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fee, that thefe things are not plainly contained in
the Scriptures ; and that therefore they cannot be
neceflary, which the church of Rome allows they
are not ; whereas nothing lefs than an infallible in-
terpreter can affure us, that they are not con-
trary to the Scripture, and confequently very dan-
gerous,

"DEFENCE
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Human Underftanding,

WHEREIN

Its Principles, with reference to Morality, Re-
vealed Religion, and the Immortality of the
Soul, are confidered and juftified: In an-
fwer to fome REMARKs on that Effay.

Firft printed in the Year 1702.
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M LOCKE.

S IR,

Do not\prefume to addrefs thefe papers to you
I as a champion in your caufe; but as an offen-

der, to make the beft apology I can for a bold
unlicenfed undertaking. That excellence of the £/~
fay of Human Underftanding, which gave me cou-
rage in encountering a caviller againft it, ftrikes
me with fhame and awe, when I think of coming
before you; like a rafh lover, that fights in de-
fence of a lady’s honour, the jufter his caufe is, the
more reafon he has to fear her refentment, for not
leaving it to affert itfelf by its own evidence; and
the more it fecures him of fuccefs againft his ad-
verfary, the lefs pretence he has fo her forgivenefs.
But, Sir, The Effay of Human Underfianding is a
publick concern, which every one has a right and
intereft to defend. It came too late into the world
to be received without oppofition, as it might have
been in the firft ages of philofophy, before mens
heads were prepoflefled with imaginary {cience. At
leaft, no doubt, if fo perfect a work could have
been produced fo early, it would have prevented a
great deal of that unintelligible jargon, and vain
pretence to knowledge of things out of the reach
of human underftanding, which make a great part
of the {chool learning, and difufe the mind to plain

and folid truth.
But

o
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But the great Mr. Locke was referved for a cts
rious and learned age, to 4reak in upon this fantiu-
ary of vanity and ignorance; and by fetting men on
confidering firft the bounds of human underftanding,
to help them in a clofe purfuit of true and ufeful
knowledge. And is it poffible for a lover of truth
to be unmoved, or filently fuffer any injurious in-
finuations of fo excellent a defigri?

Your time, Sir, is too precious to be employed
- in taking notice of them. You ftill go on in farther

defigns for our advantage and improvement; and
whilft you labour in that great end, to which you
were deftined, the good of mankind, it is every one’s
duty to be watchful for you, and zealous to fecure
the benefits you have already done us.

It is confefled, the vaft difproportion between
one of fo mean abilities as the author of this de-
fence, and the incomparable Mr. Locke, might
with reafon have deterred from the attempt. But
I did not prefume to confider myfelf in any kind of
comparifon with him. I only obferved the adverfa-
ry’s ftrength, and thought (with reafon and juftice
on my fide) I need not be difcouraged to enter the
lifts with him; and I am perfuaded, what I have
done will leave him no caufe of triumph, how
much foever it is unworthy of you. I with, Sir,
you may only find it enough worth your notice,
to incite you to fhew the world, how far it falls
thort of doing juftice to your principles ; which you
‘may do without interrupting the great bufinefs of
your life, by a work, that will be an univerfal bene-
fit, and which you have given the world fome
right to exact of you. Who is there fo capable of

" purfuing to a demonftration thofe refle@ions on the
grounds of morality, whichyou have already made ?
Wahiich, on the hints you have given, is impatiently
expelted from you by many, who lament the great
need there is of it in'this age. That confideration,
no doubt, will animate one, who has ever fhewn a

careful
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o
careful zeal for the advancement of practical reli-
gion; and I cannot but think a man fo greatly
qualified for fuch an undertaking was given in
mercy to an age, in which it is more than ever
wanting ;- for never any age abounded like this
with open advocates of irreligion, upon pretended
rational grounds. To filence thefe unhappy reafoners,
by a demonttration of the obligations their nature

*lays upon them, is a work worthy of the excellent

Mr. Locke; and perhaps the weaknefs of this de-
fence may fhew you,, that thofe, who mean well to
religion, have no little need of your inftrucion,
In hopes of which, I have ventured to publifh thefe
papers, not without much apprehenfion and awe of
your difpleafure. But, Sir, in my offence you muft
perceive my zeal ; and though I have not the hap-
pinefs to be known to you, believe me with the
profoundeft refpect,

SR,
Your moft bumble,

and moft ob;dient Servant.

PRE:
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PREFACE

& S the fcience of true morality is of the moft
A univerfal and higheft concernment to man-
kind, no doubt, thofe writers, who efta-

blith it upon the cleareft, moft obvious, and the
moft folid grounds, do the beft fervice to religion,
which has received no little prejudice, by the at-
tempts of fome well-meaning men to fupport it up-
on metaphyfical notions, upon falfe or abftrufe
reafonings : And as there appears a hearty zeal for
fetting men right in that great concern, in all the

writings of the excellent author of the Effay of
Human Underftanding, 1 kiiow no philofopher be-

e s

fore him, that has fixed morality upon fo folid a |

foundation, as he gives many hints of in that Ef-
Jay, wherever the fubjet will permit; a founda-
tion ftrong enough to fatisfy the wifeft, and plain
enough to be conceived by the weakeft capacities,
And yet there have not been wanting fome, who
have taxed that admirable Effzy with principles
prejudicial, or not fufficient to thofe great ends,
which are evidently the main fcope of all that au-
thor’s works. So hard it is for men, who have been
- ufed to receive truth in a particular drefs, to know
her, when ftript of thofe falfe colours and borrowed
ornaments, with which fhe is too often difguifed.
At leaft, this is the worft I would think of fuch
cavillers, The moft favourable judgment, that c;z
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be made of them, is that they have either miftaken
Mr. Locke’s principles, or the true grounds of mo-
rality, and write out of too great a fondnefs of
their own bypothefis, or ignorance of his.

But as there are no refleftions fo weak or ill
grounded, that fome or other may not, be deceived
by, I have met with two or three, who upon
reading fome remarks on the Zffay of Human Un-
derftanding (which fell but lately “into my hands)
concluded it contained very dangerous principles,
and without farther examination, condemned the
Effay, having never read, or as they owned, very
little confidered it; on which account, feveral,
who have a great refpect for Mr. Locke, have
withed he had leifure to anfwer the difficulties ob-
jected againtt his principles by the Remarker, But
as I did not think them ftrong enough to need fo
great a hand to remove them, I perfuaded my-
felf I might do fomething towards it, which at
firft I defigned only for my own fatisfaction, and
thofe few friends, who had fpoke to me of them 3
but in examining their force, I found them fo
much grounded on miftakes, not only of the
principles the author contends againft, but of the
foundation of thofe grand points he contends for,
that it fell unavoidably in my way to make fome
refle€tions upon the true grounds of morality, and
the danger of eftablithing a point of fo great con-
cern as that, and the immortality of the foul, up-
on falfe or uncertain bypothefis, which having been
frequently attempted, ‘and by well defigning men,
made me think it might not be unufeful to pub-
lith thefe papers. And I hope, whatever may tend
to removing any prejudices againft a book of fo
great ufe as the Effay of Human Underftanding,
will be thought of fome confequence to the pub-
lick. And though I am far from pretending to
have fer the principles I defend in all the luftre
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they are capable of, I doubt not, that I have fuf-
_ ficiently fhewn the weaknefs of the objections againft
them, and that all impartial readers will eafily per-
ceive, that whatever is defetive in this defence,
can only be imputed to want of judgment in
the undertaker; equal to the truth and juftice of
the caufe.

A VIN-

A A

Fsi ] ’

A

VINDICATION

OF AN

E.5 Bb-A Y

CONCERNING

Human Underftanding.

2 IS happy for mankind, when men of an
I elevated genius, and uncommon penetra-
tion, have too a truly noble and benefi-

cent nature, above any low particular ends, and re-
folute enough to encounter all the oppofitions they
muft meet in an unbiaffed fearch of truth, from
thofe, who having with much pains imbibed the
opinions of reverenced authors, are unwilling to
unlearn all their former knowledge, to examine
what they have been taught for firft principles, not
to be queftioned, and lay afide their facred 7pfe
dixit. He, who dares attempt againft this eftablithed
monarchy over mens judgments, muft be looked
on as a troublefome and dangerous innovater, and
needs a mighty force of reafon and generous cou-
rage, to break through all the prejudices of men,
and free them from a willing flavery. To that uni-

ted force we owe the excellent Effay on Human
D2 Under-
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Underfranding 5 and to thefe prejudices, all the
cavils againft it.
When the light of truth fhines too clear and
ftrong to be dire@tly faced, the only fhelter for
thofe, who would not feel its force, is to feek for
far ferched dangerous confequences, fuppofed in-
confiftencies with revealed truths, and myfteries of
faith, deduced by a long train of arguments, which
engaging in an intricate difpute fhades them with
fome pretence, for not confefling the fplendor of
that truth, they cannot encounter ; inconfiftencies
with revealed truths, when the real necefiary con-
fequence of any principles being fufficient proofs
againft them, how plaufible foever they appear.
But Mr. Locke has fo well vindicated his £ffay from
thofe imputed to it by the moft confiderable of his
oppofers, that the reft could only hope to triumph
in his neglect of their attempts, who by the help
of fome fuppofitions, and many miftakes, have en-
deavoured to draw an odium on that excellent
Effay. ;
The Remarker, whom I have now under confi-
deration, in his firft letter 2, defires to be informed
how far all the principles of that ingenious Effzy,
taken together, will give us a fure foundation for
morality, revealed religion, and a future life, which
he does not find that they do. What his reafons, or
rather” difficulties (as he terms them) are, is my
defign to confider, and endeavour to fatisfy. In
his fecond remarks, he mentions an anfwer of Mr.
Locke’s, which I have not read, but fuppofe, by
what he quotes out of it, that it was rather defigned
_to fhew the weaknefs of his objections, than ta
give a full anfwer to them, Mr. Locke, perhaps,
thinking it fufficient to fhew they required none.
But I find they are flill of weight with the Remarker,
his fecond and third remarks being oflly enlarge-
ments upon the fame heads,

* Page 4. ‘
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I thall therefore exdmine them in their order
taking on each head the fubftance of what I find
relating to it in all the three remarks, that the an-
fwer, lying together, may be the more clear, and
the better confidered, which, I hope, will be dane
by the Remarker without prejudice, as it was writ
with a defign to fatisfy him, and in a fincere love
of truth, to do juftice to a book, which, I think
removes the obftacles to it, and fhews the methoci
of attaining it, cledrer and more effectually, and is
writ in an exatter method, than any before i, to
vindicate it from a defect in the foundation of
certainty, in thofe things, which are of greateft
concern to us : which I doubt not to do; it beine
clear to me, that whatever we can know ar al]:,,
muft be difcoverable by Mr. Locke’s principles ;
for I cannot find any other way to knowledge, or
that we have any one idea not derived from fenfa-
tion and reflection. But let us fee, how thofe points
may be eftablifhed on them, for which the Remarker
doubts their force; and firft of morality, or natu-
ral religion ; of which, he thus begins:

“ As to morality, we think the great founda-
“ tion of it is the diftinction of good and evil,
“ virtue and vice.—And I do not find, that my

“ make any diftinction of thefe things, as they do
“ of colours, founds, &¢c.—Nor from any ideas
“ taken in from them, or from their reports, am
“ I confcious, that I do, or can conclude, that there
“is fuch a diftinétion in the nature of things®.”
In which words®, he fays, he thought he had taken
in enough to comprehend both Mr. Locke’s princi-
ples of knowledge, Jenfation and refleition, which I
fhould not have thought ; but fince he owns he de-
figned them to do fo, we will {fuppofe both exprefied,
and proceed with him, ¢ I allow, that we may in-
“ fer from obfervation and reafon, that fuch a

> 1ft Rem. p. 47\_ ¢ 2d Rem. p. 8.
PEDN %« diftin-
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eyes, ears, noftrils, or any other outward fenfes,
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< diftinétion is ufeful to fociety, but both plﬁlofo;,

« phers and divines, you know, make a more im-
« mutable and intrinfic diftinéion, which is that
<« T cannot make out from your principles.—This
« I am fure of, that the diftinction, fuppofe of
« gratitude and ingratitude, fidelity and infidelity,
« juftice and injuftice, and fuch others, is as fud-
« den without any ratiocination, and as fenfible
« and piercing, as the difference I fecl from the
« feent of a rofe and affa futida.” One would
think here, he were doubting, whether ‘upon Mr.
Locke’s principles we can diftinguith gratitude from
ingratitude, fidelity from infidelity, &c. that is, know
that breaking a truft is not keeping a truft, &,
which (as all other moral virtues, as Mr. Lacke. has
fhewn ) are a collection of fimple ideas, received
from fenfation and refleétion. But fince he allowed
above, that we can from obfervation and reafon, in-
fer fuch a diftinttion to Ve ufeful to fociety, and by
confequence, that we can by them perceive fuch
a diftinction, we will guefs his meaning here, to
be, that the perception of the morality and immo-
rality of thefe things is as fudden, &¢. as the diffe-
rence he feels from the [tent of a rofe, and affa feeti-
da; though I do not know what it is, to perceive
the morality and immorality of thefe things with-
out any ratiocination. Fuftice and injustice, 1 think,
dépend upon the rights of men, whether natural,
or eftablifhed by particular fociéties ; and therefore
to know what they are, it is neceffary to know
what right is, which fure requires fome refleczion.
But to know, that injuftice is evil, wignout any re-
flettion, feems to me no more than to know, that
the term injuftice ftands for fomething that we do
not know, which is evil; unlefs it will be faid, that
we may know it to be a detaining any one’s right,
without knowing what right is, which will be 2
very infignificant knowledge. But if the Remarker

4 Ef. p. 195. § 14,
means,
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means, that as foon as he knows what it is to have
a right to a thing, he perceives, that to detain from
a man what he has fuch a right to, is evil, with-
out any farther refle¢tion, I underftand hir’n but
fee not ho’w it can be objeéted againft the force of
Mr. Locke’s principles, “being only a perception of
the difagreement of thefe two ideas, of one man’s
having a right to a thing, and another’s havin a
right to take it away : but this only by the wayg
Let us now confider that, for which this fudd'en-
perception without ratiocination is broucht as a
proof, viz. that the ground of the diftinction of-
moral good and evil is in the nature of the things
therfelves, abftrat from the good of focie g.
which is that he cannot make out from Mr, Lo:?;’;
principles. By which diftin@ion in the nature of
things, 1f he means, that without refpeét to men
or to fociety, though mankind had never been, or
exer been defigned, juftice, gratitude, fidelity
&e. had been good, and their contraries evil - I
confefs myfelf incapable of having a notion of thefe
virtues abftract from any fubje@ to conceive : For
example, that it would have been good to be faith-
ful to'a truft, though there had never been an
one to truft, or be trufted : nor do I find, that ch
affertors of this diftinction in the nature of things
have any real idea of them more abftracted than I
llﬂVC,. which will appear in examining their parti-
cplur mﬂaqccs. I'will take that, which the Remarker
gives©, being one of the moft incontefted princi-
ples in morality, That it is a wicked thing for a
man mo/z:zguﬂy to kill bis friend, or bis fa?};er or
any other tunocent perfon. The truth of this, he f'ays'
Jeeins to him as clear” and eternaly as any p’ropoﬁtim;
in mathematics ; and it feems to me as clear that
It cannot poffibly be conceived at all, cither zrue
or falfe, in itfelf, 7. e. without any relation to man.
defire any one, to try, whether he can conceive
* z Rem. p. 26. ‘
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it to be an eternal truth, that it is a wicked thing, ,

for 2 man to kill his father, or his friend, though
there had never been, or defigned to be, fuch a
thing as friend, father, or man. But whether he
can or not, it will ftill be a truth as certain and
immutable, as any propofition in mathematics. No
mathematician, that I know of, thinks it neceffary
to eftablith the immutability of this truth, that the
three angles of a triangle are equal to two right
ones ; to affirm, that it is true, without any relation
to angles or triangles. Either of thefe propofitions
are fufficiently eftablifhed, if it is, and always muft
be true, fuppofing thofe things, to which it relates,
to exift’.

But here the Remarker’s ¢ queftion will be made,
upon what grounds muft it be fo? If gosd and
evil, virtue and vice, are not fuch in their own
nature, they must be [o from the arbitrary will of
God ; and all things are indifferent, 111l he declare
this, or that, to be fin, according to bis pleafure :
that is, he might, if he had fo pleafed, have made
wirtue, vice ; and vice, virtue : To which, I anfwer,
that God having made man fuch a creature as he
is, it is as impoffible, that good and evil thould
change their refpeéts to him, as that pleafure can
be pain, and pain pleafure, which no one in his

fenfes will afirm ; and yet, I think, no body has -

fuppofed them to be real exiftences, independent

f This whole paragraph is a partial and temporary confide-
ration of moral truths (as the oppofers of Dr. Clarke do now
confider them) with relation only to the prefent conftitution of
things, not to their original ground, as they exift eternally in
the divine mind. An error, the author is now fenfible of, and
that there was no need of this for the defence of Mr. Locke’s
" principles. If his plan/led him oniy to {peak of the immediate
origin of our ideas, or how we come by our ideas of moral re-
lations, his principles are fufficient by the reflections we make
on the operations of our own minds, to lead us to the {fupreme
mind, where all truth, and the abftra& nature of all pofiible
things, muft eternally and immutably exift,

£ z Rem. p. 22, i
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of any fubjeét. And if the relation, which moral
good and evil has to natural good and evil, were
fufficiently obferved, there would be as little dif-
pute about the nature and reality of wvirfwe and
wvice. Thofe, who think they are only notions in the
mind, would be convinced they are as real as na-
tural good and evil 5 all moral good confifting in
doing, willing, or chufing, for one’s felf or others,
whatever is a natural good ; and all moral evil, in
doing, willing, or chufing whatever is a nafural
evil, to one’s {elf or others. This, I doubt not,

“ will appear a full definition, when tried by every

inftance of moral good and evil, to all, who refleét
on it; unlefs there are any, who do not place the
perfection and imperfection, the advantages and
difadvantages of the mind, in their account of na-

-tural good or evil ; which I believe no rational man

will own.

And as this unalterable relation makes the real
and immutable nature of virtue and=vice unde-
niable ; fo alfo from thence it is plain, that the
nature of man is the ground or reafon of the law of
natures i. e. of moral good and evil. But if the
Remarker will rather have it, that the nature of
thefe things is the reafon of the nature of man,
that they are effentially in the nature of God, which
is the rule of his will, and according to which he
formed man; let it be fo, as it is unqueftionable,
that he cannot will any thing contrary to his na-
ture. But however the moral. attributes of God,
goodnefs, juftice, &¢. are in him (who is infinitely
beyond the reach of our narrow capacities) this I
fay (which Mr. Locke has obferved of our idea of
their infinity) that we have no idea of. them, but
what carries with it a refpe&t to their objeéts, the
natural good or evil of bis creatures; and we could
have no idea of them at all without refleétion upon
ourfelves ; for whatever is the original ftandard of
good and evil, jt is plain, we have no notion of

H\ them
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them but by their conformity, or repugnancy te
our reafon, and with relation to our nature: and
that what according to it we perceive to be g,;ood
we afcribe to the Supreme Being; for we cannot
know, that the nature of God is good, before we
have a notion of good. It muft be then by reflect-
ing upon our own nature, and the operations of our
mu}dS, ‘ghat we come to know the nature of God -
which therefore cannot be 10 s the rule of gooci
and evil; unlefs we will argue in a circle, that by
our notion of good, we know the nature of God
and by-the nature of God, we know what is good. :
From whence it will follow, that the nature of
man, and the good of fociety, are #0 us the reafon
and rule of moral good and evil ; and there is no
danger of their being lefs immutable on this foun-
dation than any other, whilft man continues 2 74-
tional and fociable crecture. If the law of nature is
the product of human nature itfelf (as the great
Grotius {peaks) it muft fubfift as long as human
nature:; nor will this foundation make it the lefs
facred, ﬁnc; it cannot be doubted, that it is origi-
i):lolry t}fle hv;xl.l, of God,fwhilﬁ we own him the au-
of that nature i i i ;
i > of which this law is a confe-
. Ifthen, in Mr. Locke’s way, we can perceive what
is conformable, or not, to our own nature, which
cannot be doubted ; if by refle¢ting on OL;rferes
we_can come to know there muft be a Supremé
, Being, the fource of all others, which he has admj-
rably ﬁ.]CWD_h 3 we have a facred and immutable
fogndapon for natural religion, on his principles ;
this being a plain and infallible inference,- that the
_Author of our being does require thofe things of us
to which he has fuited our nature, and vifibly an-
nexed our happinefs, which he has made the ne-
ceffary motive of all our a&ions. For it is incon-
fiftent with that divine wifdom, which we fee has
b Ef B.iv. c. x.

fitted
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fitted all other things to their proper and certain
end, to have formed us after fuch a manner, that if
we employ thofe faculties, which hehas given us, we
cannot but judge, that fuch things are fit to be done,
and others to be avoided, and this to no end at all.
Much lefs can we fuppofe he has defigned us to act -
contrary to the neceflary motives of our ations,
and judgment of our minds; it being a flat con-
tradi@ion, that infinite wifdom and power (hould
form any of his works fo difproportionate to their |
end.

It will not be much from the purpofe here, to take
notice of the folly of thofe men, who think to
weaken the authority of religion, by calling it a
politic contrivance, eftablithed for the good of
government or fociety; which is as much as to fay,

_ it is the lefs obligatory, becaufe it is neceffary.

Whereasthat very thing thews it to be our indifpenf-
able duty, and of divine authority, without any re-
velation ; fince the divine workmanl(hip, buman na-
ture, could not fubfiftwithout it. If they could prove
it unpolitic or diftrutive to fociety, it would be
much more for their purpofe; for fuch a religion
muft neceflarily be falfe; nothing can be a law to
nature, which of direét confequence would deffroy
nature.

But if any one thinks it better eftablithed on the
nature of Ged, I have fhewn how we come to the
knowledge of it in Mr. Locke’s way, by afcribing to
him whatever by its conformity to our nature we
perceive to be good ; becaufe we fee, that we cannot
admitany imperfection in the Supreme Being, with-
out a contradiction (which I thall fhew in Mr. Locke’s
way, when I come to the next head)and having by
the effes? found out the caufe, we may then conclude
the nature of God to be thearch-type of ours, becaufe
we cannot fuppofe the moft perfect Being can will
any thing contrary to his own nature; for if he could,
the rule of that will muft be fomething lefs perfeét
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than himfelf, (for whatever is moft perfect is God)
and therefore to will any thing contrary to his own
nature, would be an imperfeétion in him, which to
admit in the moft perfect being, is a contradi&ion.
Thus (when I have more fully fhewn, how we come
by the idea of perfection in the Supreme Being) the
. Remarker may perceive, that we can, in Mr. Lacke’s
way, arrive to the original notion of intrinfic
holinefs, # into which ’tis ultimately refolved, which
he is fo much concerned to find; and that I hope
will reconcile him to Mr. Locke’s principles.

And if he will attentively examine his own with-
out prepofleffion, if he will trace his idea of God,
and of moral good and evil, to their firft fource, I
believe he will find he has no other principle of
knowledge than Mr. Locke; and that the miftake
lies, in that being taught truths after they are dif-
covered, and finding them agreeable to our reafon,
we immediately affent to them, without reflecting,
how they were firft found out, and are apt to con-
clude thofe things, which we find firft in our know-
ledge, to be the firft principles of knowledge; tho®
they were proceeded to by many fteps and degrees,
and were the laft eftablithed in the difcovery.

But the Remarker will objec, that Mr. Locke does
not eftablith morality upon the nature of man, and
the nature of God, *but feems to ground bis demon-

Sration upon future punifbments and- rewards, and
upon the arbitrary will of the latv-givery and be does
not think thefe the firft grounds of good and evil. To
which I anfwer, firft, fuppofing it were fo, the
queftion is not what Mr. Locke thinks, but what may
be proved from his principles. ' But fecondly, I fay,
that Mr. Locke does ground his demonftration upon
the nature of God and man, as will plainly appear by
his exprefs words, which are thefe. ™ < The idea of
‘ a Supreme Being, infinite in power, goodnefs,
s iz2Rem p.2, k2R.-pez. '2R. p. 4. ™Efl B,
iv.c. 3. §.18,
¢ and
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tt and wifdom, whofe workmanthip we are, and
« on whom we depend, and the idea of ourfelves,
s a5 underftanding rational creatures, being fuch,
<« as are clear in us, would, I fuppofe, if duly con-
<« fidered and purfued, afford fuch foundations of
« our duty and rules of a¢tion, as might place
¢« morality among the fciences capable of demon-
¢ ftration.” Nothing can be clearer than this; and
in all thofe places, which the Remarker quotesout of

Mr. Locke, where he feems to eftablith morality upon *

the will of God, and rewards and punifbments, he is
fpeaking of it, as it has the force of a law; and the
Remarker cannot deny, whatever he thinks, zbe firft
grounds of good and evil; or however clearly we may
fee the mature of thefe things, we may approve or
condemn them ; but they can only have the force
of a /law to us, confidered as the will of the Supreme
Being, who can, and certainly will, reward the com-
pliance with, and punifh the deviation from that
rule, which he has made knowable to usby the light
of nature®.

® Some, who had lately read this defence, have thought, that
the author’s fentiments,on the grounds of moral obligation, were
different when this was wrote, from what they now appear to be
in fome late pieces. But the author thinks there is no real dif-
ference : the grounds of ‘moral obligation are not here difcufied
at all; the notion of founding morality on arbitrary will is
carefully rejeted ; and the nature of God, or the divine under-
fanding, and the nature of man, all along fuppofed to be the
true grounds of it. New terms have been fince introduced into
thefe fubjects ; we talk now of effential differences, nature, rela-
tion, truth, and fitnefs of things : but the meaning is the very fame;
for all thefe are to be fought for in the nature of God, or of man.
But Mr. Locke is here defended in eftablithing morality on the
will of God, and rewards and punifbments confidered, as it it bhas
the force of a law ; there I fuppofc lies the apparent difference,
tho’ there is none in reality. The author ftillagrees to that pro-
pofition ; for ftrictly and properly fpeaking a law implies au-
thority and fanétions ; and though we fay the Jaw of reafon, and
the law of nature, this is in a lefs proper feufe, importing, that they
are as effectual grounds of obligation, as if they were real laws, but
they oblige us, not as dependent, but as reafomable beings; in the

fame manner as upreme Being, who is fubject to nolaws, and
accountable




62 A Défence of Mr. Locke's Effay

But that we can only know thefe things to be hié
will by their conformity to our nature, and' that
therefore they cannot be arbitrary, I have before
fhewn; and that he will punifh or reward us accor-
ding to our obedience or difobedience to it, is a
conféquence of his nature. So that, tho’ Mr. Lacke
fays, that the will of God; rewards and punifhments,
can only give morality the force of a law ; that does
not make them the firf groands of good and evil;
fince by his principles, to know what_the will of
God is (antecedently to revelation) we muft know
what is good by the conformity it has to our nature,
by which we come to know the nature of God,
which therefore may be to him the firft ground or
rule of good; tho’ the will of God, &¢. can only
enforce it as a Jaw.

I cannot here omit to take notice of a queftion

the Remarker afks on this fubjeét : ° How, pray you,-

upon thefe principles, do you preferve the diftinc-
. tion (that good old diftinction, which it may be
you defpife) of Bonum Utile, and HoneStum? In your
way, either the parts are coincident, or Bonum Utile
is {fuperior to Bonum Honéffum. I'm afraid the Re-
marker will have hard thoughts of me, if I fhould
fay I do not like his good old diftinétion, and that I
think the parts are coincident. Iknow not whether
he will have a better opinion of me, when I tell him,
I do not mean it in the way, which he injurioufly in
finuates to be Mr. Locke’s ; but that nothing can be
truly profitable, that is not honeft. However, not
to cavil about words, this am I fure of, that there is
no ground for the Remarker’s reflection on thofe
_ principles, which he is diffatisfied with, viz. ¢ That

accountable to none, obliges himfelf to do a'ways what he per-
ceives to be rightand fit to be done. In thislight the author has all
along confidered the grounds of moral obligation ; and this I pre-
fume is not inconfiftent with allowing, that the will of God, re-
wards and punifhments, ‘can only give norality the force of alaw.

° 2z Rem. p. 23, . al
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morally good and evil is the conformity or difa-
v greement of our ations to the divine law 3 which
“ ? Mr. Locke fays is the only true touch:ftone of
« moral rectitude ; and that by comparing them to
¢ this law, men judge of the moft confiderable
¢ moral good or evil of their a&tions, that is, whe-
¢ ther as duties or fins, they are like to procure
¢ them happinefs or mifery from the hands of the
Almighty.” Upon thefe principles Bonum Utilé

can never be fuperior to Bonum Honeftum, in \Mr. .

Locke’s way, ‘till the Remarker can thew him fome
moral evil, that is niot contrary to the divine law;

ora way to efcape the hands of the Almigh
we difobey him. : mighty, when

What has been faid, will be fufficient to anfwer

-all that the Remarker has faid dire¢tly on this

point: but what further concerns it, of natural con-
Jeience, and the proofs of the moral attributes of God,
will be confidered in their order; which leads us to
the fecond head,: of which the Remarker.

3 dstorevealed religion, my difficulty is only this, how
it can be proved from your principles, that the author
of the revelation is veracious; and P- 7 to eftablifb the
certainty of revealed religion, we muft know the moral
attributes of the divine nature, Juch as goodnefs, juftice,
baline[s, and particularly veracity. Now thefe I am
not able to deduce from your principles,  You have
proved very well an eternal all-powerful and all-know-
ing being: but, ¢, The Remarker, it feems, does
not find what Mr. Locke fays, after he has very well
proved an eternal, moft powerful, and moft knowing
being; * That from this 1dea, duly confidered, will eafily
be deduced all thofe other attributes we ought to afcribe
to tfn.r eternal Being. ‘The Remarker is ot able to do it,
tho’, to help him, Mr. Locke fays, be may be afpamed
1o ha've raifed fuch a doubt as this, viz. whether an
infinitely powerful and wife being be weracious, or no,
unlefs be concludes lying to be no mark of weaknefs, and

PEM B.ii. c. 28. 9.ft, Rem. p. 6. TEfl.B.iv.c. 10.§ 6.
Solly.
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folly. = Aslfindin his words repeated by the Re-
marker, which he complains of, as mifreprefenting,
and perverting bis Jenfes the queftion is not (fays he)
whether God be veracious, but whether, according to
your principles, be can be proved to be fo. Anfw. But
the queftion is, whether aninfinitely powerful and wife
being is wveracious or no; for fuch a being Mr. Locke
has very well proved, as the Remarker owns : fo that
the doubt muft be, whether, as fuch, he muft be
weracious s for the Remarker allows verasity to be a
confequence of infinite power and wifdom. The vera-
city of God is proved by Mr. Locke’s principles; and
this is an abfurd queftion, whether the veracity of
God can be proved from his principles, if falfbood
is allowed to be @ mark of weaknefs and folly; tor then

- it cannot poflibly be admitted in a being, which he
has proved of infinite wifdom and power; and I know
no better way of proving any thing, than by proving
principles, upon which it cannot be denied without
a contradi¢tion; fo that Mr. Locke has not perverted
the Remarker’s fenfe ; for he cannot avoid this di-
lemma, either he concludes falthood to be & mark
of weaknefs and folly, or he does not: if not, then
Mr. Locke has rightly reprefented his fenfe; if he
does, then this is an abfurd queftion, whether one,
who has proved an infinitely powerful and wife
Being, can prove he is not falfe.

But this is not fufficient for the Remarker : he is
70t able to deduce one attribute from another. Let us
fee then what is his way to know the moral attributes
of God, which, he tells us, is this, he afcribes vera-
city to God, becaufe it is a perfeftion. But from what
grounds does he conclude, that whatever is a per-
“fection muft be in God? Will he fay, that itis a
principle imprinted on the mind, without any re-
flettion; that is, we clearly fee, that God muft be
perfect, we don’t know why: or will he not rather
fay, that the want of any perfetion would imply

s 2d. Rem p. 3. iE
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cither that he does not know what is beft, or’can-

not attain-it, and therefore is inconfiftent with in-

finite wifdom and power? Or that to fuppofe there

may be a being of greater perfection than the fu-

preme fource of all being, is a grofs contradiction ?

I believe, if he reflets attentively on the progrefs

of the mind in the knowledge of God, he will find

perfection is not firft in our notion of him, (as an

ingenious author has fhewn ) but that having dif-

covered a firft being, the fource of all others, and
what attributes\we muft neceffarily afcribe to him,

as fuch, we perceive, that to admit any imper-
fection in him would be a contradi&ion to our firft
neceffary conceptions of him; which Mr. Locke has
eftablifhed in his way, and tells us, that from them
all his other attributes will eafily be deduced.

- But this will not fatisfy the Remarker, unlefs
Mr. Locke tells us, what is to be underftood by per-
fection in bis way; how it is derived from the fenfes
and bow it includes weracity . The Remarker is very
apt to forget, that Mr. Locke has another pfinciple of
knowledge, which he calls reflezion; or he thinks it
infignificant. Perhaps it may be foas.to his purpofe ;
but happening to be ferviceable in the prefent en-
quiry, I take leave to remind him of it, that we
may confider how far it will help us to the idea of
perfection.

But firft, I obferve, that we have no adequate
idea of perfection ; but perceiving in ourfelves fome
powers and faculties, as of knowing, willing, moving,
&c. and of particular actions, and general abftraét
ideas; that fome are congruous, and others repugnant
to each other, and to our reafon; we know, that fome
things are better than others; and from every thing
about us, and within us, we may learn, that the
vaftly greater part of them efcape the extent of our
power, knowledge, and goodnefs; from whence we
conclude, thefe things may be far more extenfive,

¢ Norris Reafon and Religion, v 1ft, Rem. p. 8.
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even to all that canexift. And the higheft poffible
degree of thefe, which we find it better to have,
than to be without, that we call perfetion; which
to have an adequate idea of, ‘we muft comprehend
the exiftence of an infinite fpirit. But we cannot
add any thing to make up this idea, which we
do not find in ourfelves; only the degrees, which
we perceive muft be afcribed, far beyond our
meafures, to that Being, from which we received all
our powers and faculties, and by whofe wifdom,
power, and goodnefs, all things exift ; for perfection
is only the higheft degree, or the beft manner of
pofiible exiftence ; and that the eternal fource of alt
being *muft exift in the moft perfect manner pof-
fible, cannet be doubted; for there cannot be a
" greater abfurdity, than to {uppofe there may be a
more perfeét being, than the eternal fource of all
Being. Thus we fee how the idea of perfection,
fuch as we have, may be derived from fenfation and
xefleftion s and any one, who confiders it, will find,
that he has no pofitive idea of it, and that there is
nothing in that idea, which he has, but what the ob-
jects without him, or the faculties he perceives in
himfelf, have furnithed him with ; and that therefore
it is needlefsto feek for any other original of it.
Having now got the idea of perfeétion, in Mr.
Locke’s way, and found, that it muft neceflarily be
afcribed to the eternal fource of all being, we muft
next confider the other part of the Remarker’s quef-
tion, bow it includes veracity, -which he is the more
concerned to know, becaufe he fays, not only the
truth of revelation, but alfo of our faculties in other
things, depends upon the wveracity of their author”.
-~ And here he muft give me leave to afk him, upon
what grounds veracity is to him a perfection ? He
will not fay, becaufe Ged is veracious (tho’ the nature
of God is to him the rule of good) for he afcribes
veracity to God,, becaufe it is a perfection, and he

¥ 1ft. Rem. p. 8.
v does.
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does not approve of arguing in a circl
then know, that veracity isga perfeé’cioi f'roIr_IIf?Zrl:]{:
Pthcr rule; ?nd here T am afraid he will be involved
in a great difficulty ; for tbe truth of our Jaculties, he
fays, depends upon the veracity of their author : ,but:
before he can know the veracity of their author he
muft be fure, that veracity is a perfection, fince ,it is
only as fuch he does, or'it can be afcribt,zd to him
Now by whatfoever means he perceives it to be fo.
how can he be certain, that the faculty, by which he
receives that.information, does not deceive him?
for unlefs he is tertain, that veracity is a perfe&ion.
he cannot be certain, that God is veracious nol"
therefore of the truth of his faculties. He muft then
remain in dopbt, whether God is veracious unlefs
he can know it without the help of his faculties that
is, without the power or capacity of knowing it or
he muft fuppofe the truth of his faculties without an
proof. If that is not a firft principle not to be doubteg
of, I fee no defence againft an incurable {cepticifm :
Wwe cannot argue for, or againft any thing, and the
Remarker cannotknow, that his pofition is true, viz
That the truth of our faculties depends upox,l the
veracity of their author, fince he muft take it y on
the credit of thofe faculties. Let him doubt Iihe
truth of hxs'faculties as much as he will, if he affirms
any one thing, in that one he muft believe them
upon their own evidence; and fince he could not
truft them in other things, till he was certain of the
veracity of their author; whatever principle he efta-
blithes that certainty upon, he muft rely upon the
evidence of his faculties for the truth of that princi~
ple, which he tells us is this, that veracity is 4 per-
fé’éf;gn, and . confequently muft belong 1o the nature of
lod » For which propofitions we may therefore con-
;u e, he was contented to fuppofe the truth of his
aculties; and he cannot deny Mr. Locke the fame

* ift. Rem.p. 7. 2d Rem. p, 18,
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privilege, till he car,;‘ flhow him fome way to krows
ithout their help.
ledl%)e :;l(: mean time t}?ere can be but two ways of
knowing, that veracity is a perfection : either it is gn
innate principle, originally imprinted on the mmk;
(which I fhall not endeavour to qoqfute,- Mr. Locke
having done it fufficiently, nor is it needful to my
purpofe.) Let that be the Remarker’s way of know-
ledge, if he pleafes, fince he muft no lefs rely upon
the truth of his faculties in that way than any other,
it being impoffible for God himfelf to make any
imprefion on us, without giving us a faculty where-
by to receive it. But let us fee, whether it is chg-
coverable in the other way, which muft be Mr. Lacie s
of fenfetion and reflettion. 1 fuppofe the Remarker
does not doubt; that in this way we can diftinguifh
truth from falthood, i. ¢. know, ‘that things are as
they are ; appear, as they appear; and that doing a
thing differs from not doing it; that an apple, for
exa;ple, is not a horfe; that pain is not pleafure;
and that performing our promife is not break}x’ng
it; or that reprefenting things as they are, or as they
appear to us, and performing our promife, 7. e. xf'ier.a-l
city, is more agreeable to our nature, and beneficia
to mankind, than the contrary; which how far #o h(i
the rule of good and evil, I have before fhewn, an
fhall only add here, that if in Mr. Locke’s way we
can know, that what is beneficial to mankm@, 1fs
Better than what is deftruétive to it; that happinels

" is better than mifery, that power and knowledge is

better than impotence and ignorance; if weblmay
truft our faculties in difcerning truths, as fenfi ehto
us as our own exiftence; it cannot be do.ubt.ed, that
in his way we can be affured, that veracity is a pcl:-
fection, till fome other reai"on of falfhood cquxl_ :
imagined, than ignorance, impotence, or wé m{?
evil for its own fake, which'cannot !)e conceive leo -
fible; to chufe or prefer evil, as evil, being no i s l:i-
contradiction, than to judge that to be beft, w Xcd
we know to be worft. ‘ n
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And the Remarker could not have been at a lofs
kow to deduce this, and all the other moral attributes
of God, from Mr. Locke’s principles, if he had care-
fully confidered his difcourfe ofP our idea of God,

where he thews, that it is made up of the fimple idec.

we bave received from fenfation and refletion, by
pusting together all the qualities and powers, which we
experiment in ourfelves, and find it better 1 bave, thar
10'be without, and enlarging every one of them with our
idea of infinityy 5 to which placeT refer the Remarker.
Andif he can By refleszion find veracity, juftice, and
goodnefs, among the things, that i# is detter 1o have
than to be without, I hope (with what I have faid) it
will help him to deduce thofe attributes of God from
Mr. Locke’s principles; which will fatisfy him, that
they give us a fure foundation for natural andrevealed
religion; by which we have a full affurance of 2 future
ftate; the Remarker’s third head of enquiries,
which we are next to confider.

That the immortality of the foul is only highly
probable by the light of nature, none can deny, who
believes that Apoftle, by whom we are told, that life
and immortality is brought to light by Jefus Chrift
through the gofpel. Why then is it objected againft
Mr. Locke’s principles, that they give us no certainty
of the immortality of the foul without revelation ?
By what other way can we be certain of any thing,
that is only highly probable by the light of nature ?
Which is all that can be proved by any principles ;
and fo far Mr. Locke’s will g0, as I doubt not to
make appear.  But farther I fhall fhew, that there
is nothing in his principles, which at all weakens the
main proofs of a future ftate; fo that if they are
thought to amount to demonttration, they have no
lefs force and evidence, upon his principles, which
will leave no pretence on this account againft them

as will plainly appear in examining the Remarker’s
objections. : )

Y B.ii. c. 23. § 33, 34.
E 3 You
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* You fuppofe (fays he) that the foul may be fome-
times abﬁ'/l‘ugﬁbfwigqut thoughts, of one kind or other;
and alfo, that God may, if he pleafes (for any thing
we know by the light of nature) give, or bave given, to
fome [iftems of matter a power to conceive and think.
Upon thefe two [uppofitions, I could not make out any
certain proof of the immortality of the foul, and am
apt to think it cannot be done.

As to the firft of thefe objections, I confefs I da

not fee of what confequence it is at all to the proofs

of the immortality of the foul. Do they depend upon
the contrary fuppofition, that the foul always thinks ?
If they do, proofs upon a fuppofition have a very
unfure foundation. But let it be granted, thatit is
ever {o clearly proved, that thinkingis neceflary ta
the foul’s exiftence, that can no more prove, that it
fhall always exift, than it proves, that it has always
exifted ; it being as poffible for that omnipotence,
which from nothing gave the foul a eing, to de-
prive it of that being in the midft of its moft vigo-
rous reflections, as in an utter fufpenfion of all
thought. If then this propofition, that the foul always
thinks, does not prove, that it is immortal, the con-
trary fuppofition takes not away any proof of it; for
it is no lefs eafy to conceive, that a deing, which has
the power of thinking with fomeintervals of ceffation
from thought, that has exifted here for fome time
in a capacity of happinefs or mifery, may be con-
tinued in, or reftored to the fame ftate, in a future
life, than that a Jeing, which always thinks, may be
continued inthe fame ftate. But to do the Remarker
all the juftice, and give him all the fatisfation I can,
I fhall examine the fubftance of what he objected
againft Mr, Locke’s affertion, without entering firther
into thedifpute, than may ferve to fhew, whether it is
of any confequence for, or againft, the immortality
of the foul,

z 1ft. Rem. p. 8.
. Mr.
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Mr. Locke fays, men do not think in found fleep; and
his reafon is, becaufe they are not confeions of it, and
itis a contradiétion to fay a man thinks, but is not
confeious of it; thinking confifting in that very
thing of our being confcious of it. Upon which
fuppofition, the Remarker cannot make out any certain
proof of the immortality of the foul.

I fuppofe Mr. Locte did not defign it a proof of
the immortality of the foul: but let us fee, whether
it weakens any proof of it, which the Remarker
fhould have fhewn, but inftead of that propofes dif-
ficulties, which that fuppofition involves him in,
and begins with this notable one, Twonder how you
can obferve, that your [oul fometimes does not think ; for
whenyou do obferve it, you think : if aman could think,
and not think, at the [ame time, be might be able to
make this obfervation. This reverfed may be an
argument of fome force indeed; but to conclude,
that my foul does not always think, ’tisfufficient to
know, that there has fome time paft, in which I was
not confcious, that Ithought; unlefs we will allow,
that the foul may think, when the man does not,
which is plainly to make them two per/ons, as Mr.
Locke has thewn 2 p. 44, and 45. in which the Re-
marker fays he does not underftand what that dif-
courfe about the identity or non-identity of the fame man,
Jleeping and waking, and about Caftor and Pollux, aims
aty and tendsto®. A difcourfe about the non-identity of
the fame man. would, I confefs, be very hard to un-
derftand ; but I find no fuch in that place, or any other
of Mr. Locke’s Effay : he does not trifle at that rate,
asto talk of the fame man’s not being the fume man.
He fays indeed, that if the foul can, whillt the body
is fleeping, have its thinking and enjoyments apart,
which the man 7s not at all confcious of 5 his foul, when
be fleeps, and the man confifting of body and foul,
when be is waking, are two perfons, And he fur-
ther illuftrates the fame thing in his difcourfe of

! Effay of Human Upderftanding.  ® (&t Rem. p. 12.
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Caftor and Pollux, which, if it be thought abfurd to
affert, ’tis not hard to find what that difcourfe airns
at, v.g. to fhew, that fuch an abfurdity will follow
from this fuppofition, that the foul thinks, when the
man is not-confcious of it. But whatever that dif-
courfe aims at, of what confequence can it be to the
immortality of the foul, fuppofing it does not always
think ? That the Remarker fays nothing of. Butit
will not be improper here to take notice of an infer-
ence he draws from it in his fecond Remarks ; that
Mr. Lockedoes not think the foul apermancnt Jubftance
diftin& from the body. This (fays he) feems to be
the [uppofition you go upon, when you queftion, whether
a man waking and fleeping without thoughts be the fame
man. If there be ftill the [ame [oul, the [ame per-
manent fubftance, I fee no room for that queftion, or
doubt, which you make. Here the queftion is again
turned, not only from the fame per/fon to the fame
man, but to fleeping without thoughts, from fleep-
ing with thoughts, that he is not conftious of 5 which
are very different cafes as to this queftion, tho” much
the fame indeed, as to the thing itfelf; but that the
Remarker won’t allow.  But perhaps he takes the
Joul, man, and per[on, to fignify the fame thing, and
fo they may to him: every man has the liberty to
make his own words ftand for what idea he pleafes;
but when he argues againft the opinion of another,
he muft confider in what fenfe thofe terms are
“ufed by that other, and in that fenfe oppofe him;
otherwife he fights with his own notions, and not
his, whom he feems to difpute with. And ’tis im-
poffible to read Mr. Locke’s Effay with the leaft atten-
tion, and not know, that he does not ufe thofe three
terms in one and the fame fignification; which if
the Remarker had confidered, he could not have {o
much miftaken Mr. Lecke, or found fuch difficulties
in his difcourfe. If Mr. Locke had underftood by

the foul, man, and perfon, the fame thing, he would
never have made fuch a queftion, whether the /o1l
ey thinking
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thinking apart, what the man is not at all confciqus

of, were not a diftinét perfon, from the man; which

would be juft the fame thing, as to afk, whether the
foul thinking apart, what the foul is not confcious

of, be not a diftinct foul from the foul: But un-

derftanding by perfon, as he does, Jeif confcioufuefss

and by man the foul and body united, he may queftion,

whether the fame foul, the fame permanent Subjtance,

thinking apart from the body in found fleep, what the
waking mgn is not confcious of, whether that incom-
municable confeioufnefs does not make the foul, and the
man confifting of body and foul, two diftin¢t per-
fons ; perfonal identity, according to him, confifting
in the fame confcionfnes, and not in the fame Jub-
Jrance : for whatever fubftance there is, without con-
[eioufnefs there is no perfon.  Confcioufnefs therefore,
and not fubftance, making a perfon, the fame con-
{cioufnefs muft make the fame perfon, whether in
the fame, or in different fubftances 5 and no farther
than the fanle confcioufnefs extends, can there.be
the fame perfon : but wherever there are two diftinlt
incommunicable confioufneffes, there are two diftinct
perfons, though in the fame fubftance.

But farther, not only Mr. Locke’s queftion may be
made, fuppofing the foul a diftinét permanent fub-
feance, but he could not make it upon any other.fup.-
‘pofition with the leaft fenfe, to his purpofe, whichis
to confute this opinion, that the fou/ thinks, in found
fleep, when the man is not conicious of it. Now
what manner of argument, I pray, would this make ?

If the foul thinks, when the man is not conicious
of it, the foul and the man are tWo per[ons.

But the foul not being a permanent fubftance,
may make two perfons. Ergo, the foul cannot think,
when the man does not, becaufe that m_akes them
two perfons ; the fum of which is, the foul" cannot
think apart, becaufe it caz.

But if this affertion, that the foul and the man

are two perfons, implies, that it is not a perma-
x\ 4 ' nent
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nent fubftance, let thofe look to it, who fay, that
the foul thinks, when the man is not confcious of it,‘
fince it is only a confequence of that fuppofition ;
but.can no way concern Mr. Locke, who denies that
fuppofition. But the Remarker is to be excufed for
making an inference {o inconfiftent with the defign
of that difcourfe, fince he confeffes he does not un-
derftand what it tends to, and perhaps only ven-
tured at a fhrewd guefs to provoke a clearer ac-
count. And indeed, the beft conftruction I can
make of the Remarker’s writing againft Mr. Locke’s
Effay, is, that he underftands very little of it ; fo
groundlefs are the difficultics he ‘makes, and his
confequences fo wrong. This I am fure, no man
that means well, if he underftands any thing of
what Mr. Locke fays upon this fubject, that men
¢hink not always, can from thence infer, that he
does not think the foul a permanent fubftance ; for
it is plain, all the difficulties he finds in fuppofing
the foul does always think, arife only from its being
ina fleeping, and waking man, the fame perma-
nent fubftance. Why elfe does he find it /o very
bard to be conceived, that the foul in o Sleeping man
JSoould this moment be bufy a thinking 5 and the next
moment in a waking man, not remember, mnor be able
ta recollel? one jot of all thofe thoughts -« ? Why, does
he think it ftrange, if the foul has ideas of its own
Yhat it derived not from [enfation or refleftion, that it

Joould never, in its private thinking, retain anmy of

them, the very moment it wakes out of them, ¢

make the man glad with new d; cw{rie;"?’ (a)z'd:vbl:;
does he call it an abfardity, to make the. Joul and
the man two perfons©? There is nothing ftrange or
- abfurd in all this, if the foul in a fleeping and wak-
#7g man be not the fame permanent fubftance.

I hope what has been faid, is fufficient to help
the Remarker’s underftanding in that difcourfe of
Mr. Locke’s, which fo much puzzled him; and

Efp.45. dPagegy. ¢ Page 46.
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then 1 am certain he cannot apprehend it of any

_ confequence to the immortality of the foul, fup-

pofing it does not think, when the man is not con-
tious of it. 1 now proceed to his fecond difficulty.

I do not underftand ({ays he) bow the foul, if fbe be
at any time utterly without thoughts, what it is, that
produces the firft thought again, at the end of that
unthinking intervalf. And what then? Muft we
therefore conclude it cannot be dope ? If that be a
good argument, we muft deny the moft common
and vifible operations in nature. Do you under-
ftand how your foul thinks at all ? How it paffes,
from one thought to another ? How it preferves its
treafure of ideas, to produce them at pleafure on
occafions? And recolleéts thofe it had not in a long
time reflefted on? How it moves your body, or is
affected by it? Thefe are operations, which I fup-
pofe you are not fo fceptical as to doubt of ; nor
yet pretend to underftand how they are done:
and fince we are certain, that the foul is affected
with all the confiderable changes of the body, that
it is fick, and in pain, and unable to. perform its
funtions, according as the body is difordered ; fince
we fo fenfibly perceive it to become drowfy, when
the body is fo; fo many degrees abated of its
action, even to very near not thinking at all, from
that intenfenefs and vigour of thought it had, and
tecovers, when the body is refrefhed with fleep 3
whatever is the caufe of thefe effeCts, whether
fome immediate connexion between them, or an
arbitrary law of their union; where is the difficulty
to conceive, that the fame caufe, which lulls it al-
moft, thould lay it quite to reft, and awaken it again
with the body ?

But upon this fuppofition (fays the Remarker) that
all our thoughts perifh in found fleep, we [eem to have
@ new foul every morning®. That is a pretty con-
ceit indeed, but how does this feem ? Thus, as he

fiftRem.p.g. & 2d Rem, p.17. ”
explains
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explains himfelf 5 if a body ceafe to move, and come
2o perfeit reft, the motion it had cannot be reftored,
but a new motion may be produced. If all cogita-
tion be extinél, all our ideas are extingt, [o far as they
are cogitations, and feated in the foul : o we muft have
them new iipreft, we are, as it were, new born, and
begin the world again. The force of which argu-
ment lies thus : cogitation in the foul anfwering to
motion in the body ; as the fame motion cannot be
reftored, but a new motion may be produced ; fo the
fame cogitations cannot be reftored, but new cogita-
tions muft be produced. Ergo, we feem to have
-anew foul every morning. This may be a good
confequence, when the Remarker has proved, that
every ncw motion makes, or feems to make a zew
body. In the mean time, all I can infer from this
parallel, is, that my thoughts to-day are not the
{fame numerical thoughts I had yefterday ; which, I
believe, no body fuppofes they are, thou,gﬁ théy
did not fufpect they had a new foul with every new
thought.

But if the Remarker thinks, that if all our thoughts
ceafe in found fleep, all our ideas are extinct, and
muft be new impreft; I defire him to confider
when a fleeping or waking man thinks, what be.
comes of all thofe ideas, which he does not attually
perceive in his own mind; for the mind s cépablc
of taking notice but of very few at once : muft not
all the reft by this argument be extin@ ? And fo
we muft have them new impreft ; and are, as it
were, new born, whenever we have any ideas, which
we have not always actually perceived, 7. e. every
time we pafs from one thought to another. This
is a fure confequence, if, when all our thoughts
ceafe, all our ideas muft be new impreft, unlefs a
man could actually perceive all the ideas he eyer
h?,dat_ once; for his having only one thought in
his mind can no more keep any other there, ar
excite any other, that it has no connexion with, ;han

if
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if he had no thought at all. Tam thinking, for ex-
ample, in my fleep, of a horfe ; hisbeauty, ftrength,
and ufefulnefs: does this thought preferve in my
mind the idea of a church, of happinefs or mi-
fery ? Or can it help me to any of them, whenI
have occafion for them? If not, then thefe ideas
muft be new impreft, when I awake; but if they
remain in the foul, when I was cnly thinking of a
horfe, wherever they are beftowed, it may be pre-
fumed, there is room for that one idea more with-
out thrufting out another to give it place; and
when that one is among them, I fee no more rea-
fon, why they muft be all new impreft, than that
the others muft have been new impreft, when I only
thought of that one; unlefs it be fuppofed, that
the foul has always juft one idea more than there
is place for in the repofitory of its ideas; and if
that happen to croud in, before another has got
out, they will all be ftifled together, or fly away
for air.

But here the Remarker interpofes, Ifugou [y the
ideas remain in the [oul, and need only a new excita-
tion s why then, [ay I, may not infants have innate
ideas (which you fo much oppofe) that want only ob-
jeéts and occafions to excite and afluate them, with a
fit difpofition of the brain® ? By what hath been faid,
it will appear, that this argument gains no force
from Mr. Locke’s opinion, that the foul does not al-
ways think 3 fince if the foul does always think, it
can perceive but very few ideas at once; fo that
the fame confequence will follow from a man’s
having only one thought, as from his having no
thought at all; whether all his other ideas muft be
new impreft, or remain in the foul, and need only
a new excitation. This objection therefore would
have been as much to the purpofe in any other
place : the Remarker might have atked, if when a
‘man thinks only upon one objett, there remain

b 2d Rem. p. 17.

~

ideas




28 A Defence of Mr. Locke’s Effay

ideas in the foul, which he does not perceive to
be there; why may not infants have innate ideas,
that want only occafions to excite them ? This
then, having no particular relation to the queftion
in difpute, requires no anfwer here: but that the
Remarker may not think he has entangled Mr. Locke
with his own principles, I defire him to confider,
if thefe are parallel cafes, how comes it, that when
objeéts or occafions excite thefe ideas in children,
they do not perceive, that they were in their minds
before ; but confider them as things new, and till
then abfolutely unknown to them ? But when ideas
are excited in a man, which he has before received
by fenfation or reflettion, he confiders them as
things he is acquainted with, and clearly perceives
they have been in his mind before. Why does
not every thing appear equally new to a man, which
he has, or has not known before, as every idea
does, the firft time it is excited in him? But fince
it is certain, that the mind does perceive when any
ideas are excited in it, that were there before ; and
that every idea appears new to it the firft time it is
excited ; this can be no argument, that becaufe the
foul is capable of rétaining the ideas it has received
by fenfation or refletion ; that it can record them
for its ufe, and recolleét them at pleafure ; there-
fore, it may have innate ideas, though it never per-
ceives, that it had them, not even when they are
excited in it ; for this makes the cafes fo far from
being the fame, that it is one of the greateft ar-
guments againﬁ innate ideas, that the mind does al-
ways perceive, when the ideas, which are excited
in it, were there before. Befides, how can it be
conceived, that innate ideas thould need any objects
to excite them; and that the mind fhould never
excite any of them in itfelf without thofe objeéts ;
asit often does excite in itfelf the ideas it received
by fenfation, or reflection, without the prefence of
thofe objeéts, by which it firft received them, W hy
then

of Human Underflanding. 79

then are fuch objes neceffary to excite snnate idegs,
fince the mind has a power of exciting ideas in it-
felf, without the prefence of any objeét? When
the Remarker has thewn the reafon of this confide~
rable difference, and proved, that it does not hin«
der them from being parallel cafes ; then we may
conclude againft Mr. Locke, that fince the foul can
retain the ideas it has received, and excite them
at pleafure, though it do not always perceive
them, therefore it may have ideas, which it never
did perceive, nor_can excite in itfelf, nor, when
they are excited, ‘perceive, that it ever had them
before ; and then he can have nothing to fay for
himfelf, but muft let us enjoy our wumperceivable
ideas, and be as much the better, and wifer for
them, as we can.

But ftill the foul may be fometimes without any
thought, and yet (for any thing we have heard) not
endanger its immortality. Let us confider the Re-
marker’s next difficulty.

Befides (fays he) I am utterly at a lofs, bow to
Jrame any idea of a dead foul, or of a [pirit without
life or thoughts'. How a dead foul comes in here,
I do not know. Can there be no life, where there
isno thought? I confefs, that I have hitherto thought,
that infects and plants have life, though I did not
fuppofe, that they do always think. He goes on:
What is the foul, when fbe does not think ? She muft
be attually fomething, if fbe exift. She muft then bave
fome properties, whereby fbe is diftinguifbed from no-
thing, and from matter. And again, in the fecond
Remark, 2ou foy the foul has no extenfion, nor at
certain fits any cogitation. What can the foul be then
but a certain power afting in the body, when the body
is prepared for the exercife of ity and ceafing to ail,
when the body is indifpofed* ? To which 1 anfwer,
that it is true, we have no idea of the foul but by
her operations; but that is no more a reafon to

i iftRem.p.g 2dR.p,16.  * Page 14.
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conclude, that fhe is nothing when fhe does not opé~
rate, than when fhe does, fince we are equally ig-
norant what the foul is, when'we do think, as
when we do not, I afk what is the foul when fhe
does think? Is fhe a real permanent fubftance?
‘What then are her peculiar properties, whereby fhe
is diftinguithed from other fubftances? If it be faid
‘the power of thinking; I afk, whether fhe has any
other properties to diftinguith her from nothing,
and from matter ? If not, then nothing, or mat-
ter, may have the power of thinking. This is
plain, if the foul has no effential properties diftinct
from matter, whereby fhe alone is capable of the
power of thinking, there can be no reafon, why
matter may not have that power. If it be faid the
has other effential properties, without which fhe
could not have the power of thinking, when the
Remarker has found out what thofe properties are,
he will then know what the foul is, when fhe does
not think ; for whatever that fubftance is, that has
the power of thinking, there is no reafon to doub,
that it-remains the fame, when it ceafes from that
aftion, any more than there is to doubt, that a
body in motion, and at reft, is the fame fubftance;
for we have no clearer idea of the fubftance of
body, than we have of the fubftance of fpirit, as
Mr. Locke has fhewn'!; which excellent difcourfe
alone one would have thought fufficient to prevent
the leaft infinuation, that he does not think the
foul a real permanent fubftance.

There is much more reafon to conclude, that
thofe. do not think the foul a real permanent fub-
ftance, who make this queftion, If the foul has no
extenfion, nor at certzin fits any cogitation, what
can the foul be then, but a certain power aéting
in the body, when the body is prepared, &c. For
from what other reafon can they make it? If the
foul be really fomething elfe than 2 certain power

! Effay B. ii. ¢, 23.
alting
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_ ating in the body, what can hinder it from being

the fame thing, when it does not act? But if it
muft be nothing, when it is not in ation, #hat
then can the foul be, but a certain power atiing in the
body, when the body is prepared for the exercife of it,
and ceafing to Be when the body is indifpofed 2 But
(to retort the Remarker’s words) whether that be a
Juperior divine power diftinft from matter, as a vis
movens, or a power fastenedy I know not how, to the
body, or upon fuch aid fuch [yftems of matter; whe-
ther I [ay of thefe two [uppofitions better agrees with
this doirine, I cannot certainly tell; but either of
them deftroys the immortality of the foul, upon the
diffolution of the body. 1 leave the reader to judge,
which is moft concerned in this confequence, Mr.
Lacke; who fays, that it is not neceflary to the ex-
iftence of the foul; that it fhould be always in action ;
which would be abfurd to fay; if it be not a di-
finét permanent fubfiance; or the Remarker, who
thinks the foul cannot exift, when it is not in
attion 3 which there is no ground to think;, if it be
areal permanent [ubfiance. '

The vanity of men feems to be the great reafon,
why they have fo readily fuppofed, without any
proof; that the foul does always think ; for having
no idea of it, but by its operations, we are unwil-
ling to perceive our own ignorance, and loath to
part with the only idea we have of that dear thing
which we call felf. On this account the Remarker
feems offended with Mr. Locke. Why (fays he) do
You affirm or introduce a new and unintelligible fiate
of the foul, whereof neither you, nor others, can have
any conception™? And why is this complained of,
but that men are willing to believe they know more
than they do ? Or how elfe could they think a ftate
of thinking, without being confcious of it; more intel-
ligible, than a ftate of not thinking at all ? Or how
“could they conclude thinking, which is the action
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of the foul, neceffary to the exiftence of the foul
itfelf, if they did not make our knowlege the mea-
fure of things, and our not having an idea of a
thing, fufficient to exclude it from being ? I pro-
ceed now to the Remarker’s Jaft difficulty.

Then after all (fays he) what fecurity can we have
upon this fuppofition, that we fhall not fall into this
Jleep at death, and [o continue without life or thought®?
What I have faid in the beginning of my difcourfe
upon this head, might ferve for an anfwer to this
objection ; but the Remarker, by repeating it, page
12. feeming to lay a great weight on it, I fhall
confider it more particularly.

And firft (as I obferved before) if our fecurity of
a future ftate depends upon this, that the foul al-
ways thinks, it has a very unfure foundation; for
there is no pretence of a proof, that the foul does
always think ; and there are great probabilities,
that it does not think in found fleep (as Mr. Locke
has thewn.) But if the proofs of a future ftate do
~ not depend upon the foul’s always thinking, the
contrary fuppofition cannot leffen our fecurity of
it 3 and that they do not depend upon it, I think
needs not be proved, no body, that I know of, did
ever offer this propofition, that the foul does ahways
think, as a proof of its immortality. And the rea-
fons we have to expe&t a future ftate are of fuch
a nature, that they can receive-no force from it,
‘nor lofe any by the contrary fuppofition. The Re-
marker on another occafion tells Mr. Locke, the
grounds of our expectation of future punifbments and
rewards are, that there is a prefage of them from na-
tural confcience 5 and that they are deducible from the
nature of God, if we allow bim moral attributes°.
Now it is evident, that neither of thefe two grounds
can lofe any of their force upon this fuppofition,
that the foul does not think in found fleep, and
will not they fecure us, that we fhall not continue

‘o ift Rem.p.g. ¢ 3d Rem. p. 13. 5
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in this fleep after death ? If not, why does the Re-

marker mention them as proofs of a future ftate ?
But if they do prove it, why does he fay, he could
make out 1o certain proof of the immortality of the
Joul, upon this [uppofition, that it is [ometimes with-
out thoughts ? Since thofe proofs he mentions re-
main in their full force, notwithftanding this fup-
pofition. ~ Thus having thewn, that all the confe-
quences the Remarker draws from Mr. Locke’s,
fuppofition are without grounds, I may with af-
furance conclude, that it is of no confequence to
the immortality of the foul, nor does at all weak-
en any proof of it.

I cannot here forbear taking notice, how little
fervice they do to religion, who eftablifh the main
principles of it upon fuch an uncertain foundation,
as the nature of a thing, of which we are fo very
ignorant, as we certainly arey of what the foul is.
Her operations we have clear ideas of ; and_there-
fore from our capacity of difcerning and chufing
good or evil; and from the power, wifdom, and
goodnefs of God, which we may certainly know
to belong to his nature ; we have very good argu-
ments, and great probabilities of a future ftate of
punifhments and rewards; fuch as no confidering
man can deny, and within every ones underftand-
ing. But when the foul’s immortality is faid to
depend upon fuch fuppofitions as this, that the
Joul always thinks, or that it is immaterial ; what
can the confequence be, but to make men think
they have very little affurance of a future life, when
they find themfelves fo much in the dark as to
thofe principles, upon which it is eftablithed, that
the greateft proofs of them are drawn from our ig-
norance ? As that we cannot conceive how matter
fhould be capable of fuch and fuch powers as we
perceive in the foul ; or (as the Remarker objeéts)
what the foul is, when fhe is without thoughts.
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But could the immateriality of the foul be proved
to be as certain, as it is highly probable, it can ne-
ver be of good confequence, and may be dange-
rous, to make that the main proof of its immorta-
lity ; for this is an argument of no ufe to the ge-
nerality of mankind, who want either leifure, or
eapacity, for fuch nice fpeculations; and if they
are convinced on other grounds, that the foul is im-
mortal, it is no great matter, whether they think
it immaterial, or no. But if they are perfuaded, that
it cannot be immortal, if it is not immaterial, ’tis
eafy to fee of how ill confequence that muft be, if
the proofs of the foul’s immateriality fhould not
happen to convince them ; -as it often falls out by
the different caft of mens heads, that the fame ar-
guments, that are very ftrong and perfuafive to one
man, have no force at all with another, efpecially
in abftract reflections. Thofe, therefore, who are
zealous for truth, fhould endeavour to eftablifh it
upon the plaineft, and cleareft principles, and fuch
as are moft adapted to common apprehenfions.
This is not the only inftance, in which I have ob-
ferved, that truth does not fuffer lefs from thofe,
who would maintain it upon falfe or uncertain
grounds, than from thofe,. who openly oppofe it.
I have known feveral, who have been carefully
enough inftruéted in their duty, who yet for want
of being taught at firft, or applying themfelves.to
confider the true grounds of it, have been eafily
argued out of their good notions, though fome
of them perfons of no mean capacity ; for if the
foundation fail, the beft fuperftru¢ture will fall,
though ftrong and immoveable, when eftablifhed
upon its proper grounds. And this does not only
happen, when the foundation is in itfelf weak or un-
eertain, but when truths are taught upon princi-
ples, which, though true, and folid in themfelves,
are not the ground or reafon of thofe truths; which
fome have done out of a good defign of rendering
i the
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the truths they teach the more facred. But every
thing ftands firmeft on its own foundation : and I
believe, if it were rightly confidered, it would ap-

r, that the reafons of all moral truths are plain
and clear, and within the reach of the loweft ap-
prehenfions. Thefe things, which I have only
hinted at, are of great confequence to be thorough-
ly confidered by all, who have the inftruction of
others under their care, that they may not think
they fufficiently acquit themfelves of their duty by
inculcating good maxims, when their negligence,
or miftaken zeal in teaching the grounds of them,
may at leaft give too great advantage to thofe, who
make it their bufinefs to_corrupt the principles, as
well as the prastice of their companions, which are
but too many in this libertine age.

This being a matter of fo univerfal concern, I
hope I fhall be excufed, if I have led the reader a
little out of the way for it. We now return to the
Remarker, who, after he has repeated his laft diffi-
culty, i. e. If tbe foul be fometimes withous-thoughts,
why may fbe not be fo, thoughtle[s, and [enfelefs, after
death ? he adds, it is [fome comfort, indeed, that we
Jhall at length return to life at the refurrettion : but
1 know not how you explain that s nor bow far you
allow us to be the [ame men, and the fame perfons
then that we are now. This is a great comfort in-
deed, and I fuppofe the Remarker here defigned
to make Mr. Locke amends for all the faults he has
imputed to his principles, by owning; that they af-
ford us this comfort ; but I'cannot guefs what zbat
is which he knows not bow Mr. Locke explains.
Mr. Locke never attempted, that I know of, to ex-
plain bow we fhall return to life, which zbat feems
to refer to, nor how far we fhall then be the fame
men; and he needed not have told him, that he
knows not now he explains ‘a thing, which he has
not explained at all. But Mr. Locke has very clearly
explained how far he allows us to be the fame per-
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Jons, confeioufnefs according to him, as far as it is
extended, makes the fame perfon, in which, he fays, is
Jounded all the right, and juflice, of reward, and pu-
niflment, bappinefs, and mifery®. And thus, he fays,
we may without any difficulty conceive at the refur-
reltion, the fame perfon, theugh in a body not exaltly
in make or parts the [ame be had bere, the Jame con-
{cioufnefs going along with the foul that inbabits itd :
Which may be fufficient to fatisfy the Remarker
how St. Peter at the refurrection will be the Jame~ ;
and how Mr. Zocke conceives the refurrettion, as
far as.is revealed of it, and to all its ends and pur-
pofes, which is our bappinefs, or mifery. Further
than this he does not pretend, nor are we concerned
to know ; and I think, in amatter, which can only
be known by revelation, no man ought to deter-
mine, or enquire farther than the Holy Spirit has
thought fit to reveal. Mr. Locke knows/too well
the vanity and prefumption of fuch an a empt, to
offer at it. < It is enough * (fays be) that every
¢ one fhall appear before the judgment feat of
¢ Chrift, to receiveaccording to what he had done
““"in his former life; but in what fort of body he
¢ fhall appear, or of what particles made up; the
¢ Scripture having faid nothing, but that it fhall
“ be a fpiritual body raifed in incorruption, it is
¢ not for me to determine.” The Remarker muft
be contented ¢ o walk in the dark as to thefe things,
though he fays he does not love it, fince there is
no way to have farther light in them than the
Scripture has given. And if he thinks Mr. Zocke's
dottrine of the foul obfcure, becaufe he does not
pretend to be certain by his natural faculties, of
things, which they cannot certainly difcover (a
way to knowledge, which fome are very fond of)
I believe Mr. Locke will be content not to be un-
derftood by him, rather than write what he does
PETB.iic.27. aIbid§rs. r Vid 2d’ P15, =
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not underftand himfelf, to appear intelligible to
s.
Ot}’lf‘he Remarker " next proceeds to the fecond
{uppofition, which he thinks weakens the proofs
of the immortality of the foul, viz. That God may
give, or have given, for any thing we know, to Jome
[iftems of matter, a power to perceive, and think.
‘And here one would expett he thould have fhewn
how this fuppofition weakens the proofs of the
foul’s immortality ; but all his objections are againft
the probability of the fuppofition, and to fhew the
difficulties of conceiving how matter fhould have
fuch a power; which he enlarges upon in his third
remark, and has feveral pages to that purpofe, for
what reafon I know not, fince Mr. Lacke allow§ it
to be highly probable, that the foul is immaterial,
but where he is fpeaking of demonftration, only
fays, that it is not impoffible, for any thing we know,
that God may give, or have given, to fome fy-
ftems of matter, difpofed as he fees fit; a power to
-perceive and think. But my defign being only to
vindicate Mr. Locke’s principles from the dangerous
confequences imputed to them by the Remarker,
1fhall not enter into that difpute; and I think
Mr. Locke has faid enough, in his laft additions, to
filence the triumph of fuch fort of arguments,
drawn from the unconceiveablenefs of [omething in one
bypothefis, which cannot be a proof of the contrary
opinion, in which there are things altogether as in-
explicable, and as far remote from our compre-
henfion. ~ All the demonftration we can have from
fuch difficulties, is of the weaknefs and f{cantinefs
of our knowledge, which fhould not make us for-
ward in determining pofitively on either fide, much
lefs to eftablifh the immortality of the foul on. fo
uncertain a foundation ; which is a conﬁderatlop I
have before infifted on, and I cannot but 'L:hl.nk
Mr. Locke has done much more fervice to religion

v 1ft Rem. p. 13, s
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in that difcourfe, B.iii. ¢. 4. where, after he hag
f1id, that he ¢ fees no contradition in it, that Om-
¢ nipotency fhould give to certain fyftems of mat-
“ ter a power to perceive and think, though it
¢ be moft highly probable, that the foul is imma-
€< tergal 5 he adds, that « if our faculties cannot
#¢ arrive to demonftrative certainty about it, we
¢ need not think it ftrange : all the great ends of
¢¢ morality and religion are well enough fecured
¢ without philofophical proofs of the foul’s im.
¢ materiality ; fince it is evident, that he, who
 made us at firft begin to fubfift here, fenfible
* intelligent beings, and for feveral years conti-
¢ nued us in fuch a ftate, can and will reftore us
¢ to the like ftate in another world ¥, and make
¢ us capable there to receive the retribution he has
¢ defigned to men, according to their doings in
#¢ this life ; and therefore it is not of fuch mighty
¢ neceflity to determine one way or the otheﬁ as
¢ fome over zealous for or againft the immateria-
. #¢ lity of the foul have been forward to make the
¢ world believe.” Thefe are Mr. Locke’s words;
and T appeal to all unbiafied men, whether he does
not better fecure the belief of a future ftate, by
eftablithing it on fuch grounds, as give an equal
affurance of it, whether the foul is immaterial, or
no 5 than thofe, who take pains to perfuade men
that a future ftate is lefs certain, if the foul is not
"B betes ‘
ut belides the uncertainty and danger of thi
argument, wlpch I have befor)é taken no%ice of, ttI;::
ufelefinefs of it, to the generality of mankind, fuf-
ficiently fhews, that it cannot be the foundation
of the belief of a future ftate. That it is not fo to
‘tihc Eaftern Pagans at this day, we have the evi-
ence of a * judicious author, both from the infor-
mation of the miffionaries, who have been longeft
a_mong them, and his own converfation with them,
¥ Vide the 4thedit. = Loubere du Royaume de Sian.
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who tell us, that they believe the immortality of the
foul, but have no notion of its immateriality ; and
that they only fuppofe it of a matter fubtile enough
to efcape being feen or handled. And that many
of the old philofophers, who expected a future
ftate, had no thoughts of the foul’s being imma-

- terial, any one muft obferve, who hasread them

with attention. And I believe, if well examined,
it will appear, that thofe among them, who'had a
notion of the foul’s being immaterial, did not be-
lieve its immortality upon that foundation, but
only fought an explication, how the foul by its own
nature might be capable of that immortality ; which
they found great reafon to hope for, on other
grounds much more firm and perfuafive.
But what is yet more confiderable, were this proof
of the foul’s immortality as certain and as univer-
fally received, as any felf-evident propofition, it
would not at all ferve to the chief emd of our affu-
rance of the foul’s immortality, v7z. The expecta-
tion of rewards and punifhments in a future ftate
according to our doings in this life; without which
’tis no matter, whether we think the foul immortal
orno. And this we could never have by the moft at-
tentive confideration, and the cleareft knowledge of
what kind of fubftance the foul is. It muft be efta-
blithed on far different grounds, fuch as the confi-
deration of ourfelves as rational and free creatures,
of which we have an intuitive, infallible perception 3
and of an omnipotent Being, from whom we are,
and onwhom we depend, of whichwe havea demon-
{trative knowledge within every one’s underftanding
to whom it is propofed. And if the confequences
drawn from them are not fufficient to affure men of
a future ftate of rewards and punithments, as the
cleareft proofs of the foul’s immortality can fignify
nothing without them, {o neither can they add any
force to them, and therefore are of no ufe to the

great ends of Imorality and religion. For fuppofe
to
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to convince an intelligent heathen, who thought
the foul material, and doubted of a future ftate of
rewards and punithments, arguments were ufed to
prove the foul in its own nature undiffolvable, and
that therefore it muft remain after death ; he might
then reafonably enquire in what ftate it remains, how
he may be fure, that it is in a ftate of rewards and
punifhments, and that it does not return to the uni-
verfal foul, of which it may be an efluence; or in-
form the next parcel of matter it finds fitted for it,
as fome philofophers have thought. This, it is plain,
muft be ftill in doubt to him, notwithftanding thofe
proofs of the foul’s immortality; and arguments
of another nature muft be ufed to fatisfy him in this
point, whatever may be moft proper to work on his
underftanding.  Suppofe tho(g T have before hinted
at; That ’tis reafonable to think that the wife and
Jut Author of our being, having made us capable of
bappinefs and mifery, and given us faculties of difcern-
ing and chufing good or evil, defigned we fhould be
accountable for our actions, and bappy or miferable,
according as they are conformable, or not, to that
law, which he has eftablithed in our very natures,
that his will might be certainly known to us; and
fince it is vifibly not fo, in the ordinary courfe of
his providence, but all things happen alike to the
righteous and the wicked, in this world, ’tis moft
confonant to reafon to think ‘this is only a ftate of
probation, and that the difpenfation of rewards and
punifhments is referved for a future life; there being
no other way to reconcile the partial diftribution of
things here to that order which we know is agreeable
to the divine will, by the conformity it has to our
reafon, whichisa ray of his own wifdom. We will
{fuppofe the heathen convinced by thefe arguments, or
others to the fame purpofe; that he owns it is highly
reafonable to conclude there muft be a future ftate of
rewards and punithments; bnt he does not fo well
digeft the foul’s being immaterial ; he has no notion

of
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of a fubftance without any extenfion. Suppofe then
the Remarker fhould tell him, as he dces Mr.
Locke, if the foul is not immaterial, there can be no
certain proof that it is immortal. And I deﬁre.hlm
to take this dilemma for the heathen’s anfwer: Either
thearguments, by which I have been convinced, that
there will be punifhments and rewards in a future
ftate, are proofs of it, or they are not; if not, then
tho’ the foul thould be immortal, I have no affurance
that it will be in a ftate of rewards or punifhments;-
and if they are proofs of a future ftate, then a future
ftate is equally certain, tho’ the foul be not immate-
rial, fince that does not make it lefs confonapt to the
juftice and wifdom of God, nor lefs within his power.
I believe the Remarker will find he has no way to folve-
this dilemma, but muft either give up the certainty
of rewards and punithments, or the neceflity of
thinking the foul is immaterial, to prove a future
ftate; and I defy him to eftablifh the beliet of re-
wards and punithments in a future #tate on any
arguments, that will not be equally conclufive, whe-
ther the foul is immaterial or not. )
This thenisevident, that Mr. Locke’s fuppofition,’
that God may have given (for any thing we know)
to fome fyftems of matter a power to perceive,’
and think ; does not at all weaken any proof of the
foul’s immortality, that can be of ufe to the great:
ends of religion, for which alone we are concerned
to know, that the foul is immortal. And perhaps
the infignificancy, as to thofe ends,.of our knowing
what kind of fubftance the foul is, may be the reafon
we are left fo much in the dark aboutit. Our wife
Maker has proportioned our faculties only to our
neceflities, and has made his will known to us by a
light of nature clear enough to render any one inex-
cufable, who does not follow it; tho’ the full affurance
of an eternal retribution is only given us by Fefus
Chrift, who bas brought life, and immortality, to light,
through the %I, which I have already fhewn, that

Mr.
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Mr. Locke’s principles give us a fure foundation for,
both of natural and revealed religion. So that |
think no more remains to clear the Remarker’s diffi-
culties; hisdoubts of natural confcience, (which is the
chief fubjeét of his third Remark) being eafily re-
folved from what has been already faid. But the
Remarker being a little unlucky at drawing infer-
ences from Mr. Lacke’s principles, I will give him
fome help in his enquiry what natyral confcience is,
according to them.

But firft, T muft take notice of a cavil he begins
with, at Mr. Locke’s defining confcience to be nothing
elfe but* our own opinion of our own attions, without
exprefling what fort of actions are the fubjeéts of it.
Now any one, who reads that part of his £ffay, will
find that difcourfing of * innate prattical principles,
he all along mentions only fuch actions, as areto be
referred to moral rules; and that he had no reafon to
apprehend being mifunderftood, or that it could be
fuppofed he included any other fort of attions, ne
other being at all to the purpofe in that queftion.

Before I proceed to fpeak of what I think the
true notion of natural conicience, of what authority,
and of what ufz it is; it will be fit to confider what
the Remarker fays he underftands by it, which he
next proceeds to tell us, but defines it more parti-
cularly in another place thus: A4 natural fagacity to
diftinguifb moral good and evil; or a different percep-
tion and [enfe of them, with a different affeition of the

mind arifing from it ; and this [o immediate, as to prevent
and anticipate all external laws, and all ratiocination.
This, he fays, he takes to be tbe foundation of natural
religion, without which be does not know bow it can
. Jubfif; tho® he approves of Mr. Lacke’s account of
natural religion, {o far as it goes. 2vu place natural
religion (fays he) * 1 thinkin the belief of the. being of a
God, and of obedience due to bim. This is good, fo far
@s it goes, and is well fupported.  But the queftion is,
Y3Rem,p.5, - 2Bii.Ci3.  *P.g.
' what

of Human Underflanding. 93

what laws thofe are that we ought to obey, or bow ’Lqe

con know them without revelation, unlefs you take in

natural confcience for a diftinétion of good and 'ewl, or

another idea of God, than what you have given us.

Having already anticipated this doubt, by fhewing
how the-moral attributes of God are deducible frorp
Mr. Locke’s principles, and how we know what his
will is, by the conformity or repugnancy of things
to ouir reafon, and with refpeét to human nature, of
which he is the author, Ineed not give a particular
anfwer to this quéftion. But fince the Remarker lays
fogreat a ftrefs upon his principle of natural confeicnce,
inthat fenfe and notion, which he has given of it, that
he b takes it to be the foundation of natural religion,
and thinks the diftinttion of good and evil, is mani-
feed, and [upported by it; let us farther confider it.

It would be too tedious to repeat all that theRe-
marker fays on this fubje&, from the beginning of
his third letter to the 16th page. I need only hint
at fome obfervations, by which it will appear, that
he has not fettled in his own mind a determinate idea
of his principle of natural confcience, but argues for
it fometimes in one fenfe, and fometimes in another ;
that Mr. Locke is not at all concerned in the greateft
part of his argument ; and by which the weaknefs
of the whole will be obvious to every reader.

¢ After his definition, he gives us a notable illuftra-
tion of his principle in the foul of diftinguifhing
morally good and evil, without ratiocination, by the
power we have of diftinguithing fenfible qualities
without refleftion, or ratiocination. He might
every whit as well have told us, that fince we have
apower of diftinguithing moral relations, without
making ufe of our eye-fight, we may diftinguifh
red, and yellow, without eyes ; they being no more
the proper and only inlets of our ideas of colours,
than refleGtion is of moral diftinétions; which the
Remarker fays we may have without reflection, fince

b P.4,and 5. e Peg:
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we can diftinguifh colours, and other fenfible qua«
lities without refle€tion.  But if this were fo, Mr,

Locke may very well fay, what the Remarker believes

he will not, ¢ that then children would be able to dif-
tinguith moral good and evil, for they very clearly
diftinguifh all the objects of fenfation, that come in
their way ; and this principle could never be improved,
or corrupted, as no one can be perfuaded, that any fen-
fation he has is more or lefs agreeable, or that a difa-
greeable fenfation is an agreeable one ; which if we
could, it is evident, that our fenfes would not be fuf-
ficient to their end, to give us notice of what is con-
venient, or inconvenient to the body. And it is
reafonable to think, if there were fuch an inward fen-
fation defigned, as the Remarker fays, to dire¢t us
as to what is good or hurtful to the foul, it would
operate as conftantly as thofe others do: no man
could prefer vice to virtue, any more than he can
pain to pleafure ; otherwife it would not anfwer the
end it wasdeligned for.

Another thing to be obferved is, that moft of the
Remarker’s arguments were anticipated by Mr.
Locke, tho’ he takes no notice of the anfwer to them;
as to the fame purpofe we were now upon, Mr. Locke
having owned, that there are natural tendences im-
printed on the minds of men, and that from the firft in-
Srances of [enfe, and perception, there are fome things
grateful, and others ungrateful to them; © the Re-
marker takes occafion from thence, to defire he will
grant fuch alike impreffion on the foul, with reference
0 moral good and evil, as a rule or direftion to our ac-
tions; tho’ Mr. Locke there fays, f that thofe im-
preffions he fpeaks of, are {o far from confirming
the like, with relation to moral good and evil, zhat
this is an argument againft them ; fince if there were
any fuch impreflions, we could not but perceive them
conftantly operate in us, and influence our knowledge, as
‘we do thofe others on the will and appetite, the defire of

dIbid. *#Pig fEMBiC3$3.
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bappine[s, and averfion for mifery, continuing (as innate
pratical principles ought) to influence all our attions
withoyt ceafing, and are in all perfons, and all ages,
Jready and univerfal. But this the Remarker takes
no notice of. & In another place he argues, that exor-
bitant pratices againft natural confcience are no
proof, that there is no fuch principle; » which Mr.
Locke grants, nor does he contend againft a natural
rule. But the generally allowed breach of a rule any
where, he fays, is a proof, that it is not INNATE,
which he had given inftances of in feveral nations.
This objection not being eafily anfwered, the Re-
marker chufes rather to ‘oppofe an argument, which
Mr. Locke does not ufe, but on the contrary owns
that it is none. But any one, who confiders what
i Mr. Locke objetts, will eafily fee to how little pur-
pofe the Remarker takes fo much pains to fhew, that
the fame arguments, which he brings againft sunate
principles, may be ufed to prove, that the law of
Chriftianity is not known among Chriftians; for
befides the great difference of an snnate law, which
men muft always carry about with them; from any
other, that they may avoid refleting on, or mif-
underftand; the cafe of Chriftians aéting againft a
known law cannot be the fame with that, which
Mr. Locke reprefents, unlefs the Remarker can thew
any Chriftians, who conftantly, without the leaft re-
morfe, or [bame, offend againft that law, which they
believe s and that all the by-franders, even low-makers,
and governers, filently connive at it, nay affirm that it
is their duty.to do fo: For this is the cafe of thofe
nations, which Mr. Locke mentions. * But the Re-
marker has a fhrewd objetion againft this argu-
ment: they are darbarous people, he fays, and he ex-
cepts againft them for witnefles, as per/one infames.
I find, if Mr. Locke would convince him, that there
are no innate principles, he muft thew him fome
polite nation, where the people have diligently, and
83dRem.p. 11, "Ef.B.i.c.3. i3dRem.p. 14. kP 10

rightly
2N




§6 A Defence of Mr. Locke's Effay

i imployed their faculties, and yetare ignorant
:fg?htgaw gf rz'ature. This might be required, if Mr.
ZLocke denied a law.of nature, knowable by our natural
faculties ; but to prove what he aEﬁ{ms, that thxs_law
is not knowable to men, but by their making a right
ufe of their faculties, it isfufficient to fhew, that thcre_
are men, who are abfolutely ignorant:gf the cleareft
principles of that law. No, fays the Rémarker, they
are barbarous ignorant people; and therefore a_relno‘

witneffes, that there are no innate principles.
lgé?;t)dare they not men, I pray? What is it then, that
makes them more barbarous, or ignorant than others,
but their not having made a right ufe of their natural
faculties ? This is Mr. Locke’s argument, that therg
are no innate principles, fince fome nations, for
want of making a right ufe of their faculties, are
fo barbarous, or ignorant, as to have no notion of
the cleareft of thofe principles, *which are efteemed
innate. To which the Remarker’s objection, that
they are a barbarous people, not fit to be admitted
for witnefles, is indeed very extraordinary. If he
pleafes to confider what he means by barbarous, and
what is the caufe, that thefe peopleare fo, I believe
he will better fee the force of Mr. Locke’s argument,
and allow them to be very good witnefles in this
cafe; tho’ perhaps he might with reafon exceptagainft
them at the bar. All he is defired to take upon
‘their credit is, that men do not know their duty,
‘without making a right ufe of their natural faculties;
and that therefore there are no i:lmate principles, pﬁ‘
none to a ofe, fince they do not operate, ti
men by zﬂfgh%r{ difcover that law, w.hxch is to be
the rule of their attions. To prove this, Mr. Locke
mentions fome vicious practices approved in feveral
nations; which the Remarker calls ! raking up their
dirt and filth, to throw in the face of buman nature.
It fhews men indeed, that they thould not idly, or
rafhly, take up with the firft notions they meet with,

. Vibid,
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of Human Underfanding. , 9

but employ their faculties in the beft manner they
can, which God has given them to attain the know-
ledge of their duty; which they can only be igno-
rant of by their own fault. But what indignity this
can be thought upon mankind, or what piece of ii-
gratitude to our Maker, 1believe no body but the Re=
marker can apprehend. ‘ '
™ He next préceeds to mention fome virtuous
attions of heathen ftates, contrary to their intereft,
and yet done with general applaufe; as a proof iof
natural confcience. They are indeed proofs of a law
of nature, which Mr. Locke is ho lefs an advocate
for than he, tho’ he denies innate principles ;, which
leads me to a very material obfervation, which is,
that, throughout this whole difcourfe, the Remarket
ufes indifferently, as terms of the fame fignification,
law of nature, natural confeience, innate principles,
innate powers, and natural principles »; which all fig~
nify very different things; and of which Mr. Locke
has only. denied innate principles; which cenfidered,
it will appear, that he is very little concerned in the
greateft part of this difpute. But I fhall only in-
ftance two or three places particularly, as where he
argues, that unsver(al confent is not neceffary to declare
a principle 7o be natural; for the fenfe of mufick, of
beauty, of order, and proportion; are natural to man-
kind, tha’ fome men are not at all affeted with them.
Lwven the power of reafon, (fays he) feveral paffions,
&c. appear fooner in fome than others; and if you allow
thefe principles to be natural, and born with us, I
know not why you fbould make fuch ado about the word
nnate.  If you allow none at all, not thefe loft men-
tioned,, nor fo much as willingy or nilling this, or that,
the controverfy will be changed; and I defire to know
what idea you can form of a foul without any powers,
or any altion. Now here it is plain, that by natural
principlesis only meant powers or faculties of the foul ;
which is a very different fenfe from that, in which

P ®» Videp. 5.9, 12,
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Mr. Lacke denigs any principles to be innate, tho” he
does not deny them to be #atural. But in this fenfe
of them he will make no a-do about the word iunate !
if the queftion be, whether there are innate powers
or faculties in the foul, the controverfy will not be
changed, fcr there will be no controverfy atall. Mr,
Locke only contends againft thofe, who fay there are
principles of metaphyfical or moral truths-originally
imprinted on the mind ; by which if they only mean,
that there is an nnate power or capacity in the foul
of knowing thofe truths, they meéan nothing dif-
ferent from Mr. Locke, whe denies innate principles;
for he does not deny, that there is a power in the foul
of perceiving, and affenting to thofe truths, or of
diftinguithing good and evil ; tho’ he'is not fo ready
at it as the Remarker; without employing his facul-
ties about ity or without ratiocination. So there is
no occafion for him to form an idea of the foul with-
eut any powers, nor for that fuppofition, which, with
a feeming charitable wifh, the Remarker would fo
groundlefly faften on Mr. Locke°. :
The next place I fhall mention, where innate
principles, and natural principles, are ufed in the
fame fenfe, and both only for powers or faculties of
the foul, is p. 15. where he pretends to anfwer
a dilemma, which Mr. Locke propofes eoncern-
ing innate principles. But any one, who takes the
fa.ins to confider what he there fays, will find, that
e ufes thofe terms in a quite different fenfe from
that, which Mr. Locke underftands by innate princi-
ples; and that therefore Mr. Locke is not at all con<
cerned in thatargument. Neither is it any thing to
the Remarker’s purpofe of eftablithing natural con-
Jeicnee in his own fenfe and notion ef it, if we may
take it from his definition,.p. 4. But, indeed,. his
uncertain ufe of thefe, and thofe other terms I have
mentioned, makes it very difficult to know what he
means by his principle of natural confcience®; forthofe
o P az 2 P16
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principles; which he here affirms to be innate, are
wers of the foul, the exercife of which, he fays,
is conditional, and depends upon the difpofition of the
body, culturey and other circumftances : which; as
they are very different from thofe principles; which
Mr. Locke denies to be innate; fo are they alfo
from the Remarker’s 9 principle of diftinguifbing in mo-
ral cafes without ratiocination, fufficient for a gene-
ral direttion of our lives, and the foundation of natu-~
ral religion. ~For how can it be fufficient for thofe
ends, if it depend upon contingent circumstances 2
Or how can the exercife of a power of diftinguifh-
ing things without ratiocination, depend upon any
tulture, or be hindered by contrary principles©, as,
he fays, this power may? For by culture here muft
be meant a right infiruftion, or right refletion ;
and by contrary principles, falfe maxims, or opi-
nions, (though in the fame place he ufes that term
ina quite different fenfe, for powers of the foul)
‘which are all a&s of ratiocination y and therefore to
fay, that the exercife of this power depends upon
them, is the fame thing as to fay, that the power
of diftinguithing things without ratiocination de-
pends upon ratiocination. Which if the Remarker
underftands, I believe he will hardly make it intel-
ligible to any body elfe.

From all thefe obfervations compared, and right-
ly applied, it will plainly appear, that Mr. Locke is
very little concerned in this difcourfe, which, the
Remarker fays‘, is in defence of natural confcience,
againft whom I know not, the moft part of it be
ing arguments for things, which Mr. Zocke no lefs
affirms than he, though he appear to oppofe him,
by ufing Mr. Lacke’s words in a different fenfe from
that, which he underftands themin ; and thofe ar-
guments, by which the Rémarker really does op-
R})ﬁ: him, being anticipated, and fully anfwered in

r. Locke’s Effay. ‘

fﬁg{ 16. f Ibid.
G2 And
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And from the inconfiftency of his definition of
natural confcience, with his illuftrations of it in fe-
veral places, and his loofe and undetermined ufe
of thofe terms, which are of greateft confequence in
this-difcourfe, I muft take leave to conclude, that
he has not fixed in his own mind a clear idea of
that principle which he contends for; though he
thinks he has given rules, and marks’, by which it
may fufficiently appear to others what he means by
it. And therefore by thofe marks 1 will endeavour
a little to clear his own notion to him ; and for his
fatisfation to eftablith what I think natural con-
fcience is, according to Mr. Locke’s principles, and
in the true notion of it; though Mr. Locke is with-
out reafon brought into this difpute, as is evident
from the Remarker’s own words; I do not remem-
ber (fays he) * that in this [enfe you have once named
natural confcience in your book. Why then, I pray,
are fo many arguments ufed, as if he had writa
whole book againft it ? By what rule is 2 man con-
cluded to deny every thing, that he has not affirmed ?
. But the Remarker is not the firft, who has thought
this good logic, and fair dealing againft Mr.
Locke. Whatever he writes next,-if it thould be of
gravitation, or the motion of the planets, 1 think
he would do well to put the articles of his religion
at the end of it, for tear he fhould be accufed of
having none, if his book fhould not happen to
name any.

But as to natural confeience, 1 defire the Re-
marker to examine, whether that principle he fpeaks
of, or (as I had rather exprefs it here, as léfs equi-
vocal) that power of diftinguifhing in moral things
_ without ratiocination, be not a confequent of a pre-
%ious ratiocination, or inftruction; by which, hay-
ing got fome clear or confufed ideas of good and
evil, a different affeétion of the mind conftantly
arifes from them, and this fo immediate, as that it

‘Page 8.  v3d Rem. p. 5.
B st by
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may be truly faid to be without ratiocination ;
from which the miftake may come, that it pre-
vents, or is before any ratiocination, though it is
really an effect of it, only operating without taking
notice of its caufe; as in other cafes, the likings
or averfions of the mind, to things, or perfons,
may be obferved to do, which having been at firft
produced by fome outward caufe, fome good, or
evil, we have found, or heard, or apprehended of
thofe things, or perfons, the fame affection con-
ftantly exerts itfelf at their prefence, without any
reflection on the caufe, or perhaps the leaft fenfe,
that it ever had a known caufe.

And this fudden affetion in moral cafes is in-
deed of excellent ufe, when itis once fer on work
by an enlightened judgment, to keep up the diftin-

- ¢tion of good and evil; to incite, or to be a check

upon mens actions, in the heat of a temptation,
when they have neither time nor power_to reafon
the cafe, or to reflect upon the inftruétions, that have
been given them; and bus may be truly called
the fupport of matural religion; or, as the apoftle
fays, a witnefs accufing or excufing thofe, who have no
other law but that of nature ; but muft not therefore
be taken for the law itfelf, or as the Remarker
callsit, the foundation of natural religion, but rather
natural religion for the foundation of it ; and then it
may with fafety be relied on. Therefore philofo-
phers, and divines, having moftly writ for fuch,
as have had in fome meafure a knowledge of
their duty, do with good reafon give great authority
to this witnefs, and frequently fend men to confult
their confciences, as if it were the eriginal rule and
an infallible direétor. For it is not eafily perverted,
or filenced, when once rightly fet on work ; and has
a great influence on mens aétions, nothing being
more infupportable, than to ftand condemned in our
own judgments; or more delightful, than the ap-
probation of omn minds: and therefore this
‘ &3 manitor
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monitor may prevail, when our paffions have mifled
or filenced reafon; or the hopes of efcaping future
nithments made us for a while fecure.
But powerful and faithful as this witnefs is, fince
it may by falfe opinions, or vicious habits, take a
wrong bias, (which the greateft affertors of its au-
thority confefs) and is always fet on work by the
firlt perfuafions, which happen to take pofieffion of
mens thoughts, fince it does not direét their opi-
nions, but is influenced by them; this not only
thews, that it is not defigned for the original rule,
and firft director of our ations, or #he %undation
of natural religion, but that it is of dangerous con-
fequence to lay the whole weight of morality upon
confcience alone, independent of the occafions,, from
which it has taken the firft bent. For no doubt
there are too many, wha by an unhappy early edu-
cation, purfue with the éme bent of confcience,
or without the leaflt remorfe, what others (who
have been better taught) abhor. Now in this cafe,
to bid thefe men appeal to their confciences, as an
innate guide, that will infallibly direct them in
their duty, can only ferve to confirm them in their
prejudices, and to make them go on fecurely in
their vicious habits, without farther examination,
when they find themfelves acquitted by that in-
ward fenfe, which they are taught to revere as the
‘impreffion of God himfelf. That this may be the
cafe.of many, is not denied by the Remarker™:
We do nat conceive (fays he) natural confeience fuch o
bight as may not be dimned, or it may be extinguifhed
in fome people™ : and in another place, appeal with
Jmcerity to your confeiences, if that be obfcured, per-
verted, or feared, we connot belp itY. Thefe prin-
ciples of . confeience are feeds, that may die, or may
thrive, &c. they may be weak in fome, and ineffectual
in others, by contrary principles, or other impediments,
This being granted, it is evident, that thofe people
¥ 3dRem p. 1o,  *Pagerg, 7 Page 16, 5
: tn

" of Human Underflanding. 103

in whom thefe principles happen to be extinguifbed,
or perverted, will in vain appeal with fincerity to
their confciences : there is no way to fet them right
but by re€tifying their judgments ; they are to be
warned not to truft to fo dangerous a fecurity, and
to be convinced of their errors, and their obliga-
tions, on rational grounds. ‘

Iaplpeal to the Remarker, whether this is not
the only way of dealing with a man, who has been
educated from his infancy in. falfe principles, con-
firmed by vicious habits, and the approbation of all
his companions ; whether fuch a man may not by
refle€tion and reafon be correfted, and convinced
of the natural obligations, which the Creator has laid
on him, as a rational, fociable, and dependent
creature ? This, I doubt not, the Remarker will al-
low : his zeal foran smnate light will not tranfport
him fo far, as to put out the /ight of reafon, thatit
may fhine alone, and leave men irrecoverably in
the dark, in whom this light of confcience-happens
to be extinguifoed: Though, he fays, * be does not
Jee, by what ratiocination we can collefl what the
will of God is, unlefs we take in natural confcience
for a diftinétion of good and evil. 1 hope on farther
confideration, and what I have before faid on that
fubjeét, he will not deny the confiftency of our
duty to reafon, and the evidence of it to all, who
diligently fet themfelves to know it. That would
indeed be an indignity to mankind, and a great in-
gratitude to oyr Maker : But all, who perceive the
reafonablenefs of what is required of us, the necef-
fity of it for the prefervation or perfection of our
nature; all, who read the will of God in his wif
dom, muft acknowledge, that he has not been thus
wanting unto men, but that all the precepts of na-
tural religion may be clearly known by the light
of reafon, to any one, who fets himfelf to fearch.
This being what I believe the Remarker will not

2z 3d Rem, p. <. o
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think fit to deny, I take for granted, and defire
hg’m to confider, whether a man, in whom the
dictates of confcience (fuppofing them innate) have
been early obfcured, or perverted, being brought
to a knowledge of his duty by reafon, or refle&-
ion; whether, I fay, this man has not a fure founda-
tion for natural religion, without taking in his
principle of confcience for a diftinétion of good
and evil? This he muft grant, unlefs he will fay,
that genera{, obfcure, and indifiinét notices (for fo  he
defcribes his innate principles?) are a better foun.
dation for natural religion, than clear and diftin
knowledge ; which if it be too abfurd to affert,
the Remarker muft own, notwithftanding his zeal
for innate principles, that thofe, who deny them, may
have a fure foundation for natural religion, as long
as the precepts of it are confiftent with, or evident
to, the light of reafon. :

And farther, I fuppofe the Remarker will very
readily allow, that when a man is thus brought by
reafon to a true fenfe of his duty, his conicience,
though before perverted, will then be fet right, and
thenceforward condemn or acquit him, according
as he obeys or pot that law, which his underftanding
has affented to' and this wirbout ratiocination, by
an jmmediate affection of the mind. But let him
confider, whether this be the effet of an original
xmpre{ﬁop on the mind, anticipating all refleétion,
or ratiocmnation ; or whether it does net plainly
prove, that confcience is nothing elfe but a judg-
ment, which we make of our aions, with refe-
rence to fome law, which we are perfuaded ought
to be the ‘rul.e of them. This, I believe, will, upon
an unprejudiced examination, be found to be the

true notion of natural confcience, and the beft with

regard to religion (as truth always is a furer fup-

ort for it than the moft pious miftaken notions)

for this account cautions men not to truft to a
* Page 7, '
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peace of confcience, which may proceed from falfe
opinions ; and leaves all its authority in thofe, who
have had occafions of being rightly informed of
their duty.

Thus I have done with each particular head of
the Remarker’s enquiries, and I hope have faid
enough to convince him, that Mr. Locke’s princi-
ples of Human Underftanding give a fufficient fe-
curity againft fuch a fyftem, as he apprehends, &
Manichean God®, a mortal foul, an arbitrary law of
good and evil®, and any dangerous inferences from
Mr. Locke’s notion of cagitant matter, viz. That
God may, for any thing we know, give the power of
cogitation to fome [yftems of matter. For ¥ have
thewn, that the proofs of a future ftate of rewards
and punifhments are equally conclufive without 2
demonttrative certainty of the foul’s immateriality.
And as to that other difficulty, with which the firft
Remarks conclude, concerning the nature of God
and his jmmateriality, upon this conceffion, that
matter may be capable of perception and thought,
Mr. Locke has -fo well confuted the Matérialifts on
that peint?, fo ftrongly proved, that cogitation
cannot be the power of matter, or that the fupreme
cogitant Being cannot be material, that I cannot
imagine to what end the Remarker brings in thofe
arguments againft the immateriality of God, if he
means, as well to religion and Mr. Locke, as he
would be thought to do.

But whatever he there meant, it feems he has
repented upon farther thoughts, or better feen the
force of Mr. Lacke’s proofs, that God is immaterial 5
which he there fears will rife. no higher than pro-
bability, though he heartily withes they may. But
in his third letter, his judgment is brought over to
his hearty wifh, and he confefles®, that Mr. Locke
very well refutes the Materialist, who would have

b2d Rem. p. 11. ¢ 3d Rem. p. 16. 4 Effay B. iv.
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but one fingle fubsiance in the world, namely matter,
* And to fhew his fincerity and good will the more,
he owns this where one would leaft expe it, when
he is giving the worft infinuations he can of Mr.
Lackes -principles.. But the manner of his doing
it is an extraordinary mark of the kind intentions,
and refpet to Mr. Locke, whichhe profefles, and

which nobody can doubt of, who obferves how in-
genioufly he endeavours to faften the principles of

Beifm on Mir. Locke, by thewing, that fome of his
notions are not inconfiftent with them; and that
fome: of the queftions, which he difcuffes, may be
raifed upon theit principles, though none of them
do neceffarily depend upon thofe principles; and
a-great part of his Effay is direétly contrary to that,
which the Remarker fays he cannot but think is.
the myftery aimed at all along, but concealed from
us, viz. That the foul of man is not a diftint perma-
nent fubfiance. Let the impartial judge, whether
this ‘be to argue fairly’; or whether it does not
look like a defire ta make ufe of #ames ta no very fair
purpofe. - But, that I may not be fufpected to have
mifreptefented the Remarker’s way of imputing the
Deifts principles to Mr. Locke, T will, as bricfly
as pofiible, run gver the particulars, which he com-
pares-to them, - '

¢/ The grand principle of Deifm & (fays he) is
¢ this; there is one infinite, univerfal fpirit, that
“ attuates matter always, without the operation of
<¢-particular fpirits. And if the foul of man be no-
¢ thing but an influx from another principle, not
“'a diftin& permanent fubftance, whofoever goes
“-upon this principle, I do not wonder, if he can-
“ not allow innate-ideas, or practical principles in
~ e thf: foul 5 for there is no permanent foul to im-
“ print them upon.” nfw. But may not one,
who does think the foul a permanent fubftance,
d_oubt, that it has any ideas but what it received

fVide 2d Rem. p. 12, & 3d Rem. p. 23.
Sl from
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from fenfation and refleCtion; becaufe he is not
confcious of any but what he can trace to thofe ori-
ginals? And the power or faculties of réceiving
1deas no lefs require a permanent fubftance to ex-
ift in, than ideas themfelves. Moreover (fays the
Remarker) wupon that bypothefis the [oul cannot be
faid to be iminortal. And what is that, 1 pray, ta
‘Mr. Locke? Has he any where told. wvs, that the
foul cannot be faid to be immortal? Does he not
frequently profefs a ftedfaft belief, that the foul is
immortal ®* 7 Has he'not zealoully contefted i, that our
ignorange of what kind of fubftance the foyl is, doeg
not at all weaken the affirances of its immartality ?
Why then is this, that be foul cannot be [aid to be
immartal, brought in as an opinion of Mr. Locke’s,
but at any rate to make that pofition, that the foul
is not a diftiné? fubftance, be fuppofed a principle of

* his?

«¢ Furthermore (fays the Remarker)in confequence
s« of this principle of Deifm, and the mortality of
¢¢ the foul, great difficulties muft needs arife ta
¢ them about the refurreftion, how it can be the
“ fame man, or the fame perfon, that rifes again,
“ when both the body and the foul are new. And
¢ this would bring on nice difputes about the no-
# tions of identity, and diverfity, which accord-
“ ingly we find difcuffed at large in the Effay, for
« their fatisfaction, I fuppofe, that go upon thofe
s principles.” It may be fo; but the Remarker
muft give me leave to fuppofe too, that thofe no-
tions are not difcufled for their fatisfaction alowe,
who go upon thofe principles ; and the reafon, why
I take the liberty to fuppofe fo, is, becaufe Mr.
Locke determines the ideas of identity and diverfity,
upon feveral very different principles; and becaufe
thofe,’wha do think the foul a diftin¢t permanent
fubftance, may have fome difficulties about the re-

b Effay, B. iv. i Reply to the Bifhop of Worcefter’s
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Jurrection, and about the notions of identity and di-
- werfity 5 for identity of fubffance will not determine
it in all cafes, as perfonal identity, and buman iden-
tity, to thofe, who take the body into their idea of
man; and for their fatisfaction, who place Aumar
identity in the fame immaterial [pirit, united to fuch
and fuch particles of matter, in fuch a fhape and
form, Mr. Locke thews, how we may eafily conceive
the Jame perfon at the refurrection, though in a body
not exaltly in make or parts the [ame be bad bere,
But {uppofing, with the Remarker, that difeourfe
was defigned for the fatisfation of thofe, who go up-
on the principles of Deifin ; that does not fure intitle
Mr, Locke to their principles ; and indeed thefe are
a fort of Deifts very well worth fatisfying, what-
ever they think of the foul, fince they alow the
refurrection. I fuppofe they are of that party, which
the Remarker ¥ tells us will own both natural and
revealed religion. And to fatisfy fuch men, how
conﬁﬁenpl‘y with their own notions, they may con-
ceive the fame perfons at the refurreion account-
able for their actions in this life, is worthy of a
good ‘man’s pains, though he differs from them in
their opinions of tlie foul; and much more fervice-
able to religion, than thofe can be (whatever zea
they pretend for it) who will not allow, that the
refurreCtion, or a future ftate, can be eftablifhed
t}pon any hypothefis but their own. For no doubr,
if men are convinced of a future ftate, it is of no
+ confequence upon what grounds they are fo : their
miftakes about the fubftance of the foul, will not
endanger their morals, or their falvation. And if
Mr. Locke’s difcourfe of identity and diverfity was
. defigned to refolve the difficulties, that may arife
about the refurretion, that can only fhew his con-
cern to fecure that effential point upon every man’s
principles, fince he determines the ideas of identi-
ty and diverfity upon feveral contrary fuppofitions; !

' ¥ Poftfeript. ;
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and therefore there can be no reafon to conclfde
any one of them to be his opinion, more than ano-
ther, unlefs he has declared in favour of one, which
he has done two or three times in that chapter for
this, That the foul is one individual, immaterial [ub-
Jtance’, the direét contrary to thatywhich the Re-
marker would have thought to beifz opihion.

We come now to the next and laft difpute, whick
the Remarker mentions, as arifing from that prin-
ciple, ¢ That thevoul is not a fubftance diftinct '
« from God and matter. From this pofition (he
« fays) a queftion fprings up concerning the pow-
« ers of matter, or whether matter be not capable
« of cogitation™ ?”” I fhould rather think this que-
ftion preceded that pofition; it {eems- more ratio-
nal, and natural, in the ignorance men are of what
the foul is, firft to enquire, whether that power of
cogitation, which they perceive in themfelves, may
not be, communicated, to matter ; and if they find
no contradiction in it, (and upon that think fit to
determine of the nature of a thing, which they
cannot certainly know) thence to conclude, that
the: foul is not a fubftance diftinét from matter.
But howfoever that be, it cannot be concluded,
that thofe, who make. this queftion, go upon a fup-
pofition, that the foul is not a diftinét permanent fub-
Jtance, which is the principle the Remarker would
have fuppofed to be Mr. Locke’s. The queftion, as
Mr. Locke makes it, is not, whetber our cogitations
are the operations of God, or of matter ; but whether

God has given the power of cogitation to a mate-
rial, or an immaterial fubffance : and which way fo-
ever this queftion is refolved, the foul muft equally
be fuppofed a diftinét permanent fubfiance; for a
materiel fubflance is not lefs a fubftance than an im-
material.

But the fallacy, by which that fuppofition, that

- ke foul is not a difpinit permanent fubficnce, is im-

1 Vide § 13. § 235. /\‘“3d Rem p. 24.
puted
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puted to Mr. Locke, upon his doubting whethé#
the foul may not be material, lies in this, that fup-
pofing the 1oul not to be a fubftance diftiné from
matter is taken for the fame thing; as fuppofing
1t not to be diftinét from h¢ body, which are very
different fuppofitions ; and upon this fallacy it is
concluded; that thofe, who think the foul may be
material, cannot fuppofe it to exift after the diffo-
lution of the body. But that one, who thinks God
may have given perception and thought to fome
fyftems of matter difpofed as he fees fit, may fup-
pofe this {yftem diffinf¥ from the body ; and to con-
tinue in the fame ftate of cogitation, when the body
is diffolved, we have for an inftance (not to men-
tion many others) a no lefs eminent philofopher
than Cicero, who in all his enquiries about the fub-
ftance of the foul, went not beyond that matter, of
which the heavens are made, Aristotle’s Quinta Ef-
Jentia; though he finds reafons to think it may be
smmortal and forvive the bodys and plainly diftin-
guithes it from body, taken for the fenfible, orga-
nical perts of a man, though there is nothing of
immateriality in all his corifiderations about the
fubftance of the foul. '
This then is evident, that none of thefe difcourfes
. in the Effay, which the Remarker mentions, as
agreeing with the notion of one univerfal mind ope-
rating according to different [yftems of matter, without
any particular thinking beings diftinét from the uni-
wverfel; nene of them, I fay, do neceffarily depend
upon, or terminate in that fuppofition; and fome
of theti do neceffarily fuppofe the contrary : for if
» the foul is not fuppofed a particular fubftance, di-
ftinct from the univerfal fpirit, to what purpofe are
any queftions made or refolved about the refur-
rection ? There is no ground for fuch an expecta-
tion. Who can take account, or be accountable for
attions done here, if they are all the operations of
.one univerfal {piric ? And who but the Remarker
¢ 4 . could
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toiild find any confiftency in that fuppofition, with
a difcourfe to fatisfy men how they may conceive
the fame perfons at the refurrection, and juftly
fubject to rewards and punifhments; whatever fub-
ftance the foul is, or of whatever particles the body
is made up? No fort of Deifts, or fett of men; -
that I know of, did ever reconcile thefe two opi-
nions.

Thofe fets, which the Remarker fays » were'
noted for holding only one wuniverfal mind, con<
fiftently with themfelves denied the refurreétion s
and to fuch men Mr. Laocke’s difcourfe about 7den-
tity and diverfity ¢ould give no fatisfaction in that
point, nor could it be made upon their principles.
But I leave the reader to judge what ground there
is; from any of the particulars mentioned, for the
Remarker to impute that opinion to Mr. Locke,
and to ° think that the myftery aimed at all along in
an Effzy, where upon every occafion he fgeaks of
the foul as a real diftinét fubftance, in too many
places to be inftanced ; and of man as a free agent,
fubjet to' an eternal retribution, according to his
doings in this life; and that fo frequently, and
{o exprefly, that it is impoffible to declare his fen-
timents upon that grand point (for the Remarker’s
eale as he defires) more plainly than he has done;
which, indeed, is fo effe¢tual a way of concealing a
myftery fo oppofite to thofe notions, that I believe
nobody will fufpect it to be Mr. Locké’s aim, but
the Remarker : And he, I hope, upon further re-
flection, will find an eafier key to decypher this phi-
lofophy, and be as forward to own his miftakes of
Mr. Locke’s principles, and wrong inferences from
them, as he was to publith Remarks fo injurious to
him, upon uncertain conclufions, and groundlefs [up-
pofitions.

o Page 13,22,  © Ibid,
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