
in our planct ascribes the origin of all things to design
and intelligence, as explained by Cleanthes. Why an
orderly system may not be spun from the belly as well
as from the brain, it will be difficult for him to give a
satisfactory reason.

I must confess, Philo, replied Cleanthes, that, of
all men living, the task which you have undertaken,
of raising doubts and objections, suits you best and
scems, in a manner, natural and unavoidable to you.
So great is your fertility of invention than I am not
ashamed to acknowledge mysell unable, on a sud-
den, to solve regularly such out-of-the-way difficul-
ties as you incessantly start upon me, though I clearly
see, in general, their fallacy and error. And I question
not, but you are yourself, at present, in the same c:
and have not the solution so ready as the objection,
while you must be sensible that common sense and
reason are entirely against you, and that such whim-
sies as you have delivered may puzzle but never can
convinee us.

ART VIII

What you ascribe to the fertility of my invention,
replied Philo, is entirely owing to the nature of the
subject. In subjects adapted to the narrow compass of
human reason there is commonly but one determin:
tion which carries probability or conviction with it;
and to a man of sound judgment all other supposi-
tions but that one appear entirely absurd and chimeri-
cal. But in such questions as the present, a hundred
contradictory views may preserve a kind of imperfect
analogy, and invention has here full scope to exert
itself. Without any great effort of thought, I believe




58

that T could, in an instant, propose other systems of
cosmogony which would have some faint appearance
of truth, though it is a thousand, a million to one i
cither yours or any one of mine be the true system.

For instance, what if I should revive the old Epi-
curean hypothesis? This is commonly, and I believe
justly, esteemed the most absurd system that has yet
been proposed; yet I know not whether, with a few
alterations, it might not be brought to bear a faint
appearance of probability. Instead of supposing mat-
ter infinite, as Epicurus did, let us suppose it finite. A
finite number of particles is only susceptible of finite
transpositions; and it must happen, in an cternal dura-
tion, that cvery possible order or position must be
tried an infinite number of times. This world, there-
fore, with all its events, even the most minute, has
before been produced and destroyed, and will again
be produced and destroyed, without any bounds and
limitations. No one who has a conception of the pow-
crs of infinite, in comparison of finite, will ever scru-
ple this determination.

But this supposes, said Demea, that matter can
acquire motion without any voluntary agent or first
mover.

And where is the difficulty, replied Philo, of that

supposition? Lvery event, before experience, is
cqually difticult and incomprehensible; and every
event, after experience, is equally casy and intelligi-
ble. Motion, in many instances, from gravity, from
elasticity, from electricity, begins in matter, without
any known voluntary agent; and to suppose always,
in these cases, an unknown voluntary agent is mere
hypothesis and hypothesis attended with no advan-
tages. The beginning of motion in matter itself is as
conceivable a priori as its communication from mind
and intelligence.
Besides, why may not motion have been propa-
gated by impulse through all eternity, and the same
stock of it, or nearly the same, be still upheld in the
universe? As much is lost by the composition of
motion, as much is gained by its resolution. And
whatever the causes are, the fact is certain that matter
is and always has been in continual agitation, as far
as human experience or tradition reaches. There is
not probably, at present, in the whole universe, one
particle of matter at absolute rest.
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And this very consideration, too, continued Philo,
which we have stumbled on in the course of the argu-
ment, suggests a new hypothesis of cosmogony that
is not absolutely absurd and improbable. Is there a
stem, an order, an economy of things, by which
matter can preserve that perpetual agitation which
seems essential to it, and yet maintain a constancy in
the forms which it produces? There certainly is such
an cconomy, for this is actually the case with the
present world. The continual motion of matter, there-
fore, in less than in tions, must produce
this economy or order, and by its very nature, that
order, when once established, supports itself for
many ages if not to cternity. But wherever matter is
50 poised, arranged, and adjusted, as to continue in
perpetual motion, and yet preserve a constancy in the
forms, its situation must, of necessity, have all the
same appearance of art and contrivance which we
observe at present. All the parts of cach form must
have a relation to cach other and to the wholc; and the
whole itself must have a relation to the other parts of
the universe, to the element in which the form sub-
sists, to the materials with which it repairs its waste
and decay, and to every other form which is hostile or
fricndly. A defect in any of these particulars destroys
the form, and the matter of which it is composed is
again set loose, and is thrown into irregular motions
and fermentations tll it unite itself to some other reg-
ular form. If no such form be prepared (o receive it
and if there be a great quantity of this corrupted mat-
ter in the universe, the universe itself is entirely dis-
ordered, whether it be the feeble embryo of a world
inits first beginnings that is thus destroyed or the rot-
ten carcase of one languishing in old age and infir-
mity. In either case, a chaos ensues till finite though
innuinerable revolutions produce, at last, some forms
whose parts and organs arc so adjusted as to support
the forms amidst a continued succession of mater.

Suppose (for we shall endcavour to vary the
expression) that matter were thrown into any position
by a blind, unguided force; it is evident that this first
position must, in all probability, be the most confused
and most disorderly imaginable, without any resem-
blance to those works of human contrivance which,
along with a symmetry of parts, discover an adjust-
ment of means to ends and a tendency to self-
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preservation. If the actuating force cease after this
operation, matter must remain for ever in disorder
and continue an immense chaos, without any propor-
tion or activity. But suppose that the actuating force,
whatever it be, still continues in matter, this first posi-
tion will immediately give place to a second which
will likewise, in all probability, be as disorderly as
the first, and so on through many successions of
changes and revolutions. No particular order or posi-
tion ever continues a moment unaltered. The original
force, still remaining in activity, gives a perpetual
restlessness to matter. Every possible situation is pro-
duced and instantly destroyed. If a glimpse or dawn
of order appears for a moment, it is instantly hurricd
away and confounded by that never-ceasing force
which actuates every part of matter.

Thus the universe goes on for many ages in a con-
tinued succession of chaos and disorder. But is it not
possible that it imay scttle at last, so as not to losc its
motion and active force (for that we have supposed
inherent in i), yet so as to preserve an uniformity of
appearance, amidst the continual motion and fluctua-
tion of its parts? This we find to be the case with the
universe at present. Every individual is perpetually
changing, and every part of every individual; and yet
the whole remains, in appearance, the same. May we
not hope for such a position or rather be assured of it
from the eternal revolutions of unguided matter; and
may not this account for all the appearing wisdom
and contrivance which is in the universe? Let us con-
template the subject a little, and we shall find that this
adjustment if attained by matter of a sceming stabil-
ity in the forms, with a rcal and perpetual revolution
or motion of parts, affords a plausible, if not a true,
solution of the difficulty.

It is in vain, therefore, to insist upon the uses of’
the parts in animals or vegetables, and their curious
adjustment to cach other. I would fain know how an
animal could subsist unless its parts were so
adjusted? Do we not find that it immediately perishes
whenever this adjustment ceases, and that its matter,
corrupting, trics some new form? It happens indeed
that the parts of the world are so well adjusted that
some regular form immediately lays claim to this
corrupted matter; and if it were not so, could the
world subsist? Must it not dissolve, as well as the ani-
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mal, and pass through new positions and situations
till in great but finite succession it fall, at last, into the
present or some such order?

It is well, replied Cleanthes, you told us that this
hypothesis was suggested on a sudden, in the cou
of the argument. Had you had leisure 1o examine it,
you would soon have perceived the insuperable
objections to which it is exposed. No form, you say,
can subsist unless it possess those powers and organs
requisite for its subsistence; some new order or econ-
omy must be tried, and so on, without interm
till at last some order which can support and maintain
itself is fallen upon. But according to this hypothesis,
whence arise the many conveniences and advantages
which men and all animals possess? Two cyes, two
cars are not absolutely necessary for the subsistence
of the species. The human race might have been
propagated and preserved without horses, dogs,
cows, sheep, and those innumerable fruits and prod-
ucts which serve to our satisfaction and enjoyment. If
no camels had been created for the use of man in the
sandy deserts of Africa and Arabia, would the world
have been dissolved? If no loadstone had been
framed to give that wonderful and useful direction to
the needle, would human socicty and the human kind
have been immediately extinguished? Though the
maxims of nature be in general very frugal, yet
instances of this kind are far from being rare; and any
one of them is a sufficient proof of design—and of a
benevolent design—which gave rise to the order and
arrangement of the universe.

At least, you may safely infer, said Philo, that the
foregoing hypothesis is so far incomplete and imper-
fect, which 1 shall not scruple to allow. But can we
ever reasonably expect greater success in any
attempts of this nature? Or can we ever hope to erect
a system of cosmogony that will be liable to no
exceptions, and will contain no circumstance repug-
nant to our limited and imperfect experience of the
analogy of nature? Your theory itsell” cannot surely
pretend to any such advantage, even though you have
run into anthropomorphism, the better to preserve @
conformity to common experience. Let us once more
put it to trial. In all instances which we have ever
seen, ideas are copied from real objects, and are
ectypal, not archetypal, to express myself in learned
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terms. You reverse this order and give thought the
precedence. In all instances which we have ever seen,
thought has no influence upon matter except where
that matter is so conjoined with it as to have an equal
reciprocal influence upon it. No animal can move
immediately anything but the members of its own
body: and, indeed, the equality of action and reaction
seems to be an universal law of nature; but your the-
ory implics a contradiction to this experience. These
instances, with many more which it were easy to col-
lect (particularly the supposition of a mind or system
of thought that is eternal or, in other words, an animal
ingenerable and immortal)—these instances, 1 say,
may teach all of us sobricty in condemning cach
other, and let us see that as no system of this kind
ought ever to be received from a slight analogy, so
neither ought any to be rejected on account of a small
incongruity. FFor that is an inconvenience from which
we can justly pronounce no one to be exempted.

All religious systems, it is confessed, are subject
to great and insuperable difficultics. Fach disputant
triumphs in his turn, while he carries on an offensive
war, and exposes the absurdities, barbarities, and per-
nicious tenets of his antagonist. But all of them, on
the whole, prepare a complete triumph for the scep-
tic, who tells them that no system ought cver to be
embraced with regard to such subjects: for this plain
reason that no absurdity ought ever to be assented to
with regard to any subject. A total suspense of judg-
ment is here our only reasonable resource. And if
every attack, as is commonly observed, and no
defence among theologians is successtul, how com-
plete must be his victory who remains always, with
all mankind, on the offensive, and has himsell no
fixed station or abiding city which he is ever, on any
occasion, obliged to defend

'ART IX

But if so many difficultics attend the argument a pos-
teriori, said Demea, had we not better adhere to that
simple and sublime argument a priori which, by
offering to us infallible demonstration, cuts off at
once all doubt and difticulty? By this argument, too,
we may prove the infinity of the Divine attributes,
which, I am afraid, can never be ascertained with cer-
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tainty from any other topic. For how can an cffect
which cither is finite or, for aught we know, may be
so—how can such an effect, I say, prove an infinite
cause? ‘The unity, too, of the Divine Nature it is very
difficult, if not absolutely impossible, to deduce
merely from contemplating the works of nature; nor
will the uniformity alone of the plan, even were it
allowed, give us any assurance of that attribute.
Whereas the argument a priori. . . .

You seem to reason, Demea, interposed Clean-
thes, as if those advantages and conveniences in the
abstract argument were full proofs of its solidity. But
it is first proper, in my opinion, to determine what
areument of this nature you choose to insist on; and
we shall afterwards, from itself, better than from its
useful consequences, endeavour to determine what
value we ought to put upon it.

The argument, replied Demea, which T would
sist on is the common one. Whatever exists must
have a causc or reason of its existence, it being
absolutely impossible for anything to produce itself
or be the cause of its own existence. In mounting up,
therefore, from effects to causes, we must either go
on in tracing an infinite succession, without any ulti-
mate cause at all, or must at last have recourse to
some ultimate cause that is necessarily existent. Now
that the first supposition is absurd may be thus
proved. In the infinite chain or succession of causes
and effects, each single effect is determined to exist
by the power and efficacy of that cause which imine-
diately preceded; but the whole cternal chain or suc-
cession, taken together, is not determined or caused
by anything, and yet it is evident that it requires a
cause or reason, as much as any particular object
which begins to exist in time. The question is still
reasonable why this particular succession of causes
existed from eternity, and not any other succession or
no succession at all. If there be no necessarily exis
tent being, any supposition which can be formed is
equally possible; nor is there any more absurdity in
nothing s having existed from eternity than there is in
that succession of causes which constitutes the uni-
verse. What was it, then, which determined some-
thing to exist rather than nothing, and bestowed being
on a particular possibility, exclusive of the rest?
External causes, there are supposed to be none.
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Chance is a word without a meaning. Was it nothing ?
But that can never produce anything. We must, there-
fore, have recourse (o a necessarily existent Being
who carries the reason of his existence in himself,
and who cannot be supposed not to exist, without an
express contradiction. There is, consequently, such a
Being—that is, there is a Deity.

I shall not leave it to Philo, said Cleanthes, though
Iknow that the starting objections is his chicf delight,
to point out the weakness of this metaphysical rea-
soning. It seems to me so obviously ill-grounded, and
at the same time of so little consequence to the cau:
of true picty and religion, that I shall myself venture
to show the fallacy of it.

I shall begin with observing that there is an evi-
dent absurdity in pretending to demonstrate a matter
of fact, or (o prove it by arguments a priori. Nothing
is demonstrable unless the contrary implies a contra-
diction. Nothing that is distinctly conceivable implics
a contradiction. Whatever we conceive as existent,
we can also conceive as nonexistent. There is no
being, therefore, whose nonexistence implics a con-
tradiction. Consequently there is no being whose
existence is demonstrable. I propose this areument as
entircly decisive, and am willing to rest the whole
CONIOVErsy upon it.

It is pretended that the Deity is a necessarily exis-
tent being; and this necessity of his existence is
attempted to be explained by asserting that, il we
knew his whole essence or nature, we should perceive
itto be as impossible for him not to exist, as for twice
two not to be four. But it is cvident that this can never
happen, while our facultics remain the same as at
present. It will still be possible for us, at any time, to
conceive the nonexistence of what we formerly con-
ceived to exist; nor can the mind ever lic under a
necessity of supposing any object to remain always in
being; in the same manner as we lic under a necessity
of always conceiving twice two to be four. The words,
therefore, necessary existence have no meaning or,
which is the same thing, none that is consistent.

But further, why may not the material universe be
the necessarily existent Being, according to this pre-
tended explication of necessity? We dare not affirm
that we know all the qualitics of matter; and, for
aught we can determine, it may contain some quali-
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ties which, were they known, would make its non-
existence appear as great a contradiction as that twice
two is five. I find only one argument employed to
prove that the material world is not the necessarily
existent Being: and this argument is derived from
the contingency both of the matter and the form of
the world. “Any particle of matter,” it is said, “may
be conceived to be annihilated, and any form may be
conceived to be altered. Such an annihilation or alter-
ation, therefore, is not impossible.” But it scems a
ereat partiality not to perceive that the same argu-
ment extends equally to the Deity, so far as we have
any conception of him, and that the mind can at Icast
imagine him to be nonexistent or his attributes to be
altered. It must be soine unknown, inconceivable
qualities which can make his non-existence appear
impossible or his attributes unalterable; and no rea-
son can be ened why these qualities may not
belong to matter. As they are altogether unknown and
inconceivable, they can never be proved incompati-
ble with it.

Add 1o this that in tracing an cternal succession of
objects it seems absurd to inquire for a general cause
or first author. How can anything that exists from
cternity have a cause, since that relation implies a pri-
ority in time and a beginning of existence?

In such a chain, too, or succession of objects, cach
part is caused by that which preceded it, and causes
that which succeeds it. Where then is the difficulty?
But the whole, you say, wants a cause. I answer that
the uniting of these parts into a whole, like the unit-
ing of several distinct countries into one kingdom, or
several distinct members into one body is performed
merely by an arbitrary act of the mind, and has no
influence on the nature of things. Did I show you the
particular causes of cach individual in a collection of
twenty particles of matter, 1 should think it very
unrcasonable should you afterwards ask me what
was the cause of the whole twenty. Thi ciently
explained in explaining the cause of the parts.

Though the reasonings which you have urged,
Cleanthes, may well excuse me, said Philo, from
\ldnme any further difficultics, yet I cannot forbear
i ing still upon another topic. It is obscrved by
arithmeticians that the products of 9 compose always
cither 9 or some lesser product of 9 if you add
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together all the characters of which any of the former
products is composed. Thus, of 18, 27, 36, which arc
products of 9, you make 9 by adding 110 8,2107,3
10 6. Thus 369 is a product also of 9; and if you add
3,6, and 9, you make 18, a lesser product of 9. To a
superficial observer so wonderful
admired as the cffect cither of ¢
a skillful algebraist immediately concludes it to be
the work of necessity, and demonstrates that it must
for ever result from the nature of these numbers. Is it
not probable, I ask, that the whole economy of the
universe is conducted by a like necessity, though no
human algebra can furnish a key which solves the
difficulty? And instead of admiring the order of natu-
ral beings, may it not happen that, could we penetrate
into the intimate nature of bodies, we should clearly
see why it was absolutely impossible they could ever
admit of any other disposition? So dangerous is it to
introduce this idea of necessity into the present ques-
tion! and so naturally docs it afford an inference
directly opposite to the religious hypothesis!

But dropping all these abstractions, continued
Philo, and confining ourselves to more familiar top-
ics, T shall venture to add an observation that the
argument a priori has scldom been found very cot
vincing, except to people of a metaphysical head who
have accustomed themselves to abstract reasoning,
and who, finding from mathematics that the under-
standing frequently leads to truth through obscurity,
and contrary to first appearances, have transferred the
same habit of thinking to subjects where it ought not
to have place. Other people, even of good sense and
the best inclined to religion, feel always some defi-
ciency in such arguments, though they are not per-
haps able to explain distinctly where it lies—a certain
proof that men ever did and ever will derive their reli-
gion from other sources than from this species of
reasoning.

PART X
Itis my opinion, [ own, replied Demea, that cach man
feels, in a manner, the truth of religion within his own
breast, and, from a consciousness of his imbecility
and miscery rather than from any reasoning, is led to
seek protection from that Being on whom he and all
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nature is dependent. So anxious or so tedious are
cven the best scenes of life that futurity is still the
object of all our hopes and fea
forward and endcavour, by prayers, adoration, and
sacrifice, to appease those unknown powers whom
we find, by experience, so able to afflict and oppress
us. Wretched creatures that we are! What resource
for us amidst the innumcrable ills of life did not reli-
gion suggest some methods of atonement, and
appease those terrors with which we are incessantly
agitated and tormented?

I am indeed persuaded, said Philo, that the best
and indeced the only method of bringing everyone to
a duce sense of religion is by just representations of
the misery and wickedness of men. And for that pur-
pose a talent of eloquence and strong imagery is
more requisite than that of reasoning and argument.
For is it necessary to prove what everyone feels
within himself? It is only necessary to make us feel
i, if possible, more intimately and sensibly.

The people, indeed, replicd Demea, are suffi-
ciently convinced of this great and melancholy truth.
The miseries of life, the unhappiness of man, the gen-
eral corruptions of our nature, the unsatisfactory
cnjoyment of  pleasures, riches, honours—these
phrascs have become almost proverbial in all lan-
guages. And who can doubt of what all men declare
from their own immediate feeling and experience?

In this point, said Philo, the learned are perfectly
agreed with the vulgar, and in all letters, sacred and
profane, the topic of human misery has been insisted
on with the most pathetic cloquence that sorrow and
melancholy could inspire. The poets, who speak
from sentiment, without a system, and whose testi-
mony has therefore the more authority, abound in
images of this nature. From Homer down to Dr.
Young, the whole inspired tribe have ever been sen-
sible that no other representation of things would suit
the feeling and observation of cach individual.

As to authoritics, replied Demea, you need not
seek them. Look round this library of Cleanthes. 1
shall venture to affirm that, except authors of partic-
ular sciences, such as chemistry or botany, who have
no occasion to treat of human life, there is scarce one
of those innumerable writers from whom the sense of
human misery has not, in some passage or other,
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extorted a complaint and confession of it. At least, the
chance is entirely on that side; and no one author has
ever, so far as I can recollect, been so extravagant
(o deny it.

‘There youmust excuse me, said Philo: Leibniz has
denied it, and is perhaps the first who ventured upon
50 bold and paradoxical an opinion; at least, the first
who made it essential to his philosophical system.

Andby being the first, replied Demcea, might he not
have been sensible of his error? For
which philosophers can propose to make di
especially in so late an age? And can any man hope by
asimple denial (for the subject scarcely admits of rea-
soning) to bear down the united testimony of man-
kind, founded on sense and consciousness?

And why should man, added he, pretend to an
exemption from the lot of all other animals? The
whole earth, believe me, Philo, is cursed and pol-
luted. A perpetual war is kindled amongst all living
creatures. Necessity, hunger, want stimulate the
strong and courageous; fear, anxicty, terror agitate
the weak and infirm. The first entrance into life gives
anguish to the new-born infant and to its wretched
parent; weakness, impotence, distress attend each
stage of that life, and it is, at last finished in agony
and horror.

Observe, 100, says Philo, the curious artifices of
nature in order to embitter the life of every living
being. The stronger prey upon the weaker and keep
them in perpetual terror and anxiety. The weaker, too,
in their turn, often prey upon the stronger, and vex
and molest them without relaxation. Consider that
innumerable race of insects, which cither are bred on
the body of each animal or, flying about, infix their
stings in him. These insects have others still less than
themselves which torment them. And thus on cach
hand, before and behind, above and below, every ani-
mal is surrounded with enemies which incessantly
seck his misery and destruction,

Man alone, said Demea, seems to be, in part, an
exception to this rule. For by combination in socicty
he can casily master lions, tigers, and bears, whose
greater strength and agility naturally enable them to
prey upon him.

On the contrary, it is here chiefly, cried Philo, that
the uniform and equal maxims of nature are most
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apparent. Man, it is true, can, by combination, sur-
mount all his real enemics and become master of the
whole animal creation; but does he not immediately
raise up to himsell imaginary enemies, the demons of
his fancy, who haunt him with superstitious terrors
and blast every enjoyment of life? His pleasure, as he
imagines, becomes in their eyes a crime; his food and
repose give them umbrage and offence; his very sleep
and dreams furnish new materials to anxious fear; and
even death, refuge from every other ill, presents
only the dread of endless and innumerable woes. Nor
does the wolf molest more the timid flock than super-
stition does the anxious breast of wretched mortals.

Besides, consider, Deme; is very society by
which we surmount those wild beasts, our natural
enemies, what new enemies does it not raise to us?
What woe and misery does it not occasion? Man is
the greatest enemy of man. Oppression, injustice,
contempt, contumely, violence, sedition, war, cal-
umny, treachery, fraud—by these they mutually tor-
ment each other, and they would soon dissolve that
society which they had formed were it not for the
dread of still greater ills which must attend their
separation.

But though these external insults, said Demea,
from animals, from men, from all the clements,
which assault us from a frightful catalogue of woes,
they are nothing in comparison of those which arise
within ourselves, from the distempered condition of
our mind and body. How many li¢ under the linger-
ing torment of discases? Hear the pathetic enumera-
tion of the great poct.

Intestine stone and ulcer; colic-pangs.
Demoniac frer
And moon-struck madness, pining atrophy
M . and wide-wasti il

Dire was the tossing. deep the groans: Despair
Tended the sick, busiest from couch to couch
And over them triumphant Death his dart
Shook: but delay’d to strike, though oft invok'd
With vows. as their chief good and final hope.

moping melancholy,

The disorders of the mind, continued Demea,
though more sceret, are not perhaps less dismal and
vexatious. Remorse, shame, anguish, rage, disap-
pointment, anxiety, fear, dejection, despair—who has




64

ever passed through life without cruel inroads from
these tormentors? How many have scarcely ever felt
any better sensations? Labour and poverty, so
abhorred by everyone, are the certain lot of the far
greater number; and those few privileged persons
who enjoy ease and opulence never reach content-
ment or true felicity. All the goods of life united
would not make a very happy man, but all the ills
united would make a wretch indeed; and any one of
them almost (and who can be free from every one?),
nay, often the absence of one good (and who can pos-
sess all?) is sufficient to render life ineligible.

Were a stranger 10 drop on a sudden into this
world, I would show him, as a specimen of its ills, an
hospital full of discases, a prison crowded with male-
factors and debtors, a field of battle strewed with car-
casces, a fleet floundering in the ocean, a nation lan-
guishing under tyranny, famine, or pestilence. To turn
the gay side of life to him and give him a notion of its
pleasures—whither should I conduct him? To a ball,
to an opera, to court? e might justly think that I was
only showing him a diversity of distress and sorrow.

There is no evading such striking instances, said
Philo, but by apologies which still further aggravate
the charge. Why have all men, Lask, in all ages, com-
plained incessantly of the miscries of life? . .. They
have no just reason, says one: these complaints pro-
ceed only from their discontented, repining, anxious
disposition. . . . And can there possibly, I'reply, be a
more certain foundation of misery than such a
wretched temper?

Butif they were really as unhappy as they pretend,
says my antagonist, why do they remain in life? . . .

Not satisfied with life. afraid of death—

This is the secret chain, say I, that holds us. We
are terrified, not bribed to the continuance of our
existence.

It is only a false delicacy, he may insist, which a
few refined spirits indulge, and which has spread
these complaints among the whole race of man-
kind. ... And what is this dclicacy, I ask, which you
blame? Is it anything but a greater sensibility to all
the pleasures and pains of life? And if the man of a
delicate, refined temper, by being so much more alive
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than the rest of the world, is only so much more
unhappy, what judgment must we form in general of
human life?

Let men remain at rest, says our adversary, and
they will be casy. They are willing artificers of their
own misery. ... No! reply I: an anxious languor fol-
lows their repose; disappointment, vexation, trouble,
their activity and ambition.

1 can observe something like what you mention in
some others, replied Cleanthes, but T confess I feel
little or nothing of it in myself, and hope that it is not
S0 COMMON as you represent it.

If you feel not human misery yourself, cried
Demea, I congratulate you on so happy a singularity.
Others, seemingly the most prosperous, have not been
ashamed to vent their complaints in the most melan-
choly strains. Let us attend to the great, the fortunate
emperor, Charles V, when tired with human grandeur,
he resigned all his extensive dominions into the hands
of his son. In the last harangue which he made on that
memorable occasion, he publicly avowed that the
greatest prosperities which he had ever enjoyed had
been mixed with so many adversities that he might
truly sav he had never enjoved any satisfaction or
contentment. But did the retired life in which he
sought for shelter afford him any greater happiness?
It we may credit his son’s account, his repentance
commenced the very day of his resignation.

Cicero's fortune, from small beginnings, rose to
the greatest lustre and renown; yet what pathetic
complaints of the ills of life do his familiar lette 5
well as philosophical discourses, contain? And suit-
ably to his own experience, he introduces Cato, the
great, the fortunate Cato protesting in his old age that
had he a new life in his offer he would reject the
present.

Ask yoursclf, ask any of your acquaintance,
whether they would live over again the last ten or
twenty years of their life. No! but the next twenty,
they say, will be better:

And from the dregs of life, hope (o receive
What the first sprightly running could not give.

Thus, at last, they find (such is the greatness of
human misery, it reconciles even contradictions) that
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they complain at once of the shortness of life and of
its vanity and sorrow.

And is it possible, Cleanthes, said Philo, that after
all these reflections, and infinitely more which might
be suggested, you can still persevere in your anthro-
ism, and assert the moral attributes of the
Deity, his justice, benevolence, mercy, and rectitude,
(o be of the same nature with these virtues in human
creatures? His power, we allow, is infinite; whatever
he wills is executed; but neither man nor any other
animal is happy; therefore, he does not will their hap-
piness. His wisdom is infinite; he is never mistaken in
choosing the means to any end: but the course of
nature tends not to human or animal felicity: there-
fore, it is not established for that purpose. Through
the whole compass of human knowledge there are no
inferences more certain and infallible than these. In
what respect, then, do his benevolence and mercy
resemble the benevolence and mercy of men?

Epicurus’ old questions are yet unanswered.

Is he willing to prevent evil, but not able? then is
he impotent. Is he able, but not willing? then is he
malevolent. Is he both able and willing? whence then
is evil?

You ascribe, Cleanthes (and I belicve justly), a
purposc and intention to nature. But what, T beseech
you, is the object of that curious artifice and machin-
ery which she has displayed in all animals—the
preservation alone of individuals, and propagation of
the species? It seems enough for her purpose, if such
arank be barcly upheld in the universe, without any
care or concern for the happiness of the members that
compose it. No resource for this purpose: no machin-
ery in order merely to give pleasure or ease; no fund
of pure joy and contentiment; no indulgence without
some want or necessity accompanying it. Atleast, the
few phenomena of this nature are over-balanced by
opposite phenomena of still greater importance.

Our sense of music, harmony, and indeed beauty of
all kinds, gives satisfaction, without being absolutely
necessary to the preservation and propagation of the
species. But what racking pains, on the other hand,
arise from gouts, gravels, megrims, toothaches,
rheumatisms, where the injury to the animal machin-
is cither small or incurable? Mirth, laughter, play,
frolic seem gratuitous satisfactions which have no fur-
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ther tendency: spleen, melancholy, discontent, super-
stition are pains of the same nature. How then does the
Divine benevolence display itself, in the sense of you
anthropomorphites? None but we mys as you
were pleased to call us, can account |
ixture of phenomena, by deriving it from attributes
infinitely perfect but incomprehensible.

And have you, at last, said Cleanthes smiling,
betrayed your intentions, Philo? Your long agreement
with Demea did indeed a little surprise me, but I find
you were all the while erecting a concealed battery
against me. And I must confess that you have now
fallen upon a subject worthy of your noble spirit of
opposition and controversy. If you can make out the
present point, and prove mankind to be unhappy or
corrupted, there 1 end at once of all religion. For
to what purpose establish the natural attributes of
the Deity, while the moral are still doubtful and
uncertain?

You take umbrage very casily, replicd Demea, at
opinions the most innocent and the most gencrally
received, even amongst the religious and devout
themselves; and nothing can be more surprising than
to find a topic like this—concerning the wickedness
and misery of man—charged with no less than athe-
ism and profaneness. Have not all pious divines and
preachers who have indulged their rhetoric on so fer-
tile a subject, have they not easily, I say, given a solu-
tion of any difficulties which may attend
world is but a point in comparison of the unive
this life but a moment in comparison of eternity. The
present evil phenomena, therefore, are rectified in
other regions, and in some future period of existence.
And the eyes of men, being then opened to larger
views of things, see the whole connection of general
laws, and trace, with adoration, the benevolence and
rectitude of the Deity through all the mazes and intri-
cacies of his providence,

No! replied Cleanthes, no! These arbitrary suppo-
sitions can never be admitted, contrary to matter of
fact, visible and uncontroverted. Whence can any
cause be known but from its known effects? Whence
can any hypothesis be proved but from the apparent
phenomena? To establish one  hypothesis  upon
another is building entirely in the air; and the utmost
we ever attain by these conjectures and fictions is to
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ascertain the bare possibility of our opinion, but
never can we, upon such terms, establish its reality.

The only method of supporting Divine benevo-
lence—and it is what T willingly embrace—is (o
deny absolutely the misery and wickedness of man
Your representations are exageerated; your melar
choly views mostly fictitious; your inferences con-
trary to fact and experience. Health is more common
than sickness; pleasure than pain; happiness than
misery. And for one vexation which we meet with,
we attain, upon computation, a hundred enjoyments.

Admitting your position, replied Philo, which yet
is extremely doubtful, you must at the same time
allow that, if pain be less frequent than pleasure, it is
infinitely more violent and durable. One hour of it
is often able to outweigh a day, a week, amonth of our
common insipid enjoyments; and how many days,
weeks, and months are passed by several in the most
acute torments? Pleasure, scarcely in one instance, is
cver able to reach cestasy and rapture; and in no one
instance can it continue for any time at its highest
pitch and alti The spirits evaporate, the nerves
relax, the fa is disordered, and the enjoyment
quickly degencrates into fatigue and uneasiness. But
pain often, good God, how often! rises to torture and
agony; and the longer it continues, it becomes still
more genuine agony and torture. Patience is ex-
hausted, courage languishes, melancholy seizes us,
and nothing terminates our misery but the removal of
its cause or another event which is the sole cure of all
evil, but which, from our natural folly, we regard with
still greater horror and consternation.

But not to insist upon these topics, continued
Philo, though most obvious, certain, and important, I
must use the freedom to admonish you, Cleanthes,
that you have put the controversy upon a most dan-
gerous issue, and are unawares introducing a total
scepticism into the most essential articles of natural
and revealed theology. What! no inethod of fixing a
just foundation for religion unless we allow the hap-
piness of human life, and maintain a continued exis-
tence even in this world, with all our present pains,
infirmities, vexations, and follies, to be eligible and
desirable! But this is contrary to everyone's feeling
and experience; it is contrary to an authority so estab-
lished as nothing can subvert. No decisive proofs can

DAVID HUME

cever be produced against this authority; nor is it pos-
sible for you to compute, estimate, and compare all
the pains and all the pleasures in the lives of all men
and of all animals; and thus, by your resting the
whole system of religion on a point which, from its
ture, must for ever be uncertain, you tacitly
that that systemn is equally uncertain.

But allowing you what never will be believed, at
least, what you never possibly can prove, that animal
or, at least, human happiness in this life exceeds its
misery, you have yet done nothing; for this is not, by
any means, what we expect from infinite power, infi-
nite wisdom, and infinite goodness. Why is there any
misery at all in the world? Not by chance, surely.
From some cause then. Is it from the intention of the
Deity? But he is perfectly benevolent. Is it contrary to
his intention? But he is almighty. Nothing can shake
the solidity of this reasoning, so short, so clear, so
decisive, except we assert that these subjects exceed
all human capacity, and that our common mcasurcs
of truth and falschood are not applicable to them—a
topic which T have all along insisted on, but which
you have, from the beginning, rejected with scorn
and indignation.

But I will be contented to retire still from this
intrenchment, for I deny that you can ever force me
in it. I will allow that pain or misery in man is com-
patible with infinite power and goodness in the Deity,
even in your sense of these attributes: what are you
advanced by all these concessions? A mere possible
compatibility is not sufficient. You must prove these
pure, unmixt, and uncontrollable attributes from the
present mixt and confused phenomena, and from
these alone. A hopelul undertaking! Were the phe-
nomena ever so pure and unmixt, yet, being finite,
they would be insufficient for that purpose. How
much more, where they are also so jarring and
discordant!

Tere, Cleanthes, 1 find myself at case in my argu-
ment. Here T triumph. Formerly, when we argued
concerning the natural attributes of intelligence and
design, T needed all my sceptical and metaphysical
subtilty to clude your grasp. In many views of the
universe and of its parts, particularly the latter, the

nd fitness of final causes strike us with such
ble force that all objections appear (what 1
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believe they really are) mere cavils and sophisms; nor
can we then imagine how it was ever possible for us
to repose any weight on them. But there is no view ol
human life or of the condition of mankind from
which, without the greatest violence, we can infer the
moral attributes or learn that infinite benevolence,
conjoined with infinite power and infinite wisdom,
which we must discover by the eyes of faith alone. It
is your turn now o tug the labouring oar, and to sup-
port your philosophical subtiltics against the dictates
of plain reason and experience.

PART XI

I'scruple not to allow, said Cleanthes, that I have been
apt to suspect the frequent repetition of the word infi-
nite, which we meet with in all theological writers, to
savour more of panegyric than of philosophy, and that
any purposcs of reasoning, and even of religion,
would be better served were we to rest contented with
more accurate and more moderate expressions. The
terms admirable, excellent, superlatively great, wise,
and holv—these sufficiently fill the imaginations of
men, and anything beyond, besides that it leads into
absurditics, has no influence on the atfections or sen-
timents. Thus, in thy present subject, if we abandon all
human analogy, as scems your intention, Demea, Tam
alraid we abandon all religion and retain no concep-
tion of the great object of our adoration. If we preserve
human analogy, we must forever find it impossible to
reconcile any mixture of evil in the universe with infi-
nite attributes; much less can we ever prove the latter
from the former. But supposing the Author of nature
to be finitely perfect, though far exceeding mankind,
a satisfactory account may then be given of natural
and moral evil, and every untoward phenomenon be
explained and adjusted. A less evil may then be cho-
sen in order to avoid a greater; inconveniences be sub-
mitted to in order to reach a desirable end; and, in a
word, benevolence, regulated by wisdom and limited
by necessity, may produce just such a world as the
present. You, Philo, who are so prompt at starting
views and reflections and analogies, 1 would gladly
hear, at length, without interruption, your opinion of
this new theory; and if it deserve our attention, we
may afterwards, at more leisure, reduce it into form.
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My sentiments, replied Philo, are not worth being
made a mystery of; and, therefore, without any cerc-
mony, I shall deliver what occurs to me with regard
to the present subject. It must, I think, be allowed
that, if a very limited intelligence whom we shall
suppose utterly unacquainted with the universe were
ured that it were the production of a very good,
wisce, and powerful Being, however finite, he would,
from his conjectures, form beforehand a different
notion of it from what we find it to be by experience;
nor would he ever imagine, merely from these attrib-
utes of the cause of which he is informed, that the
cffect could be so full of vice and misery and disor-
der, as it appears in this | upposing now that this
person were brought into the world, still assured that
it was the workmanship of such a sublime and benev-
olent Being, he might, perhaps, be surprised at the
disappointment, but would never retract his former
belicef if founded on any very solid argument, since
such a limited intelligence must be sensible of his
own blindness and ignorance, and must allow that
there may be many solutions of those phenomena
which will for ever escape his comprehension. But
supposing, which is the real case with regard to man,
that this creature is not antecedently convineed of a
supreme intelligence, benevolent, and powertul, but
is left to gather such a belief from the appearances of
things—this entirely alters the case, nor will he ever
find any reason for such a conclusion. He may be
fully convinced of the narrow limits of his under-
standing, but this will not help him in forming an
inference concering the goodness of superior pow-
ers, since he must form that inference from what he
knows, not from what he is ignorant of. The more you
exaggerate his weakness and ignorance, the more dif-
fident you render him, and give him the greater sus-
picion that such subjects are beyond the reach of his
faculties. You are obliged, therefore, to reason with
him merely from the known phenomena, and to drop
every arbitrary supposition or conjecture.

Did I show you a house or palace where there was
not one apartment convenient or agreeable, where the
windows, doors, fires, passages, stairs, and the whole
cconomy of the building were the source of noise,
confusion, fatigue, darkness, and the extremes of
heat and cold, you would certainly blame the con-
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trivance, without any further examination. The archi-
tect would in vain display his subtilty, and prove to
you that, if this door or that window were altered,
areater ills would ensue. What he says may be strictly
true: the alteration of one particular, while the other
parts of the building remain, may only augment the
inconveniences. But still you would assert in general
that, if the architect had had skill and good intentions,
he might have formed such a plan of the whole, and
might have adjusted the parts in such a manner as
would have remedied all or most of these inconven-
iences. His ignorance, or even your own ignorance of’
such a plan, will never convinee you of the impo:
bility of it. I you find any inconveniences and defor-
mitics in the building, you will always, without enter-
ing into any detail, condemn the architect.

In short, I repeat the question: Is the world, con-
red in general and as it appears to us in this life,
different from what a man or such a limited being
would, beforehand, expect from a very powerful,
wise, and benevolent Deity? It must be strange prej-
udice to assert the contrary. And from thence I con-
clude that, however consistent the world may be,
allowing certain suppositions and conjectures with
the idea of such a Deity, it can never afford us an
inference concerning his existence. The consistency
is not absolutely denied, only the inference. Conjec-
especially where infinity is excluded from the
Divine attributes, may perhaps be suflicient to prove
sistency, but can never be foundations for any
inferenc

There seem to be four circumstances on which
depend all or the greatest part of the ills that molest
sensible creatures; and it is not impossible but all
these circumstances may be necessary and unavoid-
able. We know so little beyond common life, or even
of common life, that, with regard to the economy of
a universe, there is no conjecture, however wild,
which may not be just, nor any one, however plausi-
ble, which may not be erroncous. All that belongs to
human understanding, in this deep ignorance and
obscurity, is to be sceptical or at least cautious, and
not to admit of any hypothesis whatever, much less of
any which is supported by no appearance of proba-
bility. Now this [ assert to be the case with regard to
all the causes of evil and the circumstances on which
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it depends. None of them appear to human reason in
the least degree necessary or unavoidable, nor can we
suppose them such, without the utmost license of
imagination.

The first circumstance which introduces evil is
vance or economy of the animal creation
s well as pleasures, are cmployed to
excite all creatures to action, and make them vigilant
in the great work of self-preservation. Now pleasure
alone, in its various degrees, seems to human under-
anding sufficient for this purpose. All animals
state of enjoyment; but when
urged by any of the necessities of nature, such as
thirst, hunger, weariness, instcad of pain, they might
feel a diminution of pleasure by which they might be
prompted to seek that object which is necessary to
their subsistence. Men pursue pleasure as eagerly as
they avoid pain; at least, they might have been so
constituted. It scems, therefore, plainly possible to
carry on the business of life without any pain. Why
then is any animal ever rendered susceptible of such
a sensation? If animals can be [ree from it an hour,
they might enjoy a perpetual exemption from it, and
it required as particular a contrivance of their organs
to produce that feeling as to endow them with sight,
hearing, or any of the senses. Shall we conjecture that
such a contrivance was necessary, without any
appearance of reason, and shall we build on that con-
jecture as on the most certain truth?

But a capacity of pain would not alone produce
pain were it not for the second circumstance, viz., the
conducting of the world by general laws; and this
seems nowise necessary to a very perfect Being. Itis
true, if everything were conducted by particular voli-
tions, the course of nature would be perpetually bro-
ken, and no man could employ his reason in the con-
duct of life. But might not other particular volitions
remedy this inconvenience? In short, might not the
Deity exterminate all ill, wherever it were to be
found, and produce all good, without any preparation
or long progress of causes and effects?

Besides, we must consider that, according to the
present economy of the world, the course of nature,
though supposed exactly regular, yet to us appears
not so, and many cvents arc uncertain, and many dis-
appoint our expectations. Health and sickness, calm
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and tempest, with an infinitc number of other acci-
dents whose causes are unknown and variable, have
a great influence both on the fortunes of particular
persons and on the prosperity of public societics; and
indeed all human life, in a manner, depends on such
accidents. A being, therefore, who knows the secret
springs of the universe might casily, by particular
volitions, turn all these accidents to the good of
mankind and render the whole world happy, without
discovering himself in any operation. A fleet whose
purposes were salutary to society might always meet
with a fair wind. Good princes enjoy sound health
and long life. Persons born to power and authority be
framed with good tempers and virtuous dispositions.
A few such events as these, regularly and wisely con-
ducted, would change the face of the world, and yet
would no more scem to disturb the course of nature
or confound human conduct than the present econ-
omy of things where the causes are secret and vari-
able and compounded. Some small touches given to
Caligula’s brain in his infancy might have converted
him into a Trajan. One wave, a little higher than the
rest, by burying Caesar and his fortune in the bottom
of the ocean, might have restored liberty to a consid-
crable part of mankind. There may, for aught we
know, be good reasons why Providence interposes
not in this manner, but they are unknown to us; and,
though the mere supposition that such reasons exist
may be sufficient to save the conclusion concerning
the Divine attributes, yet surely it can never be suffi-
cient to establish that conclusion.

If everything in the universe be conducted by gen-
cral laws, and if animals be rendered susceptible of
pain, it scarcely seems possible but some ill must
arise in the various shocks of matter and the various
concurrence and opposition of general laws; but th
ill would be very rare were it not for the third cir-
cumstance which T proposed to mention, viz., the
great frugality with which all powers and faculties
are distributed to every particular being. So well
adjusted are the organs and capacities of all animals,
and so well fitted to their preservation, that, as far as
history or tradition reaches, there appears not to be
any single species which has yet been extinguished in
the universe. Livery animal has the requisite endow-
ments, but these endowments are bestowed with so

69

scrupulous an  cconomy that any considerable
diminution must entirely destroy the creature. Wher-
ever one power is increased, there is a proportional
abatement in the others. Animals which excel in
swiftness are commonly defective in force. Those
which possess both are cither imperfect in some of
their senses or are oppressed with the most craving
wants. The human species, whose chief excellence is
reason and sagacity, is of all others the most nece
tous, and the most deficient in bodily advantages,
without clothes, without arms, without food, without
lodging, without any convenience of life, except what
they owe to their own skill and industry. In short,
nature scems 1o have formed an exact calculation of
the necessities of her creatures, and, like a rigid
master, has afforded them little more powers or
endowments than what are strictly sufficient to sup-
ply those necessities. An indulgent parent would
have bestowed a large stock in order to guard against
accidents, and sccure the happiness and welfare of
the creature in the most unfortunate concurrence of
circumstances. Every course of life would not have
been so surrounded with precipices that the least
departure from the true path, by mistake or necessity,
must involve us in misery and ruin. Some reserve,
some fund, would have been provided to ensure hap-
piness, nor would the powers and the necessities have
been adjusted with so rigid an economy. The Author
of nature is inconceivably powerful; his force is sup-
posed great, if not altogether inexhaustible, nor is
there any reason, as far as we can judge, to make him
observe this strict frugality in his decalings with his
creatures. It would have been better, were his power
extremely limited, to have created fewer animals,
and to have endowed these with more faculties for
their happiness and preservation. A builder is never
esteemed prudent who undertakes a plan beyond
what his stock will enable him to finish.

In order to cure most of the ills of human life, 1
require not that man should have the wings of the
eagle, the swiftness of the stag, the force of the ox,
the arms of the lion, the scales of the crocodile or thi-
noceros; much less do I demand the sagacity of an
angel or cherubim. 1 am contented to take an increas
in one single power or faculty of his soul. Let him be
endowed with a greater propensity to industry and




70

labour, a more vigorous spring and activity of mind,
amore constant bent to business and application. Let
the whole species pe s naturally an equal dili-
gence with that which many individuals are able to
attain by habit and reflection, and the most beneficial
consequences, without any allay of ill, is the imme-
diate and necessary result of this endowment. Almost
all the moral as well as natural cvils of human life
arise from idleness; and were our species, by the
original constitution of their frame, exempt from this
vice or infirmity, the perfect cultivation of land, the
improvement of arts and manufactures, the exact exe-
cution of ¢very office and duty, immediately follow;
and men at once may fully reach that state of socicty
which is so imperfectly attained by the best regulated
government. But as industry is a power, and the most
valuable of any, nature seems determined, suitably to
her usual ma; , 10 bestow it on man with a very
sparing hand, and rather to punish him severely for
his deficiency in it than to reward him for his attain-
ments. She has so contrived his frame that nothing
but the most violent necessity can oblige him to
labour; and she employs all his other wants to over-
come, at tin part, the want of diligence, and to
endow him with some share of a faculty of which she
has thought fit naturally to bereave him. Here our
demands may be allowed very humble, and therefore
the more reasonable. If we required the endowments
of superior penetration and judgment, of a more del-
icate taste of beauty, of a nicer sensibility to benevo-
lence and friendship, we might be told that we impi-
ously pretend to break the order of nature, that we
want to exalt ourselves into a higher rank of being,
that the presents which we require, not being suitable
to our state and condition, would only be pernicious
to us. But it is hard, I dare to repeat it, it is hard that,
being placed in a world so full of wants and necessi-
tics, where almost every being and clement is cither
our foe or refuses its assistance . . . we should also
have our own temper to struggle with, and should be
deprived of that faculty which can alone fence
against these multiplied cvils.

The fourth circumstance whence arises the misery
and ill of the universe is the inaccurate workmanship
of all the springs and principles of the great machine
of nature. It must be acknowledged that there are few
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parts of the universe which seem not to serve some
purpose, and whose removal would not produce a
visible defect and disorder in the whole. The parts
hang all together, nor can one be touched without
affecting the rest, in a greater or less degree. But at
the same time, it must be observed that none of these
parts or principles, however uscful, are so accurately
adjusted as to keep precisely within those bounds in
which their utility consists; but they are, all of them,
apt, on every occasion, (o run into the one extreme or
the other. One would imagine that this grand produc-
tion had not received the last hand of the maker—so
little finished is cvery part, and so coarse are the
strokes with which it is cxecuted. Thus the winds are
requisite to convey the vapours along the surface of
the globe, and to assist men in navigation; but how
often, rising up to tempests and hurricanes, do they
become pernicious? Rains are necessary to nourish
all the plants and animals of the earth; but how often
are they defective? how often excessive? Heat is reg-
uisite to all life and vegetation, but is not always
found in the due proportion. On the mixture and
secretion of the humours and juices of the body
depend the health and prosperity of the animal; but
the parts perform not regularly their proper function,
‘What more uscful than all the passions of the mind,
ambition, vanity, love, anger? But how often do they
break their bounds and cause the greatest convulsions
in society? There is nothing so advantageous in the
universe but what frequently becomes pernicious, by
its excess or defect; nor has nature guarded, with the
requisite accuracy, against all disorder or confusion.
The irregularity is never perhaps so great as to
destroy any species, but is often sufficient to involve
the in uals 1in and misery.

On the concurrence, then, of these four circum-
stances does all or the greatest part of natural cvil
depend. Were all living creatures incapable of pain, or
were the world administered by particular volitions,
evil never could have found access into the universe;
and were animals endowed with a large stock of pow-
ers and facultics, beyond what strict necessity
requires, or were the several springs and principles of
the universe so accurately framed as to preserve
always the just temperament and medium, there must
have been very little ill in comparison of what we feel
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at present. What then shall we pronounce on this occa-
sion? Shall we say that these circumstances are not
necessary, and that they might casily have been
altered in the contrivance of the univers "his deci-
sion seems too presumptuous for creatures so blind
and ignorant. Let us be more modest in our conclu-
sions. Letus allow that, if the goodness of the Deity (I
mearn a goodness like the human) could be established
on any tolerable reasons a priori, these phenomena,
however untoward, would not be sufficient to subvert
that principle, but might easily, in some unknown
manner, be reconcilable to it. But let us still assert that,
as this goodness is not antccedently established but
must be inferred from the phenomena, there can be no
grounds for such an inference while there are so many
ills in the universe, and while these ills might so eas-
ily have been remedied, as far as human understand-
ing can be allowed to judge on such a subject. I am
sceptic enough to allow that the bad appearances,
notwithstanding all my reasonings, may be compati-
ble with such attributes as you suppose, but surcly
they can never prove these attributes. Such a conclu-
sion cannot result from scepticism, but must arise
from the phenomena, and from our confidence in the
reasonings which we deduce from these phenomena.
Look round this universe. What an immense pro-
fusion of beings, animated and organized, sensible
and active! You admire this prodigious variety and
fecundity. But inspect a little more narrowly these
living existences, the only beings worth regarding.
How hostile and destructive to cach other! How
insufficient all of them for their own happiness! How
contemptible or odious to the spectator! The whole
presents nothing but the idea of a blind nature,
impregnated by a great vivifying principle, and pour-
ing forth from her lap, without discernment or
parental care, her maimed and abortive children!
Here the Manichacan system occurs as a proper
hypothesis to solve the difficulty; and, no doubt, in
some respects it is very specious and has more prob-
ability than the common hypothe: by giving a
plausible account of the strange mixture of good and
ill which appears in life. But if we consider, on the
other hand, the perfect uniformity and agreement of
the parts of the universe, we shall not discover in it
of the combat of a malevolent with a
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benevolent being. There is indeed an opposition of
pains and pleasures in the feelings of sensible crea-
tures; but are not all the operations of nature carried
on by an opposition of principles, of hot and cold,
moist and dry, light and heavy? The true conclusion
is that the original Source of all things is entirely
indifferent to all these principles, and has no more
regard to good above ill than to heat above cold, or to
drought above moisture, or to light above heavy.

There may four hypotheses be framed concerning
the first causes of the universe: that they are endowed
with perfect goodness; that they have perfect mali
that they arc opposite and have both goodness and
malice; that they have neither goodness nor malice.
Mixed phenomena can never prove the two former
unmixed principles; and the uniformity and steadi-
ness of general laws seem to oppose the third. The
fourth, therefore, scems by far the most probable.

What I have said concerning natural cvil will
apply to moral with little or no variation; and we have
no more reason to infer that the rectitude of the
Supreme Being resembles human rectitude than that
his benevolence resembles the human. Nay, it will be
thought that we have still greater cause to exclude
from him moral sentiments, such as we feel them,
since moral evil, in the opinion of many, is much
more predominant above moral good than natural
evil above natural good.

But even though this should not be allowed, and
though the virtue which is in mankind should be
acknowledged much superior to the vice, yet, so long
as there is any vice at all in the universe, it will very
much puzzle you anthropomorphites how to account
for it. You must assign a cause for it, without having
recourse to the first cause. But as every effect must
have a cause, and that cause another, you must cither
carry on the progression in infinitum or rest on that
original principle, who is the ultimate cause of all
things. . . .

Hold! hold! cried Demea: Whither docs your
imagination hurry you? I joined in alliance with you
in order to prove the incomprehensible nature of the
Divine Being, and refute the principles of Cleanthes.
who would measure everything by human rule and
standard. But I now find you running into all the top-
ics of the greatest libertines and infidels, and betray-
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ing that holy cause which you scemingly espoused.
Are you secretly, then, a more dangerous enemy than
Cleanthes himself?

And are you so late in perceiving it? replied
Cleanthes. Believe me, Demea, your friend Philo,
from the beginning, has been amusing himself at
both our expense; and it must be confessed that the
injudicious reasoning of our vulgar theology has
given him but too just a handle of ridicule. The total
infirmity of human reason, the absolute incompre-
hensibility of the Divine Nature, the great and uni-
versal misery, and still greater wickedness of men—
these are strange topics, surely, to be so fondl
cherished by orthodox divines and doctors. In ages of
stupidity and ignorance, indeed, these principles may
safely be espoused; and perhaps no views of things
are more proper to promote superstition than such as
encourage the blind amazement, the diffidence, and
melancholy of mankind. But at present. . . .

Blame not so much, interposed Philo, the igno-
rance of these reverend gentlemen. They know how
to change their style with the times. Formerly, it was
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a most popular theological topic to maintain that
human life was vanity and misery, and to exaggerate
all the ills and pains which are incident to men. But
of late years, divines, we find, begin to retract this
position and maintain, though still with some hesita-
tion, that there are more goods than evils, more pleas-
ures than pains, even in this life. When religion stood
centirely upon temper and education, it was thought
proper to encourage melancholy, as, indeed, mankind
never have recourse to superior powers so readily as
in that disposition. But as men have now learned to
form principles and to draw consequences, it is nec-
essary to change the batteries, and to make use of
such arguments as will endure at least some scrutiny
and examination. This variation is the same (and
from the same causes) with that which I formerly
remarked with regard to scepticism.

Thus Philo continued to the last his spirit of oppo-
sition, and his censure of established opinions. But I
could observe that Demea did not at all relish the lat-
ter part of the discourse; and he took occasion soon
after, on some pretence or other, to leave the company.

Why God Allows Evil

—~
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The world . . . contains much evil. An omnipotent
God could have prevented this evil, and surely a per-
fectly good and omnipotent God would have done so.
So why is there this evil? Is not its existence strong
evidence against the existence of God? It would be
unless we can construct what is known as a theodicy,

an explanation of why God would allow such evil to
oceur. I believe that that can be done, and I shall out-
line a theodicy. ... 1 emphasize that . . . in writing
that God would do this or that, I am not taking for
granted the existence of God, but merely claiming
that, if there is a God, it is to be expected that he

From [s There a God? Copyright © 1996 by Richard Swinburne. Reprinted by permission of Oxford University Press.
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would do certain things, including allowing the
occurrence of certain evils; and so, I am claimin
their occurrence is not evidence against his existency

It is incvitable that any attempt by myself or any-
one else to construct a theodicy will sound callous,
indeed totally insensitive to human suffering. Many
theists, as well as atheists, have felt that any attempt
to construct a theodicy evinces an immoral approach
to sulffering. I can only ask the reader to believe that
I am not totally insensitive to human suffering, and
that T do mind about the agony of poisoning, child
abuse, bereavement, solitary imprisonment, and mar-
ital infidelity as much as anyone clse. True, I would
not in most cases recommend that a pastor give this
chapter to victims of sudden distress at their worst
moment to read for consolation. But this is not
because its arguments are unsound: it is simply that
most people in deep distress need comfort, not argu-
ment. Yet there is a problem about why God allows
evil, and, if the theist does not have (in a cool
moment) a satisfactory answer o it, then his belief in
God is less than rational, and there is no reason why
the atheist should share it. To appreciate the argu-
ment of this chapter, each of us needs to stand back a
bit from the particular situation of his or her own life
and that of close relatives and friends (which can so
casily seem the only important thing in the world),
and ask very generally what good things would a
generous and everlasting God give to human beings
in the course of a short earthly life. Of course thrills
of pleasure and periods of contentiment are good
things, and—other things being equal—God would
certainly seek to provide plenty of those. But a gen-
erous God will seck to give deeper good things than
these. He will seek to give us great responsibility for
ourselves, cach other, and the world, and thus a share
in his own creative activity of determining what sort
of world it is to be. And he will seck to make our lives
valuable, of great use to ourselves and each other.
‘The problem is that God cannot give us these goods
in full measure without allowing much evil on the
way. . ..

[Tlhere are plenty of evils, positive bad states,
which God could if he chose remove. I divide these
into moral cvils and natural evils. 1 understand by
“natural evil™ all evil which is not deliberately pro-

73

duced by human beings and which is not allowed by
human beings to occur as a result of their negligence.
Natural evil includes both physical suffering and
mental suffering, of animals as well as humans; all
the trial of suffering which disease, natural disasters,
and accidents unpredictable by humans bring in their
train, “Moral evil” T understand as including all evil
caused deliberately by humans doing what they
ought not to do (or allowed to occur by humans neg-
ligently failing to do what they ought to do) and also
the evil constituted by such deliberate actions or neg-
ligent failure. It includes the sensory pain of the blow
inflicted by the bad parent on his child, the mental
pain of the parent depriving the child of love, the star-
vation allowed to occur in Africa because ol negli-
gence by members of foreign governments who
could have prevented it, and also the evil of the par-
ent or politician deliberately bringing about the pain
or not trying to prevent the starvation.

MORAL EVIL

‘The central core of any theodicy must, I believe, be
the “free-will defence,” which deals—to start with—
with moral cvil, but can be extended to deal with
much natural cvil as well. The free-will defence
claims that it is a great good that humans have a cer-
tain sort of free will which I shall call free and
responsible choice, but that, if they do, then neces-
sarily there will be the natural possibility of moral
evil. (By the “natural possibility” I mean that it will
not be determined in advance whether or not the evil
will occur.) A God who gives humans such free will
necessarily brings about the possibility, and puts out-
side his own control whether or not that evil occurs.
It is not logically possible—that is, it would be self-
contradictory to suppose—that God could give us
such free will and yet ensure that we always use it in
the right way.

Iree and responsible choice is not just free will in
the narrow sense of being able to choose between
alternative actions, without our choice being causally
neeessitated by some prior cause. . .. [H]umans
could have that kind of free will merely in virtue of
being able to choose freely between two equally
2ood and unimportant alternatives. Free and respon-
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sible choice is rather free will (of the kind di
to make significant choices between good and evil,
which make a big difference to the agent, to others,
and to the world.

Given that we have free will, we certainly have free
and responsible choice. Letus remind ourselves of the
difference that humans can make to themselves, oth-
crs, and the world, Humans have opportunitics to give
themscelves and others pleasurable sensations, and to
pursue worthwhile activities—to play tennis or the
piano, to acquire knowledge of history and science
and philosophy, and to help others to do so, and
thereby to build deep personal relations founded upon
such sensations and activitics. And humans arc so
made that they can form their characters. Aristotle
famously remarked: “we become just by doing just
acts, prudent by doing prudent acts, brave by doing
brave acts.” That is, by doing a just act when it is dif-
ficult—when it goes against our natural inclinations
(which is what [ understand by desires)—we make it
casier (o do a just act next time. We can gradually
change our desires, so that—for example—doing just
acts becomes natural. Thereby we can free ourselves
from the power of the less good desires to which we
are subject. And, by choosing to acquire knowledge
and to usc it to build machines of various sorts,
humans can extend the range of the differences they
can make to the world—they can build universitics to
last for centuries, or save energy for the next genera-
tion; and by cooperative effort over many decades
they can climinate poverty. The possibilitics for free
and responsible choice are enormous.

It is good that the free choices of humans should
include genuine responsibility for other humans, and
that involves the opportunity to benefit or harm them.
God has the power to benefit or to harm humans, 1f
other agents are to be given a share in his creative
work, it is good that they have that power too
(although perhaps to a lesser degree). A world in
which agents can benefit each other but not do cach
other harm is one where they have only very limited
responsibility for cach other. If my responsibility for
you is limited to whether or not to give you a cam-
corder, but 1 cannot causc you pain, stunt your
growth, or limit your education, then I do not have a
great deal of responsibility for you. A God who gave
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agents only such limited responsibilitics for their fel-
lows would not have given much. God would have
reserved for himself the all-important choice of the
kind of world it was to be, while simply allowing
humans the minor choice of filling in the details. He
would be like a father asking elder son to look
after the younger son, and adding that he would be
watching the clder son’s every move and would
intervene the moment the clder son did a thing
wrong. The elder son might justly retort that, while
he would be happy to share his father's work, he
could really do so only if he were left to make his
own judgements as to what to do within a significant
range of the options available to the father. A good
God, like a good father, will delegate responsibility.
In order to allow creatures a share in creation, he will
allow them the choice of hurting and maiming, of
frustrating the divine plan. Our world is one where
creatures have just such deep responsibility for cach
other. T cannot only benefit my children, but harm
them. One way in which I can hanin them is that I can
inflict physical pain on them. But there are much
more damaging things which I can do to them. Above
all T can stop them growing into creatures with sig-
nificant knowledge, power, and freedom; I can deter-
mine whether they come to have the kind of free and
responsible choice which I have. The possibility of
humans bringing about significant evil is a logical
consequence of their having this free and responsible
choice. Not even God could give us this choice with-
out the possibility of resulting evil.

Now . . . an action would not be intentional unless
it was done for a reason—that is, seen as in some way
a good thing (either in itself or because of its conse-
quences). And, if reasons alone influence actions,
that regarded by the subject as most important will
determine what is done; an agent under the influence
of reason alone will inevitably do the action which he
regards as overall the best. If an agent does not do the
action which he regards as overall the best, he must
have allowed factors other than reason (o exert an
influence on him. In other words, he must have
allowed desires for what he regards as good only in a
certain respect, but not overall, to influence his con-
duct. So, in order to have a choice between good and
evil, agents need alrcady a certain depravity, in the
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sense of a system of desires for what they correctly
believe to be evil. I need to want 1o overcat, get more
than my fair share of money or power, indulge my
sexual appetites even by deceiving my spouse or
partner, want to see you hurt, if I am to have choice
between good and evil. This depravity is itself an evil
which is a necessary condition of a greater good. It
makes possible a choice made seriously and deliber-
ately, because made in the face of a genuine alterna-
tive. I stress that, according to the free-will defence,
itis the natural possibility of moral evil which is the
necessary condition of the great good, not the actual
evil itself. Whether that occurs is (through God's
choice) outside God's control and up to us.

Note further and crucially that, if T suffer in con-
sequence of your freely chosen bad action, that is not
by any means pure loss for me. In a certain respect it
is a good for me. My suffering would be pure loss for
me if the only good thing in life was sensory plea-
sure, and the only bad thing sensory pain; and it is
because the modern world tends to think in those
terms that the problem of evil seems so acute. If the
were the only eood and bad things, the occurrence of
suffering would indeed be a conclusive objection to
the existence of God. But we have already noted the
arcat good of freely choosing and influencing our
future, that of our fellows, and that of the world. And
now note another great good—the good of our life
serving a purpose, of being of use to ourselves and
others. Recall the words of Christ, "it is more blessed
10 give than to receive”™ (as quoted by St. Paul (Acts
20: 35)). We tend to think, when the beggar appears
on our doorstep and we feel obliged to give and do
give, that that was lucky for him but not for us who
happened to be at home. That is not what Christ’s
words say. They say that we are the lucky ones, not
just because we have a lot, out of which we can give
alittle, but because we are privileged to contribute to
the beggar’s happiness—and that privilege is worth a
lot more than money. And, just as it is a great good
freely to choose to do good, so it is also a good to be
used by someone else for a worthy purpose (so long,
that is, that he or she has the right, the authority, to
usc us in this way). Being allowed to suffer to make
possible a great good is a privilege, even if the privi-
lege is forced upon you. Those who are allowed to

75

dic for their country and thereby save their country
from forcign oppression are privileged. Cultures less
obsessed than our own by the evil of purely physical
pain have always recognized that. And they have rec-
ognized that it is still a blessing, even if the one who
died had been consceripted to fight.

And cven twenticth-century man can begin to see
that—sometimes—when he seeks to help prisoners,
not by giving them more comfortable quarters, but by
letting them help the handicapped: or when he pities
rather than envies the “poor little rich girl” who has
everything and does nothing for anyone clse. And
one phenomenon prevalent in end-of-century Britain
draws this especially to our attention—the evil of
unemployment. Because of our system of Social
Sccurity, the unemployed on the whole have enough
money to live without too much discomfort; certainly
they are a lot better off than are many employed in
Africa or Asia or Victorian Britain. What is evil about
unemployment is not so much any resulting poverty
but the uselessness of the unemployed. They often
report feeling unvalued by society, of no use, “on the
scrap heap.” They rightly think it would be a good for
them to contribute; but they cannot. Many of them
would welcome a system where they were obliged to
do uscful work in preference to one where socicty has
no use for them.

It follows from that fact that being of use is a ben-
efit for him who is of use, and that those who suffer
at the hands of others, and thereby make possible the
200d of those others who have free dlld responsible
choice, are themselve
fortunate if’ the natural possibility of my suffe
you choose to hurt me is the vehicle which makes
your choice really matter. My vulnerability, my
openness to suffering (which necessarily involves my
actually suffering if you make the wrong choice),
means that you arce not just like a pilot in a simulator,
where it does not matter if mistakes are made. That
our choices matter tremendously, that we can make
great differences to things for good or ill, is one of the
ereatest gifts a creator can give us. And if my suffer-
ing is the means by which he can give you that
choice, T'too am in this respect fortunate. Though of
course suffering is in itself a bad thing, my good for-
tune is that the suffering is not random, pointless suf-
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fering. It is suffering which is a consequence of my
vulnerability which makes me of such use.

Someone may object that the only good thing is
not being of use (dying for one’s country or being
vulnerable to suffering at your hands), but believing
that one is of use—believing that one is dying for
one’s country and that this is of use; the “fecl-good™
experience. But that cannot be correct. Having com-
forting belicfs is only a good thing if they are true
beliefs. Itis not a good thing to believe that things are
going well when they are not, or that your life is of
use when it is not. Getting pleasure out of a comfort-
ing falschood is a cheat. Butif I get pleasure out of a
true belief, it must be that I regard the state of things
which I believe to hold to be a good thing. If' T get
pleasure out of the true beliel that my daughter is
doing well at school, it must be that I regard it as a
good thing that my daughter does well at school
(whether or not I believe that she is doing well). If T
did not think the latter, I would not get any pleasure
out of believing that she is doing well. Likewise, the
belief that I am vulnerable to suffering at your hands,
and that that is a good thing, can only be a good thing
if’ being vulnerable to suffering at your hands is itself
a good thing (independently of whether I believe it or
not). Certainly, when my life is of usc and that is a
good for e, it is even better if I believe it and get
comfort therefrom; but it can only be even better if it
is already a good for me whether I believe it or not.

But though suffering may in these ways serve
good purposes, does God have the right to allow me
to suffer for your benefit, without asking my permis-
sion? Tor surely, an objector will say, no one has the
right to allow one person A to suffer for the benefit of
another one B without A’s consent. We judge that
doctors who use patients as involuntary objects of
experimentation in medical experiments which they
hope will produce results which can be used to bene-
fit others are doing something wrong. After all, if my
arguments about the utility of suffering are sound,
ought we not all to be causing suffering to others in
order that those others may have the opportunity to
react in the right way?

There are, however, crucial differences between
God and the doctors. The first is that God as the
author of our being has certain rights, a certain
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authority over us, which we do not have over our fel-
low humans. ¢ is the cause of our existence at cach
moment of our existence and sustains the laws off
nature which give us everything we are and have. To
allow someone to suffer for his own good or that of
others, one has to stand in some kind of parental rela-
tionship towards him. I do not have the right to let
some stranger suffer for the sake of some good, when
Icould casily prevent this, but I do have some right of
this kind in respect of my own children. I may let the
younger son suffer somewhat for his own good or
that of his brother. I have this right because in small
part Tam responsible for the younger son’s existence,
his beginning and continuance. If T have begotten
him, nourished, and educated him, [ have some lim-
ited rights over him in return; to a very limited extent
I can use him for some worthy purpose. If this is cor-
rect, then a God who is so much more the author of
our being than are our parents has so much more right
in this respect. Doctors do have over us cven the
rights of parents.

But secondly and all-importantly, the doctors
could have asked the patients for permission; and the
patients, being free agents of some power and knowl-
cdge, could have made an informed choice of
whether or not to allow themselves to be used. By
contrast, God’s choice is not about how to use
already existing agents, but about the sort of agents to
make and the sort of world into which to put them. In
God's situation there are no agents to be asked. I am
arguing that it is good that one agent A should have
deep responsibility for another B (who in tum could
have deep responsibility for another C). It is not log-
ically possible for God to have asked B if he wanted
things thus, for, il’ A is to be responsible for B's
growth in freedom, knowledge, and power, there will
not be a B with enough freedom and knowledge to
make any choice, before God has to choose whether
or not to give A responsibility for him. One cannot
ask a baby into which sort of world he or she wishes
10 be born. The creator has to make the choice inde-
pendently of his creatures. e will seek on balance o
benefit them—all of them. And, in giving them the
gift of life—whatever suffering goes with it—that is
a substantial benefit. But when one suffers at the
hands of another, often perhaps it is not enough of a
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benefit to outweigh the suffering. Here is the point to
recall that it is an additional benefit to the sufferer
that his suffering is the means whereby the one who
hurt him had the opportunity to make a significant
choice between good and evil which otherwise he
would not have had.

Although for these reasons, as I have been urging,
God has the right to allow humans to cause cach
other to suffer, there must be a limit to the amount of
ffering which he has the right to allow a human
being to sulfer for the sake of a great good. A parent
may allow an elder child to have the power to do
some harm to a younger child for the sake of the
responsibility given to the clder child; but there are
limits, And there are limits even to the moral right of
God, our creator and sustainer, to use free sentient
beings as pawns in a greater game. Yet, if these lim-
its were too narrow, God would be unable to give
humans much real responsibility; he would be able to
allow them only to play a toy game. Still, limits there
must be to God's rights to allow humans to hurt cach
other; and limits there are in the world to the extent
to which they can hurt each other, provided above all
by the short finite life enjoyed by humans and other
creatures—one human can hurt another for no more
than cighty ycars or so. And there are a number of
other safety-devices in-built into our physiology and
psychology, limiting the amount of pain we can suf-
fer. But the primary safety limit is that provided by
the shortness of our finite life. Unending, unchosen
suffering would indeed to my mind provide a very
strong argument against the existence of God. But
that is not the human situation,

So then God, without asking humans, has to
choose for them between the kinds of world in which
they can live—basically either a world in which there
is very little opportunity for humans to benefit or
harm cach other, or a world in which there is consid-
erable opportunity. How shall he choose? There are
clearly reasons for both choices. But it seems to me
(just, on balance) that his choosing to create the
world in which we have considerable opportunity to
benefit or harm cach other is to bring about a good at
Icast as great as the evil which he thereby allows to
oceur. Of course the suffering he allows is a bad
thing; and, other things being equal, to be avoided.
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But having the natural possibility of causing suffi
ing makes possible a greater good. God, in creating
humans who (of logical necessity) cannot choose for
themselves the kind of world into which they are to
come, pl ly exl his goodness in making for
them the heroic choice that they come into a risky
world where they may have to suffer for the good of
others.

NATURAL EVIL

Natural evil is not to be accounted for along the same
lines as moral evil, Its main role rather, T suggest, is
to make it possible for humans to have the kind of
choice which the free-will defence extols, and to
make available to humans specially worthwhile kinds
of choice.

There are two ways in which natural evil operates
to give humans those choices. First, the operation of
natural laws producing evils gives humans knowl-
edge (if they choose to seek it) of how to bring about
such evils themselves. Observing you catch some
disease by the operation of natural processes gives
me the power either to use those processes to give
that discase to other people, or through negligence to
allow others to catch it, or to take measures to prevent
others from catching the discase. Study of the mech-
anisms of nature producing various evils (and goods)
opens up for humans a wide range of choice. This is
the way in which in fact we learn how to bring about
(good and) evil. But could not God give us the requi-
site knowledge (of how to bring about good or evil)
which we need in order to have free and responsible
choice by a less costly means? Could he not just
whisper in our ears from time to time what are the
different consequences of different actions of ours?
Yes. But anyone who believed that an action of his
would have some effect because he believed that God
had told him so would sce all his actions as done
under the all-watchful eye of God. He would not
merely believe strongly that there was a God, but
would know it with real certainty. That knowledge
would greatly inhibit his frecdom of choice, would
make it very difficult for him to choose to do evil.
“This is because we all have a natural inclination to
wish to be thought well of by everyone, and above all
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by an all-good God; that we have such an inclination
is a very good feature of humans, without which we
would be less than human. Also, if we were directly
informed of the consequences of our actions, we
would be deprived of the choice whether to seek to
discover what the consequences were through exper-
iment and hard cooperative work. Knowledge would
be available on tap. Natural processes alone give
humans knowledge of the effects of their actions
without inl o their freedom, and if evil is o be a
possibility for them they must know how to allow it
o oceur.

The other way in which natural evil operates to
give humans their freedom is that it makes possible
certain kinds of action towards it between which
agents can choose. It increases the range of signifi-
cant choice. A particular natural evil, such as physi-
cal pain, gives to the suff a choice—whether to
endure it with paticnee, or to bemoan his lot. His
friend can choose whether to show compassion
towards the sufferer, or to be callous. The pain makes
possible these choices, which would not otherw
exist. There is no guarantee that our actio
response to the pain will be good ones, but the pa
gives us the opportunity to perform good actions. The
good or bad actions which we perform in the face of
natural evil themselves provide opportunities for fur-
ther choice—ol good or evil stances towards the for-
mer actions. If [ am patient with my suffering, you
can choose whether to encourage or laugh at my
paticnce; if I bemoan my lot, you can tcach me by
word and cxample what a good thing patience is. If
you are sympathetic, I have then the opportunity to
show gratitude for the sympathy; or to be so self-
involved that I ignore it. If you are callous, I ¢
choose whether 1o ignore this or to resent it for life.
And so on. [ do not think that there can be much
doubt that natural evil, such as physical pain, makes
available these sorts of choice. The actions which
natural evil makes possible are ones which allow us
to perform at our best and interact with our fellows at
the deepest level.

It may, however, be suggested that adequate
opportunity for these great good actions would be
provided by the occurrence of moral evil without any
need for suffering to be caused by natural proc
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You can show courage when threatened by a gunman,
as well as when threatened by cancer; and show sym-
pathy to those likely to be killed by gunmen as well
as to those likely to die of cancer. But just imagine all
the suffering of mind and body caused by d
carthquake, and accident unpreventable by humans
removed at a stroke from our society. No sickness, no
bereavement in consequence of the untimely death of
the young. Many of us would then have such an casy
life that we simply would not have much opportunity
to show courage or, indeed, man much in the way
of great goodness at all. We need those insidious
processes of decay and dissolution which money and
strength cannot ward off for long to give us the
opportunitics, so casy otherwise to avoid, to become
heroes.

God has the right to allow natural evils to occur
(for the same reason as he has the right to allow moral
evils to occur)—up to a limit. It would, of course, be
crazy for God to multiply evils more and more in
order to give endless opportunity for heroism, but to
have sonie significant opportunity for real heroism
and consequent character formation is a benefit for
the person to whom it is given. Natural evils give to
us the knowledge to make a range of choices between
2ood and evil, and the opportunity to perform actions
of especially valuable kinds.

“There is, however, no reason (o suppose that ani
mals have frec will. So what about their suffering?
Animals had been suffering for a long time before
humans appeared on this planct—just how long
depends on which animals are conscious beings. The
first thing to take into account here is that, while the
higher animals, at any rate the vertebrates, suffer,
most unlikely that they su s much as
humans do. Given that suffering depends directly on
brain cvents (in turn caused by events in other parts
of the body), then, since the lower animals do not suf-
fer at all and humans suffer a tot, animals of intermq
diate complexity (it is reasonable to suppose) suffer
only a moderate amount. So, while one does need a
theodicy to account for why God allows animals to
suffer, one does not need as powerful a theodicy as
one doces in respect of humans. One only needs rea-
sons adequate to account for God allowing an
amount of suffering much less than that of humans.
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That said, there is, T believe, available for animals
parts of the theodicy which T have outlined above for
humans.

“The good ol animals, like that of humans, does not
consist solely in thrills of pleasure. For animals, too,
there are more worthwhile things, and in particular
intentional actions, and among them serious signifi-
cant intentional actions. The life of animals involves
many serious significant intentional actions. Animals
look for a mate, despite being tired and failing to find
one. They take great trouble to build nests and feed
their young, to decoy predators and explore. But all
this incvitably involves pain (going on despite being
tired) and danger. An animal cannot intentionally
avoid forest fires, or take trouble to rescue its off-
spring from forest fires, unless there exists a serious
danger of getting caught in a forest fire. The action of
rescuing despite danger simply cannot be done unless
the danger exists—and the danger willnot exist unle:
there is a significant natural probability of being
caught in the fire. Animals do not choose freely to do
such actions, but the actions are nevertheless worth-
while. Itis great that animals feed their young, not just
themselves; that animals explore when they know it to
be dangerous; that animals save cach other from pred-
ators, and soon. These are the things that give the lives
of animals their value. But they do often involve some
suffering to some creature.

‘To return to the central case of humans—the
reader will agree with me to the extent to which he or
she values responsibility, free choice, and being of
usc very much more than thrills of pleasure or
absence of pain. There is no other way to get the
evils of this world into the right perspective, except
to reflect at length on innumerable very detailed
thought experiments (in addition to actual experi-
ences of life) in which we postulate very different
sorts of worlds from our own, and then ask ourselves
whether the perfect goodness of God would require
him to create one of these (or no world at all) rather
than our own. But I conclude with a very small
thought experiment, which may help to begin this
process. Suppose that you exist in another world
before your birth in this one, and are given a choice
as to the sort of life you are to have in this one. You
are told that you are to have only a short life, maybe
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of only a few minutes, although it will be an adult life
in the sense that you will have the richness of sensa-
tion and beliel characteristic of adults. You have a
choice as to the sort of life you will have. You can
have cither a few minutes of very considerable plea-
of the kind produced by some drug such
heroin, which you will expericnce by yourself and
which will have no effects at all in the world (for
example, no onc ¢lse will know about it); or you can
have a few minutes of considerable pain, such as the
pain of childbirth, which will have (unknown to you
at the time of pain) considerable good effects on oth-
ers over a few years. You are told that, if you do not
make the second choice, those others will never
exist—and so you are under no moral obligation to
make the second choice. But you seek to make the
choice which will make your own life the best life for
vou to have led. How will you choose? The choice it
I hope, obvious. You should choose the sccond
alternative.

For someone who remains unconvinced by my
claims about the relative strengths of the good and
evils involved—holding that, great though the goods
are, they do not justify the evils which they involve—
there is a fallback position. My arguments may have
convinced you of the greatness of the goods involved
sufficiently for you to allow that a perfectly good
God would be justified in bringing about the evils for
the sake of the good which they make possible, if and
only if God also provided compensation in the form
of happiness after death to the victims whose suffer-
ings make possible the goods. . .. While belicving
that God does provide at any rate for many humans
such life after death, I have expounded a theodicy
without relying on this assumption. But I can under-
stand someone thinking that the assumption is
needed, especially when we are considering the
worst evils. (This compensatory afterlife need not
necessarily be the everlasting life of Heaven.)

It remains the case, however, that evil is evil, and
there is a substantial price to pay for the goods of our
world which it makes possible. God would not be
Iess than perfectly good if he created instead a world
without pain and suffering, and so without the partic
ular goods which those evils make possible. Chris-
tian, Islamic, and much Jewish tradition claims that
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God has created worlds of both kinds—our world,
and the Heaven of the blessed. The latter is a marvel-
lous world with a vast range of possible deep goods,
but it lacks a few goods which our world contains,
including the good of being able to reject the good. A
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generous God might well choose to give some of us
the choice of rejecting the good in a world like ours
before giving (o those who embrace it a wonderful
world in which the former possibility no longer
exists.

The Moriarty Hypothesis

—~
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Why does an all-powerful, all-knowing, all-good
God allow evil? Theists who seek to answer this
question may take comfort in firmly embracing a jus-
ion that accommodates all past, present, and
future evils, however horrific. But this approach leads
to a philosophical pitfall.

To see why, consider the fictional example of
Sherlock Holmes and his archfiend, Professor Mori-
arty. Holmes believed that Moriarty was the “great
malignant brain™ behind crime in London, the “deep
organizing power” that unified “every deviltry™ into
“one connected whole,” the “foul spider which lurks
in the centre,” “never caught—never so much as
suspected.”™! Now suppose Moriarty’s power ex-
tended throughout the universe, so that all cvents
(perhaps excluding acts of human freedom) were the
work of one omnipotent, omniscient, omnimalevo-
lent demon. Let us call this theory “the Moriarty
hypothesis.”

Does the presence of various goods refute the
Moriarty hypothesis? No, for just as theism can be
shown to be logically consistent with the world's
most horrendous evils, so the Moriarty hypothesis

can be shown to be logically consistent with the
world’s most wonderful goods. While evils can be
viewed as logically necessary for the greater good,
2oods be viewed as logically necessary for the
ereater evil 2

Assuming, then, that the Moriarty hypothesis is
not obviously false and leaving aside speculation
about whether a next life may bring greater goods or
ereater evils, do theists have any different expecta-
tions about the events of this life than do those who
accept the Moriarty hypothesis?

Consider the following two assessments of the
human condition:

. “[Is not all life pathetic and futile? ... We
reach. We grasp. And what is left in our hands
at the end? A shadow. Or worse than a
shadow—misery.”

. “The first entrance into life gives anguish to
the new-born infant and to its wretched parent;
weakness, impotence, distress attend  cach
stage of that life, and it is at last finished in
agony and horror.”

o
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Which is the viewpoint of a theist and which that of
a believer in the Moriarty hypothesis? As it happens,
1 is uttered by Sherlock Holmes,* and 2 by the ortho-
dox believer Demea in Part X of Hume's Dialogues
Concerning Natural Religion. The positions appear
interchangeable.

Both the theist and the believer in the Moriarty
hypothesis recognize that life contains happiness as
well as misery. No matter how terrible the misery, the
theist may regard it as unsurprising; after all, aren’t
all evils, in principle, explicable? To believers in the
Moriarty hypothesis, happiness may be regarded as
unsurprising; after all, aren’t all goods, in principle,
explicable? Supporters of both positions are apt to
view events that appear (o conflict with their funda-
mental principles merely as tests of fortitude, oppor-
tunities to display strength of commitment.

If defenders of either view modified their beliefs
in the light of changing circumstances, then their
expectations would differ. But believers are loath to
admit doubt. They admire those who stand fast in
their faith, regardless of appearances.

Any seemingly contrary evidence can be consid-
ered ambiguous. St. Paul says, “we see in a mirror,
dimly,™ and Sherlock Holmes speaks of seeking the
truth “through the veil which shrouded it.™ If events
are so difficult to interpret, they provide little reason
for believers to abandon deep-seated tenets. Those
who vacillate are typically viewed by other members
of their communitics as weakhearted and faithless.

Onc other attempt to differentiate the expectations
of the theist and the believer in the Moriarty hypoth-
esis is to suppose that theists have reason to be more
optimistic than their counterparts But this presump-
tion is unwarranted. Recall the words from the Book
of Ecclesiastes: “T accounted those who died long
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since more fortunate than those who are still living;
and happier than cither are those who have not yet
come into being and have never witnessed the mis-
eries that 2o on under the sun."® A more pessimistic
view is hard to imagine.

We may be living, as the theist supposes, in the
best of all possible worlds, but, if so, the best of all
possible worlds contains immense torments. On the
other hand, we may be living, as the believer in the
Moriarty hypothesis supposes, in the worst of all pos-
sible worlds, but, 30, the worst of all possible
worlds contains enormous delights. Both scenarios
offer us reason to be cheerful and reason to be
gloomy. Our outlook depends on our personalities,
not our theology or demonology.

So, as we scek (o understand life’s vicissitudes,
does it make any difference whether we believe in
God or in the Moriarty hypothesis? Not if we hold
cither of these belicts unshakeably. For the more
tenaciously we cling to onc of them, the less it mat-
ters which one.

NOTES

L. The Complete Sherlock Holmes (Garden City, NY:
Doubleday & Company. n.d.). pp. 471, 496. 769. The
works cited are “The Final Problem.” *The Adventure of
the Norwood Builder.” and “The Valley of Fear.

2. See my “Cacodacmony.” Analysis 37 (1977), pp.
69-73.

3. See “The Adventure of the Retired Colourman.”™ p.
1113,

4. 1 Corinthians 13:12.

5. See “The Final Problem.” p. 471.

6. Ecclesiastes 4:2.3. The translation is from Tanakh:
The Holy Scriptures (Philadelphia: Jewish Publication
Society. 1988).
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Let us give the name of hypothesis to anything that
may be proposed to our belief; and just as the electri-
cians speak of live and dead wires, let us speak of any
hypothesis as either live or dead. A live hypothe:
one which appeals as a real possibility to him to
whom it is proposed. If T ask you to believe in the
Mahdi, the notion makes no electric connection with
your nature—it refuses to scintillate with any credi-
bility at all. As an hypothe: is completely dead.
‘To an Arab, however (even if he be not one of the
Mahdi’s followers), the hypothesis is among the
mind’s possibilitics: It is alive. This shows that dead-
ness and liveness in an hypothesis are not intrinsic
properties, but relations to the individual thinker.
They are measured by his willingness to act. The
maximum of liveness in an hypothesis means will-
ingness to act irrevocably. Practically, that means
belief; but there is some belicving tendency wherever
there is willingness to act at all.

Next, let us call the decision between two
hypotheses an option. Options may be of several
kinds. They may be first, living or dead; secondly,
Jorced or avoidable; thirdly, momentous or trivial;
and for our purposes we may call an option a genuine
option when it is of the forced, living, and momen-
tous kind.

William James. The Will 1o Believe (1896).
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1. A living option is one in which both hypotheses
are live ones. If I'say to you: “Be a theosophist or be
a Mohammedan,” it is probably a dead option,
because for you neither hypothesis is likely to be
alive. Butif I say: “Be an agnostic or be a Christian,”
it is otherwise: trained as you are, each hypothesis
makes some appeal, however small, to your belief.

2. Next, if T say to you: “Choose between going
out with your umbrella or without it,” I do not offer
you a genuine option, for it is not forced. You can eas-
ily avoid it by not going out at all. Similarly, if I say,
“Either love me or hate me,” “Either call my theory
true or call it false,” your option is avoidable. You
may remain indifferent to me, neither loving nor hat-
ing, and you may decline to offer any judgment as to
my theory. Butif I say, “Either accept this truth or go
without it,” I put on you a forced option, for there is
no standing place outside of the alternative. Every
dilemma based on a complete logical disjunction,
with no possibility of not choosing, is an option of
this forced kind.

3. Finally, if I were Dr. Nansen and proposed to you
to join my North Pole expedition, your option would
be momentous; for this would probably be your only
similar opportunity, and your choice now would
cither exclude you from the North Pole sort of immor-
tality altogether or put at least the chance of it into
your hands. He who refuses to embrace a unique
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opportunity los surcly as if he tried and
failed. Per contra, the option is trivial when the oppor-
tunity is not unique, when the stake is insignificant, or
when the deci reversible il it later prove unwise.
Such trivial options abound in the scientific life. A
chemist finds an hypothesis live enough to spend a
year in its verification: he believes in it to that extent.
Butif his experiments prove inconclusive cither way,
he is quit for his loss of time, no vital harm being done.

It will facilitate our discussion if we keep all these
distinctions well in mind.

11

‘The next matter to consider is the actual psychology
of human opinion. When we look at certain facts, it
seems as if our passional and volitional nature lay at
the root of all our convictions. When we look at oth-
ers, it secems as if they could do nothing when the
intellect had once said its say. Let us take the latter
facts up first.

Does it not seem preposterous on the very face of

it to talk of our opinions being modifiable at will?
Can our will either help or hinder our intellect in its
perceptions of truth? Can we, by just willing it,
belicve that Abraham Lincoln’s existence is a myth,
and that the portraits of him in McClure's Magazine
are all of some one clse? Can we, by any effort of our
will, or by any strength of wish that it were true,
believe ourselves well and about when we are roaring
with rtheumatisin in bed, or feel certain that the sum
of the two one-dollar bills in our pocket must be a
hundred dollars? We can say any of these things, but
we are absolutely impotent to believe them; and of
just such things is the whole fabric of the truths that
we do believe in made up—matters of fact, immedi-
ate or remote, as Hume said, and relations between
ideas, which are cither there or not there for us if we
see them so, and which if not there cannot be put
there by any action of our own.

In Pascal’s Thoughts there is a celebrated passage
known in literature as Pascal’s wager. In it he tries to
force us into Christianity by reasoning as if our con-
cern with truth resembled our concern with the stakes
in a game of chance. Translated frecly his words are
these: You must either believe or not believe that God
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—which will you do? Your human reason cannot
say. A game is going on between you and the nature
of things which at the day of judgment will bring out
cither heads or tails. Weigh what your gains and your
losses would be if you should stake all you have on
heads, or God’s existence: if you win in such case,
you gain eternal beatitude if you lose, you lose noth-
ing at all. If there were an infinity of chances, and
only one for God in this wager, still you ought to
stake your all on God; for though you surely risk a
finite loss by this procedure, any finite loss is reason-
able, even a certain one is reasonable, if there is but
the possibility of infinite gain. Go, then, and take
holy water, and have masses said; beliet will come
and stupefy your scruples. ... Why should you not?
At bottom, what have you to lose?

You probably feel that when religious faith
expresses itself thus, in the language of the gaming-
table, it is put to its last trumps. Surely Pascal’s own
personal belief in masses and holy water had far other
springs; and this celebrated page of his is but an
argument for others, a last desperate snatch at a
weapon against the hardness of the unbelieving heart.
We feel that a faith in masses and holy water adopted
wilfully after such a mechanical calculation would
lack the inner soul of faith’s reality; and it we were
ourselves in the place of the Deity, we should proba-
bly take particular pleasure in cutting off believers of
this pattern from their infinite reward. It is evident
that unless there be some preexisting tendency to
believe in masses and holy water, the option offered
to the will by Pascal is not a living option. Certainly
no Turk ever took to masses and holy water on its
account; and even to us Protestants these means of
salvation seem such foregone impossibilities that
Pascal’s logic, invoked for them specifically, leaves
us unmoved. As well might the Mahdi write to us,
saying, "I am the Expected One whom God has cre-
ated in his effulgence. You shall be infinitely happy if
you confess me; otherwise you shall be cut off from
the light of the sun. Weigh, then, your infinite gain if
Tam genuine against your finite sacrifice it Tam not!”
His logic would be that of Pascal; but he would
vainly use it on us, for the hypothesis he offers us is
dead. No tendeney to act on it exists in us to any
degree.
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The talk of belicving by our volition seems, then,
from one point of view, simply silly. From another
point of view it is worse than silly, it is vile. When
one turns to the magnificent edifice of the physical
s, and sees how it was reared; what thousands
nterested moral lives of men lic buried in its
mere foundations; what paticnce and postponement,
what choking down of preference, what submission
to the icy laws of outer fact are wrought into its very
stones and mortar; how absolutely impersonal it
stands in its vast augustness—then how besotted and
contemptible seems every little sentimentalist who
comes blowing his voluntary smoke-wreaths, and
pretending to decide things from out of his private
dream! Can we wonder if those bred in the rugged
and mdnly school of science should feel like spewing
m out of their mouths? The whole
which grow up in the schools of
science go dead against its toleration; so that it is only
natural that those who have caught the scientific fever
should pass over to the opposite extreme, and write
sometimes as if the incorruptibly truthful intellect
ought positively to prefer bitterness and unaccept-
ableness to the heart in its cup.

It fortifies my soul 1o know
That though I perish, Truth is so

sings Clough, while Huxley exclaims: "My only con-
solation lies in the reflection that, however bad our
posterity may become, so far as they hold by the plain
rule of not pretending to believe what they have no
reason to believe, because it may be to their advan-
tage so to pretend [the word “pretend” is surely here
redundant], they will not have reached the lowest
depth of immorality.” And that delicious enfant terri-
ble Clifford writes: “Belief is desecrated when given
to unproved and unquestioned statements for the sol-
ace and private pleasure of the believer. . .. Whoso
would deserve well of his fellows in this matter will
euard the purity of his belief with a very fanaticism
of jealous care, lest at any time it should rest on an
unworthy object, and catch a stain which can never
be wiped away. . . . If [a] belief has been accepted on
insufficient evidence [even though the belief be true,
as Clifford on the same page explains] the pleasure is

WILLIAM JAMES

a stolen one. .. It is ful because it is stolen in
defiance of our duty to mankind. That duty is to guard
ourselves from such beliefs as from a pestilence
which may shortly master our own body and then
spread to the rest of the town. . . . Itis wrong always,
ceverywhere, and for cvery one, to believe anything
upon insufficient evidence.”

111

All this strikes one as healthy, even when expressed,
as by Clifford, with somewhat too much of robus-
tious pathos in the voice. Free will and simple wish-
ing do scem, in the matter of our credences, to be
only fifth wheels to the coach. Yet if any one should
thereupon assume that intellectual insight is what
remains after wish and will and sentimental prefer-
ence have taken wing, or that pure reason is what
then settles our opinions, he would fly quite as
directly in the teeth of the facts.

It is only our alrcady dead hypotheses that our
willing nature is unable to bring to life again. But
what has made them dead for us is for the most part
a previous action of our willing nature of an antago-
nistic kind. When T say “willing nature,” I do not
mean only such deliberate volitions as may have sct
up habits of belief that we cannot now escape from—
I 'mean all such factors of beliel as fear and hope,
prejudice and passion, imitation and partisanship, the
circumpressure of our caste and set. As a matter of
fact we find ourselves believing, we hardly know
how or why. Mr. Balfour gives the name of “author-
ity™ 10 all those influences, born of the intellectual
climate, that make hypotheses possible or impossible
for us, alive or dead. Here in this room, we all of us
believe in molecules and the conservation of energy,
in democracy and necessary progress, in Protestant
Christianity and the duty of fighting for “the doctrine
of the immortal Monroe,” all for no reasons worthy
of the name. We sce into these matters with no more
inner clearness, and probably with much less, than
any disbeliever in them might possess. His uncon-
ventionality would probably have some grounds to
show for its conclusions; but for us, not insight, but
the prestige of the opinions, is what makes the spark
shoot from them and light up our sleeping magazines
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of faith. Our reason is quite satisfied, in nine hundred
and ninety-nine cases out of every thousand of us, if
it can find a few arguments that will do to recite in
case our credulity is criticized by some one else. Our
faith is faith in some one else’s faith, and in the great-
est matters this is the most the case. . . .

Evidently, then, our non-intellectual nature does
influence our convictions. There are passional ten-
dencies and volitions which run before and others
which come after belief, and it is only the latter that
are too late for the fair; and they are not too late when
the previous passional work has been already in their
own direction. Pascal’s argument, instead of being
powerless, then scems a regular clincher, and is the
last stroke needed to make our faith in masses and
holy water complete. The state of things is evidently
far from simple; and pu ight and logic, whatever
they might do ideally, are not the only things that
really do produce our creeds.

v

Our next duty, having recognized this mixed-up state
of affairs, is to ask whether it be simply reprehensi-
ble and pathological, or whether, on the contrary, we
must treat it as a normal clement in making up our
minds. The thesis I defend is, bricfly stated, this: Our
passional nature not only lawfully may, but must,
decide an option between propositions, whenever it is
a genuine option that cannot by its nature be decided
on intellectual grounds: for to say, under such cir-
cumstances, “Do not decide, but leave the question
open,” is itself a passional decision—just like decid-
ing ves or no—and is attended with the same risk of
losing the truth. . . .

VII

One more point, small but important, and our prelim-
inaries are done. There are two ways of looking at our
duty in the matter of opinion—ways entirely differ-
ent, and yet ways about whose difference the theory
of knowledge scems hitherto to have shown very lit-
e concern. We must know the truth: and we nust
avoid error—these are our first and great command-
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ments as would-be knowers; but they are not two
ways of stating an identical commandment, they are
two separable laws. Although it may indeed happen
that when we believe the truth A, we escape as an
incidental consequence from believing the falschood
B, it hardly ever happens that by merely disbelieving
B we necessarily believe A. We may in escaping B
fall into believing other falschoods, C or D, just as
bad as B; or we may escape B by not believing any-
thing at all, not even A.

Believe truth! Shun error'—these, we see, are two
materially different laws; and by choosing between
them we may end by coloring differently our whole
intellectual life. We may regard the chase for truth as
paramount, and the avoidance of error as secondary;
or we may, on the other hand, treat the avoidance ol
error as more imperative, and let truth take its chance.
Clifford, in the instructive passage which I have
quoted, exhorts us to the latter course. Believe noth-
ing, he tells us, keep your mind in suspense forever,
rather than by closing it on insufficient evidence
incur the awlful risk of believing You, on the
other hand, may think that the risk of being in error is
a very small matter when compared with the bless-
ings of real knowledge, and be ready to be duped
many times in your investigation rather than post-
pone indefinitely the chance of guessing true. 1
mysell find it impossible to go with Clifford. We
must remember that these feelings of our duty about
either truth or error are in any case only expressions
of our passional life. Biologically considered, our
minds are as ready to grind out falschood as veracity,
and he who says, “Better o without belief forever
than believe a lie!” merely shows his own preponder-
ant private horror of becoming a dupe. He may be
critical of many of his desires and fears, but this fear
he slavishly obeys. He cannot imagine any one ques-
tioning its binding force. Formy own part, I have also
a horror of being duped; but I can believe that worse
things than being duped may happen to a man in this
world: so Clifford’s exhortation has to my cars a thor-
oughly fantastic sound. It is like a general informing
his soldiers that it is better to keep out of battle for-
cver than to risk a single wound. Not so are victories
cither over enemies or over nature gained. Our errors
are surely not such awfully solemn things. In a world
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where we are so certain to incur them in spite of all
our caution, a certain lightness of heart scems health-
icr than this excessive nervousness on their behalf. At
any rate, it seems the fittest thing for the empiricist
philosopher.

VIII

And now, after all this introduction, let us o straight
, and now repeat it, that not
act do we find our passional
nature influencing us in our opinions, but that there
are some options between opinions in which this
influence must be regarded both as an incvitable and
as a lawful determinant of our choice.

[ fear here that some of you my hearers will begin
to scent danger, and lend an inhospitable car. Two
first steps of passion you have indeed had to admit as
necessary—we must think so as to avoid dupery, and
we must think so as to gain truth; but the surest path
to those ideal consummations, you will probably
consider, is from now onwards to take no further pas-
sional step.

Well, of course, I agree as far as the facts will
allow. Wherever the option between losing truth and
gaining it is not momentous, we can throw the chance
of gaining truth away, and at any rate save oursclves
from any chance of believing falsehood, by not mak-
ing up our minds at all till objective evidence has
come. In scientific questions, this is almost always
the and even in human affairs in general, the
need of acting is seldom so urgent that a false beliel
to act on is better than no belief at all. Law courts,
indeed, have to decide on the best evidence attainable
for the moment, because a judge’s duty is to make
law as well as to ascertain it, and (as a learned judge
once said to me) few cases are worth spending much
time over: the great thing is to have them decided on
any acceptable principle, and got out of the way. But
in our dealings with objective nature we obviously
are recorders, not makers, of the truth; and decisions
for the mere sake of deciding promptly and getting
on to the next business would be wholly out of place.
Throughout the breadth of physical nature facts are
what they are quite independently of us, and seldom
is there any such hurry about them that the risks of
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being duped by believing a premature theory need be
faced. The questions here are always trivial options,
the hypotheses are hardly living (at any rate not liv-
ing for us spectators), the choice between believing
truth or falsehood is seldom forced. The attitude of
seeptical balance is therefore the absolutely wise one
if we would cscape mistakes. What difference,
indeed, does it make to most of us whether we have
or have not a theory of the Rontgen rays, whether we
believe or not in mind-stufl, or have a conviction
about the causality of conscious states? It makes no
difference. Such options are not forced on us. On
every account it is better not to make them, but still
keep weighing reasons pro et contra with an indiffer-
ent hand.

I speak, of course, here of the purely judging
mind. For purposes of discovery such indifference is
10 be less highly recommended, and science would
be far less advanced than she is if the passionate
desires of individuals to get their own faiths con-
firmed had been kept out of the game. See for exam-
ple the sagacity which Spencer and Weismann now
display. On the other hand, if you want an absolute
duffer in an investigation, youmust, after all, take the
man who has no interest whatever in its results: he is
the warranted incapable, the positive fool. The most
uscful investigator, because the most  sensitive
obscrver, is always he whose cager interest in one
side of the question is balanced by an equally keen
nervousness lest he become deceived.! Science has
organized this nervousness into a regular technique,
her so-called method of verification; and she has
fallen so deeply in love with the method that one may
even say she has ceased to care for truth by itself at

all. Ttis only truth as technically verified that interests
her. The truth of truths might come in merely af

mative form, and she would decline to touch it. Such
truth as that, she might repeat with Clifford, would be
stolen in defiance of her duty to mankind. Human
passions, however, are stronger than technical rules.
“Le coeur a ses raisons,” as Pascal says, “que la rai-
son ne connait pas™; and however indifferent to all
but the bare rules of the game the umpire, the abstract
intellect, may be, the concrete players who furni
him the materials to judge of are usually, cach one of
them, in love with some pet “live hypothesis™ of h
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own. Let us agree, however, that wherever there is no
forced option, the dispassionately judicial intellect
with no pet hypothesis, saving us, as it docs, from
dupery at any rate, ought to be our ideal.

“The question next arises: Are there not somewhere
forced options in our speculative questions, and can
we (as men who may be interested at lea much in
positively gaining truth as in merely escaping dupery)
always wait with impunity till the coercive evidence
shall have arrived? It seems a priori improbable that
the truth should be so nicely adjusted to our needs and
powers as that. In the great boardinghouse of nature,
the cakes and the butter and the syrup scldom come
out so even and leave the plates so clean. Indeed,
we should view them with scientific suspicion if they
did.

X

Moral questions immediately present themselves
questions whose solution cannot wait for sensible
proof. A moral question is a question not of what sen-
sibly exists, but of what is 200d, or would be good if
it did exist. Science can tell us what exists; but to
compare the worths, both of what exists and of what
does not exist, we must consult not science, but what
Pascal calls our heart. . . .

Tumn now from these wide questions of good to a
certain class of questions of fact, questions concern-
ing personal relations, states of mind between one
man and another. Do you like me or not?—for ¢xam-
ple. Whether you do or not depends, in countless
instances, on whether I meet you halfway, am willing
to assume that you must like me, and show you trust
and expectation. The previous faith on my part in
your liking's existence is in such cases what makes
your liking come. But if I stand aloof, and refuse to
budge an inch until I have objective evidence, until
you shall have done something apt, as the absolutists
say, ad extorquendunm assensum meunt, ten o one
your liking never comes. How many women'’s hearts
arc vanquished by the mere sanguine insistence of
some man that they st love him! He will not con-
sent to the hypothesis that they cannot. The desire for
a certain kind of truth here brings about that special
truth’s existence; and so it is in innumerable cases of
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othersorts. . .. And where faith ina fuct can help cre-
ate the fact, that would be an insanc logic which
should say that faith running ahead of scientific evi-
dence is the “lowest kind of immorality™ into which
a thinking being can fall. Yet such is the logic by
which our scientific absolutists pretend to regulate
our lives!

X

In truths dependent on our personal action, then, faith
based on desire is certainly a lawful and possibly an
indispensable thing.

But now, it will be said, these arc all childish
human cases, and have nothing to do with great cos-
mical matters, like the question of religious faith. Let
us then pass on to that. Religions differ so much in
their accidents that in discussing the religious ques-
tion we must make it very generic and broad. What
then do we now mean by the religious hypothesis?
Science says things are; morality says some things
are better than other things; and religion says essen-
tially two things.

First, she says that the best things are the more
cternal things, the overlapping things, the things in
the universe that throw the last stone, so to speak, and
say the final word. “Perfection is cternal”—this
phrase of Charles Secrétan seems a good way of put-
ting this first affirmation of religion, an affirmation
which obviously cannot yet be verified scientifically
atall.

The second affirmation of religion is that we are
better off even now if we believe her first affirmation
to be true.

Now, let us consider what the logical elements of
this situation are in case the religious hypothesis in
both its branches be really true. (Of course, we must
admit that possibility at the outset. If we are to discuss
the question at all, it must involve a living option. If
for any of you religion be a hypothesis that cannot, by
any living possibility, be true, then you need go no far-
ther. I speak to the “saving remnant™ along.) So pro-
ceeding, we see, first, that religion offers itself as a
monentous option. We are supposed to gain, even
now, by our belicf, and to lose by our non-belicf, a cer-
tain vital good. Secondly, religion is a forced option,
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50 far as that good gocs. We cannot escape the issue
by remaining sceptical and waiting for morce light,
because, although we do avoid error in that way if reli-
gion be untrue, we lose the good, if it be true, just as
certainly as if we positively chose to disbelieve. It is
as ifaman should hesitate indefinitely to ask a certain
womnan to marry him because he was not perfectly
sure that she would prove an angel after he brought
her home. Would he not cut himself off from that par-
ticular angel-possibility as decisively as il he went
and married some one else? Scepticism, then, is not
avoidance of option; it is option of a certain particular
kind of risk. Better risk loss of truth than chance of
error—that is your faith-vetoer’s exact position. Ie is
actively playing his stake as much as the belicver is;
he is backing the ficld against the religious hypothe-
sis, just as the believer is backing the religious hypoth-
esis against the field. To preach scepti
duty until “sufficient evidence™ for religion be found,
is tantamount therefore to telling us, when in presence
of the religious hypothesis, that to yield to our fear of
its being error is wiser and better than to yield to our
hope that it may be true. It is not intellect against all
passions, then; itis only intellect with one passion lay-
ing down its law. And by what, forsooth, is the
supreme wisdom of this passion warranted? Dupery
for dupery, what proof is there that dupery through
hope is so much worse than dupery through fear? I, for
one, can see no proof; and [ simply refuse obedience
to the scientist’s command to imitate his kind of
option, in a casc where my own stake is important
cnough to give me the right to choose my own form of
risk. If religion be true and the evidence for it be still
insufficient, I do not wish, by putting your ex
guisher upon my nature (which feels to me as if'it had
after all some business in this matter), to forfeit my
sole chance in life of getting upon the winning side—
that chance depending, of course, on my willingness
to run the risk of acting as if iny passional need of tak-
ing the world religiously might be prophetic and right.

All this is on the supposition that it really may be
prophetic and right, and that, even to us who are dis-
cussing the matter, religion is a live hypothesis which
may be true. Now, to most of us rcligion comes in a
still further way that makes a veto on our active faith
even more illogical. The more perfect and more eter-
nal aspect of the universe is represented in our reli-
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gions as having personal form. The universe is no
longer a mere It to us, but a Thou, if we are religious;
and any relation that may be possible from person to
person might be possible here. For instance, although
in one sense we are passive portions of the universe,
in another we show a curious autonomy, as if we were
small active centers on our own account, We feel, too,
as if the appeal of religion to us were made to our own
active goodwill, as if evidence might be forever with-
we met the hypothesis halfway to
tration: just as a man who in a com-
pany of gentlemen inade no advances, asked a warrant
for every concession, and believed no one’s word
without proof, would cut himself off by such churl-
ishness from all the social rewards that a more trust-
ing spirit would carn—so here, one who should shut
himself up in snarling logicality and try to make the
gods extort his recognition willy-nilly, or not get it at
all, might cut himself off forever from his only oppor-
tunity of making the gods’ acquaintance. This feeling,
forced on us we know not whencee that by obstinately
believing that there are gods (although not to do so
would be so easy both for our logic and our life) we
are doing the universe the deepest service we can,
seems part of the living essence of the religious
hypothesis. If the hypothesis were true in all its parts,
including this one, then pure intellectualism, with its
veto on our making willing advances, would be an
absurdity; and some participation of our sympathetic
nature would be logically required. I therefore, for
one, cannot se¢ my way 1o accepting the agnostic
rules for truth-secking, or wilfully agree to keep my
willing nature out of the game. I cannot do so for this
plain reason, that a rule of thinking which would
absolutely prevent me from acknowledging certain
kinds of truth if those kinds of truth were really there,
would be an irrational rule. That for me is the long
and short of the formal logic of the situation, no mat-
ter what the kinds of truth might materially be.
Iconfess [ donot see how this logic can be escaped.
But sad experience makes me fear that some of you
may still shrink from radically saying with me, in
abstracto, that we have the right to belicve at our own
risk any hypothesis that is live enough to tempt our
will. Tsuspect, however, that if this is so, it is because
you have got away {rom the abstract logical point of
view altogether, and are thinking (perhaps without
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realizing it) of some particular religious hypothes
which for you is dead. The freedom to “believe what
we will”™ you apply to the case of some patent super-
stition; and the faith you think of is the faith defined
by the schoolboy when he said, “Faith is when you
believe something that you know ain’t true.” I can
only repeat that this is misapprehension. In concreio,
the freedom to believe can only cover living options
which the intellect of the individual cannot by itself
resolve; and living options never seem absurdi to
him who has them to consider. When I'look at the reli-
gious question as it really puts itself to concrete men,
and when [ think of all the possibilitics which both
practically and theoretically it involves, then this
command that we shall put a stopper on our heart,
instincts, and courage, and wail—acting ol course
meanwhile more or less as if religion were nof true* —
till doomsday, or till such time as our intellect and
senses working together may have raked in evidence
enough—this command, [say, seems to me the queer-
est idol ever manufactured in the philosophic cave.
Were we scholastic absolutists, there might be more
excuse. If we had an infallible intellect with its objec-
tive certitudes, we might feel ourselves disloyal to
such a perfect organ of knowledge in not trusting to it
exclusively, in not waiting for its releasing word. But
if we are empiricists, if' we believe that no bell in us
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tolls to let us know for certain when truth is in our
grasp, then it seems a picce of idle fantasticality to
preach so solemnly our duty of waiting for the bell.
Indeed we may wait if we will—I hope you do not
think that I am denying that—but if we do so, we do
soatour peril asmuch as if we believed. In either case
we act, taking our life in our hands.

NOTES

1. Compare Wilfrid Ward’s Essay “The Wish to
Believe.” in his Witnesses to the Unseen (Macmillan & Co..
1893).

2. “The heart has its reasons which reason does not
know.”

3. Since belief is measured by action, he who forbids
us 1o believe religion (o be true, necessarily also forbids us
(0 act as we should if we did believe it (o be true. The whole

defence of religious faith hinges upon action. If the action
required or inspired by the religious hypoth s in no
way different from that dictated by the naturalistic hypoth-
then religious faith is a pure superfluity. better pruned

es
away. and controversy about i
uifling, unworthy of serious minds. [ myself believe, of
course, that the religious hypothes
expression which specifically determines our reactions.
and makes them in a large part unlike what they might be
on a purely naturalistic scheme of belief.

legitimacy is a piece of idle

gives o the world an
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One important thing to notice about James's argu-
ment is his subjective and relativistic definition of a
live option. For James a live option to person P is
simply one that appeals to P as a real possibility. But
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what appeals to a person as a rcal possibility may
have nothing to do with what the evidence indicates
and may be completely irrational. Indeed, certain
options that appeal to a person as real possibilities
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ible, while ones that do not
appeal as real possibilitics may in the light of the evi-
dence be at least as plausible as, or even more plaus
ble than, the ones the person considers to be real pos-
sibilities. For example, granted that Buddhism would
not appeal to an average American as a real possibi
ity while Christianity would, it is hard to sce why this
is a reason for excluding Buddhism from scrious con-
sideration when this person is choosing a religion.
Perhaps objective investigation would show that
Christianity rests on historically dubious cvidence
and an incoherent ontology and that Buddhism does
not suffer from these problemns.

I suggest that James should have said that a live
option is one that is not improbable in the light of the
available evidence. Let us understand “live option™ in
this new sense, and let us assume with James that in
matters of religion, options are live, forced, momen-
tous, and not capable of intellectual resolution. On
these assumptions there may be many more genuine
options than James cver imagined. For example,
Buddhism, Christianity, Islam, Judaism, and IHin-
duism would become genuine options for every per-
son living in this country. Not only would there be the
genuine options of the various living world religions
but there would also be the genuine options of vari-
ous concepts of gods or God within those religions.
How is one to choose between them? By hypothesis
epistemic arguments cannot help, and it is unclea
how beneficial reasons can give a clear answer. How
can one tell if one would be better off in this life
believing that Christianity or Buddhism is truc? And
if one makes a choice, which form of Christianity or
Buddhism is justified on beneficial grounds?

‘The second thing to notice is that although James
uses rather specific examples (Christianity vs. agnos-
ticism) to illustrate what a live option in the choice of
religious hypothesis is, his actual statement of the
religious hypothesi extremely vague and unclear.
Recall that the first part of James's religious hypoth-
esis says that “the best things are the more eternal
things, the overlapping things, the things in the uni-
verse that throw the last stone, so to speak, and say
the final word,” and the second part says that “we are
better off even now if we believe™ the first part of the
hypothesis. This statement has prompted one com-
mentator on James's work to remark:

may in fact be impo:
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nd “more eternal™ comes close to

“Best” is vagu
being nonsens
not. To add that the best things are “the overlapping
things”

cither something is eternal or it is

and “throw the last stone. so (o speak™ only
adds further mystification, Ts James referring to God
but embarrassed to say so?

In any case, taken at their face value both parts of
the religious hypothesis are normative statements.
They seem to have no obvious metaphysical implica-
tion. The first part says, in effect, for any X and for
any Y, if X is cternal and Y is not, X is better than Y.
Let us call this statement B. The second part has the
form, it is better to believe B than not to. But unless
more is said, there is surely little warrant for either
judgment. Mathematical entities such as numbers, at
least on a Platonic view of such entitices, are cternal.
“They are timeless and unchanging. But why are num-
bers better than all noncternal things? One would
have thought it at least prima facie debatable that the
set of all primes was better than a millennium of
world peace and love.

If we give James's religious hypothesis a more
specific religious meaning, the first part can perhaps
be stated as follows: FFor any X and for any Y, if X is
a perfect and eternal being and Y is neither, X is bet-
ter than Y. The second part of the hypothesis is that it
is better to believe this than not to. On one interpre-
tation the first part of the hypothesis is true by defini-
tion. A perfect being is surely better—that is, more
perfect—than a less than perfect being. But on other
interpretations the religious hypothesis is not true.
‘The expression “is better™ is usually used contextu-
ally. Something is better for some purposes but not
for others. For example, a hamner is better than a
pencil for driving a nail, but not for signing onc’s
name. Surely, in this contextual sense, a perfect and
eternal being is not always better than some noneter-
nal and less than perfect being. For example, a ham-
mer is better than God if one wants to drive a nail.

But let us concentrate on the sense of “better” that
would make the first part of the religious hypothesis
true by definition. Given this understanding of the
first part of the religious hypothesis, atheists could
accept the second part. Atheists could well admit that
it is better to belicve that an eternal and perfect being
is more perfect than a noncternal and nonperfect
being, since such a statement is triviatly true and it is
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better to believe that trivially true statements are true
than to believe that they are false. It does not follow
from this admission that this being actually exis

However, let us give the religious hypothesis a
more metaphysical interpretation. Despite what his
words suggest, let us understand James to mean that
the religious hypoth serts two things:

(1) There exists a perfect and eternal being: God.
(2) Itis better in this life to believe that (1) than
not to.

One could approach the justification of (2) in a
spirit similar to that of Pascal’s wager. One might
argue that if God exists, then believing in God will
result in a better life in this world than not believing.
It God does not exist, then believing in God will still
bring about a better life in this world than not believ-
ing. So in any case it is better to believe in God. Why
would one be better off in this life by belicving in
God than by not believing in God if God exists? Two
reasons come to mind. First, if God exists and one
believes in Him, He may tend to make one’s life bet-
ter than if one does not believe. On this intervention
interpretation, God intervenes in the natural course of
events and rewards the faithful. Sccond, it may just
be true, given human nature and the way society is
structured, that theists tend to live happier, healthier,
and more rewarding lives than nontheists. Let us call
this the natural law interpretation. On either the inter-
vention interpretation or the natural law interpreta-
tion, belief in God, if God ex would be prefer-
able. Let us assume further that if God did not exist,
given human nature and the way society is structured,
theists would tend to live happier, healthier, and more
rewarding lives than nontheists. The situation, then,
would look like:

God exists  God does not exist
Believe in God X,

2
Do not believe in God Y, Y,

where X, X,, Yy, and Y, are finite values found in
this life, such that X; > Y, and X, > Y.

TI'he trouble with James’s argument, interpreted in
this way, is that there is little empirical reason to sup-
pose that theists are happier and healthier, Iead more
rewarding lives, and so on than nontheists. It cer-
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tainly scems to be true that nontheists are capable of
living lives with as great an amount of happiness,
self-fulfillment, and the like as theists. Nor does it
seem to be true that if one is a theist it is more likely
that one will achieve happiness and so on in this life
than if one is a nontheist. Indeed, an argument could
be given for just the opposite conclusion. For exam-
ple, suppose one picked two children at random, one
from a nontheistic family and one from a theistic
family in the United States. Which one is more likely
to live a healthy and productive life while growing
up? From what we know of religious belief and its
relation to education, health care, social class, eco-
nomic level, and the like, the best guess is that the
child from the theistic family is more likely to be ill,
to have less education, and to end up in some unsat-
isfying job than the child from a family of nonbeliev-
In sofar as health and happiness and a satisfying
job are corrclated (which scems likely), the child
from the nonrceligious family is likely to be happicr
than the child from the religious family as an adult.
Further, if we consider two children picked at ran-
dom from the world at large and not just from the
United States, one from a religious family and one
from a nonrcligious family, the chances surely would
improve that the child from a religious family will be
worse off than the child from a nonreligious family.
The reason is simple. Poverty, ignorance, and sick-
ness are more prevalent in the world at large than in
the United States, and we know that religious belief
is associated with poverty and lack of education, as
well that poverty and ignorance are associated
with discasc. Thus one might say that if one had a
choice and was interested in staying healthy, getting
an education, and getting a challenging job, one
should choose not to be born into a religious family.

It still might be maintained that, although theists
arc less likely to live productive and healthy lives
than nontheists, theists are capable of a higher qual-
ity of happiness. For example, theists are capable of
achieving a state of spiritual tranquility and serenity
while nontheists are not and this state is qualitatively
better than any state of happiness that a nontheist can
h. In reply, the following points can be made.
t, it is not clear that tranquility and serenity are
better than, say, the satisfaction of a challenging job.
Why should we consider tranquility and serenity a
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higher sort of happiness? Recall that tranquility and
serenity of a sort can be achicved by means of drugs
and frontal lobotomies, yet such a state is not parti
ularly desirable. What makes the tranquility and
serenity that are achieved by religious means so valu-
able? Second, even il tranquility and serenity
achicved through spiritual insights are so valuable, it
is not clear that nontheists cannot achieve them.
Surely, this state of mind is not uniquely associated
with belief in God. Certain sects of Buddhism, on
most interpretations a nontheistic religion, aim to
achieve this state of mind, and tr cendental medi-
tation claims great success in achicving tranquility
and screnity although it makes no assumption about
God in the theistic sense.

Let us admit for the sake of argument that theists
arc capable of achieving a higher degree of happi-
self-fulfillment, and the like than nontheists. It
still not clear that theism would be the best choice.
For despite James's ncglect of probabilitics, they
must be taken into account. Although a theist may be
able to achieve a higher degree of happiness, and so
on, in this life than a nontheist can, the probability of
his or her doing so may be lower than that of a non-
theist’s achieving a more modest degree of happi-
ness. If we compute the expected value, nontheists
may be better off. For example, suppose the proba-
bility p; of achieving the sort of life that theists are
capable of is 0.4 while the probability of achieving
the sort of life nontheists are capable of is 0.7. Sup-
pose further that the value of happiness that a theist
can achieve is 500 while the value of happiness a
nontheist can achieve is 300. Then the expected value
EV of theistic beliel is 0.4 x 500 = 200 while the EV
of nontheistic belief is 0.7 x 300 = 210. Thus with
these values and probabilities, nontheism would still
be preferable to theism despite the assumption that a
higher level of happiness is associated with theism.
However, we have seen no reason to suppose that this
assumption is true.

Further, as [ argued above against Pascal’s wager,
there are certain values associated with nonbelief that
have nothing to do with happiness and the like. Once
we bring these values into the computation of EV, we
seem to tip the scales toward nonbelief even if beliel
i ociated with more happin ility of
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less happiness and the like may be offsct by these
other values. As pointed out above, nonbelicl puts
responsibility for humanity’s problems on humans.
There is a certain value in sclf-reliance that may go
n outweighing the value of any happiness and the
like that belief in God may produce. Thus it is by no
means clear that we are better off even now in believ-
ing that God exists. Indeed, nonbelief seems prefer-
able when all the relevant values are taken into
account.

Moreover, as we have seen, even on a generous
interpretation of James, he seems to suppose that
belicving that the religious  hypothesis is  true
involve epting some undifferentiated theism. But
as many religious scholars have noted, one does not
have religious beliel in the abstract; it is always rela-
tive to a certain religious tradition. For example, one
does not believe in God per se but rather in the God
of the Catholic Church or of Islam. Belief in the
different Gods leads to very different ways of life,
since different ritual, ethical codes, and religious
practices are associated with different concepts of
God in different religions. Oddly enough, when
James discusses live and dead religious options he
seems to be aware of the nature of religious belicf,
but he forgets this when he specifics the content of
the religious hypothesis. Furthermore, there are reli-
gions in which beliel in God, as we understand it, has
no important role.

What would be the effect of bringing specific reli-
gious beliefs into James's scheme? For one thing, it
would complicate the question of whether it would
be better to believe the religious hypothesis even
now. For there would not be a single religious
hypothesis. The question would become whether it
would be better even now to embrace religion R, or
R, or Ry and 50 on or to embrace none. There would
be no a priori reason to suppose that in terms of con-
duciveness to happiness, health, or whatever, the pre
ferred religion would be theistic or that, on the basis
of such values, would be preferred to no religion
atall.

So far we have not considered James's claim that
there is an epistemological advantage in religious
belief. Recall that James can be interpreted as saying
at one point that the verification of God’s existence in




THE HIDDENNESS OF GOD

one’s experience is facilitated by belief in God. Does
this provide a beneficial reason to believe in God?
To see that it is not obvious that it does, recall first
that this would be simply one advantage that would
have to be weighed against possible disadvantages.
Second, on a more plausible conception of live
option, any option is live if it is not improbable in the
light of the evidence. Therefore, there are surely live
religious options where religious belief would not
have this epistemological advantage and, indeed,
where it would have a disadvantage. Consider a god
who reveals himself to his believers less often than to
people who are skeptical. After all, he might reason,
his followers do not need convincing, whereas skep-
tics do. Belief in such a god would have a decided
epistemological disadvantage. FFurther, there does not
seem to be any more epistemic reason to believe in
this god than in the sort of god that James has in
mind. Indeed, James's God seems vindictive and
ungencerous to withhold evidence from skeptics who
may simply be more cautious than believers are. Why
should going beyond what the evidence indicates be
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rewarded even when the reward is new evidence that
vindicates the incautious attitude?

In addition to these problems, religious experi-
ence varies from one religious tradition to another,
and it is often in conflict. If belief in the god of reli-
gion R, results in the confirmation of Ry, then would
belief in the god of religion R, result in the confir-
mation of R,? If so, since R, and R, may be incom-
patible with one another, beliefs in different gods
may result in the confirmation of incompatible
hypotheses.

Finally, James talks as if believing in God and see-
ing whether the hypothesis that God exists is con-
firmed in one’s experience is like an experiment. But
his procedure lacks an essential clement of standard
experimental procedure: he does not seem to allow
for the disconfirmation of the hypothesis by the
results of the experiment. Suppose one believes in
some god and yet no evidence of his existence is
revealed in one’s experience. James does not enter-
tain the possibility that this failure would count
against the hypothesis that this god exists.

The Hiddenness of God

—~

ROBERT McKIM
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THE HIDDEN EMPEROR
Once upon a time, in a faraway and geographically
isolated land, there was a small community that had
lived without contact with other communities for so
long that the very memory that there were other peo-
ples had been lost almost entirely. Only a few of the

elders could recall from their childhood the stories
that used to be told of visitors from afar, of distant
peoples and communities, of powerful princes and
lords, and of their vast empires. Some of the very old-
est people with the best memories could recall that
back in the old days there were some who said (or
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was it that they remembered hearing reports about i
having been said?—it was so long ago and so hard to
tell) that their territory was actually itself part of one
of those great empires, and one that was ruled over by
a great and good emperor. But these stories had not
been told for so long that even the old people had dif-
ficulty remembering them, and the young were
downright skeptical.

And then one day there arrived an outsider who
claimed to be an emissary and who bore astonishing
news. He declared that some of the old stories were
true. He said that the small, isolated community was
indeed part of a great cmpire, an cmpire that
stretched farther than anyone could have imagined.
And—more astonishing still—the ruler of all thi:
the em d, pointing to the famil
and fields, to the rude dwellings and away to the hori-
zon in all directions, is a great and wise emperor who
deserves loyalty and obedience from all his subjects.
And that includes you, said the visitor. And—could it
be yet more astonishing?—the emperor is gencrally
known to his subjects throughout the rest of the
empire as the “Hidden Emperor,” for he never lets
himself be seen clearly by any of his subjects. Not
even his closest, most loyal, and most devoted ser-
vants are surc exactly what he looks like. But it is
widely believed that he travels incognito throughout
the empire, for he has various remarkable powers that
make this possible, including the power to make him-
self invisible, the power to travel from place to place
with great speed, and even the power to understand
what people arc thinking. Indeed, so great are hi
powers in these respects, said the visitor, that it is
hardly an exaggeration to say that he is always pres-
ent throughout the entire empire.

Never had anything quite like this been heard.
Mouths were agape, eyes were wide in astonishment.
What arc we to do, what does the emperor want from
us and what are we to expect from him? people
asked. “He wants your loyalty, trust, and obedience,
and he offers protection and help in time of trouble,”
replied the emissary.

At this point a man in the crowd, a tallish bearded
man with a puzzled expression, and of the sort that is
inclined to twiddle with his beard in an irritating way,
replied as follows. “But why" he asked—and the
emissary knew what was coming, for he had been
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through this many times and knew that in every com-
munity there is a trouble-maker or two and that beard
twiddling and a puzzled expression are among the
best indicators that trouble is brewing—"why does
the emperor have to be hidden? Why can’t we sce the
emperor for ourselves? I know that it is not my place
“—a familiar line to the scasoned em y, who
has heard it all before and can recognize false mod-
esly at a elance—"but why couldn’t the emperor’s
existence and presence be as clear as your presence
and existence? And”—now for the coup de grice
thought the emissary, the sign that we are contending
here with a serious thinker— is important for the
cmperor to be hidden, why are you here informing us
about him?”

After the tall bearded man had spoken, there was
silence for a few minutes. The fact was that no one
quite knew what would happen next, or what it was
proper to say to the emissary. Had the bearded man
gone too far? Had he spoken improperly? Would he
be reprimanded or punished? Would they all be rep-
rimanded or punished? Should he be silenced?

“Then an old woman, known for her wisdom and
insight, and of that generation among whom belief in
the great emperor had not entirely been lost, spoke
up. “I, for one, think that things arc much better this
way. As long as the emperor, :md may he and his
¢ for ever,” she added, with a
0Imn,c at the emissary, “as long as the emperor is hid-
den, we have a type of freedom that would otherwise
be unavailable to us. We are free to decide whether or
not to believe that there is an emperor. If the facts of
the matter were clear to us, and it were just plain
obvious that the cmperor exists, belief” would be
forced on us. As long as the facts are unclear, we are
in a position to exercise control over what we think.
And even though our esteemed visitor has come to
explain the situation to us, we are still in a position to
decide whether or not to believe what he say.

At this the bearded man became downright exas-
perated, saying, “Listen here. What is so great about
being able to make up your mind in conditions in
which the facts are unclear? Surely if the facts are
unclear, we ought simply to belicve that the facts are
unclear. It's absurd to suggest that there is something
especially admirable or good about deciding that the
emperor exists under circumstances in which it is
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unclear whether the emperor exists. Do you think
that it would also be good for us to be able to choose
whether or not to belicve, say, that two plus two
equals four in circumstances in which that is not
clear, or for us to be able to choose what to believe
about who our parents are in circumstances in which
that is not clear?”

“This may scem absurd to you,” interjected the
woman, “since you are the sort of man who likes to
strutaround as if you had all the answers to
tions even though nobody else has quite noticed, but
what you have to understand is that this arrangement
has the great advantage of permitting our willingness
10 acknowledge our status as subservient underlings
in the emperor’s realm to play a role in determining
whether or not we believe that the emperor exists.”

“And I will el you,” said the woman, warming to
her theme and enjoying the attention of the crowd,
and what she took 1o be the approving look of the vis-
iting emissary, “T will tell you about another benefit
of our current situation. The fact that we do not know
what the emperor looks like permits him to come
among us, looking like one of us. Long ago, when I
was alittle girl, it used to be said that when you enter-
tain a stranger, you should remember that you might
be (,llll,l'ldlnlll" the emperor. In fact people used to
say, ‘Livery poor stranger is the emperor.” I don’t sup-
pose that they really meant it, but you can see what
they had in mind. And there was another saying, t0o,
now that I remember it. We used to say, when we
wished to show respect for someone, that “You are
He.” Of course, if you knew that a visitor in your
house really was the emperor, you would be quite
dazed and overwhelmed, and even ashamed by how
little you had to offer such a guest.”

“Damn it all,” said the man with the puzzled look,
“this is all nonsense. If the emperor wanted us to
believe in him, he would make his existence apparent
to us. Don’t listen to that old bag. It’s as simple as
this. If the emperor existed, he would want us to
know him and to know about him. If so, he would
make his presence apparent to us. He does not do so
even though he could do so. The only sensible con-
clusion is that there is no emperor. There is no
emperor! There is no emperor!”

After this intemperate outburst yet another voice
was heard from the crowd, the voice of one who
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prides himself on taking a sober, comprehensive, and
balanced view of things, and in the process takes
himself much too seriously. “Maybe we are part of
the empire,” said this new interlocutor. “Certainly we
have some evidence that th $0, not least of which
is the fact that our honored visitor, who appears to me
to have an open and trustworthy countenance, has
come to tell us that this is so. The recollections of
some of our senior members are also relevant here.
Surely they give us some reason to believe there to be
an emperor. But if there is an emperor—and I cer-
tainly do not rule out this possibility—it is hard to
believe that it matters to him whether we believe that
he exists. If it mattered very much to the emperor that
we believe that he exists, then surely it would be
clearer than it now is that there is an emperor. After
all, where has the emperor been all this time? Fur-
thermore, the beliefs that we hold about the emperor
under current conditions, if we hold any, ought to
reflect the fact that they are held under conditions of
uncertainty. Any beliefs we hold in this arca ought in
fact to be held with tentativeness, and with an aware-
ness that we may be wrong.”

In the fullness of time, and after the emissary had
eone his way, it came to pass that three schools of
thought developed, cach of which embraced one of
the views that were expressed on that day. There were
those who agreed with the old woman, and who were
known by their opponents as the “Imperialists.” Then
there were the Skeptics. All of their bearded mem-
bers had a strong inclination toward beard-twiddling.
And there were the Tentative Believers. They were
known to their detractors as “the half-baked believ-
ers” So who was right? . . .

THE DISADVANTAGES OF
GOD’S HIDDENNESS

If God exists but is hidden, this is a perplexing state
of affairs. One reason that it is perplexing is internal
1o theism and arises from the fact that the theistic tra-
ditions place such importance on belief. Typically
each theistic tradition asserts that to fail (o hold the-
istic belicts, and especially to fail to hold its theistic
beliefs, or at least what it considers to be the most
important among them, is to 2o wrong in a very seri-
ous way whereas to adopt theistic beliefs, and espe-
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cially the set of theistic beliefs associated with it is a
worthwhile and important thing to do. These tradi-
tions say, too, that one ought to regret or even feel
guilty about a failure to believe. Yet if God is hidden,
belief is more difficult than it would be if God were
not hidden. If God exists, and if the facts about God's
existence and nature were clear, belief would be ever
so much casicr for us. The theistic traditions are
inclined to hold human beings responsible and even
o blame them if they are nonbelievers or if their
belicf is weak. But does this make any sense?

God’s hiddenness creates uncertainty and con-
tributes to profound disagreement about the exis-
tence and nature of God. Indeed, I would suggest that
it contributes more to the occurrence of nonbeliel
than does the presence of evil in the world (or of
other evil in the world, if the hiddenness of God is
understood as a type of evil). This is not to deny that
there are people who are nontheists because of evils
that they either encounter or are familiar with; but it
seems that the explanation in most cases of how it has
come about that people do not believe that God exis
(whether they are atheists or agnostics or members of
nontheistic religions) is not that they consider God's
existence to be incompatible with various evils.
Rather, it is that they have nothing that they under-
stand as an awareness of God. They do not under-
stand themselves to be familiar with God. Conse-
quently, they do not even reach a point where evi
perceived as a problem. . . .

Another reason that the hiddenness of God is per-
plexing has to do with the sort of personal relation-
ship with God that some theists advocate. This is also
areason thatis internal to theism, or at least to theism
of a certain sort, especially evangelical and funda-
mentalist Christianity. The personal relationship in
question is understood to involve trust, respect, and,
above all, ongoing intimate communication. s it not
reasonable to suppose that iff God were less hidden,
this sort of relationship would be more widespread?

‘The hiddenness of God, therefore, seems (o be a
particularly acute problem for strands of theism that
emphasize the importance of fellowship and commu-
nication with God. But it is also a problem for the
other major strands of theism because they all
emphasize the importance and value of belief. And

ROBERT McKIM

they declare that God cares about us; iff God exists
and if God cares about us, why does God leave
human beings to such an extent in the dark about var-
ious religiously important facts? If God does not care
about us, there is less to explain. Theism typically
requires, too, that we put our trust and confidence in
God: But why, then, are the facts about God not more
clear? If God exists and the facts about God's exis-
tence and nature were more clear, people would be
more likely to sce that they ought to put their trust
and confidence in God and would be more willing
and more able to do so.

Another important, and related,  disadvantage
associated with divine hiddenness is th It God
exists, God is worthy of adoration and worship: given
the good, wise, just (etc.) nature of God, and the rela-
tion between God and God's creatures, a worshipful
response from human beings would be appropriate.
For if God exists, God is our Creator and we owe all
we have to God. But if many of us are in the dark
about the existence and nature of God, then this
appropriate human response is made more difficult
than it otherwise would be. So part of the cost of
divine hiddenness is its contribution to the large-
scale failure of human beings to respond to God in
ways that scem appropriate in the case of a good, just,
and wise creator.

And there are further ¢ The profound dis-
agreements about God, and more broadly the pro-
found disagreements that there are about numerous
matters of religious importance, often play a role in
promoting and exacerbating social conflict. It God
exists and if the facts about God were as clear as they
could be, there might not be as much room for dis-
agreement, and hence such disagreements would not
contribute to social conflict. The mystery surround-
ing God also provides opportunitics for charlatans
and frauds to pose as experts on the nature and activ-
ities of God, and for religious authorities in numer-
ous traditions to acquire and exercise, and sometimes
abuse, power and control over others.

To cach of these apparent disadvantages, or costs,
of God’s hiddenness there corresponds an advantage
or benefit that, it appears, would accrue if God were
not hidden. Thus if God were not hidden, and the facts
about God were clear for all to see, it appears that
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belief would be casicr for us, a personal relationship
with God would be facilitated, more people would
worship God, religious disagreement would be less
likely to exacerbate social tensions, and there would
be fewer opportunities for people to pose as experts
and (o acquire power and influence over others. . . .
There is, then, some reason to think that, if God
exists, it must not matter greatly to God whether we
believe. This applies to belief that God exists, to var-
ious standard theistic beliefs about God, such as
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beliefs about the activities and character of God, and
to belief in God. At least that we should hold such
beliefs . . . here and now and under our current cir-
cumstances probably does not matter greatly. There
is also considerable reason to believe that it is not
important that everyone should accept any particular
form of theism, such as Judaism or Islam. If it were
very important that we should accept theism or any
particular form of theism, our circumstances proba-
bly would be more conducive to it.
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PART 2

—~

Epistemology

Introduction
DAVID SOSA

Epistemology (from the Greek episteme, knowledge) is the theory of knowledge. Some peo-
ple know what they 're talking about. That makes them valuable and interesting. We can learn
things from them, and we want to know what they have to say. Other people don’t know what
they're talking about. But this difference between knowing and not knowing turns out to be
philosophically problematic. Maybe none of us knows a thing! What is knowledge, anyway?
And how do we know things, if we do?

Consider the old saw, “how do you know you're not dreaming?” René Descartes takes that
concern seriously and carefully considers its cffects. He entertains skepticism, a position in
which you doubt or refrain from belief. But he finds a way out of this doubt in his second
meditation with the cogifo. Not even the most powerful demon could be fooling you if you
think that you're thinking. If you think that you're thinking, you are. This, for Descartes,
staunches the skeptical hemorrhage.

John Locke and George Berkeley can now be seen as concerned with the following ques-
tion: how must the world be in order that we might have knowledge of it? Locke represents
the modern “materialist™ point of view of his day, according to which there is a material
world, independent of our thoughts about it, with its own material properties and features.
Locke found, however, that some of those features are systematically misleading. Dividing
qualities into categories, Locke claims that “secondary™ qualities are actually mere “powers,”
and though they may present themselves as akin to primary qualities, in fact they are meta-
physically quite different. Berkeley takes skepticism to represent the ultimate absurdity: any
position that leads to it must, for that very reason, be mistaken. And impressed with Locke’s
argument that secondary qualities misrepresent themselves, Berkeley extends the argument
so that it affects any feature of a material world. If we accept a materialist point of view,
Berkeley argues, we will be reduced to skepticism. Instead, we should accept “idealism,”
which holds that so-called material bodies are constituted precisely by ideas, by psycholog-
ical items. In a striking passage, Berkeley turns this view into an argument for the existence
of God.
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G. E. Moore turns the tables on skepticism. He thinks he can refute skepticism and prove
that the external world exists. “Here is one hand,” he urges, holding up his two hands, “and
here is another™; in so doing, Moore suggests, he has proved the existence of things outside
himself. It’s casy to think, however, that Moore's argument is a kind of trick: Ludwig
Wittgenstein thought so. He begins his series of reflections by challenging Moore's right to
the premise, “here is one hand.” But Wittgenstein admits ultimately that “justification comes
1o an end.”

Reading Moore and then Wittgenstein, we may begin to worry that there’s something very
deeply problematic about epistemology. We're trying to understand knowledge. We're wor-
ried that maybe we know nothing. "o check whether we know anything, it seems that we have
to make some assumptions—that we can trust our senses, for example, or that o oning
is reliable. But that assumption reproduces our problem: do we know that we can trust our
senses? Is reasoning reliable? Roderick M. Chisholin neatly poses the general problem. Nev-
ertheless he, like Moore, thinks there may be a way out. Moore and Chisholn are founda-
tionalist internalists. They think we can use certain internal presentations, about which our
knowledge can be basic, as a foundation for much of the rest of our knowledge.

‘This may be a good time to define our terms. What, exactly, do we mean by “knowledge™?
A traditional analysis holds that knowledge requires cach of three things, and that all three
together are sufficient for knowledge: (1) truth, (2) belief, and (3) justification. So there’s no
knowing something false; to know something requires that it be true. Second, if you are to
know something, you must believe it. If you don’t commit yourself to a claim, if you do not
aceept it as one of your beliefs, then you cannot be said to know it. And, finally, knowledge
m;um,s justification: if you believe something illegitimately—you don’t have any reason for
say, and really you shouldn’t believe it, but you believe it anyway—and by luck your belief
turns out to be true, then we would not say you had knowledge. People who know what
they're talking about are not just people who get it right. Edmund Gettier considers whether
this definition is really adequate. He doesn’t show that any of the conditions given so far is
unnecessary, but he argues that together they're still not sufficient for knowledge.

Gettier's paper led people like Alvin I. Goldman and Robert Nozick to try to spell out in
more detail what else may be required for knowledge. An important development in episte-
mology is the sort of externalism we find in their work. According to Goldman and Nozick,
the foundationalist internalism of Moore and Chisholm is unsatisfactory. The sort of warrant
required for knowledge is rather a matter of standing in the right relation to your environ-
ment. Ultimately, how you are infernallv—what your internal presentations are like—is only
part of the story; those presentations have to be reliably rigeed up to the external world
around you. Even perfect internal duplicates could vary with respect to what they know. Noz-
ick goes on to try to use his definition of knowledge to reject skepticism.

Erest Sosa (disclosure: he's my father!) investigates the shape of the structure of our
knowledge. Should we think of our knowledge as founded, grounding out in a foundation,
like a pyramid or a house? Or are we rather adrift on an ocean of epistemic possibility,
required to build and rebuild a raft of knowledge from what we can, sometimes casting off
parts of what we've built to make way for new additions? Sosa considers important objec-
tions 1o each of these lines of thought; makes several fine distinctions, and discusses what
may be said in repl

David Lewis, in “Elusive Knowledge,” tries to offer an alternative to the foundational-
ist/coherentist divide. He takes up what we may call a “contextualist” theory of knowledge.
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According to contextualism, knowledge is a relative phenomenon, in some ways like being
tall. Whether you know somcething is a matter of satisfying standards, but which standards
need to be satisfied can vary from one context to another.

Finally, W. V. O. Quine and Jacgwon Kim give us a debate about naturalism. Exactly what
naturalismn in epistemology amounts to is itself an important issue. But in Quine, it has to do
with thinking of epistemology as a chapter of psvchology, matter of investigating the
relationship between the scientific theories we accept and the evidence on which we accept
them. The question of when we should believe something, the question of justification, is at
Ieast transformed, maybe climinated, in favor of the descriptive question: how, matter of
psychological fact, does knowledge happen? Kim, whose Section III offers among other
things a valuable summary and interpretation of Quine's paper, points out that the substitute
for, or successor to, epistemology offered by Quine cannot avoid the “normative”™ issue of
justification. According to Kim, “for epistemology to o out of the business of justification
is for it to go out of business.”

Meditations on First Philosophy

—~

RENE DESCARTES

René Descartes (1596-1650) marks the beginning of modern philosophy. His work
ranged widely, including not only the Discourse on Method and Principles of Philos-
ophy, but also The World (defending a heliocentric astronomy, published posthu-
mously), Geometry (the Cartesian coordinate system is named for Descartes), Meteo-
rology, Optics, and The Passions of the Soul. The Meditations on First Philosophy is his
masterpiece.
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MEDITATION I

Of the things which may be brought within the sphere
of the doubtful

It is now some years since I detected how many
were the false beliefs that I had from my carliest
youth admitted as true, and how doubtful was cvery-
thing I had since constructed on this basis; and from
that time I was convinced that I must once for all seri-
ously undertake to rid myself of all the opinions

From itations on First Philosophy, revised ed.,

Press. Reprinted by permission of Cambridge University Press.

which T had formerly accepted, and commence to
build ancw from the foundation, if I wanted to cstab-
lish any firm and permanent structure in the sciences.
But as this enterprise appeared to be a very great one,
I waited until I had attained an age so mature that 1
could not hope that at any later date I should be bet-
ter fitted to exccute my design. This reason caused
me to delay so long that I should feel that I was doing
wrong were I to occupy in deliberation the time that
yet remains to me for action. To-day, then, since very
opportunely for the plan I have in view I have deliv-

lated by John Cottingham. Copyright © 1996 by Cambridge University



102

cred my mind from every care [and am happily agi-
tated by no passions] and since I have procured for
myself an assured leisure in a peaccable retirement, 1
shall at last seriously and frecly address myself to the
general upheaval of all my former opinions.

Now for this object it is not necessary that I should
show that all of these are false—I shall perhaps never
arrive at this end. But inasmuch as rcason alrcady
persuades me that I ought no less carefully to with-
hold my assent from matters which are not entirely
certain and indubitable than from those which appear
to me manifestly to be false, if T am able to find in
cach one some reason to doubt, this will suffice to
justify my rejecting the whole. And for that end it
will not be requisite that I should examine cach in
particular, which would be an endless undertaking;
for owing o the fact that the destruction of the foun-
dations of necessity brings with it the downfall of the
rest of the edifice, I shall only in the first place attack
those principles upon which all my former opinions
rested.

All that up to the present time I have accepted as
most true and certain I have learned either from the
senses or through the senses; but it is sometim
proved to me that these senses are deceptive, and it is
wiser not to trust entirely to any thing by which we
have once been deceived.

But it may be that although the senses sometimes,
deceive us concerning things which are hardly per-
ceptible, or very far away, there are yet many others to
be met with as to which we cannot reasonably have
any doubt, although we benize them by their
means. For example, there is the fact that T am here,
seated by the fire, attired in a dressing gown, having
this paper in my hands and other similar matters. And
how could I deny that these hands and this body are
ming, were it not perhaps that I compare myself to cer-
tain persons, devoid of sense, whose cerebella are so
troubled and clouded by the violent vapours of black
bile, that they constantly assure us that they think they
are kings when they are really quite poor, or that they
are clothed in purple when they are really without
covering, or who imagine that they have an carthen-
warc head or are nothing but pumpkins or are made of
glass. But they are mad, and I should not be any the
less insane were Ito follow examples so extravagant.
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At the same time I must remember that T am a
man, and that consequently Iam in the habit of sleep-
ing, and in my dreams representing to myself the
same things or sometimes cven less probable things,
than do those who are insane in their waking
moments. How often has it happened to me that in the
night I dreamt that I found myself in this particular
place, that T was dressed and scated near the fire,
whilst in reality I was lying undressed in bed! At this
moment it does indeed seem to me that itis with eyes
awake that T am looking at this paper; that this head
which Tmove is not asleep, that it is deliberately and
of sct purpose that I extend my hand and perceive it;
what happens in sleep does not appear so clear nor so
distinet as docs all this. But in thinking over this |
remind myself that on many occasions I have in sleep
been deceived by similar illusions, and in dwelling
carefully on this reflection I see so manifestly that
there are no certain indications by which we may
clearly distinguish wakefulness from sleep that T am
lost in astonisk And my aslc is such
that it is almost capable of persuading me that I now
dream.

Now let us assume that we are asleep and that all
these particulars, ¢.¢. that we open our eyes, shake our
head, extend our hands, and so on, arc but false delu-
sions; and let us reflect that possibly neither our hands
nor our whole body are such as they appear to us to be.
At the same time we must at least confess that the
things which are represented to us in sleep are like
painted representations which can only have been
formed as the counterparts of something real and true,
and that in this way those general things at least, i.c.
eyes, a head, hands, and a whole body, are not imagi-
nary things, but things really existent. For, as a matter
of fact, painters, even when they study with the great-
cst skill to represent sirens and satyrs by forms the
most strange and extraordinary, cannot give them
natures which are entirely new, but merely make a cer-
tain medley of the members of different animals; or if
their imagination is extravagant enough to invent
something so novel that nothing similar has ever
before been seen, and that then their work represents
athing purcly fictitious and absolutcly falsc, it is cer-
tain all the same that the colours of which this is com-
posed are necessarily real. And for the same reason,
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although these general things, to wit, [abody], eyes, a
head, hands, and such like, may be imaginary, we are
bound at the same time to confess that there are at least
some other objects yet more simple and more univer-
sal, which are real and true; and of these just in the
same way as with certain real colours, all these images
of things which dwell in our thoughts, whether true
and real or false and fantastic, are formed.

To such a class of things pertains corporeal nature
in general, and its extension, the figure of extended
things, their quantity or magnitude and number, as
also the place in which they are, the time which
measures their duration, and so on.

That is possibly why our rcasoning is not unjust
when we conclude from this that Physics, Astron-
omy, Medicine and all other sciences which have as
their end the consideration of composite things, are
very dubious and uncertain; but that Arithmetic,
Geometry and other sciences of that kind which only
treat of things that arce very simple and very genceral,
without taking great trouble to ascertain whether they

are actually existent or not, contain some measure of

certainty and an element of the indubitable. For
whether I am awake or asleep, two and three together
always form five, and the square can never have more
than four sides, and it does not seem possible that
truths so clear and apparent can be suspected of any
falsity [or uncertainty].

Nevertheless I have long had fixed in my mind the
belief that an all-powerful God existed by whom 1
have been created such as 1T am. But how do 1 know
that He has not brought it to pass that there is no carth,
no heaven, no extended body, no magnitude, no place,
and that nevertheless [1 possess the perceptions of all
these things and that] they seem to me to exist just
exactly as | now see them? And, besides, as 1 some-
times imagine that others deceive themselves in the
things which they think they know best, how do |
know that I am not deceived every time that I add two
and three, or count the sides of a square, or judge of
things yet simpler, i anything simpler can be imag-
ined? But possibly God has not desired that I should
be thus decceived, for He is said to be supremely good.
If, however, it is contrary to His goodness to have
made me such that T constantly deceive myself, it
would also appear to be contrary to His goodness to
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permitme to be sometimes decceived, and nevertheless
I cannot doubt that He does permit thi

There may indeed be those who would prefer to
deny the existence of a God so powerful, rather than
believe that all other things are uncertain. But let us
not oppose them for the present, and grant that all
that is here said of a God is a fable; nevertheless in
whatever way they suppose that I have arrived at the
state of being that 1 have reached—whether they
attribute it to fate or to accident. or make out that it is
by a continual succession of antecedents, or by some
other method—since to err and deceive oneself is a
defect, itis clear that the greater will be the probabil-
ity of my being so imperfect as to deccive myself
ever, as is the Author to whom they assign my origin
the less powerful. To these reasons I have certainly
nothing to reply, but at the end I feel constrained to
confess that there is nothing in all that 1 formerly
believed to be true, of which I cannot in some mcea-
sure doubt, and that not merely through want of
thought or through levity, but for reasons which are
very powerful and maturely considered; so that
henceforth T ought not the less carefully refrain from
giving credence to these opinions than to that which
is manifestly false, if I desire to arrive at any certainty
[in the sciences].

But it is not sufficient to have made these remarks,
we must also be careful to keep them in mind. FFor
these ancient and commonly held opinions still revert
frequently to my mind, long and familiar custom hav-
ing given them the right to occupy my mind against
my inclination and rendered them almost masters of
my belicf; nor will I ever lose the habit of deferring
to them or of placing my confidence in them, so long
as I consider them as they really are, i.e. opinions in
some measure, doubtful, as I have just shown, and at
the same time highly probable, so that there is much
more reason to believe in than to deny them. That is
why I consider that I shall not be acting amiss, if, tak-
ing of set purpose a contrary belief, I allow myself to
be deceived, and for a certain time pretend that all
these opinions are entirely false and imaginary, until
at last, having thus balanced my former prejudices
with my latter [so that they cannot divert my opinions
more to one side than to the other], my judgment will
no longer be dominated by bad usage or turned away
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from the right knowledge of the truth. For T am
assured that there can be neither peril nor error in this
course, and that I cannot at present yield too much to
distrust, since 1 am not considering the question of
action, but only of knowledge.

I shall then suppose, not that God who is
supremely good and the fountain of truth, but some
cvil genius not less powerful than deccitful, has
cmployed his whole energices in deceiving me; I shall
consider that the heavens, the earth, colours, figures,
sound, and all other external things are nought but the
illusions and dreams of which this genius has availed
himself in order to lay traps for my credulity; I shall
consider mysclf as having no hands, no eyes, no
flesh, no blood, nor any senses, yet falsely believing
mysell to possess all these things; T shall remain
obstinately attached to this idea, and if by this means
itis not in my power to arrive at the knowledge of any
truth, I may at least do what is in iy power [i.c. sus-
pend my judgment], and with firm purpose avoid giv-
ing credence to any false thing, or being imposed
upon by this arch deceiver, however powerful and
deceptive he may be. But this task is a laborious one,
and insensibly a certain lassitude leads me into the
course of my ordinary life. And just as a captive who
in sleep enjoys an imaginary liberty, when he begins
to suspect that his liberty is but a dream, fears to
awaken, and conspires with these agreeable illusions
that the deception may be prolonged, so insensibly of
my own accord I fall back into my former opinions,
and I dread awakening from this slumber, lest the
laborious wakefulness which would follow the tran-
quility of this repose should have to be spent not in
daylight, but in the excessive darkness of the difficul-
ties which have just been discussed.

MEDITATION I1

Of the Nature of the Human Mind: and that it is more
easily known than the Body

‘The Meditation of yesterday filled my mind with
s0 many doubts that it is no longer in my power to
forget them. And yet I do not see in what manner [
can resolve them; and, just as if T had all of a sudden
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fallen into very deep water, Iam so disconcerted that
I can neither make certain of setting my feet on the
bottom, nor can I swim and so support myself on the
surface. 1 shall nevertheless make an effort and fol-
low ancw the same path as that on which I yesterday
entered, i.e. Ishall proceed by setting aside all that in
which the least doubt could be supposed to exist, just
as if I had discovered that it was absolutely false; and
I shall ever follow in this road until I have met with
something which is certain, or at least, if' I can do
nothing else, until T have learned for certain that there
is nothing in the world that is certain. Archimedes, in
order that he might draw the terrestrial globe out of
its place, and transport it elsewhere, demanded only
that one point should be fixed and immovable; in the
same way I shall have the right to conceive high
hopes if T am happy enough to discover one thing
only which is certain and indubitable.

I supposc, then, that all the things that I sce are
false; I persuade myself that nothing has ever existed
of all that my fallacious memory represents to me. I
consider that I possess no senses; | imagine that body,
figure, extension, movement and place are but the fic-
tions of my mind. What, then, can be esteemed as
true? Perhaps nothing at all, unless that there is noth-
ing in the world that is ccrtain

But how can I know there is not something differ-
ent from those things that I have just considered, of
which one cannot have the slightest doubt? Is there
not some God, or some other being by whatever
name we call it, who puts these reflections into my
mind? That is not necessary, for is it not possible that
Lam capable of producing them mysclf? I myself, am
1 not at least something? But I have alrcady denied
that I had senses and body. Yet I hesitate, for what fol-
lows from that? Am I so dependent on body and
senses that T cannot exist without these? But I was
persuaded that there was nothing in all the world, that
there was no heaven, no carth, that there were no
minds, nor any bodies: was I not then likewise per-
suaded that I did not exist? Not at all; of a surety 1
myself did exist since I persuaded myself of some-
thing [or merely because I thought of something].
But there is some deceiver or other, very powerful
and very cunning, who ever employs his ingenui
deceiving me. Then without doubt 1 exist also if he
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deceives me, and let him deceive me as much as he
will, he can never cause me to be nothing so long as
I think that I am something. So that alter having
reflected well and carefully examined all things, we
must come to the definite conclusion that this propo-
on: Tam, [ exist, is necessarily true cach time that
[ pronounce it, or that I mentally conceive it

But I do not yet know clearly enough what Tam, I
who am certain that Tam; and hence Imust be carclul
tosee that I do not imprudently take some other object
in place of myself, and thus that T do not go astray in
respect of this knowledge that T hold to be the most
certain and most evident of all that I have formerly
Iearned. That is why I shall now consider ancw what
I believed myself to be before I embarked upon these
last reflections; and of my former opinions I shall
withdraw all that might cven in a small degree be
invalidated by the reasons which I have just brought
forward, in order that there may be nothing at all left
beyond what is absolutely certain and indubitable.

What then did I formerly believe myself to be?
Undoubtedly I believed myself to be a man. But what
is a man? Shall T say a reasonable animal? Certainly
not; for then I should have to inquire what an animal
is, and what is reasonable; and thus from a single
question I should insensibly fall into an infinitude of
others more diflicult; and I should not wish to waste
the little time and leisure remaining to me in trying to
unravel subtleties like these. But I shall rather stop
here to consider the thoughts which of themselves
spring up inmy mind, and which were not inspired by
anything beyond my own nature alone when Iapplicd
myscll to the consideration of my being. In the first
place, then, I considered myself as having a face,
hands, arms, and all that system of members com-
posed of bones and flesh as scen in a corpse which I
designated by the name of body. In addition to this
[ considered that [ was nourished, that [ walked, that [
felt, and that I thought, and [ referred all these actions
to the soul: but I did not stop to consider what the soul
was, or if I did stop, 11 1 that it was somethi
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I'had then formed of'it, I'should have described it thus:
By the body I understand all that which can be defined
by a certain figure: something which can be confined
in a certain place, and which can fill a given space in
such a way that every other body will be excluded
from it; which can be perceived either by touch, or by
sight, or by hearing, or by taste, orby smell: which can
be moved in many ways not, in truth, by itself, but by
something which is foreign to it, by which it is
touched [and from which it receives impressions]: for
to have the power of self-movement, as also of feeling
or of thinking, I did not consider to appertain to the
nature of body: on the contrary, I was rather aston-
ished to find that faculties similar to them cxisted in
some bodies.
at am I, now that I suppose that there is a
certain genius which is extremely powerful, and, if [
may say so, malicious, who employs all his powers in
deceiving me? Can [ affirm that I possess the least of
all those things which I have just said pertain to the
nature of body? I pausc to consider, I revolve all these
things in my mind, and I find none of which I can say
that it pertains to me. It would be tedious to stop to
enumerate them. Let us pass to the attributes of soul
and sce if there is any one which is in me? What off
nutrition or walking [the first mentioned]? But if it is
so that I have no body it is also true that I can neither
walk nor take nourishinent. Another attribute is sen-
sation. But one cannot feel without body, and besides
I have thought I perceived many things during sleep
that I recognised in my waking moments as not hav-
ing been experienced at all. What of thinking? I find
here that thought is an attribute that belongs to me; it
alone cannot be separated from me. [ am, I exist, that
is certain. But how often? Just when I think; for it
might possibly be the case if I ceased entirely to
think, that I should likewise ccase altogether to exist.
[ do not now admit anything which is not necessarily
true: to speak accurately I am not more than a thing
which thinks, that is to say a mind or a soul, or an
ferstanding, or a reason, which are terms whose

extremely rare and subtle like a wind, a flame, or an
cther, which was spread throughout my grosser parts.
As to body [ had no manner of doubt about its nature,
but thought I had a very clear knowledge of it; and if
Thad desired to explain itaccording to the notions that

significance was formerly unknown to me. I am,
however, a real thing and really exist; but what thing?
[ have answered: a thing which thinks.

And what more? 1 shall exercise my imagination
[in order to see it I am not something more]. Tam not
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a collection of members which we call the human
body: [ am not a subtle air distributed through these
members, I am not a wind, a fire, a vapour, a breath,
nor anything at all which I can imagine or conceive;
because I have assumed that all these were nothing.
Without changing that supposition I find that T only
leave myself certain of the fact that I am somewhat.
But perhaps it is true that these same things which 1
supposed were non-existent because they are un-
known to me, are really not different from the selfl
which Tknow. Tam not sure about this, I shall not dis-
pute about it now; 1 can only give judgment on things
that are known to me. I know that [ exist, and Iinquire
what I am, I whom I know to exist. But it is very cer-
tain that the knowledge of my existence taken in its
precise significance does not depend on things whose
existence is not yet known to me; consequently it does
not depend on those which I can feign in imagination.
And indeed the very term feign in imagination proves
to me my crror, for I really do this if I image myself a
something, since to imagine is nothing ¢lse than o
contemplate the figure or image of a corporeal thing.
But T already know for certain that T am, and that it
may be that all these images, and, speaking generally,
all things that relate to the nature of body are nothing
but drcams [and chimeras]. Tor this rcason I sce
clearly that I have as little reason to say, “1 shall stim-
ulate my imagination in order to know more distinctly
whatTam,” than if I were to say, "T am now awake, and
I'perceive somewhat that is real and true: but because
Tdonot yet perceive it distinetly enough, I'shall go to
sleep of express purpose, so that my dreams may rep-
resent the perception with greatest truth and evi-
dence.” And, thus, I know for certain that nothing of
all that I can understand by means of my imagination
belongs to this knowledge which Thave of myself, and
that it is necessary to recall the mind from this mode
of thought with the utmost diligence in order that it
may be able to know its own nature with perfect
distinctness.

But what then am I? A thing which thinks. What is
a thing which thinks? It is a thing which doubts,
understands, [conceives], affirms, denies, wills, re-
fuses, which also imagines and feels.

Certainly it is no small matter if all these thi
pertain to my nature. But why should they not so per-
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tain? Am T not that being who now doubts nearly
cverything, who nevertheless understands certain
things, who affirms that one only is true, who denies
all the others, who desires o know more, is averse
from being deceived, who imagines many things,
sometimes indeed despite his will, and who perceives
many likewise, as by the intervention of the bodily
organs? Is there nothing in all this which is as true as
it is certain that I exist, even though I should always
sleep and though he who has given me being
employed all his ingenuity in deceiving me? Is there
likewise any one of these attributes which can be dis-
tinguished from my thought, or which might be said
to be separated from myself? For it is so evident of
itself that it is I who doubts, who understands, and
who desires, that there is no reason here to add any-
thing to explain it. And I have certainly the power of
imagining likewise; for although it may happen (as 1
formerly supposed) that none of the things which 1
imagine are true, nevertheless this power of imagin-
ing does not cease (o be really in use, and it forms
part of my thought. Finally, I am the same who feels,
that is to say, who perceives certain things, as by the
organs of sense, since in truth I see light, I hear noise,
I feel heat. But it will be said that these phenomena
are false and that I am dreaming. Let it be so; still it
is at least quite certain that it seems (o me that 1 see
light, that I hear noise and that I feel heat. That can-
not be false; properly speaking it is what is in me
called feeling; and used in this precise sense that is no
other thing than thinking.

From this time I begin to know what I am with a
little more clearness and distinction than before; but
nevertheless it still seems to me, and 1 cannot prevent
myself from thinking, that corporeal things, whose
images are framed by thought, which are tested by
the senses, are much more distinetly known than that
obscure part of me which does not come under the
imagination. Although really it is very strange (o say
that 1 know and understand more distinctly these
things whose existence seems to me dubious, which
are unknown to me, and which do not belong to me,
than others of the truth of which I am convinced,
which are known to me and which pertain to my real
nature, in a word, than myself. But I'sce clearly how
the case stands: my mind loves to wander, and cannot
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yetsuffer itself to be retained within the just limits of
truth. Very good, let us once more give it the freest
rein, so that, when afterwards we seize the proper
occasion for pulling up, it may the more casily be
regulated and controlled.

Let us begin by considering the commonest mat-
ters, those which we believe to be the most distinctly
comprehended, to wit, the bodies which we touch
and sce; not indeed bodies in general, for these gen-
eral ideas are usually a little more confused, but let us
consider one body in particular. Let us take, for
example, this piece of wax: it has been taken quite
freshly from the hive, and it has not yet lost the
sweetness of the honey which it contains; it still
retains somewhat of the odour of the flowers from
which it has been culled; its colour, its figure, its size
are apparent; it is hard, cold, casily handled, and if
you strike it with the finger, it will emit a sound.
Finally all the things which are requisite to cause us
distinctly to recognise a body, are met with in it. But
notice that while I speak and approach the fire what
remained of the taste is exhaled, the smell evaporates,
the colour alters, the figure is destroyed, the size
increases, it becomes liquid, it heat:
one handle it, and when one strikes it, no sound is
emitted. Does the same wax remain after this
change? We must confess that it remains; none would
judge otherwise. What then did 1 know so distinctly
in this piece of wax? It could certainly be nothing of
all that the senses brought to my notice, since all
these things which fall under taste, smell, sight,
touch, and hearing, are found to be changed, and yet
the same wax remains.

Perhaps it was what I now think, viz, that this wax
was not that sweetness of honey, not that agreeable
scent of flowers, nor that particular whiteness, nor
that figure, nor that sound, but simply a body which a
little while before appeared to me as perceptible
under these forms, and which is now perceptible
under others. But what, precisely, is it that I imagine
when I form such conceptions? Let us attentively
consider this, and, abstracting from all that does not
belong to the wax, let us sce what remains. Certainly
nothing remains cxcepting a certain extended thing
which is flexible and movable. But what is the mean-
ing of flexible and movable? Is it not that I imagine

107

that this picce of wax being round is capable of
becoming square and of passing from a square to a
triangular figure? No, certainly it is not that, since 1
imagine it admits of an infinitude of similar changes,
and I nevertheless do not know how to compass the
infinitude by my imagination, and consequently this
conception which I have of the wax is not brought
about by the faculty of imagination. What now is this
extension? Is it not also unknown? For it becomes
greater when the wax is melted, greater when it is
boiled, and greater still when the heat increases; and
I should not conceive [clearly] according to truth
what wax is, if I did not think that even this piece that
we are considering is capable of receiving more vari-
ations in extension than I have ever imagined. We
must then grant that I could not even understand
through the imagination what this piece of wax is,
and that it is my mind alone which perceives it. T say
this picce of wax in particular, for as to wax in gen-
cral it is yet clearer. But what is this picce of wax
which cannot be understood excepting by the [under-
standing or] mind? It is certainly the same that I see,
touch, imagine, and finally it is the same which I have
always believed it to be from the beginning. But what
must particularly be observed is that its perception is
neither an act of vision, nor of touch, nor of imagina-
tion, and has never been such although it may have
appeared formerly to be so, but only an intuition of
the mind, which may be imperfect and confused as it
was formerly, or clear and distinct as it is at present,
according as my attention is more or less directed to
the elements which are found in it, and of which it is
composed.

Yet in the meantime I am greatly astonished when
I consider [the great feebleness of mind] and its
proneness 1o fall [insensibly] into error; for although
without giving expression to my thoughts I consider
all this in my own mind, words often impede me and
I am almost deceived by the terms of ordinary lan-
guage. For we say that we see the same wax, if it is
present, and not that we simply judge that it is the
same from its having the same colour and figure.
From this I should conclude that I knew the wax by
means of vision and not simply by the intuition of the
mind; unless by chance I remember that, when look-
ing from a window and saying I see men who pass in




108

the street, I really do not see them, but infer that what
I'sce is men, just as I'say that I sce wax. And yet what
do I'see from the window but hats and coats which
may cover automatic machines? Yet I judge these to
be men. And similarly solely by the faculty of judg-
ment which rests in my mind, I comprehend that
which I believed I saw with my eyes.

A man who makes it his aim to raisc his knowl-
cdge above the common should be ashamed to derive
the occasion for doubting from the forms of speech
invented by the vulgar; I prefer to pass on and con-
sider whether I had a more evident and perfect con-
ception of what the wax was when [ first perceived it,
and when I believed I knew it by means of the exter-
nal senses or at least by the common sense as it is
called, that is to say by the imaginative faculty, or
whether my present conception is clearer now that I
have most carefully examined what it is, and in what
way it can be known, It would certainly be absurd to
doubt as to this. For what was there in this first per-
ception which was distinct? What was there which
might not as well have been perceived by any of the
animals? But when I distinguish the wax from its
external forms, and when, just as if I had taken from
itits vestments, I consider it quite naked, it is certain
that although some crror may still be found in my
judgment, I can nevertheless not perceive it thus
without a human mind.

But finally what shall I'say of this mind, that is, of
myself, for up to this point I do not admit in myself
anything but mind? What then, I who seem to per-
ceive this picce of wax so distinctly, do I not know
mysclf, not only with much more truth and certainty,
but also with much more distinctness and clearness?
For if 1 judge that the wax is or exists from the fact
that I see it, it certainly follows much more clearly
that Lam or that I exist mysclf from the fact that I sce
it. For it may be that what I sce is not really wax, it
may also be that I do not possess eyes with which to
see anything; but it cannot be that when I see, or (for
I no longer take account of the distinction) when 1
think I see, that I myself who think am nought. So if
I judge that the wax exists from the fact that [ touch
it, the same thing will follow, to wit, that I am; and if
I judge that my imagination, or some other cause,
whatever it is, persuades me that wax exists, I shall
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still conclude the same. And what I have here
remarked of wax may be applicd to all other things
which are external to me [and which are met with
outside of me]. And further, if the [notion or| percep-
tion of wax has seemed to me clearer and more dis-
tinct, not only after the sight or the touch, but also
after many other causes have rendered it quite mani-
fest to me, with how much more [evidence] and dis-
tinctness must it be said that I now know myself,
since all the reasons which contribute to the knowl-
edge of wax, or any other body whatever, are yet bet-
ter proofs of the nature of my mind! And there are so
many other things in the mind itsclf which may con-
tribute to the clucidation of nature, that those
which depend on body such as these just mentioned,
hardly merit being taken into account.

But finally here I am, having insensibly reverted to
the point I desired, for, since it is now manifest to me
that even bodies are not properly speaking known by
the senses or by the faculty of imagination, but by the
understanding only, and since they are not known
from the fact that they are seen or touched, but only
because they are understood, I see clearly that there
is nothing which is easier for me to know than my
mind. But because it is difficult to rid onesclf so
promptly of an opinion to which one was accustomed
for so long, it will be well that I should halt a little at
this point, so that by the length of my meditation I
may more deeply imprint on my memory this new
knowledge.

MEDITATION III
Of God: that He exists

I shall now close my eyes, I shall stop my cars, 1
shall call away all my senses, ['shall efface even from
my thoughts all the images of corporeal things, or at
least (for that is hardly possible) I shall esteem them
as vain and false: and thus holding converse only
with myself and considering my own nature, I shall
try little by little to reach a better knowledge of and a
more familiar acquaintanceship with myself. I am a
thing that thinks, that is to say, that doubts, affirms,
denies, that knows a few things, that is ignorant of
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many [that loves, that hates], that wills, that desires,
that also imagines and perceives; for as I remarked
before, although the things which 1 perceive and
imagine are perhaps nothing at all apart from me and
in themselves, 1 am nevertheless assured that these
modes of thought that I call perceptions and imagi-
nations, inasmuch only as they are modes of thought,
certainly reside [and are met with] in me.

And in the little that I have just said, I think I have
summed up all that I really know, or at least all that
hitherto I was aware that I knew. In order to try to
extend my knowledge further, T shall now look
around more carcfully and sce whether I cannot still
discover in myself some other things which 1 have
not hitherto perceived. Tam certain that [ am a thing
which thinks; but do I not then likewise know what is
requisite to render me certain of a truth? Certainly in
this first knowledge there is nothing that assures me
of its truth, excepting the clear and distinet percep-
tion of that which I state, which would not indeed
suffice to assure me that what I say is true, if it could
ever happen that a thing which I conceived so clearly
and distinctly could be false; and accordingly it
seems (o me that already 1 can establish as a general
rule that all things which I perceive very clearly and
very distinctly are true.

At the same time [ have before received and adimit-
ted many things to be very certain and manifest,
which yet I afterwards recognised as being dubious.
What then were these things? They were the carth,
sky, stars and all other objects which Iapprehended by
means of the senses. But what did I clearly [and dis-
tinctly] pereeive in them? Nothing more than that the
ideas or thoughts of these things were presented to my
mind. And not even now do [ deny that these ideas are
met with in me. But there was yet another thing which
Laffirmed, and which, owing to the habit which I had
formed of believing it, 1 thought T perceived very
clearly, although in truth I did not perceive it at all, to
wit, that there were objects outside of me from which
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these ideas proceeded, and to which they were
entirely similar. And it was in this that I erred, or, if
perchance my judgment was correct, this was not due
to any knowledge arising from my perception.

But when I took anything very simple and easy in
the sphere of arithmetic or geometry into considera-
tion, ¢.2. that two and three together made five, and
other things of the sort, were not these present to iy
mind so clearly as to enable me to affirm that they
were true? Certainly if I judged that since such mat-
ters could be doubted, this would not have been so for
any other reason than that it came into my mind that
perhaps a God might have endowed me with such a
nature that I may have been deceived even concern-
ing things which seemed (o me most manifest. But
every time that this preconceived opinion of the sov-
ereign power of a God presents itself to my thought,
1 am constrained to conf that it is easy to Him, if
He wishes it, to cause me to err, even in matiers in
which T belicve myself to have the best evidence.
And, on the other hand, always when I direct my
attention to things which I believe myself to perceive
very clearly, I am so persuaded of their truth that T let
myself break out into words such as these: Let who
will deceive me, He can never cause me to be noth-
ing whilc I think that I am, or some day cause it to be
true to say that I have never been, it being true now to
say that I am, or that two and three make more or less
than five, or any such thing in which I see a manifest
contradiction. And, certainly, since T have no reason
to believe that there is a God who is a decciver, and
as I have not yet satisticd myself that there is a God
at all, the reason for doubt which depends on this
opinion alone is very slight, and so to speak meta-
physical. But in order to be able altogether to remove
it, I must inquire whether there is a God as soon as the
occasion presents itself; and if T find that there is a
God, 1 must also inquirc whether He may be a
deceiver; for without a knowledge of these two truths
1 do not see that I can ever be certain of anything.
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CHAPTER VIII

Some Further Considerations Concerning
Our Simple Ideas

1. Concerning the simple ideas of sensation, it is to
be considered that whatsoever is so constituted in
naturce as to be able, by affecting our sensces, to cause
any perception in the mind, doth thereby produce in
the understanding a simple idea; which, whatever be
the external cause of it, when it comes to be taken
notice of by our discerning faculty, it is by the mind
looked on and considered there to be a real positive
idea in the understanding, as much as any other what-
soever, though perhaps the cause of it be but a priva-
tion of the subject.

2. Thus the ideas of heat and cold, light and dark-
ness, white and black, motion and rest, are equally
clear and positive ideas in the mind, though perhaps
some of the causes which produce them are barely
privations in those subjects from whence our senses
derive those ideas. These the understanding, in its
view of them, considers all as distinct positive ideas,
without taking notice of the causes that produce
them: which is an inquiry not belonging to the idea,
as it is in the understanding, but to the nature of the
things existing without us. These are two very differ-
ent things, and carefully to be distinguished: it being

John Locke, An Essay Concerning Human Understanding.

110

one thing to perceive and know the idea of white or
black, and quite another to examine what kind of par-
ticles they must be and how ranged in the superficies,
to make any object appear white or black.

3. A painter or dyer who never inquired into their
causes hath the ideas of white and black, and other
colours, as clearly, perfectly, and distinctly in his
understanding, and perhaps more distinctly, than the
philosopher who hath busied himself in considering
their natures and thinks he knows how far either of
them is, in its cause, positive or privative; and the
idea of black is no less positive in his mind than that
of white, however the cause of that colour in the
external object may be only a privation.

4. 11 it were the design of my present undertaking
to inquire into the natural causes and manner of per-
ception, Ishould offer this as a reason why a priva-
tive cause might, in some cases at least, produce a
positive idea, viz. that all sensation being produced in
us only by different degrees and modes of motion in
our animal spirits, variously agitated by external
objects, the abatement of any former motion must as
necessarily produce a new sensation as the variation
or increase of it, and so introduce a new idea, which
depends only on a different motion of the animal
spirits in that organ.

5. But whether this be so or no, T will not here
determine but appeal to everyone’s own experience
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whether the shadow of a man, though it cons
nothing but the absence of light (and the more the
absence of light is, the more discernible is the
shadow) does not, when a man looks on it, cause as
clear and positive an idea in his mind as a man him-
self, though covered over with clear sunshine? And
the picture of a shadow is a positive thing. Indeed, we
have negative names which stand not directly for
positive ideas but for their absence, such as insipid,
silence, nihil, etc., which words denote positive
ideas, v.g., taste, sound, being with a signification of
their absence.

6. And thus on¢ may truly be said to scc darkness.
For supposing a hole perfectly dark, from whence no
light is reflected, it is certain one may see the figure
of it, or it may be painted; or, whether the ink I write
with makes any other idea is a question. The privative
causes I have here assigned of positive ideas are
according to the common opinion; but in truth it will
be hard 1o determine whether there be really any
ideas trom a privative cause, till it be determined
whether rest be any more a privation than motion.

7. To discover the nature of our ideas the better,
and to discourse of them intelligibly, it will be con-
venient to distinguish them as they are ideas or per-
ceptions in our minds, and as they are modifications
of matter in the bodies that cause such perceptions in
us: that so we may not think (as perhaps usually is
done) that they are exactly the images and resem-
blances of something inherent in the subject: most of
those of sensation being in the mind no more the like-
ness of something existing without us, than the
names that stand for them are the likeness of our
ideas, which yet upon hearing they are apt to excite
inus.

8. Whatsoever the mind perceives in itself, or is
the immediate object of perception, thought, or
understanding, that I call idea; and the power to pro-
duce any idea in our mind, I call guality of the sub-
jeet wherein that power is. Thus a snowball having
the power to produce in us the ideas of white, cold,
and round, the power to produce those ideas in us as
they are in the snowball I call qualities; and as they
are sensations or perceptions in our understandings, [
call them ideas; which ideas, if T speak of sometimes
as in the things themselves, I would be understood to

mean those qualitics in the objects which produce
them in u

9. Qualitics thus considered in bodics are:

Iirst, such as are utterly inscparable from the body,
in what state socver it be; such as in all the alterations
and changes it suffers, all the force can be used upon
it, it constantly keeps; and such as sense constantly
finds in cvery particle of matter which has bulk
enough to be perceived; and the mind finds insepara-
ble from every particle of matter, though less than to
make itself singly be perceived by our senses. V.g.,
take a grain of wheat, divide itinto two parts, each part
has still solidity, extension, figure, and mobility;
divide it again, and it retains still the same qualitics;
and so divide it on, till the parts become insensible:
they must retain still cach of them all those qualities.
For division (which is all that a mill or pestle or any
other body does upon another in reducing it to insen-
sible parts) can never take away cither solidity, exten-
sion, figure, or mobility from any body, but only
makes two or more distinet separate masses of matter,
of that which was but one before; all which distinct
masses, reckoned as so many distinct bodies, after
division make a certain number. These I call original
or primary qualities of body; which I think we may
observe to produce simple ideas in us, viz. solidity,
extension, figure, motion or rest, and number.

10. Secondly, such gualities which in truth are
nothing in the objects themselves but powers to pro-
duce various sensations in us by their primary quali-
ties, i.¢. by the bulk, figure, texture, and motion of
their insensible parts, as colours, sounds, tastes, ctc.
These 1 call secondary qualities. ‘To these might be
added a third sort, which are allowed to be barely
powers, though they are as much real qualities in the
subject as those which L, to comply with the common
way of speaking, call qualities, but for distinction,
secondary qualities. For the power in fire to produce
anew colour, or consistency in wax or clay, by its pri-
mary qualities, is as much a quality in firc as the
power it has to produce in me a new idea or sensation
of warmth or burning, which 1 felt not before, by the
same primary qualitics, viz. the bulk, texture, and
motion of its insensible parts.

1. The next thing to be considered is how bodies
produce ideas in us; and that is manifestly by
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impulse, the only way which we can conceive bodies
operate in.

12, If then external objects be not united to our
minds when they produce ideas in it and yet we per-
ceive these original qualities in such of them as singly
fall under o nscs, it is evident that some motion
must be thence continued by our nerves or animal
spirits, by some parts of our bodies, to the brains or the
seat of sensation, there to produce in our minds the
particular ideas we have of them. And since the exten-
sion, figure, number, and motion of bodies of an
observable bigness may be perceived at a distance by
the sight, it is evident some singly impereeptible bod-
ies must come from them to the eyes, and thereby con-
vey to the brain some motion, which produces these
ideas which we have of them in us.

13. After the same manner that the ideas of these
original qualities are produced in us, we may con-
ceive that the ideas of secondary qualities arc also
produced, viz. by the operation of insensible parti-
cles on our senses. For it being manifest that there are
bodies and good store of bodies, cach whereof are so
small that we cannot by any of our senses discover
either their bulk, figure, or motion, as is evidentin the
particles of the air and water and others extremely
smaller than those, perhaps as much smaller than the
particles of air or water as the particles of air or water
are smaller than peas or hail-stones: let us suppose at
present that the different motions and figures, bulk
and number, of such particles, affecting the several
organs of our senses, produce in us those different
sensations which we have from the colours and
smells of bodies: v.g. that a violet, by the impulse of
such insensible particles of matter, of peculiar figures
and bulks, and in different degrees and modifications
of their motions, causes the ideas of the blue colour
and sweet scent of that flower to be produced in our
minds. It being no more impossible to conceive that
God should annex such ideas to such motions, with
which they have no similitude, than that he should
annex the idea of pain to the motion of a piece of
steel dividing our flesh, with which that idea hath no
resemblance.

14. What I have said conceming colours and
smells may be understood also of tastes and sounds,
and other the like sensible qualities; which, whatever
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reality we by mistake attribute to them, are in truth
nothing in the objects themsclves but powers to pro-
duce various sensations in us, and depend on those
primary qualities, viz. bulk, figure, texture, and
motion of parts, as I have said.

15. From whence I think it easy to draw this obser-
vation: that the ideas of primary qualities of bodics
are resemblances of them, and their patterns do
really exist in the bodies themselves; but the ideas
produced in us by these secondary qualities have no
resemblance of them at all. There is nothing like our
ideas existing in the bodies themselves. They are, in
the bodies we denominate from them, only a power
to produce those sensations in us; and what is cet,
blue, or warm in idea is but the certain bulk, figure,
and motion of the insensible parts in the bodies them-
selves, which we call so.

16. Flame is denominated hot and light; snow,
white and cold; and manna, white and sweet, from
the ideas they produce in us. Which qualitics arc
commonly thought to be the same in those bodies
that those ideas are in us, the one the perfect resem-
blance of the other, as they are in a mirror, and it
would by most inen be judged very extravagantif one
should say otherwise. And yet he that will consider
that the same fire that at one distance produces in us
the sensation of warmih does, at a nearer approach,
produce in us the far different sensation of pain,
ought to bethink himself what reason he has to say
that his idea of warmth, which was produced in him
by the fire, is actually in the fire; and his idea of pain,
which the same fire produced in him the same way, is
not in the fire. Why are whiteness and coldness in
snow, and pain not, when it produces the one and the
other idea in us; and can do neither, but by the bulk,
figure, number, and motion of its solid parts?

17. The particular bulk, number, figure, and
motion of the parts of fire or snow are really in them,
whether anyone’s senses perceive them or no; and
therefore they may be called real qualities, because
they really exist in those bodies. But light, heat,
whiteness, or coldness are no more really in them
than sickness or pain is in manna. Take away the sen-
sation of them; let not the eyes see light or colours,
nor the cars hear sounds; let the palate not taste, nor
the nose smell; and all colours, tastes, odours, and
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sounds, as they are such particular ideas, vanish and
cease, and are reduced to their causes, i.c. bulk, fig-
ure, and motion of parts.

18. A picce of manna of a sensible bulk is able to
produce in us the idea of around or square figure; and
by being removed from one place o another, the idea
of motion. This idea of motion represents it as it really
is in the manna moving; a circle or square are the
same, whether in idea or existence, in the mind or in
the manna: and this, both motion and figure, are really
in the manna, whether we take notice of them or no:
this everybody is ready to agree to. Besides, manna,
by the bulk, figure, texture, and motion of its parts, has
a power to produce the sensations of sickness, and
sometimes of acute pains or gripings in us. That these
ideas of sickness and pain are not in the manna, but
effects of its operations on us, and are nowhere when
we feel them not: this also everyone readily agrees to.
And yet men are hardly to be brought to think that
sweetness and whiteness are not really in manna,
which are but the effects of the operations of nanna,
by the motion, size, and figure of its particles, on the
eyes and palate, as the pain and sickness caused by
manna are confessedly nothing but the effects of its
operations on the stomach and guts, by the size,
motion, and figurc of its insensible parts (for by noth-
ing clse can a body operate, as has been proved): as if
it could not operate on the eyes and palate and thereby
produce in the mind particular distinct ideas which in
itself it has not, as well as we allow it can operate on
the euts and stomach and thereby produce di
ideas which in itself it has not. These ideas being all
ctfects of the operations of manna on several parts of
our bodies by the size, figure, number, and motion of
its parts, why those produced by the eyes and palate
should rather be thought to be really in the manna than
those produced by the stomach and guts; or why the
pain and sickness, ideas that arc the effects of manna,
should be thought to be nowhere, when they are not
felt: and yet the sweetness and whiteness, effects of
the same manna on other parts of the body by ways
equally as unknown, should be thought to exist in the
manna, when they are not seen nor tasted, would need
some reason to explain.

19. Let us consider the red and white colours in
porphyry. Hinder light but from striking on it, and its

colours vanish: it no longer produces any such ideas
in us; upon the return of light it produces these
appearances on us again. Can anyone think any real
alterations are made in the porphyry by the presence
or absence of light; and that those ideas of whiteness
and redness are really in porphyry in the light, when
itis plain it has no colour in the dark? 1t has, indeed,
such a configuration of particles, both night and day,
as arc apt, by the rays of light rebounding from some
parts of that hard stone, to produce in us the idea of
redness, and from others the idea of whiteness; but
whiteness or redness are not in it at any time, but such
a texture that hath the power to produce such a sen-
sation in us.

20. Pound an almond, and the clear white colour
will be altered into a dirty one, and the sweet taste
into an oily one. What real alteration can the beating
of the pestle make in any body, but an alteration of
the fexture of it?

21. Ideas being thus distinguished and understood,
we may be able to give an account how the same
water, at the same time, may produce the idea of cold
by one hand and of heat by the other, whereas it is
impossible that the same water, if those ideas were
really in it, should at the same time be both hot and
cold. For if we imagine warmth as itis in our hands to
be nothing but a certain sort and degree of motion in
the minute particles of our nerves, or animal spirits,
we may understand how it is possible that the same
walter may at the same time produce the sensation of
heat in one hand and cold in the other; which yet fig-
ure never doces, that never producing the idea of a
square by one hand which has produced the idea of a
globe by another. But if the sensation of heat and cold
be nothing but the increase or diminution of the
motion of the minute parts of our bodies, caused by
the corpuscles of any other body, itis casy to be under-
stood that, if that motion be greater in one hand than
in the other, if a body be applied to the two hands,
which has in its minute particles a greater motion than
in those of one of the hands, and a less than in those
of the other, it will increase the motion of the one hand
and lessen it in the other, and so cause the different
sensations of heat and cold that depend thercon.

22. T have in what just goes before been engaged
in physical inquirics a little further than perhaps |
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intended. But, it being necessary to make the nature
of sensation a little understood; and to make the dif-
Jerence between the qualities in bodies, and the idez
produced by them in the mind, 10 be distinetly con-
ceived, without which it were impossible to dis-
course intelligibly of them: Thope 1 shall be pardoned
this little excursion into natural philosophy, it being
neeessary in our present inquiry to distinguish the
primary and real qualities of bodics, which arc
always in them ( olidity, extension, figure, num-
ber, and motion or rest; and are sometimes perceived
by us, viz. when the bodies they are in are big enough
singly to be discerned), from those secondary and
imputed qualities, which are but the powers of sev-
cral combinations of those primary ones, when they
operate without being distinctly discerned; whereby
we also may come to know what ideas are, and what
are not, resemblances of something really existing in
the bodies we denominate from them.

23. The gualities, then, that are in bodies, rightly
considered, are of three sorts:

First, The bulk, figure, number, situation, and
motion or rest of their solid parts. Those are in them,
whether we perceive them or no; and when they are
of that size that we can discover them, we have by
these an idea of the thing as it is in itsclf, as is plain
in artificial things. These I call primary qualities.

Secondly, The power that is in any body, by reason
of its insensible primary qualities, to operate after a
peculiar manner on any of our senses, and thereby
produce in us the different ideas of several colours,
sounds, smells, tastes, cte. These are usually called
sensible qualities.

Thirdly, The power that any body, by reason
of the particular constitution of its primary qualities,
to make such a change in the bulk, figure, texture, and
motion of another body, as to make it operate on our
senses differently from what it did before. Thus the
sun has a power to make wax white, and fire to make
lead fluid. These are usually called powers.

‘The first of these, as has been said, 1 think may be
properly called real, original, or primary qualities,
because they are in the things themselves, whether
they are perceived or no; and upon their different
modifications it is that the sccondary qualitics
depend.
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The other two are only powers to act differently
upon other things, which powers result from the dif-
ferent modifications of those primary qualitics.

24, But though these two latter sorts of qualities
are powers barely, and nothing but powers relating to
several other bodies and resulting from the different
moditications of the original qualitics, yet they are
generally otherwise thought of. For the second sort,
viz. the powers to produce several ideas in us by our
senses, are looked upon as real qualities in the things
thus affecting us; but the third sort are called and
esteemed barely powers, v.2. the idea of heat or light
which we receive by our eyes or touch from the sun
are commonly thought real gualities existing in the
sun and something more than mere powers in it. But
when we consider the sun in reference to wax, which
it melts or blanches, we look upon the whiteness and
softness produced in the wax not as qualities in the
sun but effects produced by powers in it: whereas,
if rightly considered, these qualities of light and
warmth, which arc perceptions in me when I am
warmed or enlightened by the sun, are no otherwise
in the sun than the changes, made in the wax when it
is blanched or melted, are in the sun. They are all of
them equally powers in the sun, depending on its pri-
mary qualitics; whereby it is able in the one case so
to alter the bulk, figure, texture, or motion of some of
the insensible parts of my eyes or hands as thereby to
produce in me the idea of light or heat; and in the
other, it is able so to alter the bulk, figure, texture, or
motion of the insensible parts of the wax, as to make
them fit to produce in me the distinet ideas of white
and fluid.

25. The reason why the one are ordinarily taken
Jor real qualities and the other only for bare powers
seems 1o be because the ideas we have of distinet
colours, sounds, ctc., containing nothing at all in
them of bulk, figure, or motion, we are apt to think
them the effects of these primary qualitics which
appear not to our senses to operate in their produc-
tion, and with which they have not any apparent con-
gruity or conceivable connexion. Hence it is that we
are so forward to imagine that those ideas arc the
resemblances of something really existing in the
objects themselves, since sensation discovers noth-
ing of bulk, figure, or motion of parts in their pro-
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duction, nor can reason show how bodies by their
bulk, figure, and motion should produce in the mind
the ideas of blue or yellow, etc. But in the other case,
in the operations of bodies changing the qualities one
of another, we plainly discover that the quality pro-
duced hath commonly no resemblance with anything
in the thing producing it; wherefore we look on it as
a bare effect of power. For, though receiving the idea
of heat or light from the sun, we are apt to think it is
a perception and resemblance of such a quality in the
yet when we see wax or a fair face receive
change of colour from the sun, we cannot imagine
that to be the reception or resemblance of anything in
the sun, because we find not those different colours in
the sun itself. For, our senses being able to observe a
likeness or unlikeness of sensible qualities in two ¢
ferent external objects, we forwardly enough con-
clude the production of any sensible quality in any
subject to be an effect of bare power, and not the
communication of any quality which was really in
the efficient, when we find no such sensible quality in
the thing that produced it. But our senses not being
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able to discover any unlikeness between the idea pro-
duced in us and the quality of the object producing it,
we are apt to imagine that our ideas arc resemblances
of something in the objects, and not the effects of cer:
tain powers placed in the modification of their pri-
mary qu s, with which primary qualitics the
ideas produced in us have no resemblance.

26. To conclude, beside those before-mentioned
primary qualities in bodies, viz. bulk, figure, exten-
sion, number, and motion of their solid parts: all the
rest, whereby we take notice of bodies and distin-
guish them one from another, are nothing else but
several powers in them, depending on those primary
qualitics; whereby they are fitted, cither by immedi-
ately operating on our bodies to produce several dif-
ferent ideas in us, or else, by operating on other bod-
ies, so to change their primary qu s as (o render
them capable of producing ideas in us different from
what before they did. The former of these, I think,
may be called secondary qualities immediately per-
ceivable, the latter secondarvy qualities, mediately
perceivable.

Three Dialogues Between Hylas and Philonous

—~

GEORGE BERKELEY

George Berkeley (1685-1753) published Three Dialogues Between Hylas and Philo-
nous when he was just 28 years old. These dialogues followed his unpopular A Trea-
tise Concerning the Principles of Human Knowledge. Berkeley, later bishop of Cloyne,
is associated with the philosophy known as “idealism” and with its characteristic slo-
gan: esse est percipi (to be is to be perceived). His many writings also include De Motu;
Alciphron; The Analyst; and, not the least, Siris: A Chain of Philosophical Reflections
and Inquiries Concerning the Virtues of Tar-water, and Divers Other Subjects.

THE FIRST DIALOGUE

Philonous. Good morrow, Hylas. I did not expect
to find you abroad so early.

George Berkeley. Three Dialogues Between Hylas and Philonous.

Hylas. Tt is indeed something unusual; but my
thoughts were so taken up with a subject I was dis-
coursing of last night that, finding I could not sleep, [
resolved to rise and take a turn in the garden.
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Phil. Tt happened well, to let you see what inno-
cent and agreeable pleasures you lose every morning.
Can there be a pleasanter time of the day or a more
delightful season of the year? That purple sky. these
wild but sweet notes of birds, the fragrant bloom
upon the trees and flowers, the gentle influence of the
rising sun—these and a thousand nameless beauti
of nature inspire the soul with sceret transports; its
facultics, too, being at this time fresh and lively, are
fit for those meditations which the solitude of a gar-
den and tranquility of the moming naturally dispose
us to. But I am afraid I interrupt your thoughts, for
you scemed very intent on something.

Hyl. Itis true, I was, and shall be obliged to you
if you will permit me to go on in the same vein; not
that I would by any means deprive myself of your
company, for my thoughts always flow more casily in
conversation with a friend than when I am alone; but
my request is that you would suffer me (o impart my
reflections to you.

Phil. With all my heart, it is what I should have
requested myself i’ you had not prevented me.

Hvl. T was considering the odd fate of those men
who have in all ages, through an affectation of being
distinguished from the vulgar, or some unaccount-
able turn of thought, pretended either to believe noth-
ing at all or to believe the most extravagant things in
the world. This, however, might be borne if their
paradoxes and skepticism did not draw after them
some consequences of general disadvantage to
mankind. But the mischief lics here: that when men
of less Ieisure see them who are supposed to have
spent their whole time in the pursuits of knowledge
professing an entire ignorance of all things or
advancing such notions as are repugnant to plain and
commonly received principles, they will be tempted
1o entertain suspicions concerning the most impor-
tant truths, which they had hitherto held sacred and
unquestionable.

Phil. T entirely agree with you as to the ill ten-
dency of the affected doubts of some philosophers
and fantastical conceits of others. I am even so far
gonce of late in this way of thinking that I have quit-
ted several of the sublime notions I had got in their
schools for vulgar opinions. And I give it you on my
word, since this revolt from metaphysical notions to
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the plain dictates of nature and common sense, I find
my understanding strangely enlightened, so that I can
now casily comprehend a great many things which
before were all mystery and riddle.

Hyl. T am glad to find there was
accounts I heard of you.

Phil. Pray, what were those?

Hyl. You were represented in last night’s conver-
sation as one who maintained the most extravagant
opinion that ever entered into the mind of man, to wit,
that there is no such thing as “material substance™ in
the world.

Phil. That there is no such thing as what philoso-
phers call “material substance,” I am seriously per-
suaded; but if I were made to see anything absurd or
skeptical in this, I should then have the same reason
to renounce this that I imagine I have now to reject
the contrary opinion.

Hyl. What! Can anything be more fantastical,
MOIE Iepugnant (o COMMON SENSe Or a More manifest
picee of skepticism than to believe there is no such
thing as matter?

Phil. Softly, good Hylas. What if it should prove
that you, who hold there is, are, by virtue of that opin-
ion, a greater skeptic and maintain more paradoxes
and repugnances to common sense than I who
believe no such thing?

Hyl. You may as soon persuade me the part is
greater than the whole, as that, in order to avoid
absurdity and skepticism, I should ever be obliged to
give up my opinion in this point.

Phil. Well then, are you content o admit that
opinion for truc which, upon examination, shall
appear most agreeable to common sense and remote
from skepticism?

Hyl. With all my heart. Since you are for raising
disputes about the plainest things in nature, I am con-
tent for once to hear what you have to say.

Phil. Pray, Hylas, what do you mecan by a “skep-
tic?”

Hyl. T mean what all men mean, one that doubts
of everything.

Phil. He then who entertains no doubt concerning
some particular point, with regard to that point can-
not be thought a skeptic.

Hyl. Tagree with you.

nothing in the
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Phil. Whether does doubting consist in embrac-
ing the affirmative or negative side of a question?

Hyl. In neither; for whoever understands English
cannot but know that doubting significs a suspense
between both.

Phil. He then that denies any point can no more
be said to doubt of it than he who affirms it with the
same degree of assurance.

Hyl. True.

Phil. And, consequently, for such his denial is no
more to be esteemed a skeptic than the other.

Hyl. Tacknowledge it.

Phil. How comes it to pass then, Hylas, that you
pronounce me a skeptic because 1 deny what you
aftirm, to wit, the existence of matter? Since, for
aught you can tell, I am as peremptory in my denial
as you in your affirmation.

Hyvl. Hold, Philonous, I have been a little out in
my definition; but ¢every false step a man makes in
discourse is not to be insisted on. 1 said indeed that a
“skeptic™ was one who doubted of everything; but 1
should have added: or who denies the reality and
truth of things.

Phil. What things? Do you mean the principles
and theorems of sciences? But these you know are
universal intellectual notions, and consequently inde-
pendent of matter; the denial therefore of this does
not imply the denying them.

Hyl. 1 grant it. But are there no other things?
What think you of distrusting the senses, of denying
the real existence of sensible things, or pretending to
know nothing of them. Is not this sufficient to denom-
inate a man a skeptic?

Phil. Shall we therefore examine which of us it is
that denies the reality of sensible things or professes
the greatest ignorance of them, since, if 1 take you
rightly, he is to be esteemed the greatest skeptic?

Hyl. That is what I desire.

Phil. What mean you by “sensible things?”

Hyl. Those things which are perceived by the
senses. Can you imagine that 1 mean anything else?

Phil. Pardon me, Hylas, if 1 am desirous clearly to
apprehend your notions, since this may much shorten
our inquiry. Suffer me then to ask you this further
question. Are those things only perceived by the

senses which are pereeived immediately? Or may
those things properly be said to be “sensible™ which
are perceived mediately, or not without the interven-
tion of others?

Hyl. Tdonot sul ntly understand you.

Phil. In reading a book, what I immediately per-
ceive are the letters, but mediately, or by means of
these, are suggested to my mind the notions of God,
virtue, truth, etc. Now, that the letters are truly sensi-
ble things, or perceived by sense, there is no doubt;
but T would know whether you take the things sug-
gested by them to be so too.

Hyl. No, certainly; it were absurd to think God or
virtue sensible things, though they may be signified
and suggested to the mind by scnsible marks with
which they have an arbitrary connection.

Phil. Tt seems, then, that by “sensible things™ you
mean those only which can be perceived immediately
by sensc.

Hyl. Right.

Phil. Does it not follow from this that, though I
see one part of the sky red, and another blue, and that
my reason does thence evidently conclude there must
be some cause of that diversity of colors, yet that
cause cannot be said to be a sensible thing or per-
ceived by the sense of seeing?

Hyvl. Tt does.

Phil. In like manner, though I hear variety of
sounds, yet 1 cannot be said to hear the causes of
those sounds.

Hyvl. You cannot.

Phil. And when by my touch 1 perceive a thing to
be hot and heavy, I cannot say, with any truth or pro-
priety, that I feel the cause of its heat or weight.

Hyl. "To prevent any more questions of this kind, T
tell you once for all that by “sensible things™ I mean
those only which are perceived by sense, and that in
truth the senses pereeive nothing which they do not
perceive immediately, for they make no inferences.
‘The deducing therefore of causes or occasions from
effects and appearances, which alone are perceived
by sense, entirely relates to reason.

Phil. This point then is agreed between us—that
sensible things are those only which are immediately
perceived by sense. You will further inform me
whether we immediately perceive by sight anything
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besides light and colors and figures; or by hearing
anything but sounds; by the palate, anything beside
tastes; by the smell, besides odors; or by the touch,
more than tangible qualities.

Hyl. We do not.

Phil. Tt seems, therefore, that if you take away all
sensible qualities, there remains nothing sensible?

Hyl. Tgrantit.

Phil. Scnsible things therefore are nothing else
but so many sensible qualities or combinations of
sensible qualities?

Hyl. Nothing else.

Phil. Heat is then a sensible thing?

Hyl. Certainly.

Phil. Does the reality of sensible things consist in
being perceived, or is it something distinet from their
being perceived, and that bears norelation to the mind?

Hyl. To exist is one thing, and to be perceived is
another.

Phil. T speak with regard to sensible things only;
and of these L ask, whether by their real existence you
mean a subsistence exterior to the mind and distinct
from their being perceived?

Hyl. T mean a real absolute being, distinct from
and without any relation to their being perceeived.

Phil. Heat therefore, if it be allowed a real being,
must exist without the mind?

Hyl. Tt must.

Phil. Tell me, Hylas, is this real existence equally
compatible to all degrees of heat, which we perceive,
or is there any reason why we should attribute it to
some and deny it to others? And if there be, pray let
me know that reason.

Hyl. Whatever degree of heat we perceive by
sense, we may be sure the same exists in the object
that occasions it.

Phil. What! the greatest as well as the le:

Hyl. T tell you, the reason is plainly the same in
respeet of both: they are both perceived by sense;
nay, the greater degree of heat is more sensibly per-
ceived; and consequently, if there is any difference,
we are more certain of its real existence than we can
be of the reality of a lesser degree.

Phil. But is not the most vehement and intense
degree of heat a very great pain?

Hyl. No one can deny it.
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Phil. And
pain or pleasure?

Hyl. No, certainly.

Phil. Is your material substance a senseless being
or a being endowed with sense and perception?

Hyl. Ttis senseless, without doubt.

Phil. Tt cannot, therefore, be the subject of pair

Hyl. By no mcans.

Phil. Nor, conscquently, of the greatest heat per-
ceived by s ince you acknowledge this to be no
small pain?

Hyl. T grantit.

Phil. What shall we say then of your external
object it a material substance, or no?

Hyl. It is a material substance with the sensible
qualitics inhering in it.

Phil. How then can a great heat exist in it, since
you own it cannot in a material substance? I desire
you would clear this point.

Hyl. Hold, Philonous, I fear I was out in yiclding
intense heat to be a pain. It should scem rather that
something distinct from heat, and the conse-
quence or effect of it.

Phil. Upon putting your hand near the fire, do you
perceive one simple uniforin sensation or two distinct
sensations?

Hyl. Butone simple sensation.

Phil. Is not the heat immediately perceived?

Hyl. Itis.

Phil. And the pain?

Hyl. True.

Phil. Secing therefore they are both immediately
perceived at the same time, and the fire affects you
only with one simple or uncompounded idea, it fol-
lows that this same simple idea is both the intense
heat immediately perceived and the pain; and, conse-
quently, that the intense heat immediately perceived
is nothing distinct from a particular sort of pain.

Hyl. It scems so.

Phil. Again, try in your thoughts, Hylas, if you
can conceive a vehement sensation to be without pain
or pleasure.

Hyl. T cannot.

Phil. Or can you frame to yourself an idea of sen-
sible pain or pleasure, in general, abstracted from
every particular idea of heat, cold, tastes, smells, ete.?

any unpereeiving thing capable of
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Hyl. Tdonot find that I can.

Phil. Doces it not therefore follow that sensible
pain is nothing distinct from those sensations or
ideas—in an intense degree?

Hvl. Tt is undeniable; and, to speak the truth, I
begin to suspect a very great heat cannot exist but in
amind perceiving it.

Phil. What! arc you then in that skeptical state of
suspense, between affirming and denying?

Hyl. Tthink I may be positive in the point. A very
violentand painful heat cannot exist without the mind.

Phil. Tt has not therefore, according to you, any
real being?

Hyl. Townit.

Phil. s it therefore certain that there is no body in
nature really hot?

Hyl. T have not denied there is any real heat in
bodies. T only say there is no such thing as an intense
real heat.

Phil. But did you not say before that all degrees
of heat were equally real, or, if there was any differ-
ence, that the greater were more undoubtedly real
than the lesser?

Hyl. True; but it was because I did not then con-
sider the ground there is for distinguishing between
them, which I now plainly sec. And it is this: because
intense heat is nothing clse but a particular kind of
painful sensation, and pain cannot exist but in a per-
ceiving being, it follows that no intense heat can
really exist in an unperceiving corporeal substance.
But this is no reason why we should deny heat in an
inferior degree to exist in such a substance.

Phil. But how shall we be able to discern those
degrees of heat which exist only in the mind {rom
those which exist without it?

Hyl. That is no difficult matter. You know the
Ieast pain cannot exist unperceived; whatever, there-
fore, degree of heat is a pain cxists only in the mind.
But as for all other degrees of heat nothing obliges us
to think the same of them.

Phil. T think you granted before that no unper-
ceiving being was capable of pleasure any more than
of pain,

Hyl. 1did.

Phil. And is not warmth, or a more gentle deg
of heat than what causes uneasiness, a pleasure?

Hyl. What then?

Phil. Consequently, it cannot exist without the
mind in an unperceiving substance, or body.

Hyl. So it scems.

Phil. Since, therefore, as well those degrees of
heat that are not painful, as those that are, can exist
only in a thinking substance, may we not conclude
that external bodies are absolutely incapable of any
degree of heat whatsoever?

Hyl. On second thoughts, T do not think it is so
evident that warmth is a pleasure as that a great
degree of heat is a pain.

Phil. T do not pretend that warmth is as grcat a
pleasure as heat is a pain. But if you grant it to be
even a small pleasure, it serves to make good my
conclusion.

Hyl. Tcould rather call it an “indolence.” It scems
to be nothing more than a privation of both pain and
pleasure. And that such a quality or state as this may
agree to an unthinking substance, I hope you will not
deny.

Phil. 1f you are resolved to maintain that warmth,
or a gentle degree of heat, is no pleasure, I know not
how to convince you otherwise than by appealing to
your own sense. But what think you of cold?

Hyl. The same that I do of heat. An intense degree
of cold is a pain; for to feel a very great cold is to per-
ceive a great uneasin it cannot therefore exist
without the mind; but a lesser degree of cold may, as
well as a lesser degree of heat.

Phil. Those bodics, therefore, upon whose appli-
cation to our own we perceive a moderate degree of
heat must be concluded to have a moderate degree of
heat or warmth in them; and those upon whose appli-
cation we feel a like degree of cold must be thought
to have cold in them.

Hyl. They must.

Phil. Can any doctrine be true that necessarily
Icads a man into an absurdity?

Hyl. Without doubt it cannot.

Phil. Ts it not an absurdity to think that the same
thing should be at the same time both cold and warm?

Hyl. Itis.

Phil. Suppose now one of your hands hot, and the
other cold, and that they are both at once put into the
same vessel of water, in an intermediate state, will
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not the water seem cold to one hand, and warm to the
other?

Hyl. Tt will.

Phil. Ought we not therefore, by your principles,
to conclude it is really both cold and warm at the
same time, that is, according to your own concession,
1o believe an absurdity?

Hyl. I confess it scems so.

Phil. Consequently, the principles themselves are
false, since you have granted that no true principle
leads to an absurdity.

Hyl. But, after all, can anything be more absurd
than 1o say, there is no heat in the fire?

Phil. To make the point still clearer; tell me
whether, in two cases exactly alike, we ought not to
make the same judgment?

Hyl. We ought.

Phil. When a pin pricks your finger, does it not
rend and divide the fibres of your flesh?

Hyl. It doces.

Phil. And when a coal bums your finger, does it
any more?

Hyl. Ttdoes not.

Phil. Since, therefore, you neither judge the sen-
sation itself occasioned by the pin, nor anything like
it to be in the pin, you should not, conformably to
what you have now granted, judge the sensation
occasioned by the fire, or anything like it. to be in the
fire.

Hyl. Well, since it must be so, I am content to
yield this point and acknowledge that heat and cold
are only sensations existing in our minds. But there
still remain qualities enough to secure the reality of
external things.

Phil. But what will you say, Hylas, if it shall
appear that the case is the same with regard to all
other sensible qualities, and that they can no more be
supposed to exist without the mind than heat and
cold?

Hyl. Then, indeed, you will have done something
to the purpose; but that is what T despair of seeing
proved.

Phil. Let us examine them in order. What think
you of tastes—do they exist without the mind, or no?

Hyl. Can any man in his senses doubt whether
sugar is sweet, or wormwood bitter?
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Phil. Inform me, Hylas. Is a sweet taste a partic-
ular kind of pleasure or pleasant sensation, or is it
not?

Hyl. Ttis.

Phil. And is not bitterness some Kind of uncasi-
ness or pain?

Hyl. 1 grantit.

Phil. I, therefore, sugar and wormwood are
unthinking corporeal substances existing without the
mind, how can sweetness and bitterness, that is,
pleasure and pain, agree to them?

Hyl. Hold, Philonous. I now see what it was [that]
deluded me all this time. You asked whether heat and
cold, sweetness and bitterness, were not particular
sorts of pleasure and pain; to which I answered sim-
ply that they were. Whereas I should have thus dis-
tinguished: those qualities as perceived by us are
pleasures or pains, but not as existing in the external
objects. We must not therefore conclude absolutely
that there is no heat in the fire or sweetness in the
sugar, but only that heat or sweetness, as perceived
by us, arc not in the fire or sugar. What say you to
this?

Phil. 1 say it is nothing to the purpose. Our di
course proceeded altogether concerning  sensible
things, which you defined to be "the things we imme-
diately perceive by our senses.” Whatever other qual-
ities, therefore, you speak of, as distinct from these, 1
know nothing of them, neither do they at all belong to
the point in dispute. You may, indeed, pretend to have
discovered certain qualitics which you do not per-
ceive and assert those insensible qualitics exist in fire
and sugar. But what use can be made of this to your
present purpose, I am at a loss to conceive. Tell me
then once more, do you acknowledge that heat and
cold, sweetness and bitterness (meaning those quali-
ties which are perceived by the senses), do not exist
without the mind?

Hyl. Tseeitis tono purpose to hold out, so I give
up the cause as to those mentioned qualities, though
I profess it sounds oddly to say that sugar is not
sweel.

Phil. But, for your further satisfaction, take this
along with you: that which at other times scems
sweet shall, to a distempered palate, appear bitter.
And nothing can be plainer than that divers persons
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perceive different tastes in the same food, since that
which one man delights in, another abhors. And how
could this be if the taste was something really inher-
ent in the food?

Hyl. Tacknowledge I know not how.

Phil. Inthe next place, odors are to be considered.
And with regard to these I would fain know whether
what has been said of tastes does not exactly agree to
them? Are they not so many pleasing or displeasing
sensations?

Hyl. They are.

Phil. Can you then conceive it possible that they
should exist in an unperceiving thing?

Hyl. T cannot.

Phil. Or can you imagine that filth and ordure
affect those brute animals that feed on them out of
choice with the same smells which we perceive in
them?

Hyl. By no means.

Phil. May we not therefore conclude of smells, as
of the other forementioned qualities, that they cannot
exist in any but a perceiving substance or mind?

Hyl. T think so.

Phil. 'Then as to sounds, what must we think of
them, are they accidents really inherent in external
bodies or not?

Hyl. ‘That they inhere not in the sonorous bodies
is plain from hence; because a bell struck in the
exhausted receiver of an air-pump sends forth no
sound. The air, thercfore, must be thought the subject
of sound.

Phil. What rcason is there for that, [yl

Hyl. Because, when any motion is raised in the
air, we perceive a sound greater or lesser, in propor-
tion to the air’s motion; but without some motion in
the air we never hear any sound at all.

Phil. And granting that we never hear a sound but
when some motion is produced in the air, yet I do not
see how you can infer from thence that the sound
itself is in the ai

Hyl. 1t is this very motion in the external air that
produces in the mind the sensation of sound. For,
striking on the drum of the ear, it causes a vibration
which by the auditory nerves being communicated to
the brain, the soul is thereupon affected with the sen-
sation called “sound.”

Phil. What! is sound then a sensz

Hyl. Ttell you, as perceived by us it is
sensation in the mind.

Phil. And can any sensation exist without the
mind?

Hyl. No, certainly.

Phil. How then can sound, being a sensation,
exist in the air if by the “air™ you mean a senscless
substance existing without the mind?

Hyl. You must distinguish, Philonous, between
sound as it is perceived by us, and as it is in itself; or
(which is the same thing) between the sound we
immediately perceive and that which exists without
us. The former, indeed, is a particular kind of sensa-
tion, but the latter is merely a vibrative or undulatory
motion in the air.

Phil. Tthought I had already obviated that distinc-
tion by the answer I gave when you were applying it
in a like case before. But, to say no more of that, are
you sure then that sound is really nothing but motion?

Hyl. Tam.

Phil. Whatever, therefore, agrees to real sound
may with truth be attributed to motion?

Hyl. 1t may.

Phil. Itis then good sense to speak of “motion™ as
of a thing that is loud, sweet, acute, or grave.

Hyl. 1sce you are resolved not 1o understand e.
Is it not evident those accidents or modes belong only
to sensible sound, or sound in the common accepta-
tion of the word, but not to sound in the real and
philosophic sense, which, as I just now told you, is
nothing but a certain motion of the air’

Phil. Tt seems then there are two sorts of sound—
the one vulgar, or that which is heard, the other philo-
sophical and real?

Hyl. Even so.

Phil. And the latter consists in motion?

Hyl. 11told you so before.

Phil. Tell me, Hylas, to which of the senses, think
you, the idea of motion belongs? To the hearing?

Hyl. No, certainly; but to the sight and touch.

Phil. 1t should follow then that, according to you,
real sounds may possibly be seen or felt, but never
heard.

Hyl. Look you, Philonous, you may, if you
please, make a jest of my opinion, but that will not

a particular
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alter the truth of things, I'own, indeed, the inferences
you draw me into sound something oddly, but com-
mon language, you know, is framed by, and for the
use of, the vulgar. We must not therefore wonder if
expressions adapted to exact philosophic notions
seem uncouth and out of the way.

Phil. Is it come to that? T assure you I imagine
myself to have gained no small point since you make
so light of departing from common phrases and opin-
ions, it being a main part of our inquiry to examine
whose notions are widest of the common road and
most repugnant to the general sense of the world. But
can you think it no more than a philosophical para-
dox to say that “real sounds are never heard,” and that
the idea of them is obtained by some other sense?
And is there nothing in this contrary to nature and the
truth of things?

Hyl. To deal ingenuously, I do not like it. And,
after the concessions alrcady made, I had as well
grant that sounds, too, have no real being without the
mind.

Phil. And 1 hope you will make no difficulty to
acknowledge the same of colors.

Hyl. Pardon me; the case of colors is very differ-
ent. Can anything be plainer than that we see them on
the objects?

Phil. The objects you speak of are, I suppose, cor-
poreal substances existing without the mind?

Hyl. They are.

Phil. And have true and real colors inhering in
them?

Hyl. Each visible object has that color which we
see in it.

Phil. How! is there anything visible but what we
perceive by sight?

Hyl. There is not.

Phil. And do we perceive anything by sense
which we do not perceive immediately?

Hyl. How often must 1 be obliged to repeat the
same thing? [ tell you, we do not.

Phil. Have patience, good Hylas, and tell me once
more whether there is anything immediately per-
ceived by the senses except sensible qualities. 1
know you asserted there was not; but I would now
be informed whether you still persist in the same
opinion.
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Hyl. 1do.

Phil. Pray, is your corporeal substance cither a
sensible quality or made up of sensible qualities?

Hyl. What a question that is! Who ever thought it
was?

Phil. My reason for asking was, because in say-
ing “cach visible object has that color which we sce
in it,” you make visible objects to be corporeal sub-
stances, which implies cither that corporeal sub-
stances are sensible qualities or else that there is
something besides sensible qualities perceived by
sight; but as this point was formerly agreed between
us, and is still maintained by you, it is a clear conse-
quence that your corporeal substance is nothing dis-
tinct from sensible qualitics.

Hyl. You may draw as many absurd conse-
quences as you please and endeavor to perplex the
plainest things, but you shall never persuade me out
of my senses. I clearly understand my own meaning.

Phil. 1 wish you would make me understand it,
too. But, since you are unwilling to have your notion
of corporeal substance examined, 1 shall urge that
point no further. Only be pleased to let me know
whether the same colors which we see exist in exter-
nal bodies or some other.

Hyl. The very same.

Phil. What! are then the beautiful red and purple
we sce on yonder clouds really in them? Or do you
imagine they have in themselves any other form than
that of a dark mist or vapor?

Hyl. 1 must own, Philonous, those colors are not
really in the clouds as they seem to be at this distance.
‘They are only apparent colors,

Phil. “Apparent” call you them? How shall we
distinguish these apparent colors from real?

Hyl. Very casily. Those are to be thought apparent
which, appearing only at a distance, vanish upon a
nearer approach.

Phil. And those, I suppose, are to be thought real
which are discovered by the most near and exact
survey.

Hvl. Right.

Phil. 1s the nearest and exactest survey made by
the help of a microscope or by the naked eye?

Hyl. By amicroscope, doubtless.

Phil. But a microscope often discovers colors in
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an object different from those perceived by the unas-
sisted sight. And, in case we had microscopes magni-
fying to any assigned degree, it is certain that no
object whatsoever, viewed through them, would
appear in the same color which it exhibits to the
naked eye.

Hyl. And what will you conclude from all thi
You cannot argue that there arc really and naturally
no colors on objects because by artificial manage-
ments they may be altered or made to vanish.

Phil. T think it may evidently be concluded from
your own concessions that all the colors we see with
our naked eyes are only apparent as those on the
clouds, since they vanish upon a more close and
accurate inspection which is atforded us by a micro-
scope. Then, as to what you say by way of preven-
tion: I ask you whether the real and natural state of an
object is better discovered by a very sharp and pierc-
ing sight or by one which is less sharp?

Hyl. By the former without doubt.

Phil. Ts it not plain from dioptrics that micro-
scopes make the sight more penetrating and represent
objects as they would appear to the eye in case it were
naturally endowed with a most exquisite sharpness?

Hvl Ttis.

Phil. Conscquently, the microscopical represen-
tation is to be thought that which best sets forth the
real nature of the thing, or what it is in itself. The col-
ors, therefore, by it perceived are more genuine and
real than those perceived otherwise.

Hyl. 1 confess there is something in what you say.

Phil. Besides, it is not only possible but manifest
that there actually are animals whose eyes are by
nature framed to perceive those things which by rea-
son of their minuteness escape our sight. What think
you of those inconceivably small animals perceived
by glasses? Must we suppose they are all stark blind?
Or, in casc they see, can it be imagined their sight has
not the same use in preserving their bodies from
injuries which appears in that of all other animals?
And if it has, is it not evident they must see particles
less than their own bodies, which will present them
with a far different view in each object from that
which strikes our senses? Even our own eyes do not
always represent objects to us after the same manner.
In the jaundice everyone knows that all things seem

yellow. Is it not therefore highly probable those ani-
mals in whose cyes we discern a very different tex-
ture from that of ours, and whose bodics abound with
different humors, do not see the same colors in cvery
object that we do? From all which should it not scem
to follow that all colors are equally apparent, and that
none of those which we perceeive are really inherent
in any outward object?

Hyl. 1t should.

Phil. The point will be past all doubt if you con-
sider that, in case colors were real properties or affi
tions inherent in external bodies, they could admit of
no alteration without some change wrought in the
very bodies themselves; but is it not evident from
what has been said that, upon the use of microscopes,
upon a change happening in the humors of the eye, or
a variation of distance, without any manner of real
alteration in the thing itself, the colors of any object
are either changed or totally disappear? Nay, all other
circumstances remaining the same, change but the
situation of some objects and they shall present dif-
ferent colors to the eye. The same thing happens
upon viewing an object in various degrees of light.
And what is more known than that the same bodies
appear differently colored by candlelight from what
they do in the open day? Add to these the experiment
of a prism which, separating the heterogencous rays
of light, alters the color of any object and will cause
the whitest to appear of a deep blue or red to the
naked eye. And now tell me whether you are still of
opinion that every body has its true real color inher-
ing in it; and if you think it has, I would fain know
further from you what certain distance and position
of the object, what peculiar texture and formation of
the eye, what degree or kind of light is necessary for
ascertaining that true color and distinguishing it from
apparent ones.

Hyl. 1 own myscelf entirely satisficd that they arc
all equally apparent and that there is no such thing as
color really inhering in external bodies, but that it is
altogether in the light. And what confirms me in this
opinion is that in proportion to the light colors are
still more or less vivid; and if there be no light, then
are there no colors pereeived. Besides, allowing there
are colors on external objects, yet, how is it possible
for us to perceive them? For no external body affects
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the mind unless it acts first on our organs of sensc.
But the only action of bodies is motion, and motion
cannot be communicated otherwise than by impulse.
A distant object, therefore, cannot act on the eye, nor
consequently make itself or its properties perceivable
to the soul. Whence it plainly follows that it is imine-
diatcly some contiguous substance which, operating
on the eye, occasions a perception of colors; and such
is light.

Phil. How! is light then a substance?

Hyl. Ttell you, Philonous, external light is nothing
but a thin fluid substance whose minute particles,
being agitated with a brisk motion and in various man-
ners reflected from the different surfaces of outward
objects to the eyes, communicate different motions to
the optic nerves; which, being propagated to the brain,
cause therein various impressions, and these are
attended with the sensations of red, blue, yellow, etc.

Phil. Tt scems, then, the light does no more than
shake the optic nerves.

Hyl. Nothing clse.

Phil. And, consequent to each particular motion
of the nerves, the mind is affected with a sensation
which me particular color.

Hyl. Right.

Phil. And these sensations have no existence
without the mind.

Hyl. They have not.

Phil. How then do you affirm that colors are in
the light, since by “light™ you understand a corporeal
substance external to the mind?

Hyl. Light and colors, as immediately perceived
by us, I grant cannot exist without the mind. But in
themselves they are only the motions and configura-
tions of certain insensible particles of matter.

Phil. Colors, then, in the vulgar sense, or taken
for the immediate objects of sight, cannot agree to
any but a perceiving substance.

Hyl. ‘That is what I say.

Phil. Well then, since you give up the point as to
those sensible qualities which are alone thought col-
ors by all mankind besides, you may hold what you
please with regard to those invisible ones of the
philosophers. It is not my business to dispute about
them; only I would advise you to bethink yourself
whether, considering the inquiry we are upon, it be

GEORGE BERKELEY

prudent for you to affirm—the red and blue which we
see are not real colors, but certain unknown motions
and figures which no man ever did or can see are
truly so. Are not these shocking notions, and are not
they subject to as many ridiculous inferences as those
you were obliged to renounce before in the case of
sounds?

Hyl. 1 frankly own, Philonous, that it is in vain to
stand out any longer. Colors, sounds, tastes, in a
word, all those termed “secondary qualitics,” have
certainly no existence without the mind. But by this
acknowledgment I must not be supposed to derogate
anything from the reality of matter or external
objects; seeing it is no more than several philoso-
phers maintain, who nevertheless are the farthest
imaginable from denying matter. For the clearer
understanding of this you must know sensible quali-
ties are by philosophers divided into “primary” and
“secondary.” The former are extension, figure, solid-
ity, gravity, motion, and rest. And these they hold
exist really in bodies. The latter are those above enu-
merated, or, briefly, all sensible qualities besides the
primary, which they assert are only so many sensa-
tions or ideas existing nowhere but in the mind. But
all this, I doubt not, you arc already apprised of. For
my part I have been a long time sensible there was
such an opinion current among philosophers, but was
never thoroughly convinced of its truth till now.

Phil. You are still then of opinion that extension
and figures are inherent in external unthinking sub-
stances?

Hyl. Tam.

Phil. But what if the same areuments which are
brought against secondary qualities will hold good
against these also?

Hyl. Why then I'shall be obliged to think they too
exist only in the mind.

Phil. s it your opinion the very figure and exten-
sion which you perceive by sense exist in the outward
object or material substance?

Hyl. s,

Phil. Have all other animals as good grounds to
think the same of the figure and extension which they
see and feel?

Hyl. Without doubt, if they have any thought at
all.
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Phil. Answer me, Hylas, Think you the senses
were bestowed upon all animals for their preserva-
tion and well-being in life? Or were they given to
men alone for this end?

Hyl. T make no question but they have the same
use in all other animals.

Phil. 1f so, is it not necessary they should be
cnabled by them to perceive their own limbs and
those bodies which are capable of harming them?

Hyl. Certainly.

Phil. A mite therefore must be supposed to see
his own foot, and things equal or even less than it, as
bodies of some considerable dimension, though at
the same time they appear to you scarce discernible
or at best as so many visible points?

Hvl. I cannot deny it.

Phil. And to creatures less than the mite they will
seem yet larger?

Hyl. They will.

Phil. Insomuch that what you can hardly discern
will to another extremely minute animal appear as
some huge mountain?

Hyl. All this T grant.

Phil. Can one and the same thing be at the same
time in itself of different dimensions?

Hvl. That were absurd to imagine.

Phil. But from what you have laid down it fol-
lows that both the extension by you perceived and
that perceived by the mite itself, as likewise all those
perceived by lesser animals, are each of them the true
extension of the mite’s foot; that is to say, by your
own principles you are led into an absurdity.

Hyl. ‘There seems to be some difficulty in the point,

Phil. Again, have you not acknowledged that no
real inherent property of any object can be changed
without some change in the thing itself?

Hyl. 1 have.

Phil. But, as we approach to or recede from an
object, the visible extension varies, being at one dis-
tance ten or a hundred times greater than at another.
Does it not therefore follow from hence likewise that
it is not really inherent in the object?

Hyl. Town L am at a loss what to think.

Phil. Your judgment will soon be determined if
you will venture to think as freely concerning this
quality as you have done concerning the rest. Was it

not admitted as a good argument that neither heat nor
cold was in the water because it seemed warm (o one
hand and cold to the other?

Hyl. Tt was.

Phil. Ts itnot the very same reasoning to conclude
there is no extension or figure in an object because to
one eye it shall scem little, smooth, and round, when
at the same time it appears to the other great, uneven,
and angular?

Hyl. ‘The very same. But does this latter fact ever
happen?

Phil. You may at any time make the experiment
by looking with one cye bare, and with the other
through a microscope.

Hyl. 1know not how to maintain it, and yet I am
loath to give up extension; 1 see s0 many odd conse-
quences following upon such a concession.

Phil. Odd, say you? After the concessions already
made, I hope you will stick at nothing for i
But, on the other hand, should it not scem very odd if
the genceral reasoning which includes all other sensi-
ble qualities did not also include extension? If it be
allowed that no idea nor anything like an idea can
exist in an unperceiving substance, then surely it fol-
lows that no figure or mode of extension, which we
can cither perceive or imagine, or have any idea of,
can be really inherent in matter, not to mention the
peculiar difficulty there must be in conceiving a
material substance, prior to and distinct from exten-
sion, 1o be the substratunt of extension. Be the sensi-
ble quality what it will—figure or sound or color—it
seems alike impossible it should subsist in that which
does not perceive it.

Hyl. 1 give up the point for the present, reserving
still a right to retract my opinion in case I shall here-
after discover any false step in my progress to it.

Phil. Thatis aright you cannot be denied. Figures
and cxtension being dispatched, we proceed next to
motion. Can a real motion in any external body be at
the same time both very swift and very slow?

Hyl. Tt cannot.

Phil. Is not the motion of a body swift in a recip-
rocal proportion to the time it takes up in describing
any given space? Thus a body that describes a mile in
an hour moves three times faster than it would in case
it described only a mile in three hours.
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Hyl. Tagree with you.

Phil. And is not time measured by the succession
of ideas in our minds?

Hyl. 1tis.

Phil. And is it not possible ideas should succeed
one another twice as fast in your mind as they do in
ming, or in that of some spirit of another kind?

Hyl. Townit.

Phil. Conscquently, the same body may to
another seem 1o perform its motion over any space in
half the time that it does to you. And the same r
soning will hold as to any other proportion; that is to
say, according to your principles (since the motions
perceived are both really in the object) it is possible
one and the same body shall be really moved the
same way at once, both very swilt and very slow.
How is this consistent either with common sense or
with what you now granted?

Hyl. T have nothing to say toit,

Phil. Then as for solidity; cither you do not mean
any sensible quality by that word, and so it is beside
our inquiry; or if you do, it must be cither hardness or
resistance. But both the one and the other are plainly
relative to our s it being evident that what
seems hard to one animal may appear soft to another
who has greater force and firmness of limbs. Nor is it
less plain that the resistance I feel is not in the body.

is all you immediately perceive, is not in the body, but
the cause of that sensation is.

Phil. But the causes of our sensations are not
things immcdiately perceived, and therefore not sen-
sible. This point I thought had been already deter-
mined.

Hyl. T own it was; but you will pardon me if 1
seem a little embarrassed; 1 know not how to quit my
old notions.

Phil. To help you out, do but consider that if
extension be once acknowledged to have no existence
without the mind, the same must necessarily be
granted of motion, solidity, and gravity, since they all
cvidently suppose extension. It is therefore superflu-
ous to inquire particularly concerning cach of them,
In denying extension, you have denied them all to
have any real existence.
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Hyl. T wonder, Philonous, if what you say be true,
why those philosophers who deny the sccondary
qualitics any real existence should yet attribute it to
the primary. If there is no dilference between them,
how can this be accounted for?

Phil. 1t is not my business to account for every
opinion of the philosophers. But, among other rea-
sons which may be assigned for this, it scems proba-
ble that pleasure and pain being rather annexed to the
former than the latter may be one. Heat and cold,
tastes and smells have something more vividly pleas-
ing or disagrecable than the ideas of extension, fig-
ure, and motion affect us with. And, it being too vis-
ibly absurd to hold that pain or plcasure can be in an
unpereeiving substance, men are more casily weaned
from believing the external existence of the second-
ary than the primary qualitics. You will be satisfied
there is something in this if you recollect the differ-
ence you made between an intense and more moder-
ate degree of heat, allowing the one a real existence
while you denied it to the other. Bu, after all, there is
no rational ground for that iction, for surely an
indifferent sensation is as truly a sensation as one
more pleasing or painful, and consequently should
not any more than they be supposed to exist in an
unthinking subject.

Hyl. Itis just come into my head, Philonous, that
I have somewhere heard of a distinction between
absolute and sensible extension. Now though it
be acknowledged that great and small, consisting
merely in the relation which other extended beings
have to the parts of our own bodics, do not really
inhere in the substances themselves, yet nothing
obliges us to hold the same with regard to absolute
extension, which is something abstracted from great
and small, from this or that particular magnitude or
figure, So likewise as to motion: swift and slow arc
altogether relative to the succession of ideas in our
own minds. But it does not follow, because those
modifications of motion exist not without the mind,
that therefore absolute motion abstracted from them
does not.

Phil. Pray what is it that distinguishes one
motion, or one part of extension, from another? Is it
not something sensible, as some degree of swiftness
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or slowness, some certain magnitude or figure pecu-
liar to cach?

Hyl. T think so.

Phil. These qualitics, therefore, stripped of all
sensible propertics, are without all specific and
numerical differences, as the schools call them.

Hyl. They are.

Phil. That is to say, they are extension in gencral,
and motion in general.

Hyvl. Letit be so.

Phil. But it is a universally received maxim that
evervthing which exists is particular. How then can
motion in general, or extension in general, exist in
any corporcal substance?

Hyvl. Twill take time to solve your difficulty.

Phil. But T think the point may be speedily
decided. Without doubt you can tell whether you are
able to frame this or that idea. Now I am content to
put our dispute on this issue. If you can frame in your
thoughts a distinct abstract idea of motion or exten-
sion divested of all those sensible modes as swift and
slow, great and small, round and square, and the like,
which are acknowledged to exist only in the mind, 1
will then yield the point you contend for. But if you
cannot, it will be unreasonable on your side to insist
any longer upon what you have no notion of.

Hyl. "To confess ingenuously, I cannot.

Phil. Can you even separate the ideas of exten-
sion and motion from the ideas of all those qualities
which they who make the distinction term “second-
ary

Hyl. What! is it not an casy matter to consider
extension and motion by themselves, abstracted from
all other sensible qualities? Pray how do the mathe-
maticians treat of them?

Phil. T acknowledge, Hylas, it is not difficult to
form general propositions and reasonings  about
those qualitics without inentioning any other, and, in
this sense, to consider or treat of them abstractedly.
But how does it follow that, because I can pronounce
the word “motion™ by itself, I can form the idea of it
in my mind exclusive of body? Or because theorems
may be made of extension and figures, without any
mention of great or small, or any other sensible inode
or quality, that therefore it is possible such an abstract

idea of extension, without any particular size or fig-
ure or sensible quality, should be distinctly formed
and apprehended by the mind? Mathematicians treat
of quantity without regarding what other sensible
qualitics it is attended with, as being altogether indif-
ferent to their demonstrations. But when, laying
aside the words, they contemplate the bare ideas, 1
believe you will find they are not the pure abstracted
ideas of extension,

Hyl. But what say you to pure intellect? May not
abstracted ideas be framed by that faculty?

Phil. Since 1 cannot frame abstract ideas at all, it
is plain I cannot frame them by the help of pure intel-
lect, whatsoever faculty you understand by those
words. Besides, not to inquire into the nature of pure
intellect and its spiritual objects, as virfue, reason,
God, or the like, thus much seems manifest that sen-
sible things are only to be perceived by sense or rep-
resented by the imagination. Figures, therefore, and
extension, being originally perceived by sense, do
not belong to pure intellect; but, for your further sat-
isfaction, try if you can frame the idea of any figure
abstracted from all particularitics of size or even
from other sensible qualitics.

Hyl. Letme think a little—I do not tind that I can.

Phil. And can you think it possible that should
really exist in nature which implics a repugnancy in
its conception?

Hyl. By no means.

Phil. Since therefore it is impossible even for the
mind to disunite the ideas of extension and motion
from all other sensible qualitics, doces it not follow
that where the one exist there necessarily the other
exist likewise?

Hyl. Tt should seem so.

Phil. Consequently, the very same arguments
which you admmitted as conclusive against the sec-
ondary qualitics are, without any further application
of force, against the primary, too. Besides, if you will
trust your senses, is it not plain all sensible qualitics
coexist, or to them appear as being in the same place?
Do they ever represent a motion or figure as being
divested of all other visible and tangible qualitics?

Hyl. Youneed say no more on this head. Tam free
to own, if there be no secret error or oversight in our
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proceedings hitherto, that all sensible qualitics are
alike to be denied existence without the mind. But
my fear is that 1 have been too liberal in my former
concessions, or overlooked some fallacy or other. In
short, I did not take time to think.

Phil. For that matter, Hylas, you may take what
time you please in reviewing the progress of our
inquiry. You are at liberty to recover any slips you
might have made, or offer whatever you have omitted
which makes for your first opinion.

Hyl. One great oversight I take to be this—that I
did not sufficiently distinguish the object from the
sensation. Now, though this latter may not exist with-
out the mind, yet it will not thence follow that the for-
mer cannot.

Phil. What object do you mean? The object of the
senses?

Hyl. The same.

Phil. Ttis then immediately perceived?

Hyl. Right.

Phil. Make me to understand the difference
between what is immediately perceived and a sensa-
tion.

Hyl. 'The sensation I take to be an act of the mind
pereeiving; besides which there is something per-
ceived, and this I call the “object.” For example, there
is red and yellow on that tulip. But then the act of per-
ceiving those colors is in me only, and not in the tulip.

Phil. What tulip do you speak of? Is it that which
you see?

Hyl. 'The same.

Phil. And what do you sce besides color, figure,
and cxtension?

Hyl. Nothing.

Phil. What you would say then is that the red and
yellow are coexistent with the extension; is it not?

Hyl. That is not all; I would say they have a real
existence without the mind, in some unthinking sub-
stance.

Phil. "That the colors arc really in the tulip which
see is manifest. Neither can it be denied that this tlip
may exist independent of your mind or mine; but that
any immediate object of the senses—that is, any idea,
or combination of idcas—should exist in an unthink-
ing substance, or exterior to all minds, is in itself an
cevident contradiction. Nor can I imagine how this fol-
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lows from what you said just now, to wit, that the red
and yellow were on the tulip you saw, since you do not
pretend to see that unthinking substance.

Hyl. Youhave an artful way, Philonous, of divert-
ing our inquiry from the subject.

Phil. T see you have no mind to be pressed that
way. To return then to your distinction between sen-
sation and object; if 1 take you right, you distinguish
in every perception two things, the one an action of
the mind, the other not.

Hvl. ‘True.

Phil. And this action cannot exist in, or belong to,
any unthinking thing, but whatever besides is implicd
in a perception may?

Hyl. That is my mcaning.

Phil. So thatif there was a perception without any
act of the mind, it were possible such a perception
should exist in an unthinking substance?

Hyl. 1 grantit. Butitis impossible there should be
such a pereeption.

Phil. When is the mind said to be active?

Hyl. When it produces, puts an end to, or changes
anything.

Phil. Can the mind produce, discontinue, or
change anything but by an act of the will?

Hyl. It cannot.

Phil. "The mind therefore is to be accounted active
in its perceptions so far forth as volition is included in
them?

Hyl. Ttis.

Phil. In plucking this flower I am active, because
I'do it by the motion of my hand, which was cons
quent upon my volition; so likewise in applying it to
my nose. But is cither of these smelling?

Hyl. No.

Phil. T act, too, in drawing the air through my
nose, because my breathing so rather than otherwise
is the effect of my volition. But neither can this be
called “smelling,” for if it were I should smell every
time I breathed in that manner?

Hyl. "True.

Phil. Smelling then is somewhat consequent to
all thi:

Hyl. Itis.

Phil. But1donot find my will concerned any fur-
ther. Whatever more there is—as that I perceive such
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a particular smell, or any smell at all—this is inde-
pendent of my will, and thercin I am altogether pas-
sive. Do you find it otherwise with you, Hylas?

Hyl. No, the very same.

Phil. "Then, as to seeing, is it not in your power to
open your eyes or keep them shut, to turn them this
or that way?

Hyl. Without doubt.

Phil. But does it in like manner depend on your
will that in looking on this flower you perceive white
rather than any other color? Or, directing your open
eyes toward yonder part of the heaven, can you avoid
seeing the sun? Or is light or darkness the effect of
your volition?

Hyl. No, certainly.

Phil. You are then in these respects altogether
passive?

Hyl. Tam.

Phil. Tell me now whether seeing consists in per-
ceiving light and colors or in opening and turning the
eyes?

Hvl. Without doubt, in the former.

Phil. Since, therefore, you are in the very percep-
tion of light and colors altogether passive, what is
become of that action you were speaking of as an
ingredient in every sensation? And docs it not follow
from your own concessions that the perception of
light and colors, including no action in it, may exist
in an unperceiving substance? And is not this a plain
contradiction?

Hyl. T know not what to think of it.

Phil. Besides, since you distinguish the active
and passive in every perception, you must do it in that
of pain. But how is it possible that pain, be it as little
active as you please, should exist in an unperceiving
substance? In short, do but consider the point and
then confess ingenuously whether light and colors,
tastes, sounds, etc. are not all equally passions or sen-
sations in the soul. You may indeed call them “exter-
nal objects”™ and give them in words what subsistence
you please. But examine your own thoughts and then
tell me whether it be not as I say?

Hyl. T acknowledge, Philonous, that, upon a fair
observation of what passes in my mind, I can dis-
cover nothing clse but that [ am a thinking being
affected with variety of sensations, neither is it possi-

ble to conceive how a sensation should cxist in an
unperceiving substance. But then, on the other hand,
when I look on sensible things in a different view,
considering them as so many modes and qualitics, I
find it necessary to suppose a material substratum,
without which they cannot be conceived to exist.

Phil. “Material substratum™ call you it? Pray, by
which of your senses came you acquainted with that
being?

Hyl. Itis not itself sensible; its modes and quali-
ties only being perceived by the senses.

Phil. Tpresume then it was by reflection and rea-
son you obtained the idea of it?

Hyl. 1do not pretend to any proper positive idea
of it. However, I conclude it exists because qualities
cannot be conceived to exist without a support.

Phil. Ttseems then you have only a relative notion
of it, or that you conceive it not otherwise than by
conceiving the relation it bears to sensible qualitics?

Hyl. Right.

Phil. Be pleased, therefore, to let me know
wherein that relation consists.

Hyl. s it not sufficiently expressed in the term
“substratum™ or “substance?”

Phil. 1f so, the word “substratum™ should import
that it is spread under the sensible qualities or acci-
dents?

Hyl. ‘True.

Phil. And consequently under extension?

Hyl. Townit.

Phil. Tt is therefore somewhat in its own nature
cntirely distinct from extension?

Hyl. Ttell you extension is only a mode, and mat-
ter is something that supports modes. And is it not
evident the thing supported is different from the thing
supporting?

Phil. So that something distinct from, and exclu-
sive of, extension is supposed to be the substratum of
extension?

Hyl. Justso.

Phil. Answer me, Hylas, can a thing be spread
without extension, or is not the idea of extension nec-
essarily included in spreading?

Hyl. Itis.

Phil. Whatsoever therefore you suppose spread
under anything must have in itself an extension dis-
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tinct from the extension of that thing under which it
is spread?

Hyl. It must.

Phil. Conscquently, every corporeal substance
being the substratum of extension must have in itself
another extension by which it is qualified to be a sub-
stratum, and so on to infinity? And [ ask whether this
be not absurd in itself and repugnant to what you
granted just now, to wit, that the substratum was
something distinct from and exclusive of extension?

Hyl. Ayce, but, Philonous, you take me wrong. I do
not mean that matter is spread in a gross literal sense
under extension. The word “substratum™ is used only
to express in general the same thing with “substance.”

Phil. Well then, let us examine the relation
implied in the term “substance.” Is it not that it stands
under accidents?

Hyl. The very same.

Phil. But that one thing may stand under or sup-
port another, must it not be extended?

Hyl. It must.

Phil. Ts not therefore this supposition liable to the
same absurdity with the former?

Hyl. You still take things in a strict literal sense;
that is not fair, Philonous.

Phil. T am not for imposing any sens¢ on your
words; you are at liberty to explain them as you
please. Only, I beseech you, make me understand
something by them. You tell me matter supports or
stands under accidents. How! is it as your legs sup-
port your body?

Hyl. No; that is the literal sense.

Phil. Pray let me know any sense, literal or not
literal, that you understand it in.—How long must
wait for an answer, Hylas?

Hyl. T declare T know not what to say. I once
thought I understood well enough what was meant by
matter’s supporting accidents. But now, the more |
think on it, the less can I comprehend it; in short, 1
find that I know nothing of it.

Phil. Tt seems then you have no idea at all, neither
relative nor positive, of matter; you know neither what
itis in itself nor what relation it bears to accidents?

Hyl. T acknowledge it.

Phil. And yet you asserted that you could not
conceive how qualities or accidents should really
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exist without conceiving at the same time a material
support of them?

Hyl. 1did.

Phil. "That is to say, when you conceive the real
existence of qualities, you do withal conceive some-
thing which you cannot conceive?

Hyl. Tt was wrong [ own. But still I fear there is
some fallacy or other. Pray, what think you of this? It
is just come into my head that the ground of all our
mistake lies in your treating of each quality by itself.
Now I grant that cach quality cannot singly sul
without the mind. Color cannot without extension,
neither can figure without some other sensible qual-
ity. But, as the scveral qualitics united or blended
together form entire sensible things, nothing hinders
why such things may not be supposed to exist with-
out the mind.

Phil. Either, Hylas, you are jesting or have a very
bad memory. Though, indeed, we went through all
the qualitics by nane one after another, yet my argu-
ments, or rather your concessions, nowhere tended to
prove that the secondary qualities did not subsist
each alone by itself, but that they were not ar all with-
out the mind. Indeed, in treating of figure and motion
we concluded they could not exist without the mind,
because it was impossible even in thought to separate
them from all secondary qualitics, so as to conceive
them existing by themselves. But then this was not
the only argument made use of upon that occasion.
But (to pass by all that has been hitherto said and
reckon it for nothing, if you will have it so) [ am con-
tent to put the whole upon this issuc. If you can con-
ceive it possible for any mixture or combination of
qualitics, or any sensible object whatever, to exist
without the mind, then I will grant it actually to be so.

Hyl. If it comes to that the point will soon be
decided. What more easy than to conceive a tree or
housc existing by itself, independent of, and unper-
ceived by, any mind whatsoever? I do at this present
time conceive them existing after that manner.

Phil. How say you, Hylas, can you sec a thing
which is at the same time unseen?

Hyl. No, that were a contradiction.

Phil. s it not as great a contradiction to talk of
conceiving a thing which is unconceived?

Hyl. Ttis.
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Phil. The tree or house, therefore, which you
think of is conccived by you?

Hyl. How should it be otherwise?

Phil. And what is conceived is surely in the mind?

Hyl. Without question, that which is conceived is
in the mind.

Phil. How then came you to say you conceived a
house or tree existing independent and out of all
minds whatsoever?

Hyl. That was 1 own an oversight, but stay, let me
consider what led me into it.—It is a pleasant mistake
enough. As T was thinking of a tree in a solitary place
where no one was present to see it, methought that
was (o conceive a tree as existing unperceived or
unthought of, not considering that I myself conceived
itall the while. But now I plainly see that all I can do
is to frame ideas in my own mind. I may indeed con-
ceive in my own thoughts the idea of a tree, or a
house, or a mountain, but that is all. And this is far
from proving that I can conceive them existing out of
the minds of all spirits.

Phil. You acknowledge then that you cannot pos-
sibly conceive how any one corporeal sensible thing
should exist otherwise than in a mind?

Hyl. 1do.

Phil. And yet you will carnestly contend for the
truth of that which you cannot so much as conceive?

Hyl. 1 profess I know not what to think; but still
there are some scruples remain with me. Is it not cer-
tain I see things at a distance? Do we not perceive the
stars and moon, for example, to be a great way off? Is
not this, I say, manifest to the senses?

Phil. Do you not in a dream, too, perceive those
or the like objects?

Hyl. Tdo.

Phil. And have they not then the same appearance
of being distant?

Hyl. They have.

Phil. But you do not thence conclude the appari-
tions in a dream to be without the mind?

Hyl. By no means.

Phil. You ought not therefore to conclude that
sensible objects are without the mind, from their
appearance or manner wherein they are perceived.

Hyl. T acknowledge it. But does not my sense
deceive me in those cases?

Phil. By no means. The idea or thing which you
immediately perceive, neither sense nor  reason
informs you that it actually exists without the mind.
By sense you only know that you are affected with
such certain sensations of light and colors, etc. And
these you will not say are without the mind.

Hyl. ‘True, but, besides all that, do you not think
the sight suggests something of outness or distance?

Phil. Upon approaching a distant object, do the
visible size and figure change pupeumlly or do they
appear the same at all di

Hyl. They are in a continual change.

Phil. Sight, therefore, does not suggest or any
way inform you that the visible object you immedi-
ately perceive exists at a distance, or will be per-
ceived when you advance farther onward, there being
a continued series of visible objects succeeding cach
other during the whole time of your approach.

Hyl. 1t does not; but still I know, upon seeing an
object, what object T shall perceive after having
passed over a certain distance; no matter whether it
be exactly the same or no, there is still something of
distance suggested in the case.

Phil. Good Hylas, do but reflect a little on the
point, and then tell me whether there be any more in
it than this. From the ideas you actually perceive by
sight, you have by experience learned to collect what
other ideas you will (according to the standing order
of nature) be affected with, after such a certain suc-
cession of time and motion.

Hyl. Upon the whole, I take it to be nothing else.

Phil. Now is it not plain that if we suppose a man
born blind was on a sudden made to see, he could at
first have no experience of what may be suggested by
sight?

Hyl. tis.

Phil. He would not then, according to you, have
any notion of distance annexed to the things he saw,
but would take them for a new set of sensations exist-
ing only in his mind?

Hyl. 1tis undeniable.

Phil. But to make it still more plain: is not dis-
tance a line turned endwise to the eye?

Hvl. Ttis.

Phil. And can a line so situated be perceived by

sight?
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Hyl. Tt cannot.

Phil. Docs it not therefore follow that distance is
not properly and immediately perccived by sight?

Hyl. Tt should scem so.

Phil. Again, it is your opinion that colors are at a
distance?

Hyl. Itmust be acknowledged they are only in the
mind.

Phil. But do not colors appear to the cye as coex-
isting in the same place with extension and figures?

Hyl. They do.

Phil. How can you then conclude from sight that
figures exist without, when you acknowledge colors
do not; the sensible appearance being the very same
with regard to both?

Hyl. Tknow not what to answer.

Phil. But allowing that distance was truly and
immediately perceived by the mind, yet it would not
thence follow it existed out of the mind. For whatever
is immediately perceived is an idea; and can any idea
exist out of the mind?

Hyl. "To suppose that were absurd; but, inform
me, Philonous, can we perceive or know nothing
besides our ide:

Phil. As for the rational deducing of causes from
cffects, that is beside our inquiry. And by the senscs
you can best tell whether you perceive anything
which is not immediately perceived. And I ask you
whether the things immediately perceived are other
than your own sensations or ideas? You have indeed
more than once, in the course of this conversation,
declared yourself on those points, but you scem, by
this last question, to have departed from what you
then thought.

Hyl. To speak the truth, Philonous, I think there
are two kinds of objects: the one perceived immedi-
ately, which are likewise called “ideas™; the other are
real things or external objects, perceived by the medi-
ation of ideas which are their images and representa-
tions. Now [ own ideas do not exist without the mind,
but the latter sort of objects do. I am sorry I did not
think of this distinction sooner; it would probably
have cut short your discourse.

Phil. Are those external objects pereeived by
sense or by some other faculty?

Hyl. They are perceived by sense.
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Phil. How! is there anything perccived by sense
which is not immediately perceived?

Hyl. Yes, Philonous, in some sort there is. For
example, when I look on a picture or statue of Julius
Cacesar, I may be said, after a manner, (o perceive him
(though not immediately) by my senses.

Phil. Ttseems then you will have our ideas, which
alone arc immediately perceived, to be pictures of
external things: and that these also are pereeived by
sensc inasmuch as they have a conformity or resem-
blance to our ideas?

Hyl. That is my meaning.

Phil. And in the same way that Julius Cacsar, in
himself invisible, is nevertheless pereeived by sight,
real things, in themselves imperceptible, are per-
ceived by sense.

Hyl. In the very same.

Phil. "Tell me, Hylas, when you behold the picture
of Julius Cacsar, do you sce with your eyes any more
than some colors and figures, with a certain symine-
try and composition of the whole?

Hyl. Nothing else.

Phil. And would not a man who had never known
anything of Julius Caesar see as much?

Hyl. He would.

Phil. Conscquently, he has his sight and the use
ol it in as perfect a degree as you?

Hyl. Tagree with you.

Phil. Whence comes it then that your thoughts
are directed to the Roman emperor, and his are not?
This cannot proceed from the sensations or ideas of
sense by you then pereeived, since you acknowledge
you have no advantage over him in that respect. It
should seem therefore to proceed from reason and
memory, should it not?

Hyl. It should.

Phil. Consequently, it will not follow from that
instance that anything is perceived by sense which is
not immediately perceived. Though I grant we may,
in one acceptation, be said to perceive sensible things
mediately by sense—that is, when, from a frequently
perceived connection, the immediate perception of
ideas by one sense sugeest to the mind others, per-
haps belonging to another sense, which are wont to
be connected with them. For instance, when 1 hear a
coach drive along the streets, immediately [ perceive
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only the sound; but from the experience I have had
that such a sound is connected with a coach, I am said
1o hear the coach. It is nevertheless evident that, in
truth and strictness, nothing can be heard but sound;
and the coach is not then properly perceived by sense,
but suggested from experience. So likewise when we
are said to see a red-hot bar of iron; the solidity and
heat of the iron are not the objects of sight, but sug-
gested to the imagination by the color and figure
which are properly perceived by that sense. In short,
those things alone are actually and strictly perceived
by any sense which would have been perceived in
case that same sense had then been first conferred on
us. As for other things, it is plain they are only sug-
gested to the mind by experience grounded on former
perceptions. But, to return to your comparison of
Caesar’s picture, it is plain, it you keep to that, you
must hold the real things or archetypes of our ideas
are not perceived by sense, but by some internal fac-
ulty of the soul, as reason or memory. [ would, there-
fore, fain know what areuments you can draw from
reason for the e: gmc of what you call “real things™
or “material objects,” or whether you remember to
have seen them formerly as they are in themselves, or
if you have heard or read of anyone that did.

Hyl. Isce, Philonous, you are disposed to raillery;
but that will never convinee me.

Phil. My aim is only to leam from you the way to
come at the knowledge of “material beings.” What-
ever we perceive is perceived either immediately or
mediately—by sense, or by reason and reflection.
But, as you have excluded sense, pray show me what
reason you have to believe their existence, or what
medium you can possibly make use of to prove it,
cither to mine or your own understanding.

Hyl. 'To deal ingenuously, Philonous, now [that] I
consider the point, I do not find I can give you any
eood reason for it. But this much scems pretty plain,
that it is at least possible such things may really exist.
And as long as there is no absurdity in supposing
them, T am resolved to believe as I did, till you bring
good reasons to the contrary.

Phil. What! is it come to this, that you only
believe the existence of material objects, and that
your belief is founded barely on the possibility of its
being true? Then you will have me bring reasons

against it, though another would think it reasonable
the proof should lic on him who holds the affirmative.
And, after all, this very point which you are now
resolved to maintain, without any reason,
what you have more than once dur
seen good reason (o give up. But to pass over all
this—if T understand you rightly, you say our ideas
do not exist without the mind, but that they are
copies, images, or representations of certain originals
that do?

Hvl. You take me right.

Phil. They are then like external things?

Hyl. They are.

Phil. Have those things a stable and permanent
nature, independent of our senses, or are they in a
perpetual change, upon our producing any motions in
our bodies, suspending, exerting, or altering our fac-
ulties or organs of sense?

Hyl. Real things, it is plain, have a fixed and real
nature, which remains the same notwithstanding any
change in our senses or in the posture and motion of
our bodies; which indeed may affect the ideas in our
minds, but it were absurd to think they had the same
effect on things existing without the mind.

Phil. How then is it possible that things perpetu-
ally fleeting and variable as our idcas should be
copies or images of anything fixed and constant? Or,
in other words, since all sensible qualities, as size,
figure, color, etc., that is, our ideas, are continually
changing upon every alteration in the distance,
medium, or instruments of sensation—how can any
determinate material objects be properly represented
or painted forth by several distinet things each of
which is so different from and unlike the rest? Or, i
you say it resembles some one only of our ideas, how
shall we be able to distinguish the true copy from all
the false ones?

Hyvl. I profess, Philonous, I am at a loss. I know
not what to say to this.

Phil. But neither is this all. Which are material
objects in themselves—perceptible or impercepti-
ble?

Hyl. Properly and immediately nothing can be
perceived but ideas. All material things, therefore, are
in themscelves insensible and to be perceived only by
their ideas.
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Phil. Ideas then are sensible, and their archetypes
or originals insensible?

Hyl. Right.

Phil. But how can that which is sensible be like
that which sensible? Can a real thing, in itself
invisible, be like a color, or a real thing which is not
audible be like a sound? In a word, can anything be
like a sensation or idea, but another sensation or idea”

Hyl. Tmust own, I think not.

Phil. s it possible there should be any doubt on
the point? Do you not perfectly know your own
ideas?

Hyl. T know them perfectly, since what I do not
perceive or know can be no part of my idea.

Phil. Consider, therefore, and examine them, and
then tell me if there be anything in them which can
exist without the mind, or if you can conceive any-
thing like them existing without the mind?

Hyl. Upon inquiry I find it is impossible for ¢ to
conceive or understand how anything but an idea can
be like an idea. And it is most evident that no idea can
exist without the mind.

Phil. You are, therefore, by your principles
forced to deny the reality of sensible things, since
you made it to consist in an absolute existence exte-
rior to the mind. That is to say, you ar¢ a downright
skeptic. So I have gained my point, which was to
show your principles led to skepticism.

Hyl. For the present 1 am, if not entirely con-
vinced, at least silenced.

Phil. T would fain know what more you would
require in order to a perfect conviction. Have you not
had the liberty of explaining yourself all manner of
s? Were any little slips in discourse laid hold and
ted on? Or were you not allowed to retract or
reinforce anything you had offered, as best served
your purposc? Has not everything you could say been
heard and examined with all the fairness imaginable?
In a word, have you not in every point been con-
vinced out of your own mouth? And, if you can at
present discover any flaw in any of your former con-
cessions, or think of any remaining subterfuge, any
new distinction, color, or comment whatsoever, why
do you not produce it?

Hyl. A little patience, Philonous. I am at present
so amazed to sce myself ensnared, and as it were
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imprisoned in the labyrinths you have drawn me into,
that on the sudden it cannot be expected I should find
my way out. You must give me time to look about me
and recollect myself.

Phil. Hark; is not this the college bell?

Hyl. Tt rings for pray

Phil. We will go in then, if you please, and meet
here again tomorrow morning. In the meantime, you
may employ your thoughts on this morning’s dis-
course and try if you can find any fallacy in it, or
invent any new means to extricate yourself.

Hyl. Agreed.

THE SECOND DIALOGUE

Hylas. 1 beg your pardon, Philonous, for not
meeting you sooner. All this morning my head was so
filled with our late conversation that I had not Ieisure
to think of the time of the day, or indeed of anything
clse.

Philonous. 1 am glad you were so intent upon it,
in hopes if there were any mistakes in your conces-
sions, or fallacies in my reasonings from them, you
will now discover them to me.

Hyl. Tassure you I have done nothing cver since 1
saw you but scarch after mistakes and fallacics, and,
with that [in] view, have minutely examined the
whole series of yesterday's discourse; but all in vain,
for the notions it led me into, upon review, appear
still more clear and evident; and the more I consider
them, the more irresistibly do they force my assent.

Phil. And is not this, think you, a sign that they
are genuine, that they proceed from nature and are
conformable to right reason? Truth and beauty are in
this alike, that the strictest survey sets them both off
to advantage, while the false luster of error and dis-
guise cannot endure being reviewed or too nearly
inspected.

Hyl. T own there is a great deal in what you say.
Nor can anyone be more entirely satisfied of the truth
of those odd consequences so long as I have in view
the reasonings that Iead to them. But when these are
out of my thoughts, there seems, on the other hand,
something so satisfactory, so natural and intelligible
in the modern way of explaining things that I profess
I know not how to reject it.
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Phil. 1know not what way you mean.

Hyl. T mean the way of accounting for our sensa-
tions or ideas.

Phil. How is that?

Hvl. Tt is supposed the soul makes her residence
in some part of the brain, from which the nerves take
their rise, and are thence extended to all parts of the
body; and that outward objects, by the different
impressions they make on the organs of sense, com-
municate certain vibrative motions (o the nerves, and
these, being filled with spirits, propagate them to the
brain or seat of the soul, which, according to the var-
ious impressions or traces thereby made in the brain,
is variously affected with ideas.

Phil. And call you this an explication of the man-
ner whereby we are affected with ideas?

Hyvl. Why not, Philonous; have you anything to
object against it?

Phil. 1 would first know whether I rightly under-
stand your hypothesis. You make certain traces in the
brain to be the causes or occasions of our ideas. Pray
tell me whether by the “brain™ you mean any sensi-
ble thing.

Hyl. What else think you I could mean?

Phil. Sensible things arc all immediately pereeiv-
able; and those things which are immediately per-
ceivable are ideas, and these exist only in the mind.
This much you have, if I mistake not, long since
agreed (0.

Hyl. Tdo not deny it.

Phil. The brain therefore you speak of, being a
sensible thing, exists only in the mind. Now I would
fain know whether you think it reasonable to suppose
that one idea or thing existing in the mind occasions
all other ideas. And if you think so, pray how do you
account for the origin of that primary idea or brain
itself?

Hyl. T do not explain the origin of our ideas by
that brain which is perceivable to sense, this being
itself only a combination of sensible ideas, but by
another which I imagine.

Phil. But ar¢ not things imagined as truly in the
mind as things perceived?

Hyl. T must confess they are.

Phil. 1t comes, therefore, to the same thing; and
you have been all this while accounting for ideas by

certain motions or impressions of the brain, that is,
by some alterations in an idea, whether sensible or
imaginable it matters not.

Hyl. 1begin to suspect my hypothesis.

Phil. Besides spirits, all that we know or conceive
are our own ideas. When, therefore, you say all ideas
are occasioned by impressions in the brain, do you
concceive this brain or no? If you do, then you talk
of ideas imprinted in an idea causing that same
idea, which is absurd. If you do not conceive it, you
talk unintelligibly, instead of forming a reasonable
hypothesis.

Hyl. 1now clearly see it was amere dream. There
is nothing in it.

Phil. You need not be much concerned at it, for,
after all, this way of explaining things, as you called
it, could never have satisfied any reasonable man.
What connection is there between a motion in the
nerves and the sensations of sound or color in the
mind? Or how is it possible these should be the effect
of that?

Hyl. But could never think it had so little in it as
now it seems (o have.

Phil. Well then, are you at length satisfied that no
sensible things have a real existence, and that you are
in truth an arrant skeptic?

Hyl. 1tis too plain to be denied.

Phil. 1.ook! are not the ficlds covered with a
delightful verdure? Is there not something in the
woods and groves, in the rivers and clear springs, that
soothes, that delights, that transports the soul? At the
prospect of the wide and deep ocean, or some huge
mountain whose top is lost in the clouds, or of an old
gloomy forest, are not our minds filled with a pleas-
ing horror? Even in rocks and deserts is there not an
agreeable wildness? How sincere a pleasure is it to
behold the natural beauties of the earth! To preserve
and renew our relish for them, is not the veil of night
alternately drawn over her face, and does she not
change her dress with the seasons? How aptly are the
elements disposed! What variety and use in the
meanest productions of nature! What delicacy, what
beauty, what contrivance in animal and vegetable
bodics! How exquisitely are all things suited, as well
to their particular ends as to constitute apposite parts
of the whole! And while they mutually aid and sup-
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port, do they not also set off and illustrate cach other?
Raise now your thoughts from this ball of carth to all
those glorious luminarics that adorn the high arch of
heaven. ‘The motion and situation of the planets, are
they not admirable for use and order? Were those
(miscalled “erratic™) globes ever known (o stray in
their repeated journeys through the pathless void? Do
they not measure arcas round the sun ever propor-
tioned to the times? So fixed, so immutable are the
laws by which the unseen Author of nature actuates
the universe. How vivid and radiant is the luster of
the fixed stars! How magnificent and rich that negli-
gent profusion with which they appear to be scattered
throughout the whole azure vault! Yet, if you take the
telescope, it brings into your sight a new host of stars
that escape the naked eye. Here they seem contiguous
and minute, but to a nearer view, immense orbs of
light at various s, far sunk in the abyss of
space. Now you must call imagination to your aid.
The feeble narrow sense cannot descry innumerable
worlds revolving round the central fires, and in those
worlds the energy of an all-perfect Mind displayed in
endless forms. But neither sense nor imagination are
big enough to comprehend the boundless extent with
all its glittering furniture. Though the laboring mind
exert and strain cach power to its utmost reach, there
still stands out ungrasped a surplusage immeasura-
ble. Yet all the vast bodies that compose this mighty
frame, how distant and remote soever, are by some
secret mechanism, some divine art and force linked
in a mutual dependence and intercourse with cach
other, even with this carth, which was almost slipt
from my thoughts and lost in the crowd of worlds. Is
not the whole system immense, beautiful, glorious
beyond expression and beyond thought! What treat-
ment, then, do those philosophers deserve who
would deprive these noble and delightful scenes of all
reality? How should those principles be entertained
that Icad us to think all the visible beauty of the cre-
ation a false imaginary gelare? To be plain, can you
expect this skepticism of yours will not be thought
extravagantly absurd by all men of sense?

Hyl. Other men may think as they please, but for
your part you have nothing to reproach me with. My
comfort is you are as much a skeptic as [ am.

Phil. ‘There, Hylas, I must beg leave to differ from
you.
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Hyl. What! have you all along agreed to the
premises, and do you now deny the conclusion and
leave me (0 maintain those paradoxes by mysell
which you led me into? This surely is not fair.

Phil. T deny that T agreed with you in those
notions that led to skepticism. You indeed said the
reality of sensible things consisted in an absolute
existence out of the minds of spirits, or distinct from
their being perceived. And, pursuant to this notion of
reality, you are obliged to deny sensible things any
real existence; that is, according to your own defini-
tion, you profess yourself a skeptic. But I neither said
nor thought the reality of sensible things was to be
defined after that manner. To me it is evident, for the
reasons you allow of, that sensible things cannot exist
otherwise than in a mind or spirit. Whence I con-
clude, not that they have no real existence, but that,
seeing they depend not on my thought and have an
existence distinct from being perceived by me, there
nust be some other mind wherein they exist. As sure,
therefore, as the sensible world really exists, so sure
is there an infinite omnipresent Spirit, who contains
and supports it.

Hyl. What! this is no more than I and all Chr
tians hold; nay, and all others, too, who believe there
is @ God and that He knows and comprehends all
things.

Phil. Aye, but here ligs the difference. Men com-
monly believe that all things are known or perceived
by God, because they believe the being of a God;
whereas I, on the other side, immediately and nec
sarily conclude the being of a God, because all sensi-
ble things must be perceived by him.

Hyl. Butso long as we all believe the same thing,
what matter is it how we come by that beliel”?

Phil. But neither do we agree in the same opin-
ion. For philosophers, though they acknowledge all
corporeal beings to be perceived by God, yet they
attribute to them an absolute subsistence distinct
from their being perceived by any mind whatever,
which 1 do not. Besides, is there no difference
between saying, there is a God, therefore He per-
ceives all things, and saying, sensible things do really
exist; and if they really exist, they are necessarily per-
ceived by an infinite mind: therefore there is an infi-
nite mind, or God? 'This furnishes you with a direct
and immediate demonstration, from a most evident
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principle, of the being of a God. Divines and philoso-
phers had proved beyond all controversy, from the
beauty and usefulness of the several parts of the cr
ation, that it was the workmanship of God. But that—
setting aside all help of astronomy and natural phi-
losophy, all contemplation of the contrivance, order
and adjustment of things—an infinite mind should be
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necessarily inferred from the bare existence of the
sensible world is an advantage peculiar to them only
who have made this casy reflection, that the sensible
world is that which we perceive by our several
senses; and that nothing is perceived by the senses
ideas; and that no idea or archetype of an idea
otherwise than in a mind.

Proof of an External World

—~~

G. E. MOORE

George Edward Moore (1873-1958) led, with Bertrand Russell, an important revolt
against the Hegelian idealism popular in England at the turn of the century. Beside
Philosophical Papers, Moore published three books: Principia Ethica, Ethics, and Some
Main Problems of Philosophy. A defender of common sense, Moore was an important
influence on the Bloomsbury Group of artists and intellectuals.

It seems to me that, so far from its being true, as Kant
declares to be his opinion, that there is only one pos-
sible proof of the existence of things outside of us,
namely the one which he has given, I can now give a
large number of different proofs, cach of which is a
perfectly rigorous proof; and that at many other times
I have been in a position to give many others. I can
prove now, for instance, that two human hands exist.
How? By holding up my two hands, and saying, as I
make a certain gesture with the right hand, “Here is
one hand,” and adding, as I make a certain gesture
with the left, “and here is another.” And if, by doing
this, I have proved ipso facto the existence of exter-
nal things, you will all see that I can also do it now in
numbers of other ways: there is no need to multiply
examples.

But did I prove just now that two human hands
were then in existence? I do want to insist that I did;
that the proof which I ave was a perfectly rigorous
one; and that it is perhaps impossible to give a better
or more rigorous proof of anything whatever. Of
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course, it would not have been a proof unless three
conditions were satisfied; namely (1) unless the pre-
miss which I adduced as proof of the conclusion was
different from the conclusion [adduced it to prove; (2)
unless the premiss which I adduced was something
which T knew to be the case, and not merely something
which I believed but which was by no means certain,
or something which, though in fact true, I did not
know to be s0; and (3) unless the conclusion did really
follow from the premiss. Butall these three conditions
were in fact satisfied by my proof. (1) The premiss
which I adduced in proof was quite certainly different
from the conclusion, for the conclusion was merely
“Two human hands exist at this moment™; but the pre-
miss was something far more specific than this—
something which I expressed by showing you my
hands, making certain gestures, and saying the words
“Here is one hand, and here is another.” It is quite
obvious that the two were different, because it is quite
obvious that the conclusion might have been true,
even if the premiss had been false. Inasserting the pre-
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miss I was asserting much more than I was asscrting
in asserting the conclusion. (2) 1 certainly did at the
moment know that which 1 expressed by the combi-
nation ol certain gestures with saying the words
“There is one hand and here is another.” 1 knew that
there was one hand in the place indicated by combin-
ing a certain gesture with my first utterance of “here™
and that there was another in the different place indi-
cated by combining a certain gesture with my second
utterance of “here.” How absurd it would be to sug-
gest that Idid notknow it, but only believed it, and that
perhaps it was not the case! You might as well suggest
that I do not know that I am now standing up and talk-
ing—that perhaps after all I'm not, and that it’s not
quite certain that I am! And finally (3) it is quite cer-
tain that the conclusion did follow [rom the premis:
“This is as certain as it is that if there is one hand here
and another here now, then it follows that there are two
hands in existence now.

My proof, then, of the existence of things outside
of us did satisty three of the conditions necessary for
arigorous proof. Are there any other conditions nec-
essary for a rigorous proof, such that perhaps it did
not satisfy one of them? Perhaps there may be; I do
not know: but I do want to emphasizc that, so far as [
can sce, we all of us do constantly take proofs of this
sort as absolutely conclusive proofs of certain con-
clusions—as finally settling certain questions, as to
which we were previously in doubt. Suppose, for
instance, it were a question whether there were as
many as three misprints on a certain page in a certain
book. A says there are, B is inclined to doubt it. How
could A prove that he is right? Surcly he could prove
it by taking the book, turning to the page, and point-
ing to three separate places on it, saying “There’s one
misprint here, another here, and another here™; surely
that is a method by which it might be proved! Of
course, A would not have proved, by doing this, that
there were at least three misprints on the page in
question, unless it was certain that there was a mis-
print in each of the places to which he pointed. But to
say that he might prove it in this way, is to say that it
might be certain that there was. And if such a thing as
that could cver be certain, then assuredly it was cer-
tain just now that there was one hand in one of the
two places 1 indicated and another in the other.

G.
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I did, then, just now, give a proof that there were
then external objects; and obviously, it 1 did, I could
then have given many other proofs of the same sort
that there were external objects then, and could now
give many proofs of the same sort that there are exter-
nal objects now.

But, if what I am asked to do is to prove that exter-
nal objects have cxisted in the past, then 1 can give
many different proofs of this also, but prools which
are in important respects of a different sort from
those just given. And I want to emphasize that, when
Kant says it is a scandal not to be able to give a proof
of the existence of external objects, a proof of their
existence in the past would certainly help to remove
the scandal of which he is speaking. He says that, if
it occurs to anyone to question their existence, we
ought to be able to confront him with a satisfactory
proof. But by a person who questions their existence,
he certainly means not merely a person who ques-
tions whether any exist at the moment of speaking,
but a person who questions whether any have ever
existed; and a proof that some have existed in the past
would certainly therefore be relevant to part of what
such a person is questioning. How then can I prove
that there have been external objects in the past? Here
is one proof. I can say: “I held up two hands above
this desk not very long ago; therefore two hands
existed not very long ago: therefore at least two
external objects have existed at some time in the past,
D This is a perfectly good proof, provided I
know what is asserted in the premiss. But T do know
that I held up two hands above this desk not very long
ago. As a matter of fact, in this case you all know it
100. There's no doubt whatever that I did. Therefore I
have given a perfectly conclusive proof that external
objects have existed in the past; and you will all see
atonce that, if this is a conclusive proof, I could have
given many others of the same sort, and could now
give many others. But it is also quite obvious that this
sort of proof differs in important respects from the
sort of proof I gave just now that there were two
hands existing then.

I have, then, given two conclusive proofs of the
existence of external objects. The first was a prool
that two humnan hands existed at the time when T gave
the proof; the second was a proofl that two human
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hands had existed at a time previous to that at which
I eave the proof. These proofs were of a different sort
in important respects. And I pointed out that I could
have given, then, many other conclusive proofs of
both sorts. It is also obvious that I could give many
others of both sorts now. So that, if these are the sort
of proof that is wanted, nothing is casier than (o prove
the existence of external objects.

But now I am perfectly well aware that, in spite of
all that I have said, many philosophers will still feel
that T have not given any satisfactory proof of the
point in question. And I want briefly, in conclusion,
to say something as to why this dissatisfaction with
my proofs should be felt.

One reason why, is, I think, this. Some people
understand “proof of an external world™ as including
a proof of things which I haven't attempted to prove
and haven’t proved. It is not quite casy to say what it
is that they want proved—what it is that is such that
unless they got a proof of it, they would not say that
they had a proof of the existence of external things;
but I can make an approach to explaining what they
want by saying that if I had proved the propositions
which Tused as premisses in my two proofs, then they
would perhaps admit that I had proved the existence
of external things, but, in the absence of such a proof
(which, of course, I have neither given nor attempted
1o give), they will say that I have not given what they
mean by a proof of the existence of external things. In
other words, they want a proof of what I assert now
when 1 hold up my hands and say “Here's one hand
and here's another™; and, in the other case, they want
a proofl of what Lassert now when I say I did hold up
two hands above this desk just now.” Of course, what
they really want is not merely a proof of these two
propositions, but s¢ hing like a gencral sta
as to how any propositions of this sort may be proved.
This, of course, I haven't given; and I do not believe it
can be given: if this is what is meant by proof of the
existence of external things, I do not believe that any
proof of the existence of external things is possible.
Of course, in some cases what might be called a proof
of propositions which seem like these can be got. If
one of you suspected that one of my hands was artifi-
cial he might be said to get a proof of my proposition
“Here's one hand, and here’s another,” by coming up

139

and examining the suspected hand close up, perhaps
touching and pressing it, and so establishing that it
really was a human hand. But I do not believe that any
proofis possible in nearly all cases. How am I to prove
now that “Here's one hand, and here’s another™? I do
not believe T can doit. In order to do it, I should need
to prove for one thing, as Descartes pointed out, that 1
am not now dreaming. But how can I prove that 1 am
not? I have, no doubt, conclusive reasons for asserting
that I am not now dreaming; I have conclusive evi-
dence that Tam awake: but that is a very different thing
from being able to prove it. I could not tell you what
all my evidence is; and 1 should require 1o do this at
Ieast, in order to give you a proof.

But another reason why some people would feel
dissatisfied with my proofs is, I think, not merely that
they want a proof of something which I haven't
proved, but that they think that, if I cannot give such
extra proofs, then the proofs that T have given are not
conclusive proofs at all. And this, I think, is a definite
mistake. They would say: “If you cannot prove your
premiss that here is one hand and here is another,
then you do not know it. But you yourself have
admitted that, if you did not know it, then your proof
was not conclusive. Therefore your proof was not, as
you say it was, a conclusive proof.” This view that, if
I cannot prove such things as these, I do not know
them, is, I think, the view that Kant was expressing in
the sentence which I quoted at the beginning of this
lecture, when he implies that so long as we have no
proof of the existence of external things, their exis-
tence must be accepted merely on faith. e means to
say, [ think, that if T cannot prove that there is a hand
here, I must accept it merely as a matter of faith—I
cannot know it. Such a view, though it has been very
common among philosophers, can, I think, be shown
to be wrong—though shown only by the use of pre-
misses which are not known to be true, unless we do
know of the existence of external things. | can know
things, which T cannot prove; and among things
which I certainly did know, even if (as I think) I could
not prove them, were the premisses of my (wo proofs.
I should say, therefore, that those, if any, who are dis-
satisficd with these proofs merely on the ground that
I did not know their premises, have no good reason
for their dissatisfaction.
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1. If you do know that here is one hand, we'll grant
you all the rest.

When one says that such and such a proposition
can’t be proved, of course that docs not mean that it
can’t be derived from other propositions; any propo-
sition can be derived from other ones. But they may
be no more certain than it is itself. (On this a curious
remark by H. Newman.)

2. From its seeming to me—or to everyone—to be
50, it doesn’t follow that it is so.

What we can ask is whether it can make sense to
doubt it.

3. If e.g. someone says T don’t know if there’s a
hand here™ he might be told “Look closer”.—This
possibility of satisfying onesell is part of the
language-game. Is one of its essential features.

4. "1 know that I am a human being.” In order to
see how unclear the sense of this proposition is, con-
sider its negation. At most it might be taken to mean
“I know I have the organs of a human™. (I£.. a brain
which, after all, no one has ever yet seen.) But what
about such a proposition as “I know I have a brain™?
Can Idoubt it? Grounds for doubt are lacking! Every-
thing speaks in its favour, nothing against it. Never-
theless it is imaginable that my skull should turn out
empty when it was operated on,

5. Whether a proposition can turn out false after
all depends on what I make count as determinants for
that proposition.

6. Now, can one enumerate what one knows (like
Moore)? Straight off like that, I believe not.—For
otherwise the expression “Tknow™ gets misused. And
through this misuse a queer and extremely important
mental state seems to be revealed.

7. My life shews that I know or am certain that
there is a chair over there, or a door, and so on.—I tell
a friend e.g. “Take that chair over there”, “Shut the
door™, ete. ete.

8. The difference between the concept of “know-
ing" and the concept of “being certain® isn’t of any
ereat importance at all, except where 1 know™ is
meant to mean: I can’t be wrong. In a law-court, for
example, “T am certain”™ could replace “I know™ in
every picce of testimony. We might even imagine its
being forbidden to say “1 know™ there. [A passage in
Wilhelm Meister, where “You know™™ or “You knew™
is used in the sense “You were certain,” the facts
being different from what he knew.]

9. Now do I, in the course of my life, make sure I
know that here is a hand—my own hand, that is?

10. T know that a sick man is lying here? Non-
sense! T am sitting at his bedside, 1am looking atten-

Reprinted from Ludwig Wittgenstein., On Certainty (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1969). by permission of Basil Blackwell.
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—So Idon’tknow, then, that there
is a sick man lying here? Neither the question nor the
crtion makes sense. Any more than the assertion 1
am here™, which I might yet use at any moment, if
suitable occasion presented itself.—Then is “2x 2 =
4" nonsense in the same way, and not a pmp« i
arithinetic, apart from particular oc
47 is a true plOpOSlllOll of dl‘llhml,ll(—llnl “on par-
ticular occasions™ nor “always™—but the spoken or
written sentence 2 X 2 = 4" in Chinese might have a
different meaning or be out and out nonsense, and
from this is seen that it is only in use that the propo-
sition has its sense. And "I know that there's a sick
man lying here™, used in an wnsuitable situation,
seems not to be nonsense but rather scems matter-of-
course, only because one can fairly easily imagine a
situation to fit it, and one thinks that the words T
know that . . " are always in place where there is no
doubt, and hence even where the expression of doubt
would be unintelligible.

11. We just do not sec how very specialized the
use of "I know™ is.

12—For T know™ seems to describe a state of
alfairs which guarantees what is known, guarantees it
as a fact. One always forgets the expression "I
thought I knew™,

13. For it is not as though the proposition “It i
could be inferred from someone else’s utterance: 1
know it is s0”. Nor from the utterance together with
its not being a lie.—But can’t I infer “It is s0” from
my own utterance “I know ctc.”? Yes; and also
“There is a hand there™ follows from the proposition
“He knows that there’s a hand there™. But from his
utterance “Tknow . . . it does not follow that he does
know it.

14. That he does know takes some shewing.

15. It needs to be shewn that no mistake was pos-
sible. Giving the assurance “T know™ doesn’t suffice.
For it is after all only an assurance that I can’t be
making a mistake, and it needs to be objectively
established that T am not making a mistake about
that.

16. “If I know something, then I also know that I
know it, cte.” amounts to: “T know that” means "I am
incapable of being wrong about that™. But whether I
am so needs to be established objectively.
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17. Suppose now I say “T'm incapable of being
wrong about this: that is a book™ while I point to an
object. What would a mistake here be like? And have
Tany clear idea of it?

18. T know™ often means: I have the proper
grounds for my statement. So if the other person is
acquainted with the language-game, he would admit
that T know. The other. if he is acquainted with the
language-game, must be able to imagine how one
may know something of the kind.

19. The statement “T know that here is a hand™
may then be continued: “for it’s my hand that I'm
looking at™. Then a reasonable man will not doubt
that T know.—Nor will the idealist; rather he will say
that he was not dealing with the practical doubt
which is being dismissed, but there is a further doubt
behind that one—That this is an illusion has to be
shewn in a different way.

20. “Doubting the existence of the external world™
does not mean for example doubting the existence of
a planet, which later observations proved to exist.—
Or does Moore want to say that knowing that here is
his hand is different in kind from knowing the exis-
tence of the planet Saturn? Otherwise it would be
possible to point out the discovery of the planct Sat-
urn to the doubters and say that its existence has been
proved, and hence the existence of the external world
as well.

21. Moore’s view really comes down to this: the
concept “know” is analogous to the concepts “be-
licve’, “surmise’, “doubt’, ‘be convinced” in that the
statement “Tknow .. " can’t be a mistake. And if that
is so, then there can be an inference from such an
utterance to the truth of an assertion. And here the
form T thought T knew™ is being overlooked. —But if
this latter is inadinissible, then a mistake in the asser-
tion must be logically impossible too. And anyone
who is ac 1 with the language-game must real-
ize this—an assurance from a reliable man that he
knows cannot contribute anything.

22. It would surely be remarkable if we had to
believe the reliable person who says "I can’t be
wrong™; or who says I am not wrong™.

23, If I don’t know whether someone has two
hands (say, whether they have been amputated or not)
I shall believe his assurance that he has two hands, if
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he is trustworthy. And if he says he knows it, that can
only signify to me that he has been able to make sure,
and hence that his arms are e.2. not still concealed by
coverings and bandages, etc. etc. My believing the
trustworthy man stems from my admitting that it is
possible for him to make sure. But someone who says
that perhaps there are no physical objects makes no
such admission.

24, The idealist’s question would be something
like: “What right have I not to doubt the existence of
my hands?” (And to that the answer can’t be: [ know
that they exist.) But someone who asks such a ques-
tion is overlooking the fact that a doubt about exis-
tence only works in a language-game. Hence, that we
should first have to ask: what would such a doubt be
like?, and don’t understand this straight off.

25. One may be wrong even about “there being a
hand here™. Only in particular circumstances is it
impossible.—"Even in a calculation on¢ can be
wrong—only in certain circumstances one can’t.”

26. But can it be seen from a rule what circum-
stances logically exclude a mistake in the employ-
ment of rules of calculation?

What use is a rule to us here? Mightn't we (in
turn) go wrong in applying it?

2711, however, one wanted to give something like
a rule here, then it would contain the expression “in
normal circumstances™. And we recognize normal
circumstances but cannot precisely describe them. At
most, we can describe a range of abnormal ones.

28. What is “learning a rule’?— This.

What is ‘making a mistake in applying it ?—
This. And what is pointed to here is something inde-
terminate.

29. Practice in the use of the rule also shews what
is a mistake in its employment.

30. When someone has made sure of something,
he says: “Yes, the calculation is right™, but he did not
infer that from his condition of certainty. One does
not infer how things are from one’s own certainty.

Certainty is as it were a tone of voice in which one
declares how things are, but one does not infer from
the tone of voice that one is justified.

31. The propositions which on¢ comes back to
again and again as if bewitched—these I should like
to expunge from philosophical language.

32. It's not a matter of Moore's knowing that
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there’s a hand there, but rather we should not under-
stand him if he were to say "Of course [ may be
wrong about this”. We should ask “What is it like to
make such a mistake as that?"—c.e. what's it like to
discover that it was a mistake?

33. Thus we expunge the sentences that don’t get
us any further.

34. If someone is taught to calculate, is he also
taught that he can rely on a calculation of his
teacher’s? But these explanations must after all
sometime come to an end. Will he also be taught that
he can trust his senses—since he is indeed told in
many cascs that in such and such a special case you
cannot trust them?—

Rule and exception.

35. But can’t it be imagined that there should be
no physical objects? I don’t know. And yet “There are
physical objects™ is nonsense. Is it supposed to be an
empirical proposition?—

And is this an empirical proposition: “There seem
1o be physical objects™?

36. “A is a physical object™ is a piece of instruc-
tion which we give only to someone who doesn’t yet
understand either what “A” means, or what “physical
object™ means, Thus it is instruction about the use of
words, and “physical object™ is a logical concept.
(Like colour, quantity, .. .) And that is why no such
proposition T'here are physical objects™ can be
formulated.

Yet we encounter such unsuccessful shots at every
turn.

37. But is it an adequate answer to the scepticism
of the idealist, or the assurances of the realist, to say
that “There are physical objects”™ is nonsense? For
them after all it is not nonsense. It would, however,
be an answer to say: this assertion, or its opposite is
a misfiring attempt to express what can’'t be
expressed like that. And that it does misfire can be
shewn; but that isn’t the end of the matter. We need to
realize that what presents itself to us as the first
expression of a difficulty, or of its solution, may as
yet not be correctly expressed at all. Just as one who
has a just censure of a picture to make will often at
first offer the censure where it does not belong, and
an investigation is needed in order to find the right
point of attack for the critic.

38. Knowledge in mathematics: Here one has o
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keep on reminding oneself of the unimportance of the
‘inner process” or “state” and ask “Why should it be
important? What does it matter tome?” What is inter-
esting is how we use mathematical propositions.

39. This is how calculation is done, in such cir-
cumstances a caleulation is treated as absolutely reli-
able, as certainly correct.

40. Upon “Tknow that here is my hand™ there may
follow the question “How do you know?” and the
answer to that presupposes that this can be known in
that way. So, instead of "I know that here is my
hand™, one might say “Here is my hand”, and then
add how one knows.

41."Tknow where Tam fecling pain™, “Tknow that
I feel it here™ is as wrong as "I know that I am in
pain”. But "I know where you touched my arm™ is
right.

42. One can say “He believes it, but it isn"tso™, but
not “He knows it, but it isn’t so™. Doces this stem from
the difference between the mental states of belief and
of knowledge? No.—One may for example call
“mental state” what is expressed by tone of voice in
speaking, by gestures etc. It would thus be possible to
speak of a mental state of conviction, and that may be
the same whether it is knowledge or false belief. To
think that different states must correspond to the
words “belicve™ and “know™ would be as il one
believed that different people had to correspond to
the word “I" and the name “Ludwig”, because the
concepts are different.

43. What sort of proposition is this: “We cannot
have miscalculated in 12 x 12 = 144 [t must surcly
be a proposition of logic.—But now, is it not the
same, or doesn’t it come to the same, as the statement
12x 12 = 1447

44 1f you demand a rule from which it follows
that there can’t have been a miscalculation here, the
answer is that we did not Iearn this through a rule, but
by learning to calculate.

45. We got to know the nature of calculating by
learning to calculate.

46. But then can’t it be described how we satisfy
ourselves of the reliability of a calculation? O yes!
Yet no rule emerges when we do so.—But the most
important thing is: The rule is not needed. Nothing is
lacking. We do calculate according to a rule, and that
is enough.
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47. This is how one calculates. Calculating is this.
What we learn at school, for example. Forget this
transcendent certainty, which is connected with your
concept of spirit.

48. However, out of a host of calculations certain
ones might be designated as reliable once for all, oth-
ers as not yet fixed. And now, is this a logical dis-
tinction?

49. But remember: even when the calculation is
something fixed for me. this is only a decision for a
practical purpose.

50. When does one say, I know that...x...=
... 7 When one has checked the calculation.

51. What sort of proposition is: “What could a
mistake here be like!™? It would have to be a logical
proposition. But it is a logic that is not used, because
what it tells us is not learned through propositions.—
It is a logical proposition; for it does describe the
conceptual (linguistic) situation.

52. This situation is thus not the same for a propo-
sition like “At this distance from the sun there is a
planet”™ and “Here is a hand™ (namely my own hand).
The second can’t be called a hypothesis. But there
isn’t a sharp boundary line between them.

53. So one might grant that Moore was right, if he
is interpreted like this: a proposition saying that here
is a physical object may have the same logical status
as one saying that here is a red patch.

54. For it is not true that a mistake merely gets
more and more improbable as we pass from the
planet to my own hand. No: at some point it has
ceased to be conceivable.

This is already suggested by the following: if it
were not so, it would also be conceivable that we
should be wrong in every statement about physical
objects; that any we ever make are mistaken.

55. So is the hvpothesis possible, that all the things
around us don’t exist? Would that not be like the
hypothesis of our having miscalculated in all our cal-
culations?

56. When one says: “Perhaps this planet doesn’t
exist and the light-phenomenon arises in some other
way”, then after all one needs an example of an
object which does exist. This doesn’t exist,—as for
example does. . . .

Or are we to say that certainly is merely a con-
structed point to which some things approximate
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more, some less closely? No. Doubt gradually loses
its sense. This language-game just is like that.

And everything descriptive of a language-game is
part of logic.

57. Now might not “I know;, I am not just surmis-
ing, that here is my hand™ be conceived as a proposi-
tion of grammar? Hence not temporally.—

But in that casc isn"tit like this one: "I know, I am
not just surmising, that I am seeing red™?

n't the consequence “So there are physical
objects™ like: “So there are colours™?

58. If “T know etc.” is conceived as a grammatical
proposition, of course the “I" cannot be important.
And it properly means “There is no such thing as a
doubt in this case™ or “The expression “I do not know*
makes no sense in this case™. And of course it follows
from this that "I know™ makes no sense either.

59. “Tknow™ is here a logical insight. Only real-
ism can’t be proved by means of it.

60. It is wrong to say that the “hypothesis’ that this
is a bit of paper would be confirmed or disconfirmed
by later experience, and that, in “T know that this is a
bit of paper,” the “I know™ either relates to such an
hypothesis or to a logical determination.

61. ... A meaning of a word is a kind of employ-
ment of it

Tor it is what we learn when the word is incorpo-
rated into our language.

62. That is why there exists a correspondence
between the concepts ‘rule’ and “meaning

63. If we imagine the facts otherwise than as they
are, certain language-games lose some of their
importance, while others become important. And in
this way there is an alteration—a gradual one—in the
use of the vocabulary of a language.

64. Compare the meaning of a word with the
“function” of an official. And “different meanings’
with “different functions’.

When language-games change, then there is a
change in concepts, and with the concepts the mean-
ings of words change.

o

66. I make assertions about reality, assertions
which have different degrees of assurance. How does
the degree of assurance come out? What conse-
quences has it?
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We may be dealing, for example, with the cer-
tainty of memory, or again of perception. I may be
sure of something, but still know what test might con-
vince me of error. T am ¢.g. quite sure of the date of a
battle, but if I should find a different date in a recog-
nized work of history, I should alter my opinion, and
this would not mean I lost all faith in judging.

67. Could we imagine a man who keeps on mak-
ing mistakes where we regard a mistake as ruled out,
and in fact never encounter one?

E.2. he says he lives in such and such a place, is so
and so old, comes from such and such a city, and he
speaks with the same certainty (giving all the tokens
of it) as I do, but he is wrong.

But what is his relation to this error? What am I to
suppose?

68. The question is: what is the logician to say
here?

69. I'should like to say: “If I am wrong about his,
I have no guarantee that anything I say is true.” But
others won't say that about me, nor will I say it about
other people.

70. For months I have lived at address A, I have
read the name of the street and the number of the
house countless times, have received countless letters
here and given countless people the address. If T am
wrong about it, the mistake is hardly less than if 1
were (wrongly) to believe I was writing Chinese and
not German.

71.1f my friend were to imagine one day that he
had been living for a long time past in such and such
a place, ete. ete., I should not call this a mistake, but
rather a mental disturbance, perhaps a transient one.

72. Not every false belief of this sortis ar

73. But what is the difference between mistake
and mental disturbance? Or what is the difference
between my treating it as a mistake and my treating
it as mental disturbance?

74. Can we say: a mistake doesn’t only have a
cause, it also has a ground? Le., roughly: when some-
one makes a mistake, this can be fitted into what he
knows aright.

75. Would this be correct: If T merely believed
wrongly that there is a table here in front of me, this
might still be a mistake; but if T believe wrongly that
Thave seen this table. or one like it, every day for sev-
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cral months past, and have regularly used it, that isn't
a mistake?

76. Naturally, my aim must be to say what the
statements one would like to make here, but cannot
make significantly.

71. aps 1 shall do a multiplication twice to
make sure, or perhaps get someone else to work it
over, But shall T work it over again twenty times, or
get twenty people to go over it? And is that some sort
of negligence? Would the certainty really be ereater
for being checked twenty times?

78. And can I give a reason why it isn’t?

79. That I am a man and not a woman can be ver-
, butif I were to say I was a woman, and then
tried to explain the error by saying I hadn’t checked
the statement, the explanation would not be accepted.

80. The truth of my statements is the test of my
understanding of these statements.

81. That is to if I make certain false state-
ments, it becomes uncertain whether I understand
them.

82. What counts as an adequate test of a statement
belongs to logic. It belongs to the description of the
language-game.

83. The truth of certain empirical propositions
belongs to our frame of reference.

84. Moore says he knows that the carth existed
long before his birth. And put like that it seems to be
a personal statement about him, even if it is in addi
tion a statement about the physical world. Now it is
philosophically uninteresting whether Moore knows
this or that, but it is interesting that, and how, it can
be known. If Moore had informed us that he knew the
distance separating certain stars, we might conclude
from that that he had made some special inves
tions, and we shall want to know what these Wch
But Moore chooses precisely a case in which we all
seem to know the same as he, and without being able
to say how. I believe ¢.g. that I know as much about
this matter (the existence of the earth) as Moore does,
and if he knows that it is as he says, then  know it
too. For it isn't, either, as if he had arrived at his
proposition by pursuing some line of thought which,
while it is open to me, I have not in fact pursuced.

85. And what goes into someone’s knowing this?
Knowledge of history, say? Ile must know what it

means to say: the carth has already cxisted for
and such a length of time. Tor not any intelligent
adult must know that. We sce men building and
demolishing houses, and are led to ask: “How long
has this house been here?” But how does one come
on the idea of asking this about a mountain, for
example? And have all men the notion of the carth as
a body, which may come into being and pass away?
‘Why shouldn’t I think of the carth as flat, but extend-
ing without end in every direction (including depth)?
But in that case one might still say I know that this
mountain existed long before my birth."—But sup-
pose I met a man who didn’t belicve that?

86. Suppose I replaced Moore's 1 know™ by “Tam
of the unshakeable conviction™?

87. Can’t an assertoric sentence, which was capa-
ble of functioning as an hypothesis, also be used as a
foundation for arch and action? Le., can't i
ply be isolated from doubt, though not according to
any explicit rule? It simply gets assumed as a truism,
never called in question, perhaps not even everfor-
mulated.

88. It may be for example that all enquiry on our
part is set so as to exempt certain propositions from
doubt, if they are everformulated. They lic apart from
the route travelled by enquiry.

89. One would like to say: “Liverything speaks for,
and nolhm0 against the carth’s having existed long
before. .

Yetm hl I not believe the contrary after all? But
the question is: What would the practical effects of
this beliet be?—Perhaps someone says: “That’s not
the point. A belief is what it is whether it has any
practical effects or not.” One thinks: It is the same
adjustment of the human mind anyway.

90. I know™ has a primitive meaning similar to
and related to T see™ ("wissen”, “videre™). And 1
knew he was in the room, but he wasn't in the room™
is like I saw him in the room, but he wasn’t there™.

“I know™ is supposed to express a relation, not
between me and the sense of a proposition (like I
believe™) but between me and a fact. So that the fact
is taken into my consciousness. (Here is the reason
why onc wants to say that nothing that gocs on in the
outer world is really known, but only what happens
in the domain of what are called sense-data.) This
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would give us a picture of knowing as the perception
of an outer event through visual rays which project it
as it is into the eye and the consciousness. Only then
the question at once arises whether one can be cer-
tain of this projection. And this picture does indeed
show how our imagination presents knowledge, but
not what lies at the bottom of this presentation.

91. If Moore says he knows the carth existed ete.,
most of us will grant him that it has existed all that
time, and also believe him when he says he is con-
vinced of it. But has he also got the right ground for
his conviction? For if not, then after all he doesn’t
know (Russcll).

92. However, we can ask: May someone have
telling grounds for believing that the carth has only
existed for a short time, say since his own birth?—
Suppose he had always been told that,—would he
have any good reason to doubt it? Men have believed
that they could make rain; why should not a king be
brought up in the belief that the world began with
him? And if Moore and this king were to meet and
discuss, could Moore really prove his belief to be the
right one? I do not say that Moore could not convert
the king to his view, but it would be a conversion of a
special kind; the king would be brought to look at the
world in a different way.

Remember that one is sometimes convineed of the
correctness ol a view by its simplicity or symmeltry,
i.e., these are what induce one to o over to this point
of view. One then simply says something like:
“That’s how it must be.”

93. The propositions presenting what  Moore
“knows™ are all of such a kind that it is difficult to
imagine why anyone should believe the contrary. 5.2
the proposition that Moore has spent his whole |
close proximity to the earth.—Once more I can speak
of myself here instead of speaking of Moore. What
could induce me to believe the opposite? Either a
memory, or having been told.—Liverything that 1
have seen or heard gives me the conviction that no
man has ever been far from the earth. Nothing in my
picture of the world speaks in favour of the opposite.

94, But I did not get my picture of the world by
satisfying mysclf of its correctness; nor do I have it
because I am satisfied of its correctness. No: it is the
inherited background against which I distinguish
between true and false.
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95. The propositions describing this world-picture
might be part of a kind of mythology. And their role
is like that of rules of a game; and the game can be
learned purely practically, without learning any
explicit rules.

96. It might be imagined that some propositions,
of the form of empirical propositions, were hardened
and functioned as channcls for such empirical propo-
sitions as were not hardened but fluid; and that this
relation altered with time, in that fluid propositions
hardened, and hard ones became fluid.

97. The mythology may change back into a state
of flux, the river-bed of thoughts may shift. But I dis-
tinguish between the movement of the waters on the
river-bed and the shift of the bed itself; though there
is not a sharp division of the one {rom the other.

98. But if someone were to say “So logic too is an
empirical science”™ he would be wrong. Yet this is
right: the same proposition may eet treated at one
time as something to test by experience, at another as
arule of testing.

99. And the bank of that river consists partly of
hard rock, subject to no alteration or only to an
imperceptible one, partly of sand, which now in one
place now in another gets washed away, or deposited.

100. The truths which Moore says he knows, are
such as, roughly speaking, all of us know, if he knows
them.

101. Such a proposition might be e.2. "My body
has never disappeared and reappeared again after an
interval”

102. Might I not believe that once, without know-
ing it, perhaps in a state of unconsciousness, I was
taken far away from the earth—that other people
even know this, but do not mention it to me? But this
would not fit into the rest of my convictions at all.
Not that I could describe the system of these convic-
tions. Yet my convictions do form a system, a struc-
ture.

103. And now if I were to say It is my unshake-
able conviction that etc.”, this means in the present
case too that I have not consciously arrived at the
conviction by following a particular line of thought,
but that it is anchored in all my questions and
answers, so anchored that I cannot touch it.

104. T am for example also convinced that the sun
is not a hole in the vault of heaven.
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105. All testing, all confirmation and disconfirma-
tion of a hypothesis takes place already within a sys-
tem. And this system is not amore or less arbitrary and
doubtful point of departure for all our arguments: no,
itbelongs to the essence of what we call an argument.
The system is not so much the point of departure, as
the element in which arguments have their life.

106. Suppose some adult had told a child that he
had been on the moon. The child tells me the story,
and | say it was only a joke, the man hadn’t been on
the moon; no one has ever been on the moon; the
moon is a long way off and it is impossible to climb
up there or fly there.—If now the child insists, saying
perhaps there is a way of getting there which 1 don’t
know, ctc. what reply could 1 make to him? What
reply could I make to the adults of a tribe who believe
that people sometimes go to the moon (perhaps that
is how they interpret their dreams), and who indeed
grant that there are no ordinary means of climbing up
1o it or flying there?—But a child will not ordinarily
stick to such a belief and will soon be convinced by
what we tell him seriously.

107. Isn’t this altogether like the way one can
instruct a child to believe in a God, or that none
exists, and it will accordingly be able to produce
apparently telling grounds for the one or the other?

108. “But is there then no objective truth? Isn’t it
true, or false, that someone has been on the moon?”
If we are thinking within our system, then itis certain
that no one has ever been on the moon. Not merely is
nothing of the sort ever seriously reported to us by
reasonable people, but our whole system of phys
forbids us to belicve it. For this demands answers to
the questions “How did he overcome the force of
ity?” “How could he live without an atmos-
and a thousand others which could not be
answered. But suppose that instcad of all these
answers we met the reply: “We don’t know how one
gets to the moon, but those who get there know at
once that they are there; and even you can’t explain
everything.” We should feel ourselves intellectually
very distant from someone who said this.

109. “An empirical proposition can be tested ™ (we
say). But how? and through wha

110. What counts as its test’—"But is this an ade-
quate test? And, if so, must it not be recognizable as
such in logic?"—As il giving grounds did not come
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to an end sometime. But the end is not an ungrounded
presupposition: it is an ungrounded way of acting.

L1L. 1 know that I have never been on the moon.”
‘That sounds quite different in the circumstances
which actually hold, to the way it would sound if a
good many men had been on the moon, and some
perhaps without knowing it. In this case onc could
give grounds for this knowledge. Is there not a rela-
tionship here similar to that between the gencral rule
of multiplying and particular multiplications that
have been carried out?

I want (o say: my not having been on the moon is
as sure a thing for me as any grounds I could give for
it

112, And isn’t that what Moore wants (o say, when
he says he knows all these things?—But is his know-
ing it really what is in question, and not rather that
some of these propositions must be solid for us

113. When someone is trying to teach us mathe-
matics, he will not begin by assuring us that he knows
thata+b=b+a.

114. 1t you are not certain of any fact, you cannot
be certain of the meaning of your words either.

115. If you tried to doubt everything you would
not get as far as doubting anything. The game of
doubting itsclf presupposes certainty.

116. Instead of "I know . . ", couldn’t Moore have
said: "It stands fast for me that . . 7 And further: "It
stands fast for me and many others. .. .

117. Why is it not possible for me to doubt that 1
have never been on the moon? And how could T try to
doubt it?

First and foremost, the supposition that perhaps 1
have been there would strike me as idle. Nothing
would follow from it, nothing be explained by it. It
would not tie in with anything in my life.

When | say “Nothing speaks for, everything
against it,” this presupposes a principle of speaking
for and against. That is, | must be able to say what
would speak for it.

118. Now would it be correct to say: So far no one
has opened my skull in order to see whether there is
a brain inside; but everything speaks for, and nothing
against, its being what they would find there?

119. But can it also be said: Everything speaks for,
and nothing against the table’s still being there when
no one sees it? For what does speak for it?
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120. But if anyone were to doubt it, how would his
doubt come out in practice? And couldn’t we peace-
fully Jeave him to doubt it, since it makes no differ-
ence at all?

121. Can one say: “Where there is no doubt there
is no knowledge either™?

122, Doesn’t one need grounds for doubt?

123. Wherever ook, I find no ground for doubt-
ing that. .. .

124. T want to say: We use judgments as principles
of judgment.

125. If a blind man were to ask me “Have you got
two hands?" T should not make sure by looking. If T
were to have any doubt of it, then I don’t know why
I should trust my cyes. For why shouldn’t I test my
eves by looking to find out whether I see my two
hands? What is to be tested by what? (Who decides
what stands fast?)

And what doces it mean to say that such and such
stands fast?

126. I am not more certain of the meaning of my
words than I am of certain judgments. Can I doubt
that this colour is called “blue™?

(My) doubts form a system.

127. For how do I know that someone is in doubt?
How do I know that he uses the words “I doubt it
I do?

128. From a child up I learnt to judge like this.
This is judging.

129. This is how I learned to judge; this T got to
know as judgment.

130. But isn't it experience that teaches us to
judge like this, that is to say, that it is correct to judge
like this? But how does experience teach us, then? We
may derive it from experience, but experience does
not direct us to derive anything from experience. If it
is the ground of our judging like this, and not just the
cause, still we do not have a ground for seeing this in
turn as a ground.

131. No, experience is not the ground for our
game of judging. Nor is its outstanding success.

132. Men have judged that a king can make rain;
we say this contradicts all experience. Today they
judge that acroplancs and the radio cte. are means
for the closer contact of peoples and the spread of
culture.
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133. Under ordinary circumstances I do not sat-
isfy myself that I have two hands by sceing how it
looks. Wiy not? Has experience shown it to be
unnecessary? Or (again): Have we in some way
learnt a universal law of induction, and do we trust it
here too?—But why should we have learnt one uni-
versal law first, and not the special one straight
away?

134. After putting a book in a drawer, I assume it
is there, unless. . .. “Expericnce always proves me
right. There is no well attested case of a book’s (sim-
ply) disappearing.” It has often happened that a book
has never turned up again, although we thought we
knew for certain where it was.—But experience does
really teach that a book, say, does not vanish away.
(E.g. gradually evaporate.) But is it this experience
with books etc. that leads us to assume that such a
book has not vanished away? Well, suppose we were
to find that under particular novel circumstances
books did vanish away.—Shouldn’t we alter our
assumption? Can one give the lic to the effect of
experience on our system of assumption?

135. But do we not simply follow the principle
that what has always happened will happen again (or
something like it)? What does it mean (o follow this
principle? Do we really introduce it into our reason-
ing? Or is it merely the natural law which our inf

ring apparently follows? This latter it may be. It is not
an item in our considerations.

136. When Moore says he knows such and such,
he is really enumerating a lot of empirical proposi-
tions which we affirm without special testing; propo-
sitions, that is, which have a peculiar logical role in

the system of our empirical propositions.

137. Even if the most trustworthy of men assures
me that he know's things are thus and so, this by itself
cannot satisfy me that he does know. Only that he
believes he knows. That is why Moore’s assurance
that he knows . . . does not interest us. The proposi-
tions, however, which Moore retails as examples of
such known truths are indeed interesting. Not
because anyone knows their truth, or belicves he
knows them, but because they all have a similar role
in the system of our empirical judgments.

138. We don’t, for example, arrive at any of them
as a result of investigation.
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There are ¢.g. historical investigations and investi-
eations into the shape and also the age of the carth, but
not into whether the carth has existed during the last
hundred years. Of course many of us have informa-
tion about this period from our parents and grandpar-
ents; but mayn't they be wrong?—"Nonsense!™ one
will say. "How should all these people be wrong?"—
But is that an argument? s it not simply the rejection
of an idea? And perhaps the determination of a con-
cept? For if | speak of a possible mistake here, this
changes the role of “mistake™ and “truth™ in our lives.

139. Not only rules, but also examples are needed
for establishing a practice. Our rules leave loop-holes
open, and the practice has to speak for itself.

140. We do not learn the practice of making
empirical judgments by learning rules: we are taught
Judgments and their connexion with other judgments.
A totality of judgments is made plausible (o us.

141. When we first begin to believe anything,
what we believe is not a single proposition, it is a
whole system of propositions. (Light dawns gradu-
ally over the whole.)

142. It is not single axioms that strike me as obvi-
ous, it is a system in which consequences and prem-
ises give one another mutual support.

143. Tam told, for example, that someone climbed
this mountain many years ago. Do I always enquire
into the reliability of the teller of this story, and
whether the mountain did exist years ago? A child
learns there are reliable and unreliable informants
much later than it learns facts which are told it. It
doesn’t learn at all that that mountain has existed
for a long time: that is, the question whether it is so
doesn’t arise at all. It swallows this consequence
down, 30 to speak, together with what it learns.

144. The child lcarns to believe a host of things.
TLe. it learns to act according to these beliefs. Bit by
bit there forms a system of what is believed, and in
that system some things stand unshakeably fast and
some are more or less liable o shift. What stands fast
does so, not because it is intrinsically obvious or con-
vincing: it is rather held fast by what lies around it.

145. One wants to say “All my experiences shew
thatitis so™. But how do they do that? For that propo-
sition to which they point itself belongs to a particu-
lar interpretation of them.
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“That T regard this proposition as certainly truc
also characterizes my interpretation of experience.”

146. We form the picture of the carth as a ball
floating free in space and not altering essentially in a
hundred years. I said “We form the picnure ete.” and
this picture now helps us in the judgment of various
situations,

I'may indeed calculate the dimensions of a bridge,
sometimes calculate that here things are more in
favor of a bridge than a ferry, etc. etc.,—but some-
where Tmust begin with an a decision.

147. The picture of the earth as a ball is a good pic-
ture, it proves itself everywhere, itis also a simple pic-
ture—in short, we work with it without doubting it.

148. Why do 1 not satisfy myself that I have two
feet when | want to get up from a chair? There is no
why. I simply don't. This is how I act.

149. My judgments themselves characterize the
way I judge, characterize the nature of judgment.

150. How does someone judge which is his right
and which his left hand? How do I know that my
judgment will agree with someone else’s? How do |
know that this colour is blue ? If I don’t trust myself
here, why should I trust anyone else’s judgment? Is
there a why? Must [ not begin to trust somewhere?
That is to say: somewhere T must begin with not-
doubting; and that is not, so to speak, hasty but
excusable: it is part of judging.

151. T should like to say: Moore does not know
what he asserts he knows, but it stands fast for him,
as also for me; regarding it as absolutely solid is part
of our method of doubt and enquiry.

152. I.do not explicitly learn the propositions that
stand fast for me. I can discover them subsequently
like the axis around which a body rotates. This axis is
not fixed in the sense that anything holds it fast, but
the movement around it determines its immobility.

153. No one ever taught me that my hands don’t
disappear when | am not paying attention to them.
Nor can | be said to presuppose the truth of this
proposition in my assertions etc., (as if they rested on
it) while it only gets sense from the rest of our proce-
dure of asserting.

154. There are cases such that, if someone gives
signs of doubt where we do not doubt, we cannot
confidently understand his signs as signs of doubt.
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Le.: if we are to understand his
such, he may give them only in particular cascs and
may not give them in others.

155, In certain circumstances a man cannot make
a mistake. (“Can” is here used logically, and the
proposition does not mean that a man cannot say any-
thing false in those circumstances.) If Moore were to
pronounce the opposite of those propositions which
he dectares certain, we should not just not share his
opinion: we should regard him as demented.

156. In order (o make a mistake, a man must
already judge in conformity with mankind.

157. Suppose a man could not remember whether
he had atways had five fingers or two hands? Should
we understand him? Could we be sure of understand-
ing him?

158. Can I be making a mistake, for example, in
thinking that the words of which this sentence is com-
posed are English words whose, meaning I know?

159. As children we learn facts; ¢.g., that every
human being has a brain, and we take them on trust.
I believe that there is an island, Australia, of such-
and-such a shape, and so on and so on; I believe that
I had great-grandparents, that the people who gave
themsclves out as iy parents reatly were my parents,
cte. This belicf may never have been expressed; even
the thought that it was so, never thought.

160. The child learns by believing the adult.
Doubt comes after belief.

161. I learned an enormous amount and accepted
it on human authority, and then I found some things
confirmed or disconfirmed by my own experience.

162. In genceral I take as true what is found in text-
books, of geography for example. Why? I say: All
these facts have been confirmed a hundred times
over. But how do T know that? What is my evidence
for it? T have a world-picture. Is it true or false?
Above all it is the substratum of all my enquiring and
asserting. The propositions describing it are not all
cqually subject (o testing.

163. Does anyone ever test whether this table
remains in existence when no one is paying attention
toit?

We check the story of Napoleon, but not whether
all the reports about him arc based on sense-
deception, forgery and the like. For whenever we test
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anything, we arc alrcady presupposing something
that is not tested. Now am T'to say that the experiment
which perhaps 1 make in order to test the truth of a
proposition presupposes the truth of the proposition
that the apparatus I believe I see is really there (and
the like)?

164. Doesn’t testing come to an end?

165. One child might say to another: “1 know that
the carth is already hundreds of years old™ and that
would mean: I have learnt it

166. The difficulty is to realize the groundlessness
of our believing.

167. Tt is clear that our empirical propositions do
not all have the same status, since one can lay down
such a proposition and turn it from an empirical
proposition into a norm of description.

Think of chemical investigations. Lavoisier makes
experiments with substances in his laboratory and
now he concludes that this and that takes place when
there is burning. He does not say that it might happen
otherwise another time. He has got hold of a definite
world-picture—not of course one that he invented:
he learned it as a child. I say world-picture and not
hypothesis, because it is the matter-of-course foun-
dation for his rescarch and as such also goes unmen-
tioned.

168. But now, what part is played by the presup-
position that a substance A always reacts to a sub-
stance B in the same way, given the same circum-
stances? Or is that part of the definition of a
substance?

169. One might think that there were propositions
declaring that chemistry is possible. And these would
be propositions of a natural science. For what should
they be supported by, if not by experience?

170. I believe what people transmit to me in a cer-
tain manner. In this way [ believe geographical,
chemical, historical facts ete. That is how I learn the
sciences. Of course learning is based on believing.

It you have learnt that Mont Blanc is 4000 metres
high, if you have looked it up on the map, you say
you know it.

And can it now be said: we accord credence in this
way because it has proved to pay?

171, A principal ground for Moore to assume that
he never was on the moon is that no one ever was on
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the moon or could come there; and this we believe on
grounds of what we learn.

172. Perhaps someone says “There must be some
basic principle on which we accord credence”™, but
what can such a principle accomplish? Is it more than
a natural law of “taking for true™?

173. Is it maybe in my power what I believe? or
what I unshakeably believe?

I believe that there is a chair over there. Can’t I be
wrong? But, can I believe that 1 am wrong ?Orcanl
so much as bring it under consid n?—And
mightn’t T also hold fast to my belief whatever I
learned later on?! But is my belief then grounded?

174. T act with complete certainty. But this cer-
ldll'lly is my own.

“I know it I say to someone else; and here
there is a justification. But there is none for my belief.

176. Instead of “T know it one may say in some
cases “That’s how it is—rely upon it.” In some cascs,
however I learned it years and years ago™; and
sometimes: I am sure it is so.”

177. What I know. I believe.

178. The wrong use made by Moore of the propo-
sition “Tknow . . .” lies in his regarding it as an utter-
ance as little subject to doubt as T am in pain™. And
since from “T know it is $0™ there follows “It is so™,
then the latter can’t be doubted cither.

179. It would be correct to say: “Ibelieve .. ." has
subjective truth; but “Tknow . . " not.

180. Or again I believe ... is an “expression’,
but not T know .

181. Sllpposc Momc had said
instead of “T know .

182. The more p| mitive idea is that the earth
never had a beginning. No child has reason to ask
himself how long the carth has existed, because all
change takes place on it. If what is called the carth
really came into existence at some time—which is

“T swear ...
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hard enough to picture—then one naturally assumes
the beginning as having been an inconceivably long
time ago.

183. "It is certain that after the battle of Austerlitz
Napoleon. . .. Well, in that case it’s surely also cer-
tain that the carth existed then.”

184. "It is certain that we didn’t arrive on this
planct from another one a hundred years ago.” Well,
it’s as certain as such things are.

185. It would strike me as ridiculous to want o
doubt the existence of Napoleon: but if someone
doubted the existence of the earth 150 years ago, per-
haps I should be more willing to listen, for now he is
doubting our whole system of evidence. It does not
strike me as if this system were more certain than a
certainty within it.

186. "I might suppose that Napoleon never existed
and is a fable, but not that the earth did not exist 150
years ago.”

187. Do you know that the carth existed then’

~Of course I know that. 1 Iuvx, it from somecone who
certainly knows all abou

188. It strikes me as if someone who doubts the
existence of the earth at that time is impugning the
nature of all historical evidence. And I cannot say of
this latter that it is definitely correct.

189. At some point one has to pass from explana-
tion to mere description.

190. What we call historical evidence points to the
existence of the earth a long time before my birth;—
the opposite hypothesis has nothing on its side.

191. Well, if everything speaks for an hypothesis
and nothing against it—is it then certainly true? One
may designate it as such.—But does it certainly agree
with reality, with the facts?—With this question you
are already going round in a circle.

192. To be sure there is justification; but justifica-
tion comes to an end.
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1

“The problem of the criterion”™ seems to me to be one
of the most important and one of the most difficult of
all the problems of philosophy. I am tempted to say
that one has not begun to philosophize until one has
faced this problem and has recognized how unap-
pealing, in the end, each of the possible solutions is.
I have chosen this problem as my topic for the
Aquinas Lecture because what first set me to think-
ing about it (and I remain obsessed by it) were two
treatises of twenticth century scholastic philosophy. I
refer first to P. Coffey's two-volume work, Episte-
mology or the Theory of Knowledge, published in
1917.! This led me in turn to the treatises of Coffey’s
great teacher, Cardinal D. J. Mercier: Critériologie
générale ou théorie générale de la certitude.”

Mercier and, following him, Coffey set the prob-
lem correctly, I think, and have scen what is neces-
sary for its solution. But I shall not discuss their
views in detail. I shall formulate the problem; then
note what, according to Mercier, is necessary if we
are to solve the problem; then sketch my own solu-
tion; and, finally, note the limitations of my approach
to the problem.

Reprinted from Roderick M. Chisholm. The Found

of Knowing (Mi

2

What is the problem, then? It is the ancient problem
of “the diallelus™—the problem of “the wheel™ or
“the vicious circle.” It was put very neatly by Mon-
taigne in his Essays. So let us begin by para-
paraphrasing his formulation of the puzzle. To know
whether things really are as they seem to be, we must
have a procedure for distinguishing appearances that
are true from appearances that are false. But to know
whether our procedure is a good procedure, we have
to know whether it really succeeds in distinguishing
appearances that are true from appearances that are
false. And we cannot know whether it does really
succeed unless we already know which appearances
are frue and which ones are false. And so we are
caught in a circle.?

Let us try to see how one gets into a situation of
.
I'he puzzles begin to form when you ask yourself,
“What can I really know about the world?” We all are
acquainted with people who think they know a lot
more than in fact they do know. I'm thinking of fanat-
ics, bigots, mystics, various types of dogmatists. And
we have all heard of people who claim at least to know

thi:

lis: University of Mi Press, 1982), by per-

mission of Marquette University Press.
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alot less than what in fact they do know. I'm thinking
of those people who call themselves “skeptics™ and
who like to say that people cannot know what the
world is really like. People tend to become skeptics,
temporarily, after reading books on popular science:
the authors tell us we cannot know what things are like
really (but they make use of a vast amount of knowl-
edge, ora vast amount of what is claimed to be knowl-
edge, to support this skeptical conclusion). And as we
know, people tend to become dogmatists, temporarily,
as a result of the effects of alcohol, or drugs, or reli-
gious and emotional experiences. Then they claim to
have an inside view of the world and they think they
have a deep kind of knowledge giving them a key to
the entire workings of the univers
If you have a healthy common sense, you will feel
that something is wrong with both of these extremes
and that the truth is somewhere in the middle: we can
know far morc than the skeptic says we can know and
far less than the dogmatist or the mystic says that he
can know. But how are we to decide these things?

3

How do we decide, in any particular case, whether
we have a genuine item of knowledge? Most of us are
ready to confess that our beliefs far transcend what
we really know. There are things we believe that we
don’t in fact know. And we can say of many of these
things that we know that we don’t know them. I
believe that Mrs. Jones is honest, say, but I don’t
know it, and I know that T don’t know it. There are
other things that we don’t know, but they are such
that we don’t know that we don’t know them. Last
week, say, I thought I knew that Mr. Smith was hon-
est, but he turned out to be a thief. I didn’t know that
he was a thief, and, moreover, I didn’t know that 1
didn’t know that he was a thicf; I thought I knew that
he was honest. And so the problem is: How are we to
distinguish the real cases of knowledge from what
only seem to be cases of knowledge? Or, as I put it
before, how are we to decide in any particular case
whether we have genuine items of knowledge?
What would be a satisfactory solution to our prob-
lem? Let me quote in detail what Cardinal Mercier
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If there is any knowledge which bears the mark of
truth, if the intellect does have a way of distinguish-
ing the true and the false. in short, if there is a crite-
rion of truth, then this criterion should satisfy three

conditions: it should be internal, objective, and
immediate.

1t should be internal. No r
that is provided by an external authority can s
n. For the reflective doubts that
are essential (o criteriology can and should be

on or rule of truth
Tve as

an ultimate criteri

applied to this authority itself. The mind cannot
attain to certainty until it has found within itself a
sufficient reason for adhering to the testimony of
such an authority.

The criterion should be objective. The ultimate
reason for believing cannot be a merely subjective

state of the thinking subject. A man is aware that he
can reflect upon his psychological states in order to
control them. Knowing that he has this ability, he
does not. so long as he has not made use of it, have
the right to be sure. The ultimate ground of certitude
cannol consist in a subjective feeling. 1t can be

found only in that which, objectively. produces this
feeling and is adequate to reason.

Finally. the criterion must be inmediate. To be
sure. a cerlain conviction may rest upon many dif-
ferent reasons some of which are subordinate to oth-
Butif we are to avoid an infinite regre:
must find a ground of assent that presupposes no
other. We must find an immediate criterion of certi-
tude.

Is there a criterion of truth that satisties these
three conditions? If so, what is it?*

er then we

4

To see how perplexing our problem is, et us consider
a figure that Descartes had suggested and that Coffey
takes up in his dealings with the problem of the crite-
rion.® Descartes’ figure comes (o this.

Let us suppose that you have a pile of apples and
you want to sort out the good ones from the bad ones.
You want to put the good ones in a pile by themselves
and throw the bad ones away. This is a uscful thing to
do, obviously, because the bad apples tend to infect
the good ones and then the good ones become bad,
too. Descartes thought our beliefs were like this. The
bad ones tend to infect the good ones, so we should
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look them over very carefully, throw out the bad ones
il we can, and then—or so Descartes hoped—we
would be left with just a stock of good beliefs on
which we could rely completely. But how are we to
do the sorting? If we are to sort out the good ones
from the bad ones, then, of course, we must have a
way of recognizing the good ones. Or at least we
must have a way of recognizing the bad oncs. And—
again, of coursc—you and | do have a way of recog-
nizing good apples and also of recognizing bad ones.
The good ones have their own special feel, look, and
taste, and so do the bad ones.

But when we turn from apples to beliefs, the mat-
ter is quite different. In the casc of the apples, we
have a method—a criterion—for distinguishing the
good ones from the bad ones. But in the case of the
beliefs, we do not have a method or a criterion for
disting) ng the good ones from the bad ones. Or,
at least, we don’t have one yet. The question we
started with was: How are we to tell the good ones
from the bad ones? In other words, we were asking:
What is the proper method for deciding which are the
good beliefs and which are the bad ones—which
beliefs are genuine cases of knowledge and which
belicfs are not?

And now, you sce, we arc on the wheel. First, we
want (o find out which are the good beliefs and which
are the bad ones. To find this out we have to have
some way—some method—of deciding which are
the good ones and which are the bad ones. But there
are good and bad methods—good and bad ways—of
sorting out the good belicts from the bad ones. And
so we now have a new problem: low are we to
decide which are the good methods and which are the
bad ones?

If we could fix on a good method for distinguish-
ing between good and bad methods, we might be all
sct. But this, of course, just moves the problem to a
different level. How are we (o distinguish between a
2ood method for choosing good methods? If we con-
tinue in this way, of course, we are led to an infinite
regress and we will never have the answer to our orig-
inal question.

What do we do in fact? We do know that there are
fairly reliable ways of sorting out good beliefs from
bad ones. Most people will tell you, for example, that
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if you follow the procedures of science and common
sense—if you tend carefully to your observations
and if you make use of the canons of logic, induction,
and the theory of probability—you will be following
the best possible procedure for making sure that you
will have more good beliefs than bad ones. This is
doubtless true. But how do we know that it is? How
do we know that the procedures of science, reason,
and common sense are the best methods that we
have?

If we do know
these procedures we

( is because we know that
It is because we know that

these procedures do in fact enable us to distinguish
the good beliefs from the bad ones. We say: “See—

these methods turn out good beliefs.” But hiow do we
know that they do? It can only be that we already
know how to tell the difference between the good
beliefs and the bad ones.

And now you can sce where the skeptic comes in.
He'll say this: “You said you wanted to sort out the
good beliefs from the bad ones. Then to do this, you
apply the canons of science, common sense, and rea-
son. And now, in answer to the question, ‘How do
you know that that’s the right way to do it?," you say
“Why, I can sec that the ongs it picks out are the good
ones and the ones it leaves behind are the bad ones
But if you can see which ones are the good ones and
which ones are the bad ones, why do you think you
need a general method for sorting them out?”

5
We can formulate some of the philosophical issues
that are involved here by distinguishing two pairs of
questions. These are:

A) “What do we know? What is the extent of our
knowledge?™

B) “How are we to decide whether we know?
What are the criteria of knowledge?”

If you happen to know the answers (o the first of
these pairs of questions, you may have some hope of
being able to answer the second. Thus, if you happen
to know which are the good apples and which are the
bad ones, then maybe you could explain to some
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other person how he could go about deciding whether
or not he has a good apple or a bad onc. But if you
don’t know the answer to the first of these pairs of
questions—if you don’t know what things you know
or how far your knowledge extends—it is difficult to
see how you could possibly figure out an answer to
the second.

On the other hand, if, somchow, you alrcady know
the answers to the second of these pairs of questions,
then you may have some hope of being able to
answer the first. Thus, if you happen to have a good
set of directions for telling whether apples are good
or bad, then maybe you can go about finding a
2ood one—assuming, of course, that there are some
good apples to be found. But if you don’t know the
answer to the second of these pairs of questions—if
you don’t know how to go about deciding whether or
not you know, if you don’t know what the criteria of
knowing arc—it is difficult to see how you could
possibly figure out an answer to the first.

And so we can formulate the position of the skep-
tic on these matters. He will say: “You cannot answer
question A until you have answered question B. And
you cannot answer question B until you have
answered question A. ‘Therefore you cannot answer
cither question. You cannot know what, if anything,
you know, and there is no possible way for you to
decide in any particular case.” Is there any reply to
this?

6
Broadly speaking, there are at Ieast two other possi-
ble views. So we may choose among three possibili-
tie

“There are people—philosophers—who think that
they do have an answer to B and that, given their
answer to B, they can then figure out their answer to
A. And there are other people—other philosophers—
who have it the other way around: they think that they
have an answer to A and that, given their answer to A,
they can then figure out the answer 1o B.

‘There don’t scem to be any generally accepted
names for these two different philosophical posi-
tions. (Perhaps this is just as well. There arc more
than enough names, as it is, for possible philosophi-
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cal views.) T suggest, for the moment, we use the
expressions “methodists™ and “particularis By
“methodists,” | mmn not the followers of John Wes-
ley’s version of C ianity, but those who think they
have an answer to B, and who then, in terms of it,
work out their answer to A. By “particularists”™ |
mean those who have it the other way around.

7

Thus John Locke was a methodist—in our present,
rather special sense of the term. He was able to
arrive—somehow—at an answer to B. He said, in
effect: “The way you decide whether or not a belief
is a good belict—that is to say, the way you decide
whether a belief is likely to be a genuine case of
knowledge—is to see whether it is derived from
sense experience, to see, for example, whether it
bears certain relations to your sensations.” Just what
these relations to our sensations might be is a matter
we may leave open, for present purposes. The point
: Locke felt that if a belief is to be credible, it must
bear certain relations to the believer’s sensations—
but he never told us how he happened to arrive at this
conclusion. This, of course, is the view that has come
to be known as “empiricism.” David Hume followed
Locke in this empiricism and 1 that em
eives us an effective criterion for distinguishing the
good apples from the bad ones. You can take this cri-
terion to the library, he said. Supposc you find a book
in which the author makes assertions that do not con-
form to the empirical criterion. Hume said: Commit
it to the flames: for it can contain nothing but
sophistry and illusion.”

8

d lplnusm, |hu1 was a form of what I have called
methodism.” The empiricist—like other types of
mclhmllsl—bcg with a criterion and then he uses
it to throw out the bad apples. There are two objec-
tions, I would say, to empiricism. The first—which
applics to every form of methodism (in our present
sensc of the word)—is that the criterion is very broad
and far-reaching and at the same time completely
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arbitrary. How can one begin with a broad gencral-
ization? It scems especially odd that the empiricist—
who wants to proceed cautiously, step by step, from
experience—begins with such a generalization. He
leaves us completely in the dark so far as concerns
what reasons he may have for adopting this particu-
lar criterion rather than some other. The second
objection applies to empiricism in particular. When
we apply the empirical criterion—at least, as it was
developed by Hume, as well as by many of those in
the nineteenth and twentieth centuries who have
called themselves “empiricists™—we seem to throw
out, not only the bad apples but the good ones as well,
and we are left, in cffect, with just a few parings or
skins with no meat behind them. Thus Hume virtu-
ally conceded that, if you are going to be empiricist,
the only matters of fact that you can really know
dboul pertain to the existence of sensations. is
vain,” he said, “To ask whether there be body.” He
meant you cannot know whether any physical things
exist—whether there are trees, or houses, or bodics,
much less whether there are atoms or other such
microscopic particles. All you can know is that there
are and have been certain sensations. You cannot
know whether there is any you who experiences
those sensations—much less whether any other peo-
ple exist who experience sensations. And [ think, if
he had been consistent in his empiricism, he would
also have said you cannot really be sure whether
there have been any sensations in the past; you can
know only that certain sensations exist here and now.

9

The great Scottish philosopher, Thomas Reid,
reflected on all this in the eighteenth century. He was
serious about philosophy and man’s place in the
world. He finds Hume saying things implying that we
can know only of the existence of certain sensations
here and now. One can imagine him saying: “Good
Lord! What kind of nonsense is this?" What he did
say, among other things, was this: “A traveller of good
judgment may mistake his way, and be unawares led
into a wrong track; and while the road is fair before
him, he may go on without suspicion and be followed
by others but, when it ends in a coal pit, it requires no
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great judgment to know that he hath gone wrong, nor
perhaps to find out what misled him.™

Thus Reid, as I interpret him, was not an empiri-
cist; nor was he, more gencerally, what I have called a
“methodist.” He was a “particularist.” That is to say,
he thought that he had an answer to question A, and
in terms of the answer to question A, he then worked
out kind of an answer to question B.” An cven better
example of a “particularist” is the great twenticth
century English philosopher, G. E. Moore.

Suppose, for a moment, you were tempted to go
along with Hume and say “The only thing about the
world I can really know is that there are now sensa-
tions of a certain sort. There's a sensation of a man,
there’s the sound of a voice, and there's a feeling of
bewilderment or boredom. But that’s all 1 can really
know about.” What would Reid say? I can imagine
him saying something like this: “Well, you can talk
that way if you want to. But you know very well that
itisn’ttrue. You know that you are there, that you have
a body of such and such a sort and that other people
are here, too. And you know about this building and
where you were lhis‘ morning and all kinds of other
things as well.” G. E. Moore would raise his hand at
this point and say: “1 know very well this is a hand,
and so do you. If you come across some philosophi-
cal theory that implies that you and I cannot know that
this i1s a hand, then so much the worse for the theory.”
I think that Reid and Moore are right, myself, and I'm
inclined to think that the “methodists™ are wrong.

Going back to our questions A and B, we may
summarize the three possible views as follows: there
is skepticism (you cannot answer cither question
without presupposing an answer to the other, and
therefore the questions cannot be answered at all);
there is “methodism™ (you begin with an answer to
B); and there is “particularism™ (you begin with an
answer to A). I'suggest that the third possibility is the
most reasonable.

10

I would say—and many reputable philosophers
would disagree with me—that, to find out whether
you know such a thing as that this i a hand, you don’t
have to apply any test or criterion. Spinoza has it
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right. "In order to know,” he said, “there is no need to
know that we know, much less to know that we know
that we know.™

“This is part of the answer, it scems (o me, to the
puzzle about the diallelus. There are many things that
quite obviously, we do know to be true. If T report to
you the things I now sce and hear and feel—or, if you
prefer, the things I now think T sce and hear and
feel—the chances are that my report will be correct;
T will be telling you something I know. And so, too,
if you report the things that you think you now
and hear and feel. To be sure, there are hallucinati
and illusions. People often think they see or hear or
feel things that in fact they do not see or hear or feel.
But from this fact—that our senses do sometimes
deceive us—it hardly follows that your senses and
mine are deceiving you and me right now. One may
say similar things about what we remember.

Having these good apples before us, we can look
them over and formulate certain criteria of goodness,
Consider the senses, for example. One important cri-
terion—one epistemological principle—was formu-
lated by St. Augustine. It is more reasonable, he said,
1o trust the senses than to distrust them. Even though
there have been illusions and hallucinations, the wise
thing, when everything scems all right, is to accept the
testimony of the senses. I'say “when everything seems
all right.” If on a particular occasion something about
that particular occasion makes you suspect that par-
ticular report of the senses, if, say, you seem to
remember having been drugeed or hypnotized, or
brainwashed, then perhaps you should have some
doubts about what you think you see, or hear, or feel,
or smell. But if nothing about this particular occasion
leads you to suspect what the senses report on this par-
ticular occasion, then the wise thing is to take such a
report at its face value. In short the senses should be
regarded as innocent until there is some positive rea-
son, on some particular occasion, for thinking that
they are guilty on that particular occasion.

One might say the same thing of memory. If, on
any occasion, you think you remember that such-
and-such an event occurred, then the wise thing is to
assume that that particular event did occur—unless
something special about this particular oc
leads you to suspect your memory.
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We have then a kind of answer to the puzzle about
the diallelus, We start with particular cases of knowl-
edge and then from those we generalize and formu-
late criteria of goodness—criteria telling us what it is
for a belief to be epistemologically respectable. Let
us now try to sketch somewhat more precisely this
approach to the problem of the criterion.

11

The theory of evidence, like ethics and the theory of
value, presupposes an objective right and wrong. To
explicate the requisite senses of “right™ and “wrong,”
we need the concept of right preference—or, more
exactly, the concept of one state of mind being
preferable, epistemically, to another. One state of
mind may be better; epistemically, than another. This
concept of epistemic preferability is what Cardinal
Mercier called an objective concept. It is one thing to
say, objectively, that one state of mind is to be pre-
Serred to another. It is quite another thing to say, sub-
jectively, that one state of mind is in fact preferred to
another—that someone or other happens to prefer the
one state of mind to the other. If a state of mind A is
to be preferred to a state of mind B, if it is, as I would
like to say, intrinsically preferable to B, then anyone
who prefers B to A is mistaken in his preference.

Given this concept of epistemic preferability, we
can readily explicate the basic concepts of the theory
of evidence. We could say, for for example, that a
proposition p is bevond reasonable doubt provided
only that believing p is then epistemically preferable
for S to withholding p—where by “withholding p™
we mean the state of neither accepting p nor its nega-
tion. It is evident to me, for example, that many peo-
ple are here. This means it is epistemically preferable
for me to believe that many people are here than for
me neither to believe nor to disbelieve that many are
people here.

A proposition is evident for a person if it is beyond
reasonable doubt for that person and is such that his
including it among the propositions upon which he
ses his decisions is preferable (o his not so including
it. A proposition is acceptable if withholding it is not
preferable to believing it. And a proposition is unac-
ceptable if withholding it is preferable to believing it.
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Again, some propositions arc not beyond reason-
able doubt but they may be said to have some pre-
sumption in their favor. I suppose that the proposition
that each of us will be alive an hour from now is one
that has some presumption in its favor. We could say
that a proposition is of this sort provided only that
believing the proposition is epistemically preferable
to believing its negation.

Moving in the other direction in the cpistemic
hierarchy, we could say that a proposition is certain,
ain, for a given subject at a given time,
if that proposition is then evident to that subject and
if’ there is no other proposition that is such that
belicving that other proposition is then cpistemically
preferable for him to belicving the given proposition.
Itis certain for me, I would say, that there seem to be
many people here and that 7 and 5 are 12, I1 this is so,
then each of the two propositions is evident to me and
there are no other propositions that are such that it
would be cven better, cpistemically, if T were to
belicve those other propositions.

This concept of epistemic preferability can be
axiomatized and made the basis of a system of epis-
temic logic exhibiting the relations among these and
other concepts of the theory of evidence.? For present
purposes, let us simply note how they may be applicd
in our approach to the problem of the criterion.

12

Letus begin with the most difficult of the concepts to
which we have just referred—that of a proposition
being certain for a man at a given time. Can we for-
mulate criferia of such certainty? I think we can
Leibniz had said that there are two Kinds of imme-
diately evident proposition—the “first truths of fact™
and the “first truths of reason.” Let us consider cach
of these in turn
Among the “first truths of fact.” for any man at any
given time, I would say, are
about his own state of mind at that time—his think-
ing certain thoughts, his entertaining certain beliet
his being in a certain sensory or emotional state.
These propositions all pertain to certain states of the
man that may be said to manifest or present them-
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selves to him at that time. We could use Meinong’s
term and say that certain states are “self-presenting,”
where this concept might be marked off in the fol-
lowing way.

A man’s being in a certain state is self-presenting
to him at a given time provided only that (i) he is in
that state at that time and (ii) it is nec ily truc that
if he is in that state at that time then it is evident to
himn that he is in that state at that time.

“T'he states of mind just referred to are of this char-
acter. Wishing, say, that one were on the moon is a
state that is such that a man cannot be in that state
without it being evident to him that he is in that state.
And 50, too, for thinking certain thoughts and having
certain sensory or emotional experiences. These
states present themselves and are, so to speak, marks
of their own evidence. They cannot occur unless it is
evident that they occur. I think they are properly
called the “first truths of fact” Thus St. Thomas
could say that “the intellect knows that it possesses
the truth by reflecting on itself™"

Perc 2 external things and remembering are
not states that present themselves. But thinking that
one perceives (or seeming to perceive) and thinking
that onc¢ remembers (or sceming to remember) are
states of mind that present themselves. And in pre-
senting themselves they may, at least under certain
favorable conditions, present something else as well.

Coffey quotes Hobbes as saying that “the inn of
evidence has no sign-board.™!! T would prefer saying
that these self-presenting states are sign-boards—of
the inn of indircct evidence. But these sign-boards
need no further sign-boards in order to be presented,
for they present themselves.

13

What of the first truths of reason? These are the
itions that some philosophers have called “a
nd that Leibniz, following Locke, referred to
as “maxims” or “axioms.” These propositions are all
necessary and have a further characteristic that Leib-
niz described in this way: “You will find in a hundred
places that the Scholastics have said that these propo-
sitions are evident, ex ferminis, as soon as the terms
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arce understood, so that they were persuaded that the
force of conviction was grounded in the nature of the
terms, i.c., in the connection of their ideas."!? Thus
St. Thomas referred to propositions that are “mani-
fest through themselves.™?

An axiom, one might say, is a necessary proposi-
tion such that onc cannot understand it without
thereby knowing that it is truc. Since one cannot
know a proposition unless it is evident and one
believes it, and since one cannot believe a proposition
unless one understands it, we might characterize
these first truths of reason in the following way:

A proposition is axiomatic for a given subject at a
eiven time provided only that (i) the proposition is
one that is necessarily true and (ii) it is also necessar-
ily true that if the person then belicves that proposi-
tion, the proposition is then evident to him.

We might now characterize the a priori somewhat
more broadly by saying that a proposition is a priori
for a given subject at a given time provided that one
or the other of these two things is true: cither (i) the
proposition is one that is axiomatic for that subject at
that time, or else (ii) the proposition is one such that
it is evident to the man at that time that the proposi-
tion is entailed by a set of propositions that are
axiomatic for him at that time.

In characterizing the “first truths of fact”™ and the
“first truths of reason,” I have used the expression
“evident.” But I think it is clear that such truths are
not only evident but also certain. And they may be
said to be directly, or immediately, evident.

What, then, of the indirectly evident?

14

I have suggested in rather general terms above what
we might say about memory and the senses. These
ostensible sources of knowledge are to be treated as
innocent until there is positive ground for thinking
them guilty. I will not attempt to develop a theory of
the indirectly evident at this point. But I will note at
least the kind of principle to which we might appeal
in developing such a theory.

We could begin by considering the following two
principles, M and P; M referring to memory, and P
referring to perception or the senses.

159

M) For any subject S, if it is evident to S that she
seems to remember that ¢ was I then it is
beyond reasonable doubt for S that ¢ was F.

P) For any subject S, if it is evident to S that she
thinks she perceives that ¢ is F, then it is evi-

dent to S that a i

“She scems to remember”™ and “she thinks she per-
ceives™ here refer to certain self-presenting states
that, in the figure I used above, could be said to serve
as sign-boards for the inn of indirect evidence.

But principles M and P, as they stand, are much too
latitudinarian. We will find that it is necessary to make
qualifications and add more and more conditions.
Some of these will refer to the subject’s sensory state;
some will refer to certain of her other beliefs; and
some will refer to the relations of confirmation and
mutual support. To set them forth in adequate detail
would require a complete epistemology.'*

So far as our problem of the criterion is concerned,
the essential thing to note is this. In formulating such
principles we will simply proceed as Aristotle did
when he formulated his rules for the syllogism. As
“particularists” in our approach to the problem of the
criterion, we will fit our rules to the cases—to the
apples we know to be good and to the apples we know
to be bad. Knowing what we do about ourselves and
the world, we have at our disposal certain instances
that our rules or principles should countenance, and
certain ot