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THE FIRST
DIALOGUE.

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

Hylas. Tt is indeed something unusual; but my Thoughts were so taken up with a Subject
I was discoursing of last Night, that finding I could not sleep, I resolved to rise and take a
turn in the Garden.

Phil. Tt happened well, to let you see what innocent 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
Beauties of Nature inspire the Soul with secret Transports; its Faculties too being at this time
fresh and lively, are fit for those Meditations, which the Solitude of a Garden and Tranquillity
of the Morning naturally dispose us to. But I am afraid I interrupt your Thoughts: for you
seemed very intent on something.

Hyl. Tt is 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 my self of your Company, for my
Thoughts always flow more easily in Conversation with a Friend, than when I am alone: But
my Request is, that you would suffer me to impart my Reflexions to you.

Phil. With all my heart, it is what I should have requested my self, if you had not
prevented me.

Hyl. 1 was considering the odd Fate of those Men who have in all Ages, through an
Affectation of being distinguished from the Vulgar, or some unaccountable Turn of Thought,
pretended either to believe nothing at all, or to believe the most extravagant Things in the
World. This however might be born, if their Paradoxes and Scepticism did not draw after
them some Consequences of general Disadvantage to Mankind. But the Mischief lieth here;
that when Men of less Leisure see them who are supposed to have spent their whole time in
the Pursuits of Knowledge, professing an intire Ignorance of all Things, or advancing such
Notions as are repugnant to plain and commonly received Principles, they will be tempted
to entertain Suspicions concerning the most important Truths, which they had hitherto held
sacred and unquestionable.

Phil. T intirely agree with you, as to the ill Tendency of the affected Doubts of some
Philosophers, and fantastical Conceits of others. I am even so far gone of late in this way
of Thinking, that I have quitted 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 the plain Dictates of Nature and common Sense, I find my Understanding strangely
enlightened, so that I can now easily comprehend a great many Things which before were all
Mystery and Riddle.

Hyl. T am glad to find there was nothing in the Accounts I heard of you.

Phil. Pray, what were those?



Hyl. You were represented in last Night’s Conversation, 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 Philosophers call Material Substance, I am
seriously persuaded: But if I were made to see any thing absurd or sceptical 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 any Thing be more fantastical, more repugnant to common Sense, or a
more manifest Piece of Scepticism, 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 Opinion a greater Sceptic, 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 Scepticism, I should ever be obliged to give up my Opinion in
this Point.

Phil. Well then, are you content to admit that Opinion for true, which upon Examination
shall appear most agreeable to common Sense, and remote from Scepticism?

Hyl. With all my Heart. Since you are for raising Disputes about the plainest Things in
Nature, I am content for once to hear what you have to say.

Phil. Pray, Hylas, what do you mean by a Sceptic?

Hyl. T mean what all Men mean, one that doubts of every Thing.

Phil. He then who entertains no Doubt concerning some particular Point, with regard
to that Point cannot be thought a Sceptic.

Hyl. T agree with you.

Phil. Whether doth Doubting consist in embracing the Affirmative or Negative Side of
a Question?

Hyl. In neither; for whoever understands English, cannot but know that Doubting signi-
fies a Suspense between both.

Phil. He then that denieth any Point, can no more be said to doubt of it, than he who
affirmeth it with the same Degree of Assurance.

Hyl. True.

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

Hyl. T acknowledge it.

Phil. How cometh it to pass then, Hylas, that you pronounce me a Sceptic, because I
deny what you affirm, to wit, the Existence of Matter? Since, for aught you can tell, I am as
peremptory in my Denial, as you in your Affirmation.

Hyl. 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. I said indeed, that a Sceptic was one who
doubted of every Thing; but I should have added, or who denies the Reality and Truth of
Things.

Phil. What Things? Do you mean the Principles and Theoremes of Sciences? But these
you know are universal intellectual Notions, and consequently independent of Matter; the
Denial therefore of this doth not imply the denying them.
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Hyl. T 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 denominate a Man a Sceptic?

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 I take you rightly, he is to be
esteemed the greatest Sceptic?

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 I mean any
thing else?

Phil. Pardon me, Hylas, if I am desirous clearly to apprehend your Notions, since this
may much shorten our Inquiry. Suffer me then to ask you this farther Question. Are those
Things only perceived by the Senses which are perceived immediately? Or may those Things
properly be said to be Sensible, which are perceived mediately, or not without the Intervention
of others?

Hyl. T do not sufficiently understand you.

Phil. In reading a Book, what I immediately perceive are the Letters, but mediately, or
by means of these, are suggested to my Mind the notions of God, Virtue, Truth, é&c. Now,
that the Letters are truly Sensible Things, or perceived by Sense, there is no doubt: But I
would know whether you take the Things suggested 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 Sensible Marks, with which they have an
arbitrary Connexion.

Phil. Tt seems then, that by Sensible Things you mean those only which can be perceived
immediately by Sense.

Hyl. Right.

Phil. Doth it not follow from this, that though I see one part of the Sky Red, and another
Blue, and that my Reason doth thence evidently conclude there must be some Cause of that
Diversity of Colours, yet that Cause cannot be said to be a Sensible Thing, or perceived by
the Sense of Seeing?

Hyl. Tt doth.

Phil. In like manner, though I hear Variety of Sounds, yet I cannot be said to hear the
Causes of those Sounds.

Hyl. You cannot.

Phil. And when by my Touch I perceive a Thing to be hot and heavy, I cannot say with
any Truth or Propriety, that I feel the Cause of its Heat or Weight.

Hyl. To prevent any more Questions of this kind, I tell you once for all, that by Sensible
Things I mean those only which are perceived by Sense, and that in truth the Senses perceive
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, intirely 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 farther inform me, whether we immediately
perceive by Sight any thing beside Light, and Colours, and Figures: or by Hearing, any thing
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but Sounds: by the Palate, any thing beside Tastes: by the Smell, beside Odors: or by the
Touch, more than tangible Qualities.

Hyl. We do not.

Phil. It seems therefore, that if you take away all sensible Qualities, there remains
nothing sensible.

Hyl. T grant it.

Phil. Sensible Things therefore are nothing else but so many sensible Qualities, or
Combinations of sensible Qualities.

Hyl. Nothing else.

Phil. Heat then is a sensible Thing.

Hyl. Certainly.

Phil. Doth the Reality of sensible Things consist in being perceived? or, is it something
distinct from their being perceived, and that bears no relation 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 I 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
perceived.

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
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 least?

Hyl. 1 tell you, the Reason is plainly the same in respect of both: They are both perceived
by Sense; nay, the greater Degree of Heat is more sensibly perceived; 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.

Phil. And is any unperceiving Thing capable of Pain or Pleasure?

Hyl. No certainly.

Phil. Is your material Substance a senseless Being, or a Being endowed with Sense and
Perception?

Hyl. Tt is senseless, without doubt.

Phil. Tt cannot therefore be the Subject of Pain.

Hyl. By no means.

Phil. Nor consequently of the greatest Heat perceived by Sense, since you acknowledge
this to be no small Pain.

Hyl. T grant it.

Phil. What shall we say then of your external Object; is it a material Substance, or no?

Hyl. Tt is a material Substance with the sensible Qualities inhering in it.
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Phil. How then can a great Heat exist in it, since you own it cannot in a material
Substance? 1 desire you would clear this Point.

Hyl. Hold, Philonous. 1 fear I was out in yielding intense Heat to be a Pain. It should
seem rather, that Pain is something distinct from Heat, and the Consequence or Effect of it.

Phil. Upon putting your Hand near the Fire, do you perceive one simple uniform Sen-
sation, or two distinct Sensations?

Hyl. But one simple Sensation.

Phil. Is not the Heat immediately perceived?

Hyl. Tt is.

Phil. And the Pain?

Hyl. True.

Phil. Seeing therefore they are both immediately perceived at the same time, and the
Fire affects you only with one simple, or uncompounded Idea, it follows that this same simple
Idea is both the intense Heat immediately perceived, and the Pain; and consequently, that
the intense Heat immediately perceived, is nothing distinct from a particular sort of Pain.

Hyl. Tt seems 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 sensible Pain or Pleasure in general,
abstracted from every particular Idea of Heat, Cold, Tastes, Smells? éc.

Hyl. T do not find that I can.

Phil. Doth it not therefore follow, that sensible Pain is nothing distinct from those
Sensations or Ideas, in an intense Degree?

Hyl. Tt is undeniable; and to speak the Truth, I begin to suspect a very great Heat
cannot exist but in a Mind perceiving it.

Phil. What! are you then in that Sceptical State of Suspense, between Affirming and
Denying?

Hyl. T think I may be positive in the Point. A very violent and painful Heat cannot exist
without the Mind.

Phil. Tt hath not therefore, according to you, any real Being.

Hyl. T own it.

Phil. Ts it therefore certain, that there is no body in Nature really hot?

Hyl. T have not denied there is any real Heat in Bodies. I 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 difference, that the Greater were more undoubtedly real than the Lesser?

Hyl. True: But it was, because I did not then consider the Ground there is for dis-
tinguishing between them, which I now plainly see. And it is this: Because intense Heat
is nothing else but a particular kind of painful Sensation; and Pain cannot exist but in a
perceiving 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, from those which exist without it?



Hyl. That is no difficult matter. You know, the least Pain cannot exist unperceived;
whatever therefore Degree of Heat is a Pain, exists 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 unperceiving Being was capable of Pleasure,
any more than of Pain.

Hyl. 1 did.

Phil. And is not Warmth, or a more gentle Degree of Heat than what causes Uneasiness,
a Pleasure?

Hyl. What then?

Phil. Consequently it cannot exist without the Mind in any unperceiving Substance, or
Body.

Hyl. So it seems.

Phil. Since therefore, as well as 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, I do not think it 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 great 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. 1 could rather call it an Indolence. It seems 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. If 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 perceive a great Uneasiness: It cannot therefore exist without the Mind; but
a lesser Degree of Cold may, as well as a lesser Degree of Heat.

Phil. Those Bodies therefore, upon whose Application to our own, we perceive a mod-
erate Degree of Heat, must be concluded to have a moderate Degree of Heat or Warmth in
them; And those, upon whose Application 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 leads a Man into an Absurdity?

Hyl. Without doubt it cannot.

Phil. Is it not an Absurdity to think that the same thing should be at the same time
both cold and warm?

Hyl. Tt is.

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 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, to believe an Absurdity.

Hyl. T confess it seems 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 any thing be more absurd than to 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, doth it not rend and divide the Fibres of your
Flesh?

Hyl. Tt doth.

Phil. And when a Coal burns your Finger, doth it any more?

Hyl. Tt doth not.

Phil. Since therefore you neither judge the Sensation itself occasioned by the Pin, nor
any thing 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 any thing 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 or Cold?

Hyl. Then indeed you will have done something to the purpose; but that is what I 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?

Phil. Inform me, Hylas. Is a sweet Taste a particular kind of Pleasure or pleasant
Sensation, or is it not?

Hyl. Tt is.

Phil. And is not Bitterness some kind of Uneasiness or Pain?

Hyl. T grant it.

Phil. If 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 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 simply, that they were. Whereas I should have thus distinguished: 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, are not in the
Fire or Sugar. What say you to this?

Phil. T say it is nothing to the Purpose. Our Discourse proceeded altogether concerning
Sensible Things, which you defined to be the Things we immediately perceive by our Senses.
Whatever other Qualities therefore you speak of, as distinct from these, I know nothing of
them, neither do they at all belong to the Point in Dispute. You may indeed pretend to have
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discovered certain Qualities which you do not perceive, and assert those insensible Qualities
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 Qualities which are perceived by the Senses) do not exist
without the Mind?

Hyl. 1 see it is to no purpose to hold out, so I give up the Cause as to those mentioned
Qualities. Though I profess it sounds odly, to say that Sugar is not sweet.

Phil. But for your farther Satisfaction, take this along with you: That which at other
times seems sweet, shall to a distempered Palate appear bitter. And nothing can be plainer,
than that divers Persons 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
inherent in the Food?

Hyl. T acknowledge I know not how.

Phil. In the next place, Odours are to be considered. And with regard to these, I would
fain know, whether what hath been said of Tastes doth 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, nor 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 therefore
must be thought the Subject of Sound.

Phil. What Reason is there for that, Hylas?

Hyl. Because when any Motion is raised in the Air, we perceive a Sound greater or lesser,
in Proportion 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 Air.

Hyl. Tt 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 causeth a Vibration, which by the Auditory
Nerves being communicated to the Brain, the Soul is thereupon affected with the Sensation
called Sound.

Phil. What! is Sound a Sensation?

Hyl. T tell you, as perceived by us, it is a particular 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
senseless 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 Sensation, but the
latter is merely a Vibrative or Undulatory Motion in the Air.

Phil. T thought I had already obviated that Distinction 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. T am.

Phil. Whatever therefore agrees to real Sound, may with Truth be attributed to Motion.

Hyl. Tt may.

Phil. 1t is then good Sense to speak of Motion, as of a thing that is loud, sweet, acute,
or grave.

Hyl. 1 see you are resolved not to understand me. Is it not evident, those Accidents or
Modes belong only to sensible Sound, or Sound in the common Acceptation 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. 1t seems then there are two Sorts of Sound, the one Vulgar, or that which is heard,
the other Philosophical and Real.

Hyl. Even so.

Phil. And the latter consists in Motion.

Hyl. T told 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. Tt 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 alter the Truth of Things. I own indeed, the Inferences you draw me into, sound
something odly; but common 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? I assure you, I imagine myself to have gained no small Point,
since you make so light of departing from common Phrases and Opinions; 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 Paradox,
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 already made, I
had as well grant that Sounds too have no real Being without the Mind.

Phil. And I hope you will make no Difficulty to acknowledge the same of Colours.

Hyl. Pardon me: the Case of Colours is very different. Can any thing be plainer, than
that we see them on the Objects?



Phil. The Objects you speak of are, I suppose, corporeal Substances existing without
the Mind.

Hyl. They are.

Phil. And have true and real Colours inhering in them?

Hyl. Each visible Object hath that Colour which we see in it.

Phil. How! Is there any thing visible but what we perceive by Sight?

Hyl. There is not.

Phil. And do we perceive any thing by Sense, which we do not perceive immediately?

Hyl. How often must I be obliged to repeat the same thing? I tell you, we do not.

Phil. Have Patience, good Hylas; and tell me once more, whether there is any thing
immediately perceived by the Senses, except sensible Qualities. I know you asserted there
was not: But I would now be informed, whether you still persist in the same Opinion.

Hyl. T do.

Phil. Pray, is your corporeal Substance either 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 saying, each visible Object hath that Colour
which we see in it, you make visible Objects to be corporeal Substances; which implies
either that corporeal Substances are sensible Qualities, or else that there is something beside
sensible Qualities perceived by Sight: But as this Point was formerly agreed between us, and
is still maintained by you, it is a clear Consequence, that your corporeal Substance is nothing
distinct from sensible Qualities.

Hyl. You may draw as many absurd Consequences as you please, and endeavour to
perplex the plainest Things; but you shall never persuade me out of my Senses. I clearly
understand my own Meaning.

Phil. T wish you would make me understand it too. But since you are unwilling to have
your Notion of corporeal Substance examined, I shall urge that Point no farther. Only be
pleased to let me know, whether the same Colours which we see, exist in external Bodies, or
some other.

Hyl. The very same.

Phil. What! are then the beautiful Red and Purple we see on yonder Clouds, really in
them? Or do you imagine they have in themselves any other Form, than that of a dark Mist
or Vapour?

Hyl. T must own, Philonous, those Colours are not really in the Clouds as they seem to
be at this Distance. They are only apparent Colours.

Phil. Apparent call you them? how shall we distinguish these apparent Colours from
real?

Hyl. Very easily. 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.

Hyl. Right.

Phil. Is the nearest and exactest Survey made by the help of a Microscope, or by the
naked Eye?

Hyl. By a Microscope, doubtless.
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Phil. But a Microscope often discovers Colours in an Object different from those per-
ceived by the unassisted Sight. And in case we had Microscopes magnifying to any assigned
Degree; it is certain, that no Object whatsoever viewed through them, would appear in the
same Colour which it exhibits to the naked Eye.

Hyl. And what will you conclude from all this? You cannot argue that there are really
and naturally no Colours on Objects: because by artificial Managements they may be altered,
or made to vanish.

Phil. T think it may evidently be concluded from your own Concessions, that all the
Colours 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 afforded us by a Microscope.
Then as to what you say by way of Prevention: I ask you, whether the real and natural State
of an Object is better discovered by a very sharp and piercing Sight, or by one which is less
sharp?

Hyl. By the former without doubt.

Phil. Ts it not plain from Dioptrics, that Microscopes make the Sight more penetrating,
and represents Objects as they would appear to the Eye, in case it were naturally endowed
with a most exquisite Sharpness?

Hyl. Tt is.

Phil. Consequently the Microscopical Representation is to be thought that which best
sets forth the real Nature of the Thing, or what it is in itself. The Colours therefore by it
perceived, are more genuine and real, than those perceived otherwise.

Hyl. T 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 reason 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 case they see, can it be imagined their Sight
hath not the same Use in preserving their Bodies from Injuries, which appears in That of all
other Animals? And if it hath, 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, every one knows that all Things seem yellow. Is it not therefore
highly probable, those Animals in whose Eyes we discern a very different Texture from that
of ours, and whose Bodies abound with different Humours, do not see the same Colours in
every Object that we do? From all which, should it not seem to follow, that all Colours are
equally apparent, and that none of those which we perceive are really inherent in any outward
Object?

Hyl. Tt should.

Phil. The Point will be past all doubt, if you consider, that in case Colours were real
Properties or Affections 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 hath been said, that upon the Use of Microscopes, upon a Change happening in the
Humours of the Eye, or a Variation of Distance, without any manner of real Alteration in
the Thing itself, the Colours 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 different Colours to the Eye. The same thing happens upon viewing an
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Object in various Degrees of Light. And what is more known, than that the same Bodies
appear differently coloured by Candle-light, from what they do in the open Day? Add to
these the Experiment of a Prism, which separating the heterogeneous Rays of Light, alters
the Colour 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 hath its
true real Colour inhering in it; and if you think it hath, I would fain know farther 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 Colour, and
distinguishing it from apparent ones.

Hyl. T own myself intirely satisfied, that they are all equally apparent; and that there
is no such thing as Colour 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, Colours are
still more or less vivid; and if there be no Light, then are there no Colours perceived. Besides,
allowing there are Colours on external Objects, yet how is it possible for us to perceive them?
For no external Body affects the Mind, unless it act first on our Organs of Sense. 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 immediately some
contiguous Substance, which operating on the Eye occasions a Perception of Colours: And
such is Light.

Phil. How! is Light then a Substance?

Hyl. 1 tell you, Philonous, external Light is nothing but a thin fluid Substance, whose
minute Particles being agitated with a brisk Motion, and in various Manners reflected from
the different Surfaces of outward Objects to the Eyes, communicate different Motions to the
Optick Nerves; which being propagated to the Brain, cause therein various Impressions: And
these are attended with the Sensations of Red, Blue, Yellow, &c.

Phil. Tt seems then, the Light doth no more than shake the Optick Nerves.

Hyl. Nothing else.

Phil. And consequent to each particular Motion of the Nerves the Mind is affected with
a Sensation, which is some particular Colour.

Hyl. Right.

Phil. And these Sensations have no Existence without the Mind.

Hyl. They have not.

Phil. How then do you affirm that Colours are in the Light, since by Light you understand
a corporeal Substance external to the Mind?

Hyl. Light and Colours, as immediately perceived by us, I grant cannot exist without the
Mind. But in themselves they are only the Motions and Configurations of certain insensible
Particles of Matter.

Phil. Colours 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 Colours by all Mankind beside, 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 your self, whether considering the Inquiry we are upon, it be
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prudent for you to affirm, the Red and Blue which we see are not real Colours, 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. T frankly own, Philonous, that it is in vain to stand out any longer. Colours, Sounds,
Tastes, in a word, all those termed Secondary Qualities, have certainly no Existence without
the Mind. But by this Acknowledgment I must not be supposed to derogate any thing from
the Reality of Matter or external Objects, seeing it is no more than several Philosophers
maintain, who nevertheless are the farthest imaginable from denying Matter. For the clearer
Understanding of this, you must know sensible Qualities are by Philosophers divided into
Primary and Secondary. The former are Extension, Figure, Solidity, Gravity, Motion, and
Rest. And these they hold exist really in Bodies. The latter are those above enumerated;
or briefly, all sensible Qualities beside the Primary, which they assert are only so many
Sensations or Ideas existing no where but in the Mind. But all this, I doubt not, you are
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 Substances.

Hyl. T am.

Phil. But what if the same Arguments which are brought against Secondary Qualities,
will hold proof against these also?

Hyl. Why then I shall be obliged to think, they too exist only in the Mind.

Phil. TIs it your Opinion, the very Figure and Extension which you perceive by Sense,
exist in the outward Object or material Substance?

Hyl. 1t is.

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.

Phil. Answer me, Hylas. Think you the Senses were bestowed upon all Animals for their
Preservation 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 enabled 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.

Hyl. T 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 I grant.

Phil. Can one and the same thing be at the same time in itself of different Dimensions?

Hyl. That were absurd to imagine.
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Phil. But from what you have laid down it follows, 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. T have.

Phil. But as we approach to or recede from an Object, the visible Extension varies, being
at one Distance ten or a hundred times greater than at another. Doth it not therefore follow
from hence likewise, that it is not really inherent in the Object?

Hyl. T own I 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 to one
Hand, and cold to the other?

Hyl. Tt was.

Phil. Ts it not the very same Reasoning to conclude, there is no Extension or Figure in
an Object, because to one Eye it shall seem little, smooth, and round, when at the same time
it appears to the other, great, uneven, and angular?

Hyl. The very same. But doth this latter Fact ever happen?

Phil. You may at any time make the Experiment, by looking with one Eye bare, and
with the other through a Microscope.

Hyl. T know not how to maintain it, and yet I am loth to give up Fxtension, I see so
many odd Consequences following upon such a Concession.

Phil. Odd, say you? After the Concessions already made, I hope you will stick at nothing
for its Oddness. But on the other hand should it not seem very odd, if the general reasoning
which includes all other sensible Qualities did not also include Extension? If it be allowed
that no Idea nor any thing like an Idea can exist in an unperceiving Substance, then surely
it follows, that no Figure or Mode of Extension, which we can either 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 Extension, to
be the Substratum of Extension. Be the sensible Quality what it will, Figure, or Sound, or
Colour; it seems alike impossible it should subsist in that which doth not perceive it.

Hyl. T give up the Point for the present, reserving still a Right to retract my Opinion, in
case I shall hereafter discover any false Step in my Progress to it.

Phil. That is a Right you cannot be denied. Figures and Extension 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 reciprocal 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.

Hyl. T agree with you.

Phil. And is not Time measured by the Succession of Ideas in our Minds?
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Hyl. 1t is.

Phil. And is it not possible Ideas should succeed one another twice as fast in your Mind,
as they do in mine, or in that of some Spirit of another kind?

Hyl. T own it.

Phil. Consequently the same Body may to another seem to perform its Motion over any
Space in half the time that it doth to you. And the same Reasoning 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 swift and very slow. How is this consistent either with common
Sense, or with what you just now granted?

Hyl. T have nothing to say to it.

Phil. Then as to Solidity; either you do not mean any sensible Quality by that Word,
and so it is beside our Inquiry: Or if you do, it must be either Hardness or Resistance. But
both the one and the other are plainly relative to our Senses: It being evident, that what
seems hard to one Animal, may appear soft to another, who hath greater Force and Firmness
of Limbs. Nor is it less plain, that the Resistance I feel is not in the Body.

Hyl. T own the very Sensation of Resistance, which 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 immediately perceived, and
therefore not sensible. This Point I thought had been already determined.

Hyl. T own it was; but you will pardon me if I seem a little embarrassed: I 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 evidently suppose Extension. It is therefore superfluous to inquire
particularly concerning each of them. In denying Extension, you have denied them all to
have any real Existence.

Hyl. T wonder, Philonous, if what you say be true, why those Philosophers who deny the
Secondary Qualities any real Existence, should yet attribute it to the Primary. If there is no
Difference between them, how can this be accounted for?

Phil. Tt is not my business to account for every Opinion of the Philosophers. But among
other Reasons which may be assigned for this, it seems probable, 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 pleasing or disagreeable than the Ideas of Extension,
Figure, and Motion, affect us with. And it being too visibly absurd to hold, that Pain or
Pleasure can be in an unperceiving Substance, Men are more easily weaned from believing
the external Existence of the Secondary, than the Primary Qualities. You will be satisfied
there is something in this, if you recollect the Difference you made between an intense and
more moderate Degree of Heat, allowing the one a real Existence, while you denied it to the
other. But after all, there is no rational Ground for that Distinction; 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. Tt is just come into my Head, Philonous, that I have somewhere heard of a Dis-
tinction 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
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of our own Bodies, 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 are altogether relative to the Succession of Ideas in our own Minds. But it doth
not follow, because those Modifications of Motion exist not without the Mind, that therefore
absolute Motion abstracted from them doth 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 or Slowness, some certain
Magnitude or Figure peculiar to each?

Hyl. T think so.

Phil. These Qualities therefore stripped of all sensible Properties, are without all specific
and numerical Differences, as the Schools call them.

Hyl. They are.

Phil. That is to say, they are Extension in general, and Motion in general.

Hyl. Let it be so.

Phil. But it is a universally received Maxim, that Fvery thing which exists, is particular.
How then can Motion in general, or Extension in general exist in any corporeal Substance?

Hyl. T will take time to solve your Difficulty.

Phil. But I 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 Extension,
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, I 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 Extension and Motion, from the Ideas of all
those Qualities which they who make the Distinction, term Secondary?

Hyl. What! is it not an easy Matter to consider Extension and Motion by themselves,
abstracted from all other sensible Qualities? Pray how do the Mathematicians treat of them?

Phil. T acknowledge, Hylas, it is not difficult to form general Propositions and Reasonings
about those Qualities, without mentioning any other; and in this Sense to consider or treat
of them abstractly. But how doth 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 Theoremes
may be made of Extension and Figures, without any mention of great or small, or any other
sensible Mode or Quality; that therefore it is possible such an abstract Idea of Extension,
without any particular Size or Figure, or sensible Quality, should be distinctly formed, and
apprehended by the Mind? Mathematicians treat of Quantity, without regarding what other
sensible Qualities it is attended with, as being altogether indifferent to their Demonstrations.
But when laying aside the Words, they contemplate the bare Ideas, I 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 I cannot frame abstract Ideas at all, it is plain, I cannot frame them by the
help of pure Intellect, whatsoever Faculty you understand by those Words. Besides, not to
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inquire into the Nature of pure Intellect and its spiritual Objects, as Virtue, Reason, God, or
the like; thus much seems manifest, that sensible Things are only to be perceived by Sense, or
represented by the Imagination. Figures therefore and Extension being originally perceived
by Sense, do not belong to pure Intellect. But for your farther Satisfaction, try if you can
frame the Idea of any Figure, abstracted from all Particularities of Size, or even from other
sensible Qualities.

Hyl. Let me think a little I do not find that I can.

Phil. And can you think it possible, that should really exist in Nature, which implies 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 Qualities, doth 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 admitted, as conclusive against
the Secondary Qualities, are without any farther Application of Force against the Primary
too. Besides, if you will trust your Senses, is it not plain all sensible Qualities 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 Qualities?

Hyl. You need say no more on this Head. I am free to own, if there be no secret Error
or Oversight in our Proceedings hitherto, that all sensible Qualities are alike to be denied
Existence without the Mind. But my Fear is, that I 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 without the Mind, yet it
will not thence follow that the former cannot.

Phil. What Object do you mean? the object of the Senses?

Hyl. The same.

Phil. Tt is then immediately perceived.

Hyl. Right.

Phil. Make me to understand the Difference between what is immediately perceived, and
a Sensation.

Hyl. The Sensation I take to be an Act of the Mind perceiving; beside which, there is
something perceived; and this I call the Object. For Example, there is Red and Yellow on
that Tulip. But then the Act of perceiving those Colours 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 see beside Colour, Figure, and Extension?

Hyl. Nothing.

Phil. What you would say then is, that the Red and Yellow are coexistent with the
Extension; is it not?
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Hyl. That is not all; I would say, They have a real Existence without the Mind, in some
unthinking Substance.

Phil. That the Colours are really in the Tulip which I see, is manifest. Neither can it be
denied, that this Tulip may exist independent of your Mind or mine; but that any immediate
Object of the Senses, that is, any Idea, or Combination of Ideas, should exist in an unthinking
Substance, or exterior to all Minds, is in itself an evident Contradiction. Nor can I imagine
how this follows 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. You have an artful way, Philonous, of diverting our Inquiry from the Subject.

Phil. T see you have no mind to be pressed that way. To return then to your Distinction
between Sensation and Object; if I take you right, you distinguish in every Perception two
Things, the one an Action of the Mind, the other not.

Hyl. True.

Phil. And this Action cannot exist in, or belong to any unthinking thing; but whatever
beside is implied in a Perception, may.

Hyl. That is my Meaning.

Phil. So that if there was a Perception without any Act of the Mind, it were possible
such a Perception should exist in an unthinking Substance.

Hyl. T grant it. But it is impossible there should be such a Perception.

Phil. When is the Mind said to be active?

Hyl. When it produces, puts an end to, or changes any thing.

Phil. Can the Mind produce, discontinue, or change any thing but by an Act of the Will?

Hyl. Tt cannot.

Phil. The Mind therefore is to be accounted active in its Perceptions, so far forth as
Volition is included in them.

Hyl. Tt is.

Phil. In plucking this Flower, I am active, because I do it by the Motion of my Hand,
which was consequent upon my Volition; so likewise in applying it to my Nose. But is either
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 this.

Hyl. Tt is.

Phil. But I do not find my Will concerned any farther. Whatever more there is, as that
I perceive such a particular Smell or any Smell at all, this is independent of my Will, and
therein I am altogether passive. 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 doth it in like manner depend on your Will, that in looking on this Flower, you
perceive White rather than any other Colour? Or directing your open Eyes towards yonder
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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. T am.

Phil. Tell me now, whether Seeing consists in perceiving Light and Colours, or in opening
and turning the Eyes?

Hyl. Without doubt, in the former.

Phil. Since therefore you are in the very Perception of Light and Colours altogether
passive, what is become of that Action you were speaking of, as an Ingredient in every
Sensation? And doth it not follow from your own Concessions, that the Perception of Light
and Colours, 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 Colours, Tastes, Sounds, éc. are not all equally
Passions or Sensations in the Soul. You may indeed call them external 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 discover nothing else, but that I am a thinking Being, affected with Variety of Sensations;
neither is it possible to conceive how a Sensation should exist 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 Qualities, 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. Tt is not itself sensible; its Modes and Qualities only being perceived by the Senses.

Phil. T presume then, it was by Reflexion and Reason you obtained the Idea of it.

Hyl. T do 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. Tt seems 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 Qualities.

Hyl. Right.

Phil. Be pleased therefore to let me know wherein that Relation consists.

Hyl. Is it not sufficiently expressed in the Term Substratum, or Substance?

Phil. If so, the Word Substratum should import, that it is spread under the sensible
Qualities or Accidents.

Hyl. True.

Phil. And consequently under Extension.

Hyl. T own it.

Phil. 1t is therefore somewhat in its own Nature intirely distinct from Extension.
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Hyl. 1 tell you, Extension is only a Mode, and Matter 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 exclusive of Extension, is supposed to be the
Substratum of Extension.

Hyl. Just so.

Phil. Answer me, Hylas. Can a Thing be spread without Extension? or is not the Idea
of Extension necessarily included in Spreading?

Hyl. Tt is.

Phil. Whatsoever therefore you suppose spread under any thing, must have in itself an
Extension distinct from the Extension of that Thing under which it is spread.

Hyl. Tt must.

Phil. Consequently every corporeal Substance being the Substratum of Extension, must
have in itself another Extension by which it is qualified to be a Substratum: And so on to
Infinity. And I 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. Aye 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 support another, must it not be extended?

Hyl. Tt must.

Phil. Is 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 Sense 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 support 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 I wait for an Answer, Hylas?

Hyl. T declare I know not what to say. I once thought I understood it well enough what
was meant by Matter’s supporting Accidents. But now the more I think on it, the less can I
comprehend it; in short, I 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 it is 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 exist, without conceiving at the same time a material Support of them.

Hyl. T did.

Phil. That is to say, when you conceive the real Existence of Qualities, you do withal
conceive something which you cannot conceive.

Hyl. Tt was wrong I 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 each Quality cannot singly subsist
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without the Mind. Colour cannot without Extension, neither can Figure without some other
sensible Quality. But as the several Qualities united or blended together form intire sensible
Things, nothing hinders why such Things may not be supposed to exist without the Mind.

Phil. Either, Hylas, you are jesting, or have a very bad Memory. Though indeed we
went through all the Qualities by Name one after another; yet my Arguments, or rather your
Concessions no where tended to prove, that the Secondary Qualities did not subsist each alone
by itself; but that they were not at all without 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 Qualities, 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 hath been hitherto said, and reckon it for nothing, if you will have
it so) I am content to put the whole upon this Issue. If you can conceive it possible for any
Mixture or Combination of Qualities, 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 House existing by itself, independent of, and unperceived by any Mind whatsoever?
I do at this present time conceive them existing after that manner.

Phil. How say you, Hylas, can you see a thing which is at the same time unseen?

Hyl. No, that were a Contradiction.

Phil. Ts it not as great a Contradiction to talk of conceiving a thing which is unconceived?

Hyl. Tt is.

Phil. The Tree or House therefore which you think of, is conceived 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 I own an Oversight; but stay, let me consider what led me to it. It is
a pleasant Mistake enough. As I was thinking of a Tree in a solitary Place, where no one was
present to see it, methought that was to conceive a Tree as existing unperceived or unthought
of, not considering that I myself conceived it all the while. But now I plainly see, that all I
can do is to frame Ideas in my own Mind. I may indeed conceive 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 possibly conceive, how any one corporeal
sensible Thing should exist otherwise than in a Mind.

Hyl. T do.

Phil. And yet you will earnestly 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 certain 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. T do.

Phil. And have they not then the same Appearance of being distant?
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Hyl. They have.

Phil. But you do not thence conclude the Apparitions 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 doth not my Sense deceive me in those Cases?

Phil. By no means. The Idea or Thing which you immediately perceive, neither Sense
nor Reason inform you that it actually exists without the Mind. By Sense you only know
that you are affected with such certain Sensations of Light and Colours, éc. And these you
will not say are without the Mind.

Hyl. True: But beside 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 perpet-
ually, or do they appear the same at all Distances?

Hyl. They are in a continual Change.

Phil. Sight therefore doth not suggest or any way inform you, that the visible Object you
immediately perceive, exists at a Distance *, or will be perceived when you advance further
onward, there being a continued Series of visible Objects succeeding each other, during the
whole time of your Approach.

Hyl. 1t doth not; but still I know, upon seeing an Object, what Object I 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 upon 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 Succession 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. Tt is.

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 existing only in his Mind.

Hyl. Tt is undeniable.

Phil. But to make it still more plain: Is not Distance a Line turned endwise to the Eye?

Hyl. Tt is.

Phil. And can a Line so situated be perceived by Sight?

Hyl. Tt cannot.

Phil. Doth it not therefore follow that Distance is not properly and immediately perceived
by Sight?

Hyl. Tt should seem so.

Phil. Again, is it your Opinion that Colours are at a Distance?

Hyl. Tt must be acknowledged, they are only in the Mind.

* See the Essay towards a new Theory of Vision; And its Vindication.
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Phil. But do not Colours appear to the Eye as coexisting 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 Colours do not; the sensible Appearance being the very same with regard to
both?

Hyl. T know 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 beside our Ideas?

Phil. As for the rational deducing of Causes from Effects, that is beside our Inquiry. And
by the Senses you can best tell, whether you perceive any thing 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 seem 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 immediately, which are likewise called Ideas; the other are real Things or external
Objects perceived by the Mediation of Ideas, which are their Images and Representions. Now
I 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 perceived by Sense, or by some other Faculty?

Hyl. They are perceived by Sense.

Phil. How! is there any thing perceived 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 Cesar, I may be said after a manner to perceive him (though not immedi-
ately) by my Senses.

Phil. Tt seems then, you will have our Ideas, which alone are immediately perceived, to
be Pictures of external Things: And that these also are perceived by Sense, inasmuch as they
have a Conformity or Resemblance to our Ideas.

Hyl. That is my Meaning.

Phil. And in the same way that Julius Cesar, in himself invisible, is nevertheless per-
ceived by Sight; real Things in themselves imperceptible, are perceived by Sense.

Hyl. In the very same.

Phil. Tell me, Hylas, when you behold the Picture of Julius Cesar, do you see with your
Eyes more than some Colours and Figures with a certain Symmetry and Composition of the
whole?

Hyl. Nothing else.

Phil. And would not a Man, who had never known any thing of Julius Cesar, see as
much?

Hyl. He would.

Phil. Consequently he hath his Sight, and the Use of it, in as perfect a Degree as you.

Hyl. T agree with you.
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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
perceived; 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. Tt should.

Phil. Consequently it will not follow from that Instance, that any thing 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 Connexion, the immediate Perception of Ideas by one Sense suggests to the Mind
others perhaps belonging to another Sense, which are wont to be connected with them. For
instance, when I hear a Coach drive along the Streets, immediately I perceive only the Sound;
but from the Experience I have had that such a Sound is connected with a Coach, I am said
to 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 suggested to the Imagination by the
Colour 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 suggested to the Mind by Experience grounded on former Perceptions. But to return to
your Comparison of Cesar’s Picture, it is plain, if you keep to that, you must hold the real
Things or Archetypes of our Ideas are not perceived by Sense, but by some internal Faculty
of the Soul, as Reason or Memory. I would therefore fain know, what Arguments you can
draw from Reason for the Existence 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 any one that did.

Hyl. T see, Philonous, you are disposed to Rallery; but that will never convince me.

Phil. My Aim is only to learn from you, the way to come at the Knowledge of material
Beings. Whatever we perceive, is perceived either immediately or mediately: By Sense, or
by Reason and Reflexion. But as you have excluded Sense, pray shew me what Reason you
have to believe their Existence; or what medium you can possibly make use of, to prove it
either to mine or your own Understanding.

Hyl. To deal ingenuously, Philonous, now I consider the Point, I do not find I can give
you any good Reason for it. But thus much seems pretty plain, that it is at least possible
such Things may really exist. And as long as there is no Absurdity in supposing them, I 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
lie on him who holds the Affirmative. And after all, this very Point which you are now
resolved to maintain without any Reason, is in effect what you have more than once during
this Discourse seen good Reason to give up. But to pass over all this; if I 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.

Hyl. You take me right.
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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 Faculties 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 perpetually fleeting and variable as our Ideas,
should be Copies or Images of any thing fixed and constant? Or in other Words, since all
sensible Qualities, as Size, Figure, Colour, &c. that is, our Ideas are continally 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 distinct
Things, each of which is so different from and unlike the rest? Or if 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?

Hyl. T 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
imperceptible?

Hyl. Properly and immediately nothing can be perceived but Ideas. All material Things
therefore are in themselves insensible, and to be perceived only by their Ideas.

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 is insensible? Can a real
thing in itself invisible be like a Colour; or a real thing which is not audible, be like a Sound?
In a word, can any thing be like a Sensation or Idea, but another Sensation or Idea?

Hyl. T must own, I think not.

Phil. Is it possible there should be any doubt in 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 any thing 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 me to conceive or understand how any thing
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 consist in an absolute Existence exterior to the Mind. That is to say, you
are a downright Sceptic. So I have gained my Point, which was to shew your Principles led
to Scepticism.

Hyl. For the present I am, if not intirely convinced, 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 ways? Were any little
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Slips in Discourse laid hold and insisted on? Or were you not allowed to retract or reinforce
any thing you had offered, as best served your Purpose? Hath not every thing you could say
been heard and examined with all the Fairness imaginable? In a word, have you not in every
Point been convinced out of your own Mouth? And if you can at present discover any Flaw in
any of your former Concessions, or think of any remaining Subterfuge, any new Distinction,
Colour, or Comment whatsoever, why do you not produce it?

Hyl. A little Patience, Philonous. 1 am at present so amazed to see myself ensnared,
and as it were 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 Prayers.

Phil. We will go in then if you please, and meet here again to Morrow Morning. In the
meantime you may employ your Thoughts on this Morning’s Discourse, and try if you can
find any Fallacy in it, or invent any new means to extricate yourself.

Hyl. Agreed.
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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 leisure to think of the Time of
the Day, or indeed of any thing else.

Philonous. 1 am glad you were so intent upon it, in Hopes if there were any Mistakes in
your Concessions, or Fallacies in my Reasonings from them, you will now discover them to
me.

Hyl. T assure you, I have done nothing ever since I saw you, but search after Mistakes
and Fallacies, and with that 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 Lustre of Error and Disguise
cannot endure being reviewed, or too nearly inspected.

Hyl. T own there is a great deal in what you say. Nor can any one be more intirely
satisfied of the Truth of those odd Consequences, so long as I have in View the Reasonings
that lead 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.

Phil. T know not what way you mean.

Hyl. T mean the way of accounting for our Sensations or Ideas.

Phil. How is that?

Hyl. 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, communicate certain
vibrative Motions to the Nerves; and these being filled with Spirits, propagate them to the
Brain or Seat of the Soul, which according to the various Impressions or Traces thereby made
in the Brain, is variously affected with Ideas.

Phil. And call you this an Explication of the manner whereby we are affected with Ideas?

Hyl. Why not, Philonous, have you any thing to object against it?

Phil. T would first know whether I rightly understand 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 sensible Thing?

Hyl. What else think you I could mean?

Phil. Sensible Things are all immediately perceivable; and those Things which are im-
mediately perceivable, are Ideas; and these exist only in the Mind. Thus much you have, if I
mistake not, long since agreed to.
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Hyl. T do 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 are not Things imagined as truly in the Mind as Things perceived?

Hyl. T must confess they are.

Phil. Tt comes therefore to the same thing; and you have been all this while accounting
for Ideas, by certain Motions or Impressions in the Brain, that is, by some Alterations in an
Idea, whether sensible or imaginable, it matters not.

Hyl. T begin to suspect my Hypothesis.

Phil. Beside 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 conceive 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. T now clearly see it was a mere 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 Connexion is there
between a Motion in the Nerves, and the Sensations of Sound or Colour in the Mind? or how
is it possible these should be the Effect of that?

Hyl. But I could never think it had so little in it, as now it seems to 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 Sceptic?

Hyl. Tt is too plain to be denied.

Phil. Look! are not the Fields covered with a delightful Verdure? Is there not something
in the Woods and Groves, in the Rivers and clear Springs that sooths, 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 pleasing 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 doth 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 Bodies? 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 support, do they not also set off and illustrate each other? Raise now your Thoughts from
this Ball of Earth, to all those glorious Luminaries 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 Erratique) Globes ever known to stray, in their repeated Journeys through the
pathless Void? Do they not measure Areas round the Sun ever proportioned 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 Lustre of the fixed Stars! How magnificent and rich

28



that negligent 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 Distances, 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 labouring Mind exert and strain each
Power to its utmost reach, there still stands out ungrasped a Surplusage immeasurable. 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 each other, even with this Earth, which was almost slipt from my Thoughts,
and lost in the Croud of Worlds. Is not the whole System immense, beautiful, glorious beyond
Expression and beyond Thought! What treatment then do those Philosophers deserve, who
would deprive these noble and delightful Scenes of all Reality? How should those Principles
be entertained, that lead us to think all the visible Beauty of the Creation a false imaginary
Glare? To be plain, can you expect this Scepticism 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 Sceptic as I am.

Phil. There, Hylas, I must beg leave to differ from you.

Hyl. What! have you all along agreed to the Premises, and do you now deny the
Conclusion, and leave me to maintain those Paradoxes by myself which you led me into?
This surely is not fair.

Phil. T deny that I agreed with you in those Notions that led to Scepticism. You indeed
said, the Reality of sensible Things consisted in an absolute Ezistence 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 Definition,
you profess yourself a Sceptic. 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 conclude, 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 must 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 Christians hold; nay, and all others too who
believe there is a God, and that he knows and comprehends all Things.

Phil. Ay, but here lies the Difference. Men commonly 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 necessarily conclude the Being of a God, because all sensible Things must
be perceived by him.

Hyl. But so long as we all believe the same thing, what matter is it how we come by
that Belief?

Phil. But neither do we agree in the same Opinion. For Philosophers, though they
acknowledge all corporeal Beings to be perceived by God, yet they attribute to them an

29



absolute Subsistence distinct from their being perceived by any Mind whatever, which I do
not. Besides, is there no Difference between saying, There is a God, therefore he perceives
all Things: and saying, Sensible Things do really exist: and if they really exist, they are
necessarily perceived by an infinite Mind: therefore there is an infinite Mind, or God? This
furnishes you with a direct and immediate Demonstration, from a most evident Principle, of
the Being of a God. Divines and Philosophers had proved beyond all Controversy, from the
Beauty and Usefulness of the several Parts of the Creation, that it was the Workmanship
of God. But that setting aside all Help of Astronomy and natural Philosophy, all Contem-
plation of the Contrivance, Order, and Adjustment of Things, an infinite Mind should be
necessarily inferred from the bare Existence of the sensible World, is an Advantage peculiar
to them only who have made this easy Reflexion: That the sensible World is that which we
perceive by our several Senses; and that nothing is perceived by the Senses beside Ideas; and
that no Idea or Archetype of an Idea can exist otherwise than in a Mind. You may now,
without any laborious search into the Sciences, without any Subtilty of Reason, or tedious
Length of Discourse, oppose and baffle the most strenuous Advocate for Atheism. Those
miserable Refuges, whether in an eternal Succession of unthinking Causes and Effects, or in
a fortuitous Concourse of Atoms; those wild Imaginings of Vanini, Hobbes, and Spinosa; in
a word the whole System of Atheism, is it not intirely overthrown by this single Reflexion
on the Repugnancy included in supposing the Whole, or any Part, even the most rude and
shapeless of the visible World, to exist without a Mind? Let any one of those Abettors of
Impiety but look into his own Thoughts, and there try if he can conceive how so much as a
Rock, a Desert, a Chaos, or confused Jumble of Atoms; how any thing at all, either sensible
or imaginable, can exist independent of a Mind, and he need go no farther to be convinced
of his Folly. Can any thing be fairer than to put a Dispute on such an Issue, and leave it to
a Man himself to see if he can conceive, even in Thought, what he holds to be true in Fact,
and from a notional to allow it a real Existence?

Hyl. 1t cannot be denied, there is something highly serviceable to Religion in what you
advance. But do you not think it looks very like a Notion entertained by some eminent
Moderns, of seeing all things in God?

Phil. T would gladly know that Opinion; pray explain it to me.

Hyl. They conceive that the Soul being immaterial, is incapable of being united with
material Things, so as to perceive them in themselves, but that she perceives them by her
Union with the Substance of God, which being spiritual is therefore purely intelligible, or
capable of being the immediate Object of a Spirit’s Thought. Besides, the Divine Essence
contains in it Perfections correspondent to each created Being; and which are for that Reason
proper to exhibit or represent them to the Mind.

Phil. T do not understand how our Ideas, which are Things altogether passive and inert,
can be the Essence, or any Part (or like any Part) of the Essence or Substance of God,
who is an impassive, indivisible, purely active Being. Many more Difficulties and Objections
there are, which occur at first View against this Hypothesis; but I shall only add that it is
liable to all the Absurdities of the common Hypotheses, in making a created World exist
otherwise than in the Mind of a Spirit. Beside all which it hath this peculiar to itself; that
it makes that material World serve to no Purpose. And if it pass for a good Argument
against other Hypotheses in the Sciences, that they suppose Nature or the Divine Wisdom to
make something in vain, or do that by tedious round-about Methods, which might have been
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performed in a much more easy and compendious way, what shall we think of that Hypothesis
which supposes the whole World made in vain?

Hyl. But what say you, are not you too of Opinion that we see all Things in God? If I
mistake not, what you advance comes near it.

Phil. Few Men think, yet all will have Opinions. Hence Mens Opinions are superficial and
confused. It is nothing strange that Tenets, which in themselves are ever so different, should
nevertheless be confounded with each other by those who do not consider them attentively.
I shall not therefore be surprised, if some Men imagine that I run into the Enthusiasm of
Malbranche, though in truth I am very remote from it. He builds on the most abstract general
Ideas, which I intirely disclaim. He asserts an absolute external World, which I deny. He
maintains that we are deceived by our Senses, and know not the real Natures or the true
Forms and Figures of extended Beings; of all which I hold the direct contrary. So that upon
the whole there are no Principles more fundamentally opposite than his and mine. It must
be owned I intirely agree with what the holy Scripture saith, That in God we live, and mowve,
and have our Being. But that we see Things in his Essence after the manner above set forth,
I am far from believing. Take here in brief my Meaning. It is evident that the Things I
perceive are my own Ideas, and that no Idea can exist unless it be in a Mind. Nor is it less
plain that these Ideas or Things by me perceived, either themselves or their Archetypes, exist
independently of my Mind, since I know myself not to be their Author, it being out of my
power to determine at pleasure, what particular Ideas I shall be affected with upon opening
my Eyes or Ears. They must therefore exist in some other Mind, whose Will it is they should
be exhibited to me. The Things, I say, immediately perceived, are Ideas or Sensations, call
them which you will. But how can any Idea or Sensation exist in, or be produced by, any thing
but a Mind or Spirit? This indeed is inconceivable; and to assert that which is inconceivable,
is to talk Nonsense: Is it not?

Hyl. Without doubt.

Phil. But on the other hand, it is very conceivable that they should exist in, and be
produced by, a Spirit; since this is no more than I daily experience in myself, inasmuch as
I perceive numberless Ideas; and by an Act of my Will can form a great Variety of them,
and raise them up in my Imagination: Though it must be confessed, these Creatures of the
Fancy are not altogether so distinct, so strong, vivid, and permanent, as those perceived by
my Senses, which latter are called Real Things. From all which I conclude, there is a Mind
which affects me every Moment with all the sensible Impressions I perceive. And from the
Variety, Order, and Manner of these, I conclude the Author of them to be wise, powerful,
and good beyond comprehension. Mark it well; I do not say, I see Things by perceiving that
which represents them in the intelligible Substance of God. This I do not understand; but
I say, The Things by me perceived are known by the Understanding, and produced by the
Will, of an infinite Spirit. And is not all this most plain and evident? Is there any more in
it, than what a little Observation of our own Minds, and that which passes in them not only
enableth us to conceive, but also obligeth us to acknowledge?

Hyl. T think I understand you very clearly; and own the Proof you give of a Deity seems
no less evident, than it is surprising. But allowing that God is the Supreme and Universal
Cause of all Things, yet may there not be still a Third Nature besides Spirits and Ideas?
May we not admit a subordinate and limited Cause of our Ideas? In a word, may there not
for all that be Matter?
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Phil. How often must I inculcate the same thing? You allow the Things immediately
perceived by Sense to exist no where without the Mind: But there is nothing perceived by
Sense, which is not perceived immediately: therefore there is nothing sensible that exists
without the Mind. The Matter therefore which you still insist on, is something intelligible, I
suppose; something that may be discovered by Reason, and not by Sense.

Hyl. You are in the right.

Phil. Pray let me know what Reasoning your Belief of Matter is grounded on; and what
this Matter is in your present Sense of it.

Hyl. 1 find myself affected with various Ideas, whereof I know I am not the Cause; neither
are they the Cause of themselves, or of one another, or capable of subsisting by themselves,
as being altogether inactive, fleeting, dependent Beings. They have therefore some Cause
distinct from me and them: Of which I pretend to know no more, than that it is the Cause
of my Ideas. And this thing, whatever it be, I call Matter.

Phil. Tell me, Hylas, hath every one a Liberty to change the current proper Signification
annexed to a common Name in any Language? For Example, suppose a Traveller should tell
you, that in a certain Country Men might pass unhurt through the Fire; and, upon explaining
himself, you find he meant by the Word Fire that which others call Water: Or if he should
assert that there are Trees that walk upon two Legs, meaning Men by the term Trees. Would
you think this reasonable?

Hyl. No; I should think it very absurd. Common Custom is the Standard of Propriety in
Language. And for any Man to affect speaking improperly, is to pervert the Use of Speech,
and can never serve to a better purpose, than to protract and multiply Disputes where there
is no Difference in Opinion.

Phil. And doth not Matter, in the common current Acceptation of the Word, signify an
extended, solid, moveable, unthinking, inactive Substance?

Hyl. Tt doth.

Phil. And hath it not been made evident, that no such Substance can possibly exist?
And though it should be allowed to exist, yet how can that which is inactive be a Cause; or
that which is unthinking be a Cause of Thought? You may indeed, if you please, annex to the
Word Matter a contrary Meaning to what is vulgarly received; and tell me you understand
by it an unextended, thinking, active Being, which is the Cause of our Ideas. But what else
is this, than to play with Words, and run into that very Fault you just now condemned with
so much Reason? I do by no means find fault with your Reasoning, in that you collect a
Cause from the Phenomena: But I deny that the Cause deducible by Reason can properly
be termed Matter.

Hyl. There is indeed something in what you say. But I am afraid you do not thoroughly
comprehend my Meaning. I would by no means be thought to deny that God or an Infinite
Spirit is the Supreme Cause of all things. All I contend for, is, that subordinate to the Supreme
Agent there is a Cause of a limited and inferior Nature, which concurs in the Production of
our Ideas, not by any Act of Will or Spiritual Efficiency, but by that Kind of Action which
belongs to Matter, viz. Motion.

Phil. Tfind, you are at every Turn relapsing into your old exploded Conceit, of a moveable
and consequently an extended Substance existing without the Mind. What! Have you already
forgot you were convinced, or are you willing I should repeat what has been said on that Head?
In truth this is not fair Dealing in you, still to suppose the Being of that which you have so
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often acknowledged to have no Being. But not to insist farther on what has been so largely
handled, I ask whether all your Ideas are not perfectly pass