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P A R T I1.

MUST own, CLEANTHES, faid Paxr

. DEMEA, thit hothing can more v,,I\.
furprife me, than the-light in which
you have all along put this argumeht.
By the whole tenor of your d1fcourfe,
one would imaginé that you were main-
taining the Being of a God, aga.m{t the
cavils of Atheifts and Infidels; and were
neceflitated to become a champion for
that fundamental principleof allreligion.
But this, I hope, is not, by any means,
a queftion among us. No man; no man,
at leaft, of common fenfe, I am perfua~
ded, ever entertained.a ferious doubt
with regard to a truth fo certain and
felf-evident. The queftion is not con-

" C 3 cerning
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Parr cerning the BEING, but the NATURE,
v~ of GOD. This I affirm, from the in-
firmities of human underftanding, to
be altogether incomprehenfible and un- -
known to us. .The effence of that Su-
preme Mind, his attributes, the manner
of his exiftence, the very nature of_his
duration ; thefe, and every particular
which regards fo divine a Being, are
“myfterious to men. Finite, weak, and
blind creaturesp we ought to humble
ourfelves in his auguft prefence; and,
~ confcious of our frailties, adore in fi-
lence his infinite perfe@ions, which eye
hath not feen, ear hath not heard, nei-
ther hath it entered into the heart of
man to conceive. They are covered ina
-deep cloud from human curiofity: Itis
profanenefs to attempt penetrating thro”
thefe facred obfeurities: And next to
the impiety of denying his exiftence, is
the temerity of prying into his nature
and eflence, decrees and attributes.
' Bur

>
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Bu left you thould think, that my Fire

pzety has here got the better of my phis s
" lofophy, T {hall fupport my opinion, if it
needs any fupport, by a very great au~
thority. I might cite all the divines, al-
moft, from the foundation of Chriftia~
nity, who have ever treated of this or
any other theological fubje@t: Rut I
fhall confine myfelf, at prefent, to one
equally celebrated for piety and philo-
fophy. It is Father MALEBRANCHE,
who, I remember, thus expreflfes him-
felf *,  “ One ought not fo much (fays
“ he) to c¢all God a {pirit, in order to
‘ exprefs pofitively what he is, as in or-
“ der to fignify that he is not matter.
“ Heis a Being infinitely perfe& of
“ this we cannot doubt. But in the
‘“ {fame manner as we ought not to ima-
“ gine, even fuppofing him corporeal,
“ that he is clothed with 2 human body,
. “ as the ANTHROPOMORPHITES aflert~
“ ed, under colour that that figure was

. C4 the

- Recherche de 12 Verité, liv. 3. cap. 9-

I
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P;'IW “ the moft perfet of any; fo neither
v “ ought we to imagine, that the Spirit

% of God has human ideas, or bears
any refemblance to our fpirit; under
colour that we know nothing more
perfet than a human mind. We
ought rather to believe, that as he
cqmprehends the perfe@ions of mat-
ter without being material.........
he comprehends alfo the perfections
of created {pirits, without being fpi-
rit, in the manner we conceive {pi-
rit: That his true name is, He that is;
or, in other words, Being without re-
¢ ftriction, All Being, the Being infi-
% finite and univerfal.”
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AFTER fo great an authority, DEMEA,
replied PuiLo, as that which you have
produced, and a thoufand more which
you mught produce, it would appear ri-
diculous in me to add my fentiment, ot

_ exprefs my approbation of your doc~
“trine. But furely, where reafonable
men
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men treat thefe fubje@s, the queftion Pax~

' can never be concerning the Being, but w~nv
only the Nature, of the Deity. The for--
mer truth, as you well obferve, is un- -
queftionable and felf-evident. Nothing
exifts without a caufe; and the original
caufe of this univerfe (whatever it be)
we call Gop; and pioufly afcribe to him
every {pecies of perfeCtion. Whoever

. {cruples this fundamental truth, de-
ferves every punithment which can be

. infli¢ted among philofophers, to wit, the
greateft ridicule, contempt, and difap-
probation. But as all perfetion is en-
tirely relative, we ought never to ima~
gine that we comprehend the attri-
butes of this divine Being, or to fup-
pofe that his perfeGions have any ana-
logy or likenefs to the perfections of a
human creature. Wifdom, Thought,
Defign, Knowledge; thefe we juftly a-
fcribe to him; becaufe thefe words are.
honourable among men, and we have
no other language or other conceptions

by
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Paxr by which we can exprefs our adoration
J,,l;, of him. But let us beware, left we think,
that our ideas any wife correfpond to
his perfettions, or that his attributes
have any refemblance to thefe qualities
among men, He is infinitely fuperior
to our limited view and comprehenfion;
and is more the object of worthip in°the
the temple, than of difputation in the
fchools. '

1
L ]

IN reality, CLEANTHES, continued
he, there is no need of having recourfe
to that affeed fcepticifin, fo difpleafing
to you, in order to come at this deter- .
mination. Our ideas reach no farther
than our experience: We have no expe-
rience of divine attributes and opera-
tions: 1 need not conclude my fyllo~
gifm: Youcan draw the inference your-
felf. And it is a pleafure to me (and I
hope to you too) that juft reafoning and.
found piety here concur in _the fame

. conclufion, and both of them eftablith
' -~ tﬁc
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the adorably myﬁenous and 1 mcompre- Pnf
henfible nature of the Supreme Being. wv

NorT to lofe any time in circumlocu~
tions, faid CLEANTHES, addrefling him-
felf to DEMEA, much lefs in replying
to the pious declamations of Puiro; I
fhall briefly explain how I conceive this
matter. Look round the world: con-
template the whole and every part of it:
You will find it to be nothing but one
‘great machine, fubdivided into an infi-
nite number of lefler machines, which
again admit of fubdivifions to a degree
beyond what human fenfes and facul-
ties can trace and explain. All thefe"
various machines, and even their moft
minute parts, are adjufted to each other
with an accuracy, which ravithes into
admiration all men who have ever con-
templated them. The curious adapting
of means to ends, throughout all na-
ture, refembles exaitly, though it much
exceeds, the producfhons of human con~

trivance;
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P art trivance ; of human defign, thought,
v wifdom, and intelligence. Since there~
fore the effe@s refemble each other, we
are led to infer, by all the rules of ana-
logy, that the caufes alfo refemble; and
that the Author of Nature is fomewhat
fimilar to the mind of man; though
- poflefled of much larger faculties, pro-
portioned to the grandeur of the work
which he has executed. By this argu- -
ment a pofieriori, and by this argument
‘alone, do we prove at once the exift-
ence of a Deity, and his fimilarity to
human mind and intelligence. .

. I sHALL be fo free, CLEANTHES, faid -
DEMEA, as to tell you, that from the be-
ginning I could not approve .of your
conclufion concerning the fimilarity of
the Deity to men; ftill lefs can I ap-
prove of the mediums-by which you-
endeavour to eftablith it. What! No
demonftration of the Being of God! No
abftract arguments! No proofs a priori!

« Are
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Are thefe, which have hitherto been {o Parr
much. infifted on by philofophers, all Sy
fallacy, all fophifm? Can we reach no
farther in this fubject than experience

and probability? I will not fay, that this

is betraying the caufe of a Deity: But
furely, by this affeGted candor, you give
advantages to Atheifts, which they ne-

ver could abtain by the mere dint of
argument and reafoning.

WHAT I chiefly fcruple in this fub-
je&, faid PuiLo, is not fo much that
all religious arguments are by CLEAN-
THEs reduced to experience, as that
they appear not to be even the moft
certain and irrefragable of that inferior
kind. That a ftone will fall, that fire
will burn, that the earth has folidity,
we have obferved a thoufand and a
thoufand times; and when any new
inftance of this nature is prefented, we
draw without hefitation the accuftomed |
infgre_nce, The exalt ﬁnulanty of the"

cafcs
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Faxr cafes gives us a perfect affurance of a
“~ fimilar event; and a ftronger evidence
is never defired nor fought after. But
where-ever you depart, in the leaft,
from the fimilarity of the cafes, you di-
mihifh proportionably the evidence ;
and may at laft bring it to a very wéak
analogy, which is confefledly liable to
error and uncertainty. After having
experienced the circulation of the blood
in human creatures, we make no doubt
that it takes place in TiT1us and M&vI-
us: But from its circulation in frogs
and fifhes, it is only a prefumption,
though a ftrong one, from analogy, that
it takes place in men and other animals.
The analogical reafoning is much weak-
er, when we infer the circulation of’
the fap in vegetables from our experi-
ence that the blood circulates in ani=-
mals ; and thofe, who haftily followed
that imperfe@ analogy, are found, by
more accurate experiments, to have been
miftaken, - .
Ir
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Ir we fee a houfe, CLEANTHES, we P‘“‘
conclude, with the greateft certainty, v
that it had an archite¢t or builder ; be-
caufe this is precifely that fpecies of
effet which we have experienced to
proceed from that {pecies of caufe. But
furely you will not affirm, that the
univerfe bears fuch a refemblance to a
houfe, that we can with the {fame cer-
tainty infer 3 fimilar caufe, or that the
analagy is here entire and perfe@. The
diflimilivude is fo ftriking, that the ut-
moft you can here pretend to is a guefs,
a conjecture, a prefumption concern~
ing a fimilar caufe; and how that pre-
tenfion- will be received in the world, I
Jeave you to confider,

It would furely be very ill received,
replied CLEANTHES ; and I fhould be
defervedly blamed and detefted, did I
allow, that the proofs of a Deity a-
-mounted to no more than a guefs or
conjeture, But is the whole adjuft-

ment
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ment of means to ends in a houfe and in

~~ the univerfe fo flight a refemblance?

The ceconomy of final caufes? The
order, proportion, and arrangement of
every part? Steps of a ftair are plainly
contrived, that human legs. may ufe
them in mounting ; and this inference

is certain and infallible. Human legs’

are alfo contrived for walking and
mounting; and this inference, I allow,
is not altogether fo certain, becaufe of

- the diilimilarity which you remark;

but does it, therefore, deferve the name

- only of prefumption or conjeture ?

L 4

Goop God! cried DEMEA, inter-
rupting him, where are we? Zealous
defenders of religion allow, that the
proofs of a Deity fall thort of perfe&
evidence! And you, Puiro, on whofe
afliftance I depended in proving the
adorable myfterioufnefs of the Divine
Nature, do you affent to all thefe extra-

- vagant opinions of CLEANTHEs ! For

what
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what other name can I give them? Or Parr
v . IL

why {pare my cenfure, when fuch prin- o

ciples are advanced, {fupported by fuch

an authority, before {fo young a man as

PampHILUS? |

You feem not to apprehend, replied
Puiro, that I argue with CLEANTHES
1in his own way; and by fhowing him
the dangerous confequences of his te-
nets, hope at laft to reduce him to our
opinion. ‘But what fticks moft with
you, I obferve, is the reprefentation
which CLEANTHES has made of the
. argument a pgflerior: ; and finding that
that argument is likely to efcape your .
hold and vanifh into air, you think it
fo difguifed, that you can fcarcely be-
lieve it to be fet in its true light. Now,
however much I may diffent, in other
refpets, from the dangerous principles
of CLeaANTHES, I muft allow, that he
-has fairly reprefented that argument;

and I fhall endeavour fo to ftate the
D ‘ matter
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Pat™ matter to you, that you will entertain

“~~ no farther {cruples With regard to it.

WERE a man to abftra&® from every
thing which he knows er has feen, he
would be altogether incapable, merely
from his own ideas, to determine what
kind of fcene the univerfe muft be, or
to give the preference to one ftate or
fituation of things above another. For
as nothing which he clearly conceives

' could be efteemed impoffible or imply-
ing a contradiction, every chimera of
his fancy would be upon an equal foot-
ing ; nor could he affign any juft rea~
fon, why he adheres to one idea or

" fyftem, and rejets the others Whlch
are cqually poffible.

AcA1N; after he opens his eyes, and
contemplates the world as it really is,
it would be impoffible for him, at firft,

“to affign the caufe of any one event,
much lefs of the whole of things or of
the
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the univerfe. He might fet his Fancy Fif*.
a rambling; and fhe might bring him v
in an infinite variety of reports and re-
prefentations. ‘'Thefe would all be pof<
~ fible ; but being all equally poflible, he
would never, of himfelf, give a fatis-
factory account for his preferring one
of them to the reft. Experience alone
can point out to him the true caufe of
any phenomenon: ,

Now according to this method of
teafoning, DEMEA, it follows (and is, -
indeed; tacitly allowed by CLEANTHES
himfelf), that order, arrangement, or
the adjuftment of final caufes, is not,
of itfelf; any proof of defign; but only
fo far #s it has been experienced to pro- -
ceed from that principle. . For aught
we c¢an know a priori, matter may con=
tain the fource or {pring of order ori=

. ginally, within itfelf, as well as mind

‘does and there is ‘no more- difﬁculty :
in conceiving, that the feveral elements, .
D2 - from
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Pl"f" from an internal unknown caufe, may
w~~ fallinto the moft exquifite arrangement,
than to conceive that their ideas, in the
© great, univerfal mind, from a like in- °
ternal unknown caufe, fall into that
arrangement. The equal poflibility of
both thefe fuppofitions is allowed. But
by experience we find, (according to
CLEANTHES), that there is a difference
between them. Throw feveral pieces
of fteel together, without fhape or form;
- they will never arrange themf{elves {o as
‘to compofe a watch. Stone, and mor-
tar, and wood, without an archited,
never ere® a houfe. But theideas in
a human mind, we fee, by an un-
known, inexplicable ceconomy, arrange
themfelves fo as to form the plan of a
watch or houfe. Experience, therefore,
proves, that there is an original prin-
ciple of order in mind, not in mat-
ter. From fimilar effe@s we infer fi-
milar caufes. The adjuftment of means
to ends is alike in the univerfe, as in a
: : ~machine
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machine of human contrivance. The Pax*
caufes, therefore, muft be refembling. v

I was from the beginning fcanda-
lifed, I muft own, with this refem-
blance, which is afferted, between the
Deity and human creatures; and muft
conceive it to imply fuch a degradation
of the Supreme Being as no found
Theift could endure. With your affi-
ftance, therefore, DeEMEA, I fhall en-
deavour to defend what you juftly call
the adorable myfterioufnefs of the Di
vine Nature, and fhall refute this rea-
foning of CLEANTHES; provided he
allows, that I have made a fair repre-
fentation of it,

WHEN CLeEANTHEs had aflented,
PriLo, after a fhort paufe, proceeded in
the following manner.

THAT all inferences, CLEANTHES,
concerning fa&, are founded on expe-
D3 rience ;
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P‘I'I‘:' rience; and that all experimental rea='
v~ fonings are founded on the fuppofition,
that fimilar caufes' prove fimilar effets,
and fimilar effe@s fimilar caufes; I fhall
not, at prefent, much difpute with you,
- But obferve, I ihtreat you, with what
extreme caution all juft reafoners pro- °
ceed in the transferring of experiments
to fimilar cafes. Unlefs the cafes be
exactly fimilar, they repafe no perfe&t
confidence in applying their paft obfer~
vation' to any particular phenomenon.
Every alteration of circumftances oc-
cafions a doubt concerning the event;
and it requires new experiments tq
prove certainly, that the new circum~
ftances are of no moment or impor~
tance. A change in bulk, fituation,
arrangement, age, difpofition of the air,
or furrounding bodies; any ‘of thefe
particulars may be attended with the
moft unexpected confequences: ‘And
unlefs the objes be quite familiarto us,
it is the hlghcﬂ; temerity to expect with
aﬁ“uranCc,
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affurance, after any of thefe changes, an PI‘I"
event fimilar to that which -before fell v
under our obfervation. The flow and :
deliberate fteps of philofophers, here, if
any where, are diftinguifhed from the
precipitate march of the vulgar, who,
hurried on by the fmalleft fimilitude,
are incapable of all difcernment or con-
fideration,

But can you think, CLEANTHES,
that your ufual phlegm and philofophy
have been preferved in fo wide a ftep as
'you have taken, when you compared to
the univerfe, houfes, fhips, furniture,
machines; and from their fimilarity in .
fome circumftances inferred a fimilari- -
ty in their caufes? Thought, defign,
intelligence, fuch as we difcover in men
" and other animals, is no more than one
of the fprings and principles of the uni-
verfe, as well as heat or cold, attradtion
or repulfion, and a hundred others,

" which fall under daily obfervation, It
‘ D4 . is
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Faxr is an active caufe, by which fome par-

“~~ ticular parts of nature, we find, pro-
‘duce alterations on other parts. But
can a conclufion, with any propriety,
be transferred from parts to the whole?
Does not the great difproportion: bar all
comparifon and inference? From ob-
Aferving the growth of a hair, can we
learn any thing concerning the gene-
ration of aman? Wonld the manner of a
leaf’s blowing, even though perfeitly
known, afford us any inftruction con-
cerning the vegetation of a tree?

BuT allowing that we were to take
the operations of one part of nature up-
on another for the foundation of our
judgment concerning the origin of the

. whole, (which never can be admitted);
yet why fele@t fo minute, fo weak, fo
bounded a principle as the reafon and
defign of animals is found to be upon
this planet? What peculiar privilege has

" this httle agitation of the brain which
' : we
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we call thought, that we muft thus make Pi*"
it the model of the whele univerfe?
Our partiality in our own favour does
indeed prefent it on all occafions; but
found philofophy ought carefully to .
guard againft {o natural an illufion.

" So far from admitting, continued
PHiLo, that the operations of a part can
afford us any juft conclufion concerning
the origin of the whole, I will not allow
any one part to form a rule for another
part, if the latter be very remote from
the former. Is there any reafonable
ground to conclude, that the inhabi-
tants of other planets poflefs thought,
intelligence, reafon, or any thing fimi-
lar to thefe faculties in men? When
nature has {o extremely diverfified her
manner of operation in this fmall globe;
can we imagine, that fhe inceffantly co-
pies herfelf throughout fo immenfe a
univerfe? And if thought, as we may
well fuppofe, be confined merely to this

‘ narrow
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Parr nparrow corner, and has even there fo

v~ limited a fphere of adion ; ‘with what
propriety can we affign it for the ori-
ginal caufe of all things? The narrow
views of a peafant, who makes his do-
meftic ceconomy the rule for the go-
vernment of kingdoms, is in compari-
fon a pardonable fophifm,

BuT were we ever fo much aflured,
that a thought and reafon, refembling
the human, were to be found through-~
out the whole univerfe, and were its ac~

' tivity elfewhere vaftly greater and more
commanding than it appears in this

. globe; yet I cannot fee, why the opera-
tions of a world conftituted, arranged,
adjufted, can with any propriety be
extended to a world which is in its
embryo-ftate, and is advancing towards
that conftitution and arrangement. By

_ obfervation, we know fomewhat of the
ceconomy, action, -and nourifhment of
a finithed animal ; but we muft tranf~

fer .
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> fer with great caution that obfervation Paxr
to the growth of a feetus in the womb,
and ftill. more to the formation of an:
ammalcule in the loins of its male pa-

rent. Nature, we find, even from our

Jimited experience, pofleffes an infinite

numbeér of fprings and principles, which

inceffantly difcover themfelves on every

change of her pofition and fituation,

And what new and unknown princi~

ples would actuate her in fo new and
unknown a fituation as that of the for~

mation of a univerfe, we cannot, with~

out the utmoft temerity, pretend to de-

termine,

A vERY fmall part of this great {y«

. ftem, during a very fhort time, is very
imperfe@tly difcovered to us; and da
we thence proneunce decifively concern~.

_ ing the arigin of the whole?

ApMIRABLE conclufion! Stone, wood,
brick, iron, brafs have not, at this

' time,
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Part time, in this minute globe of earth, an
v~ order or arrangement without human
artand contrivance: therefore the uni-
verfe could not originally attain its or-
~ der and arrangement, without fome-
. thing fimilar to humanart. Butisa part
‘of nature a rule for another part very
wide of the former? Is it a rule for the
whole? Is a very fmall part a rule for
the univerfe? TIs nature in one fitua-
tion, a certain rule for nature in ano-
ther fituation vaftly different from the
former? '

AND can you blameme, CLEANTHEsS,
if T here imitate the prudent referve of
SimoNIDES, who, according to the no-
ted ftory, being afked by Hiero, What
God was? defited a day to think of it,
and then two days more; and after that
,manner continually prolonged the term,
without ever bringing in his definition
or defcription? Could you even blame

" me, if I had anfwered at firlt, that'Zdid
~ . mot
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not know, and was fenftble thatthis fub~ Parr
jec lay vaftly beyond the reach of my ~u
- faculties? You might cry out fceptic
and rallier, as much as you pleafed: but

* * baving found, in fo many other fub-
je&s much more familiar, the imper-
fections and even contradi&tions of hu-
man reafon, I never'thould expe® any
fuccefs from its feeble conjecures, in a
fubje& fo fublime, and fo remote from
the fphere of our obfervation. When
two fpecies of objects have always been .
- obferved to be conjoined together, I can
infer, by cuftom, the exiftence of one
wherever I fee the exiftence of the other:
and this I call an argument from expe-
rience. But how this argument can
have place, where the objeéts, as in the
prefent cafe, are fingle, individual, with-
out parallel, or fpecific refemblance,
may be difficult to explain. And will
any man tell me with a ferious counte-
nance, that an orderly univerfe muft a-

rife from fome thought and art, like
the
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Parr the human; becaufe we have experi=
v~ ence of it? To afcertain this reafoning,
it were requifice, that we had experience.
" of the origin of woflds; and it is not
fufficient; furely, that we have feen fhips
and cities arife from human art and
_ contrivanee.

PHILO wasd proceeding in this vehe=

. ment manner, fomewhat between jeft
and earneft, as it appeared to me; when
he obferved fome figns of impatience
in CLEANTHES, and then immediately
fiopped fhort. What I had to fuggeft,
faid CLEANTHES, is only that you
would not abufe terms, or make ufe of
popular expreflions to fubvert philofo-
phical reafonings. You know, that the
_vulgar often diftinguifh reafon from ex<
perience, even where the queftion re«
lates only to matter of fa&t and exift=
ence; though it is found, where that'
reafonis properly analyzed, that it is no=
thing but a fpecies of experience. To
- - ~ prove
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? Are not . .
It‘be Q\c‘;dz]fo a conﬁrmac;;nkﬁot?e a;i:.
; log 0" - the fame theo¥r . ’
net ‘\\3 of d; ot carthss which revo.lve
ave they Are MOt the fatellites
AabO\’lc the 'fli?:rmve~ fo\lnd Jupitc.r and
m%s, thlc Jong with thefe grlqlairy
Se——p—m, a0 ar.he o ? ~Thefe analogies
 pldim «==xs round S ~ and
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Part and refemblances, with others which I
L ) ‘
v~ have nat mentioned, are the fole proofs
~of the CorErNICAN fyftem.: and to
you it belongs to confider, whether you
have any analogies of the fame kind to
fupport your theory.

INreality, CLEANTHES, continued he,
~ the modern fyftem of aftronomy is now
. fo much received by all inquirers, and

has become {o effential a part even' of

,our earlieft education, that we are not
~ commonly very fcrupulous in examin-
ing the reafons upon which it is found-

ed. Itis now become a matter of mere

curiofity to ftudy the firft writers on

that fubjec, who had the full force of

prejudice to encounter, and were obli-

ged to turn their arguments en every

fide in order to render them popular

and convincing. But if we perufe Ga-

LILEO’s famous Dialogues concerning

the fyftem of the world, we fhall find,

‘that that great genius, one of the fub-
: limeft
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LNEN Q‘l‘hit ever exifted, firft bent all
WasS N “avours to Prove, that there o
Yo  °© foypdatiore for the diftine-

!C;;l‘y Olllmomy made between elemen-

7 Md celeftial fubﬁan€es. *'The

j:?]" Q %% Proceeding from the illufions of

s > hag carried rhis diftinction very

.ﬁaﬂéeind hag cpgablifhed the latter fub-

una] e, o bea ingen erable, 1ncorruptible,

figne=! a;})le’ impaffible 5 and had af-

G AT thea opp ofite gualities to the
Oty //éQ; LS P S apiL OS> beginning with -
the tfi’\ﬂmy Svae 3 its fimailarity in every
o S SN - eqrth 3 1ts convex fi-

g b\\\gcdzmef'sd yrhen potil-
_— ~ s 1{tin&ion in-
t(;\jf;'\\.ko\s\ts dcn;.ltt};; el tvariations of its

9
~d

/3 . .
X and liqur Lilla mnirzations of the
tua ir ynwtual eclipfes,:
the ¢ . nar furface, &c.

m\quaht}es of d:st ::;_ his kind, with
any inftanc _ men plainly

" re ar 11 the Planets d
gardl o a Jics became Proper ob-

e T ‘
’ 4 moon, the

i.‘am A\ = W« thefe })O nd that the fimi-
Jelts om— 'cchmenc;‘ 3 @ larity
°®
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Pﬁ" larity of their nature enabled us to ex-
v tend the fame arguments and pheno-
mena from one to the other.

In this cautious proceeding of the
aftronomers, you may read your own
. condemnation, CLEANTHES; or rather
may fee, that the fubject in which you
- are engaged 'exceeds all human reafon
and inquiry. Can you pretend to thow
any fuch fimilarity between the fabric
- of a houfe, and the generation of a uni-
verfe? Have you ever feen Nature in
any fuch fituation as refembles the firft
arrangement of . the elements? Have
worlds ever been formed under your
eye’; and have you had leifure to ob-,
ferve the whole progrefs of the pheno-
‘menon, from the firft appearance of
order to its final confummation? If you
have, then cite your cxpenencc, and .
deliver your theory.

e | PART




	Hume 1
	Pages from Dialogues_Concerning_Natural_Religion.pdf

