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PREFACE.

Think it proper to inform the Reader, that
I the following letter was written about three
years ago, and fent in May 1724 to the au-
thor of the fermon, which occafioned it, with a de-
fignentirely to fupprefsit, if it fhould have the defired
effect upon him. But after nine months the Doctor
was pleafed to let me know, that he had drawn up a
large and particular anfwer to it, but was unwilling
to truft me with his manufcript, till I fhould publith
mine. However, after a long time,.and with much
difficulty, I at laft obtained the favéur of perufing it;
but not meeting with that;conviction in it, which
would have made me give up my caufe, I have been
prevailed on to let the world judge between us; and
the Reader may perhaps fee an anfwer to this as foon
as it appears. I could wifh I had been provident
enough to be as ready with my reply, that the whole
ftate of the controverfy might be confidered as it
were with one view ; though that indeed was no eafy
matter, in the fhort time I was allowed the Doétor’s
papers. But as I find my endeavour to vindicate
Mr. Locke has occafioned more particular and fevere
accufations againfthim, I think myfelf bound to do
him all the juftice I am able, with what expedition
my health and leifure will permit.
If it is fomewhat unufual to publith remarks
upon a fermon fo long after it has been preached,
H 2 the




116 PREFACE.

the Reader will perceive fome reafons of the delay
by the account I have given here, and at the begin-
ning of the letter itfelf : but however late, I belicve
it can never be thought unfeafonable, to treat of a
fubjeét, which will never be out of date, or to vindi-
cate a greatand worthy man, whofe works will always
be known; and always efteemed by unprejudiced
perfons. The great zeal Mr. Locke fhewed for the
converfion of Deifts, the ferious veneration he ex-
prefles for the divine revelation, and (how little fo-
ever he was fond of particular fyftems)- the care he
took not to oppofe any eftablifhed articles of faith,
make it a work worthy a fincere Chriftian to fupport
his charater againft the injudicious of thofe, who
have reproached him as a Socimian heretic, an
~ enemy, an underminer of religion. That there are
no plain proofs from his writings, to ground fuch
a charge upon, is a fufficient foundation for this de-
fence: but that he was certainly no Socinian, I am
farther well affured by the authority of one, who was
intimate to his moft private thoughts, and who is'as
eminent for his probity, as for the high ftation he
at prefent poflefles. I offer not this as an argument
to others; ‘but I confefs it adds much to my own
fatisfaétion in purfuing this undertaking; though I
would gladly refign it to fome abler pen, -and lefs
obf§urc hand, that might do honour to fo juft a
caufe. : '

A LET-

birar]

A

LETTER

Drt. Holdfworth, &c.

REVEREND SIRj

OUR fermon, preached at Oxford, in de-
fehce of the refurreftion of the fame body,
publifhed 1720, did not fall into my hands
il fome years after. 1 was immediat€ly inclined
to make {fome animadverfions upon it; but neceffary
affairs and ill health prevented me a confiderable
time : however I hope it is not yet too late to do
an a&t of juftice to one, whofe name will never die;
which is the intention of this letter. i
I do affure you, Sir, it is not written upon any
particular pique againft you, or from a {pirit of
contention. My only motive to it 1s 2 love of
truth, and a concern fyor the interefts of r"ehglop;
and if you pleafe to receive it (as 1 beg you will)
without prejudice, and in the fame fpirit, with
which it is writ, whatever be the event, there will
no enmity be raifed between us. You may perhaps
be convinced, that you was too fevere in your cen-
fures of that great man, whom it is my purpofe to

defend ; and then we fhall be both pleafed with the
H'3 fuccefs;
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118 A Letter to Dr. Holdfworth.

fuccefs ; or if not, you will at leaft allow, that his
advocate has treated you in fuch a manner, as can
in no refpect deferve your refentment.

I very much commend the zeal you exprefs for
defending the articles of our faith?, againft any
perfon of how great fame and abilities foever. Nay,
the greater any man’s fame and abilities are, who
oppofes our holy faith, the more carneftly, the
more refolutely, and with the ftronger force of ar-
gument, ought the paftors of the church te contend
againft him, that they may prevent the influence,
which men of that charater ufually have over the
judgments of others.

But then the fame confidération thould, on the
other hand, make a prudent paftor very cautious of
accufing any fuch eminent man, as an oppofer of
the articles of our faith. The matter of fact ought
to be very plain, that he does openly and direétly
oppofe fome fuch article. On any weaker grounds
a man of weight fhould not be given up to the
adverfaries ; it is yielding them an advantage, which
they will more triumph in, and perhaps do more
execution with, than all the force of their argu-
ments;c. :

But if this is an offence againft prudence, with
refpect to the interefts of the church, it is yet more
{0 againt juttice and charity, with refpect to the
man, to lay fo heavy a charge as herefy againft
him, upon any lefs grounds than a direct oppofi-
tion to the faith. If eithér the matter in queftion is
not an acknowledged article of faith, or that he
does not deny it, the man is certainly injured, upon
whom fuch a cenfure is paft.

Thefe, Sir, are general propofitions, which I be-

lieve you would readily affent to, if offered with-

out any particular view in the application; and ufp-

on thele principles I beg leave to examine, how far
2 Page 6, 16. :

your
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your conduct towards the celebrated Mr. Locke
has been agreeable to prudence, charity, or juftice.
The main defign of your fermon is to defend
the refurretion of the fame body, the den)&ng of
which you impute to Mr. Locke as an herefy, and
give him many harfh words upon it. But befides
this, you do in more places than one tax him with
Sacimianifm 5 particularly p. 6. you call him, &«
writer of the Socinian kind, and p. 11. more ex-
prefsly, @ latg Socinian writer. Why fuch aire-
tleCtion was brought in, where it had nothing to do
with the matter in hand, T cannot guefs, unlefs it
was to prejudice your audience againft his opinion
in the point you was then'fo zealoufly contending
for, by infinuating, that he erred in the moft funda-
mental articles. However that be, if there were
any of your Tearned auditory, who had not read
Mr. Locke’s works (as no doubt many of your
readers have not) they muft certainly conclude,
that he had writ fomething againft the.Trinity, or
the divinity of our bleffed Saviour, asthe moﬁ:_no-
torious error of the Socinians. It is therefore chiefly
to do him juftice in this point, that I have engiged
in the matter. But when I am entered, I fhall con-
fider your main fubje¢t likewife, and on both en-
deavour to thew, that Mr. Locke has not deferved
the charge of herefy, which you have laid againft
him. Let us begin with the firft, and examine,
what grounds you had to accufe him of Sociniar
rinciples.
5 In };rder to this, it may be neceffary to look
back into that controverfy, in which the learned
Bithop Stillingfleet unluckily engaged, (as I have
reafon to believe himfelf thought) with that great
man ; for you have left us to guefs at the grounds
of your accufation, and this is the ftrongeft, that I
know of. From that alarm alone, which' the Bi-

thop had taken of fomething dangerous in his £/

Hy4 Jay



120 /1 Letter fo Dr. Holdfworth.

Jay to the article of the Trinity, could any je
of him be raifed on that fubje%h ot
~ You know very well, Sir, no doubt, and I think
it of importance to obferve, that he had not in his
Efay, or any where elfe, written one word directly
or indirectly concerning the Trinity ; nor does the
prhop accufe him of having an intention to oppofe
it, or exprefs any fufpicion of his being a Socinian
as you have fince taken the liberty to call him,
The only reafon the Bithop had, for drawing Mr,
Locke into this difpute, was, as he himfelf tells
him, that fome of his terms had been made ufe of
by the enemies of our faith in oppofing it, parti-
cularly that of ideas, and his definition of certainty
to confift in the perception of the agreement or dif-
agreement of our ideas. 'This the Bifhop was afraid
might be of dangerous confequence to th article of the
Trinity But the only reafon he gives for his fear-
ing fo, is, That it bad been made ufe of by. ill men to
do mifchief, i. e. to oppofe the article of the Tri-
nity, without offering at any proof, that the defini-
tion was inconfiftent with, or dangerous to that ar-
ticle. Now, Sir, let us confider Mr. Locke’s beha-
viour upon this apprehenfion of the Bifhop’s. Docs
he join iffue with thofe enemies of our faith? Does
he oppofe his definition to that article, which the
Bifhop was fo apprehenfive for? This would in-
deed have been a fufficient foundation for your re-
fletions ; but far from any thing like this, he ex-
prefles a great concern to vindicate his book from
having any fuch danger init; in order to which,
he goes even farther than the laws of difpute re-
quire, and with great clearnefs of rezfoning, in
which he was fo much a mafter, fhews, that the ob-
Jected deﬁmtipn can no ways affe¢t any article of
faith. ‘To this purpofe, give me leave here to fet
:iown for_nc of his own words: ¢ Your Lordfhip
‘: fays, 1t may be of dangerous confequence to
< that article, which you have endeavoured to de-
fend.
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« fend. Though the laws of difputing allow 2
« bare denial, as a fufficient anfwer to fayings with-
« out any offer of a proof, yet, my Lord, to thew
« how willing I am to give Kour Lordfhip all fatif-
« faltion in what you apprehend may be of dange-
« rous. confequence in my book, as to that article,
« T fhall not ftand fiill fullenly, and put your Lord-
« fhip upon the difficulty of fhewing ;wherein that
« danger lies; but fhall, on the other fide, endea-
« your to fhew your Lordfhip, that that definition
« of mine, whether true or falfe, right or wrong,
« can be of no dangerous confequence to that arti-
« cle of faith. The reafon, which I fhall offer for
« it, is this, becaufe it can be of no confequence to
« it at all.” He then proceeds to fhew, that the
grounds of faith, and of certainty or knowledge,
are fo entirely diftin&, that into whatfoever the laft
is refolved, the foundation of the other will remain
unfhaken ; that faith will ftill ftand firm upon its
own bafis, let knowledge confift in whatever any
one pleafes. After which he concludes, ¢« And
« thus much of my way of certainty by ideas,
« which I hope will fatisfy your Lordfhip, how far
« it is from being dangerous to any article of the
« Chriftian faith whatfoever.”

A great deal more paffed between the Bifhop and
Mr. Locke on this fubje, but all of it on his part
had the fame tendency, to juftify his Effay from
having any thing in it inconfiftent with, or dange-
rous to, the article of the Trinity. And I believe
every impartial reader muft allow, that he had very
much the advantage in the argument, which, as it
was rathly begun, was weakly fupported. But
however that be, if this celebrated author was fo
concerned to fatisfy the Bifhop and the world, that
he had writ nothing that could favour the Socinian
principles; if he was fo unwilling to be ranked
among Socinian writers, as by the pains he took to
clear himfelf we muft believe him to be; why

fhould

~
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fhould we wantonly throw him up to them ? Why
thould we labour to perfuade them, that he.is op
their fide ? There are; I doubt not, many among
them, that would be the more confirmed in thei
error by fuch a perfuafion ; and many others, per-
haps, who have a high efteem of his judgment and
penetration, may be biaffed that way by being told
it was his opinion : for there is nothing more cer-
tain, than that a great part of mankind Build their
faith upon the authority of fuch perfons Jjudgments,
whom they efteem, more than they do upon their
own.

On this account then, Sir, there is certainly no
prudence, nor can it be of any fervice to the
Church, to rank Mr. Locke, as you do,; with here-
tics, and even with the worft enemies of our reli-
gion: A treatment he never received from any
other that I know of ; a treatment, whicli one would
think the ferious veneration and awful - fubmiffion
he on all occafions exprefles for the revealed truths
of God, might well have exempted him from.
The Bifhop of Waorcefter does at no hand ufe him
thus : he was indeed afraid where no fear was, and
had unwarily drawn Mr. Locke into a difpute, be-
fore he had much confidered his book ; as he
owned to a mutual friend of theirs, and that he
was forry he ever engaged in‘it. Mr. Leckes
defence had, no doubt, convinced him, that his
apprehenfions were without grounds; and I think
it thould have had the fame effect upon all that
read it: at leaft, it fhould have prevented any far-
ther accufation, without ftronger evidence to fup-
port it.  And this, not only in regard of the influ-
ence, which a man of his weight may have over
others, as [ have already obferved ; but in regard
of juftice to himfelf,

That Le took pains to vindicate his book on
“the article of the Trinity, is fufficient reafon to
conclude, that he believed it ; for what other mo-

tive
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ive he have for fuch a concern in that point?
g: lci?ll;glin an age, when Arianifm, Socinienifm, and
all manner of free-thinking was openly profefled
with impunity ; nay in an age, when, as you too
juftly obferve, men are made teachers and governors
in our church, who deny or betray all the great arti-
cles of the Chriftian religion. It could not t!‘lcn be
cither from fear of fuffering, or frem any views of
intereft, that he was thus earneft to juftify himfelf.
What other motive then fhould we in juftice fup-
pofe he had, burt a fincere regard to the article of
the Trinity. . ;
But if you will needs have it, that he was a Soci-
wian, notwithftanding his care to conceal it ; what
reafon will you, what reafon can you, affign. for
his condué ? For my part I can think of none up-
on that fuppofition, but that in modefty and hu-
mility he would not difturb the peace of the Church,
by oppofing her received doétrine. Now.if this
was his cafe (which is the very worft, that can be
fuppofed) does fuch a temper and behaviour de-
ferve a fevere and publick cenfure ? Of fuch a man
we may fay, as an eminent father did of' himfelf,
He might err, but be would not be an beretic. And
therefore if you, Sir, had any private reafons to
fufpedt him' of fecret infidelity, that charity, which
is due to fuch a peaceable and unafluming temper,.
thould certainly have obliged you to be as careful,
as he was, to have kept it flill a fecret. .
But I am fully perfuaded there can be no fuffi-
cient reafon to fufpect him of fuch fecret infidelity,
or rather herefy, as you accufe him pt ; and dare
venture to affirm, that he was no Socinian: for be-
fides what I have urged from the concern he i‘h.evycd
to vindicate his book on the article of the Trinity,
and that I am farther affured he folemnly declared
his belief of it to a worthy friend of mine, who
upon that difpute did, in the freedom of friend/hip,

put the queftion ﬁ)\h{m (a. matter of fact, whtxﬁll:ﬂz
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think it incumbent upon me on this occafion to des
clare :) befides this, I fay, there are many paffages
in his Comment on St. Paul’s Epiftles, which plainly
affert or imply the diret contrary to feveral of the
moft confiderable errors of the Socinians; as in all
thofe' places ®; Wwhere he treats of the inability of
man to work out his own falvation, the neceffity of
grace, and the efficacy of the fpirit of God dwell-
ing in us as a new quickening principle; one of
which places I fhall here fet down, becapfe I think
it likewife implies an acknowledgment of our Sa-
viour’s divinity. The New Teffament, fays he*;
< teaches, that thofe, who receive Chrift by faith,
<« with him receive his fpirit; and its affiftance
¢ apainft the fleth. And fo fpirit here may be
< taken for the fpirit of their minds renewed and
<« ftrengthened by the fpirit of God.” This is
plainly afferting the fpirit of God and the fpirit of
Chrift to be the fame. And as to the doétrine of
our Saviour’s fatisfaction for fin, whatever fault
may be found with his nofe on the word Redemp-
tion, Rom. iii. 24. the author of Remarks on Mr.
Locke’s paraphrafe, &c. ¢ does himfelf own; in
His cenfure on that note, that Mr. Locke in other
places afferts the fame thing, which he denies to be
the fenfe of the word Redemption there 5 as on 1 Cor,
vi. 20. vil. 23. Ye are bought with a price, viz. the
precious blood of Chrift. Chrift bad paid a price for
them, and they belong to bim. How, fays he, could
Mr. Locke fo foon forget thefe words, being his
own Paraphrafe and Notes on the texts laft men-
tioned ? In his mote on Rom. iv. 25. he afferts, that
our Saviour by bis death atoned for our fins and on
Epb. v. 2. that Chrift bath given bimfelf for us, an
offering and an acceptable facrifice to God. Thefe
are all affertions direétly contrary to the Socinian
€ITOors. ;

b Vide note on Rom. viii. 11. 2z Cor. viii, 1. ¢ Note on
Gal.v. 18. 4 Dr. Fenkins.
1 ] Now
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Now if this be fos; if Mr. Locke did really be-
lieve the facred Trinity, the divinity of our bleffed
Saviour, or even if you have no clear proof to- the
contrary ; and if on other important points he
maintained fuch doérines, as the Socinians will by
no means allow ; confider, 1 befeech you, Sir, how
oreat is the injuftice you have done him 3 and con-
fder too, whether fo public an injury does not re-
quire a public reparation, FHow good, how truly
Chriftian would it be in you, Sir, to take fome
occafion of vindicating this' late celebrated author as
publickly as you have accufed him; to declare
yourfelf convinced upon farther thoughts, that your
cenfure was on infufficient grounds! This is what

ou are the more obliged to, as he is now inca-
pable of defending himfelf : and as fuch an unforced
{elf-condemnation is'what none but the moft inge-
nuous natures are capable of, it will gain you the
love and value of all, who know how difficult it is
to overcome that falfe fhame, to which oug-natural
pride fubjeéts us; and which will ftrongly oppofe
fo mortifying, but withal {o generous, and fo ne-
ceffary a piece of juftice, ‘

I now come to confider the main fubject of
your fermon, fo far as Mr. Locke is concerned in
it. And here I muft confefs I was not a lictle fur-
prifed to find fo much warmth, and fuch angry
expreffions (to fay no worfe) againft one, who up-
on that contentious part of the fubject, as you very
juftly callite, had given fo little caufe of offence.
And I fhould have been willing to think, you had
only heard in general, that Mr. Locke had writ
againft the refurrection of the fame body, but had
never read what paffed betwixt him and Bithop
Stillingfleet on that point, if you had not quoted
fome particular paffages out of it; fo little had he
deferved that indignation, to which it feems your
fubject had raifed you. ¢ Itwas, you fayf, laid

¢ Page 5:/—5-\ f Page 26.
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“ upon you; and to aim all your force againft f,
¢ eminent a name might perhaps be neceffary to
«raife the weight and importance of a difcourfe ad-
«rdrefled to fuch a learned affembly.” But, now that
the honour of the day .is decided, I beg you will
take a:cooler review of Mr. Locke’s part in that
controverfy 5 and I am perfuaded you will find
reafon to moderate your cenfure of him.
“He did not, you know, Sir, intrude himfelf into
this difpute, as I obferved before on that of the
Trinity’s nor did he give any other occafion to it,
but that he had afferted perfonal ‘identity to confift
in felf-confcioufnefs ; a thing one would think fo-
reign enough from the queftion of the refurrection
of the fame body.  However the Bithop of Wor-
cefter took a fancy, that. his idea of perfonal iden-
tity was inconfiftent with that doérine, becaufe it
made the fame body ot to be neceffary for the raifing
the fame perfon. To which Mr. Lacke anfwers,
that this was the firft time he had heard, that o
wecellary was the fame with inconfiftent. And that
it'is no good confequence, that one, who thinks the
fame particles of matter not neceffary to the mak-
ing the fame perfon, . cannot therefore believe, that
the fame perfon fhall be raifed with the very fame
particles of matter, if God fhould reveal, that it
fhall be fo. - He very frequently and ‘earneftly ex-
prefles his belief of the laft judgment, the refur-
rection of the dead, and that the dead fhall rife
again with their bodies. This is furely all, that is
important to the great ends of religion in the article
of the refurrection ; and this certainly fhould fe-
-cure a man from being taxed of infidelity or he-
refy, with refpeét to that article, whatever he may
think of the refurrection of the [fame body ; or, as-
Mr. Locke himfelf urges to the Bifhop®, ¢ He that
< believes this, and has faid nothing inconfiftent
#¢ herewith, I prefume may, and muft be acquitted
¢.Page 178,
¢ from
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« from being guilty of any thing inconfiftent with
« the article of the refurrection of the dead.”

What particles of matter the refurretion-body
thall be made up of, Mr. Locke thinks a c_lueﬁxoq of
curiofity, which the Scriptures having faid nothing
of, he modeftly conclides, is not for him to deter-
mine. And. by the way, Sir, do not you mean
much the famé thing, when you call this the conten-
tious part of the fubject, tho’ you do not think fit
to make the fame conclufion? For wherefore thould
this be more contentious than any other part of the
fubject, but becaufe the Scriptures have not deter-
mined the matter, and therefore men are left at liber-
ty to difpute and exercife their wit about it? How-
ever, Mr. Locke does not deny even this contentious
part, the refurreffion of the [ame body; which, me-
thinks, might have prevailed for fome abatement of
your anger. « For tho’, fays he to the Bifhop of 77or-
% cgfter, 1do by no means deny, that the fame bodies
« fhall be raifed at the laft day, yet I fee nothing
« your Lordthip has faid to prove it to be an_article
« of faith".” "Thisindeed hedoes deny, not find-
ing, as he fays, any exprefs words of Scripture for
it; and this is all, that he denies of it, not 7z the -
pudence of over-abounding reafon (the words, with
which you 7ot over-decently treat him) for he has not
fo much as offered one argument from reafon againft
the truth, or probability, or raifed any dlfﬁ_culnes
about the thing itfelf; though, to fhew the incon-
clufivenefs of fome of the Bifhop’s arguments, he
has mentioned fome odd confequences, that would
follow from them. He makes no difficuty of be-
lieving, that God may, if he thinks fit, give to every
one, at the laft day, a body confifting only of fuch par-
ticles, as were before vitally united to his foul: the
only queftion with him is, whether God has revealed,

that he will do fo. But all his modefty and profefled

fubmiffion to what the Scriptures have declared, con-
b P.1g3. .
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cerning the refurrection, could not, it feems, admit
him to your good graces, unlefs he had allowed the
refurreétion of the famebody to bean article of faith,
But I befeech you, Sir, what authority have you,
or had the Bithop before you, to erect this into an
article of faith, and to exclaim againft a man a
an infidel for not owning it to be fo, as you have
done, unlefs either of you had produced plain words
of Scripture for it? The Bithop fays the Chriftian
church has always underftood it fo; and you tell us
of the moft ancient Chriftian writers, who\have de-
fended this dotrine, and fupported themfelves by it
under their fufferings, and of the eaftern and weftern
creeds . But after all this oftentation, what do they
affert more than that the dead fhall rife again with zberr
bodies, a term Mr. Locke would not have objected
againft, and which feems as fufficient to fupport the
martyrs under their fufferings as that of the fame
bodses ? It is plain, that the church has not thought
fit to affume this term into any of her creeds, which
are the only explanations of Scripture, that carry any
authority with them. And though-you may think
Mr. Locke’s rule too great a confinement,  That it
¢ is not only fafeft, but our duty, to keep clofe to
¢¢ the words of Scripture, fo far as one delivers any
« thing for revelation;” yet you muft certainly
allow, that no private perfon ought to go farther in
explaining it, (or at lcaft that fuch a one has no right
to impofe his explanations on others farther) than the
church has thought fit to do in her creeds. “And
therefore fince the refurreftion of the fame body are
neither the words of Scripture, nor of the church in
her creeds: there can be no juft fupigrrt for that fcorn
" and contempt, nor excufe for the hard words, with
which you treat thofe, who deny it to be an article
of faith %, ; o
But that we may confider with the more clearnefs
the particulars, on which you are offended with Mr,

i P, 16. kP, 16,
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Locke, we will begin with the firft head of your difs
vourfe, where you begin with him, after you have
told us your purpofe to enquire, ¢ what 15 ufually
« meant by the famenefs of human bodies!. It is
« maintained, fay you, by fome, and particularly
« by a late writer of the Sacinian kind” (your fub-
jeft it feems, had not warmed you enough yet, till
. 11. tocall him, in abfolute terms, a Socizan;, but
Jet us fee what you fay he maintains) < that, to des
w fend the identig' of the refurrection body with
« that which lived here, it is neceffary to fuppofe,
« that the very fame individual and numerical parti-
% cles, which were at any time in life, butall of them
« at death united to the foul, muft be raifed again
« at the refurreétion. This, youx add, is by no
« means to be agreed to; and the reafon you give
« for it, is, that confidering the various ebbs and
« flows of matter, if the famenefs of a natural body
« confifts in the fame precife number of particles,
« thereis no one body in the univerfe, which can be
% imagined for any little time the fame; and if*there
« is no fuch thing as this abftraéted identity in any
« other natural body, much lefs will it be found in
% the humanbody; and therefore it is notin the leaft
« neceflary, nor in the leaft to be attended to.”
This is the fum of your argument, tho’ you own
that,  mathematically and precifely fpeaking, it is
“ moft true; that a body is not the fame, if any one
« particle:be loft from it,” If fo, then certainly
what M. Lacke fays of the refurrection body, may
by Jome means be agreed to. Mathematically and
precifely fpeaking, it is moft true by your own con-
ceflion, that the y at the refurrection will not
be the fame with that which lived here, if it does
not confift of the fame numerical particles.
And in this ftri¢t mathematical fenfe it is, that Mr.
Locke muft always be-underftood, when he denies
or affirms any thing of the fame body. He had in

1P, 6.
1 a chapter

Vou. I, g
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a chapter on the fubjeét of identity told us, in what
he took the ideéntity of féveral things:to confift, as
that of the fame plant, the fame man,: and among
others that of the fame body, the identity of which
he placesin the fame numterical particless and having
thus fixed the fignification of the term fame body, he
fteddily and conftantly ules it in the fame fenfe: A
rule, which as he much recommends ‘to others, to
prevent confufion, fo he always ftrictly obferves it
himfelfy and therefore he can by no means allow any
body to be the fame, longer than it confifts of the
fame numerical particles. ~ For what he fdys on this
matter is not particular to the refurretion-body, 2

by your way of arguing one would be apt to think: -

it is very plain, that he does not allow the human
body, whilft Ziving bere, to be for any confiderable
time the fame, becaufe compounded of continually
fleeting particles. So that he would hardly take
'Kour argument from the perpetual variation of bodies
here to be any anfwer to him, or any proof; that there
15 no neceflity of the fame particles to miake the fané
body at the refurre€tion : Tho’, when you fay after-
wardsz-p. 8. < That thofe parts of the old matter,
¢« which belonged to the human body Before death,
< be they more or lefs, whicli it pleafes God to re-
<« ftore to life at the refurre€tion, ‘will be fufficient,
‘ whatever new particles may be added, to make it
¢¢_as much the fame with that which died, as that
¢t which died was with that which lived- before, or
<« that which lived was for any little time the fame
« with itfelf.” In this T believe Mr. Locke would
‘have petfeétly agreed with you, tho’ I fear he would
ftill have ftubbornly maintained, that not éneof thele
was the fame body with either of the other.

But there is an identity, you fay, p. 5. by which
even a river is the fome. Same what, Sir? The fame
river indeed Mr. Locke would own, butnot the fame
body; which is the fubjeét in queftion ¢ But you go
on, dud all the famenefs we are obliged to allow to any
ikl 8 4 fleeting
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Jleeting warying body. . 1 crave leave by the wiay to
afk, who has obliged us to allow any famenefs at all
to fuch a body? But to proceed, ¢ Allthe famenefs,
t we dre obliged to allow to any fleeting body, is
s only that, which preferves it diftin& from allothers
« of the fame, or of a different fpecies.” And in
whaty 1 pray’ you; Sir, does this fdmenefs confift 2
That'you “ do riot fay the fchools have very pro-
« perly affigned, but you think it needs not be far-
« thet enquited after.”. Here, methinks, you feem
fairly to drop the very thing you was in queft of,
wviz. What is méant by the famene[s of buman bodies 2
But your reafon for {0 doing is, I confefs, beyond my
‘de_pt{:-: ‘% What that famenefs is, yo# [ay, needs not
« be farther enquired after, becaufe the principle
k of individuation is undoubtedly fecured by that
* famenefs, which preferves any body diftin¢t from
% all others.” If you had faid by that fometbing,
your meaning would have been every whit as clear,
and your principle of individuation asTundoubtedly
fecured ; for 1 think it is plain you ufe the word
Jamenefs in a confufed undetermined fenfe, for fome-
+hing you know not what, and will not trouble your-
felf to enquire about, fince you are fure it does the
bulinefs of preferving. any body diftinét from all others:
tho’ one would think, if it does fuch mighty feats,
it is the more worth enquiring after.

- But whatever your meaning bey I believe, Sir,
you do not fuppofe, that Mr. Locke denied the dif-

‘tinétion of bodies, or in the leaft doubted, that every

‘human body is preferved diftinét from all others;
£ho’ héwould notallow, that it is a famene/s, by which
‘they ‘afe fo preferved. * Every human bedy, from
the firft moment of its vital union with the foul, is
by its exiftence in' that union and organization of
Jife, diftinguithed from all others; and by a partici-

~pation of the fame continued life, tho’ in a fucceflion

-of conftantly fleéting particles of matter, is pre-
ferved fo diffinét. . In- which confifts according to
g 12 M.
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Mr. Locké, the identity of the fame man; tho’ not of
the fame body. . ;

But what if all this weighty conteft thould ap-
pear at laft to be only about words, as I fthrewdly
fufpect it is; for, as to the reality of things; you
feem to me pérfectly to agfee with Mr. Locke? Xou
fay ¢ That the human body is compounded of flceting
¢ particles continually exhaling and flowing fromit,
¢ {o that.it cannot be imagined for ary little fime to
< confift of the fame numerical particles,”” Which
is all that Mr. Locke means, when he fays, * That
¢ the body, which a man has at fifty, is not the fame
¢ with that which he had at five or at fifteen, 7, e
“ as he explains himfelf, it does not confift of the
¢ fame individual perticles of matter.”: Zou fay,
¢ That thofe parts of theold matter, which belonged
¢ to the human body before death, be they more
¢¢ or lefs, which it pleafes God to reftore to life at
¢ the refurreétion, will be fufficient, whatever new
¢ particles may be added, to make it as much the

*¢ fame with that which died, s that which died

¢ was with that which lived before,” &%, as above.
Mr. Locke, in anfwer to the Bifbop, who. from §t.
Paul’s words, « That every one mutt receive accor-
¢ dingtothe things done inhis body, contends, that
< every man’s body at the refurreltion muft confift of the
< [ame particles of matter, which were once umited to
& bis foul, 'and no other:” o this occafion Mr.

Locke fzys; « Why with the remaining particles of

¢ a man’s body, long fince diffolved and mouldered
‘ into atoms, other new particles of matter mixed
“ with them, may not ferve to make 4is body again,
. ¢ as well as the mixture of new and different particles
¢ of matter with the old did in the compafs of his
¢ life make &is body, I think no reafon can be given.
¢ Since whatever matter is vitally united to his foul,
¢ is bis body, as much as is that, which was united
* to it, when he was born, or in any other part of
"¢ his life.” This is fo perfe@tly the fame fenfe with
your

‘A Letter to Dr. Holdfworth, 133

our words laft quoted, that, methinks, this fingle
paragraph fhould have been fufficient to have pre-
vented all your heavy accufations, and helped you
to fee, that there was no material difference between
you; but that, notwithftanding his- oppofition to
your darling famenefs, he had juft the fame thoughts
about the refurreétion-body that you have. You
both affert, that it may copfift of part of the ‘old
materials, with fome new particles added to them.
You fay this will make it a8 much be fame, &c. He
fays it will be as much bis body, as that which he
had in any part of his life: and what real difference
can there be in your meaning, fince the materials of
your fame body, and Mr. Locke’s bis body, are
exaétly the fame? The only difpute then, that can be
between you, is, whether 2 body, compounded of new
and different particles, mixed with fome of the old
matter, may properly be called the fame-body with
what is was before thefe new particles were added.
Now whether fuch a difpute is a fufficient ground
to exclaim againft 2 man, as denying an article of
faith, I appeal evento yourfelf : Nay whether you do
not 3s much deny the refurreétion of the fame body,
in Mr, Locke’s fenfe of the fame body, to be anarticle
of faith, evenas he does? For whatare you here con-
tehding for™, but that it is not neceflary to believe,
that the body at the refurrection, fhall cgnﬁﬁ of the
fame numerical particles with that, which was for-
merly united to the foul 2 And what does Mr. Locke
mean by denying the refurrection of the fame body,
to be an article of faith, but that it is not neceflary
to believe (becaufe the Scriptures have not declared)
thar the body fhall be raifed with the famenumerical
particles? For that is always his fenfe Qf_ fam? body.
But if he would have receded from this ftrict way
of fpeaking, and owned the faith of the refurrection
of the fame b in your fenfe of fame body, though
this might have {ecured him from your cenfure, yet
B Fromlp.;. to p. 9, he



134 A Letter to Dr. Holdfworth,

he could not have pafled for orthodox with” the
Bithopof #orcefter, whoinfifted, that the body, atthe
refurreétion, muft confift of the fame particles; which
had been formerly united to the foul, and #o other.
Mauch lefs would his faith have ftood approved to
fome of thofe well-meaning men, whofe impertinent
learning, you fay, hath raifed fo much duft about
the refurretion-body”: A duft raifed by endea-
vouring to bring together all the fcattered particles,
which had ever in the whole compafs of a man’s life
been united to his foul ; they fancying, good men!
that they were obliged to believe the refurreion of
the fame body, in the downright real meaning of the
words. And, in which of all thefe three fenfes, Sir, is
the refurrection of the fame body an article of faith?
Or, is there fuch a charm in the words famenefs,
that, if a man will put it into his c7eed, he may take
it in any fenfe he pleafes, or in no determinate fenfe
at all? This feems, indeed, to be the cafe; and if we
are at liberty to underftand the word ‘in anyof the
forementioned fenfes, as you have taken the libert
to enlarge the nieaning of the word, beyond the Bi-
thop, and many other affertors of this do&rine, I do
not fee but that if another thould go a little farther,
and maintain, that it is not neceffary to the famenefs
of the refurretion-body, that it fhould confift of azy
of the fame particles, that belongéd to the old body
but that, whatever particles fhall then be vitally
‘united to the foul, will make the fame body; I do
not fee, I fay, but that fuch a one muft be allowed
a very good believer of your article of faith; fince
it is plainly the word, and not the tbing, on which
the ftrefsis laid. But is not this making an article
of faith of a mere found ? :

This eafy way of explaining the famenefs of buman
bodies does, 1 confefs, deliver us, as you fay, out of
all that duft, which bas been raifed about the refurrec-
#ion-body: But how it performs the other part, which

2 P.o, :
you
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you afcribe to it, I am at a lofs to find out. £ clears
off, asyou exprefs yourfelf, on the other fide, all the:
open fcepticifm, and fecret infidelity of the writer
above-mentioned, bis confounding identity and perfon-
ality, and bis unknown refurreétion of perfons. Mr.
Locke’s feepticifim, or in plainer words, his not pre-
tending to determine of what particles the body fhall
be made up at the refurreétion, is grounded on zbe
Jilence of the Scyiptures, which your eafy account does
no way clear off : And therefore I am afraid it would
leave him, and all who think as he did, in the fame
feepticifm it found them. For this very reafon like-
wife it is, that he denies the refurreétion of the fame
body to be an article of faith, viz. becaufe the
Scriptures have not declared, whether we fhall be
raifed with the fame bodies, or not; the Spirit of
God, as he obferves to the Bithop, baving not thought
Jit to gratify any one’s curiofity therein. Thisis all the
infidelity, that I know of any ground to tax him with,
and this is not fecret, but as open as his fcepticifm.

On all that is important in the great article of the
refurretion, he has declared his faith fo fully, and
fpoke with fo Chriftian and awful a fenfe of it, that
there. can be no pretence. to doubt his fincerely be-
lieving that article of faith; and therefore, what in-
jurious infinyation you intended in thofe words, his
Jecret infidelity, I muft leave to your own confcience.

As for his confounding identisy and perfonality, 1
find nothing like it in all his controverfy with the
Bifhop; and fince you do not refer us to any place,
nor tell usin what refpect he is guilty of this fault, no
particular an{wer can be given to'it: But this I will
venture to fay, that no man was ever lefs apt to con-
found one idea with another than he; and that if all
writers had been as careful as he was to diftinguifh
their ideas, and to ufe the terms, which ftoad for
them, always in one determinate fenfe, we fhould
gz.vc had lefs confufion, and lefs conteft, than has

en in the learned world.
I4 As
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As to his unknown refurreition of perfons, which

}vour eafy account feems likewife inténded to clear off,
do not remember, that he has ufed that expreffion.
The refurrection of the dead, as being the language of
the Scriptures, are the words he commonly chufes
to exprefs himfelf by; but if he has ufed that ex-

reffion, or any other of the fame importance, |

ope, Sir, your zeal for the refurre@ion of the fame
body will not carry you fo far as to deny, or to en-
deavour to ckar oﬁ'{ the refurrection of the fame
perfons; though what elfe you can mean, by men-
tioning it in/the manner you do, I muft own, I can-
not underftand. '

We are now come to your fecond inquiry, viz,
* How far the Scriptures declare to us, that the
* rifing bodies of men fhall be the fame with thofe
¢ that died.” The different fenfe, in which, asJ
have fhewn, the affertors of this dotrine, as an
article of faith, have underftood the words, is, I
think, a fyfficient indication, that the Scriptures
have declared nothing particular about it : and the
little. real difference, which, as I have likewifa
thewn, there is in Mr. Locke’s meaning and yours,
makes this conteft appear to be of fo very little
importance, that I fhould not think it neceflary tq
go along with you any farther, if 1 did not find in
what follows, as hard and injurious a treatment of
the perfon, whofe defence I have undertaken, ag
any I have yet complained of,

° You begin with telling us, that where ke doc-
Trine is entirely matter of faith and revelation, there
the words and expreffions of Scriptuve are Principally
#o direff us, And it were to be withed, you  had
kept clofe to that excellent rule, But you go ony
No.w,, that the Scriptyres do directly lead us into this
éelch,. )(the% do nc? ther;’, it feems, exprefsly af-

Im it) wilt appear from thofe expreffions and paffages,
(you fhould have added, with my iqterprctj;{:'iﬂt)‘t‘lg of

° Page 10, '

them)
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them) in which the dofirine of the refurreftion is de-
jivered.  And upon this occafion, fay you, we are
told, that the Scriptures are fo far from owning the
refurretion of the [ame body, that even the refur-
retion of the body is not fo much as mentioned in
them.  But bow confiftently with any fhow of truth,
or modefty, is evident to any man, who reads thefe
words of §t, Paul, Rom. viii. 11. It fhould
have been, He that raifed up Chrift from the dead,
Jhall alfo quicken your mortal bodies, by bis [pirit that
dwelleth in you.

The Bithop of Worcefter having undertaken to
thew, that Mr. Locke’s notion of ideas was incon-
fiftent with an article of faith; he anfwers, that
what his Lordfhip inftances in, is not, that he
yet knows of, an article of the Chriftian faith.
And afterwards adds, ¢ In the New Tefament
¢ (wherein I think are contained all the articles of
¢ the Chriftian faith) I find our Saviour and the
* Apoftles to preach the refurretion of the dead
“ in many places. But I do not remember any
% place, where the refurretion of the fame body is
# {o much as mentioned. Nay, which is very re-
¢ markable in the cafe, I do not remember in any
¢ place (where the general refurreftion at the laft
“day is fpoken of) any fuch expreffion, as the
¢ refurretion of the body, much lefs of the fame
# body.” ‘Thefe are Mr. Locke’s words, which I
have fet down, that it may be the more evident,
where the want of truth and modefty lies. Such
an imputation of grofs and barefaced falthood one
would expect to have been followed by fome plain
text of Scripture, where this very expreffion,
the refurreftion of the body, is ufed, and where the
general r:‘/itrreﬂian, at the laft day, is undeniably
{poken of 3 for nothing lefs will make his affertion
inconfiftent with any fbow of truth or modefty. Bur,
inftead of this, you produce a text, in which not
only the expreflion he mentions is not Ude’lbuk:

whic
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which is underftood by many commentators and
able divines,  who had no view to this controverfy,
in a quite different fignification from the refur-
retion at the laft day; and that not by vidlently
shrowing the words inta a figurative meaning, when
the first and fimpleft will fland good (as you very un-
Juftly -accufe Mr. Locke of doing in this place) but
for reafons taken from the fenfe, the icope, and
tendency of the Apoftle’s difcourfe. ' A rule for
mterpreting Scripture, which you afterwards lay
down ?, but I think have very ill obferved here,
The words of St. Paul Rom. viii. 11.\ He that
raifed up Chrifi from the dead, [ball alfo quicken
Jour moréal bodies, by bis [pirit that dwelleth in you,
taken alope as they ftand quoted by you, intro-
duced with fuch a preface, and followed by a pofi-
tive affertion, that ¢ there is no reafon, why the
s« Apoftle’s words fhould not be taken in the
«¢ fenfe be ufes them wherever he treats of the re-
« furrection ; that it is manifeff he is here {peak-
« ing of Chrift’s and owr ewn refurreétion ; and
€€ that it is certain his difcourfe in this place is not
«¢ in the leaft foreign to fuch a mention of the re-
<¢ furrection.” The words, I fay, thus reprefented,
may ftrike your hearers or readers with fome ap-
pearance of a contradi€tion to what Mr. Lacke had
faid. But how fairly it was done in you to quote
- them thus, and to talk in this abfolute manner,
without taking the leaft netice of the feveral rea-
fons Mr. Locke gives in a very laxge Comment
upon the place, for underftanding them'in anather
fenfe, I leave to your cooler confideration. You
do indeed in your margin refer us to his Com-
ment 5 but, belides that your audience had already
taken the impreffion, I have much ado to perfuade
myfelf, that you did not truft to the lazinefs or
negligence of moft readers, who feldom are at the
pains to confult the books referred to in margins:
P Page 12, : '

other-
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otherwife I cannot think but you muft have fomé
apprchenﬁon, that the plain and judicious arga-
ments he brings, for underftanding the guickening
our mortal bodies to fignity a quickening to newnefs
of life or to a life of righteoufnefs, might be thought
by the readers ftrong enough to fhake the certainty
of your bare affertions, and at leaft fufficient to
fupport his modefty in denying your fenfe of the
wosds, even though he fhould have miftaken the
Apoftle’s meaning.  But that the lazy readers may
be enabled in fome meafure to judge between you,
without the trouble of having. recourfe to the Com-
menty and the more curious be incited to a tho-
rough examination of it, I fhall fet down, as
briefly as I can, fome of the reafons he there al-
ledges for the fenfe, in which he underftands the
words, and why they cannot be meant of raifing
our dead bodies out of the grave. :
He begins his Comment on this 1 1th verfe, with

a review of the fcope and tendency of all the for=
mer chapters of the Epiftle, too long to be here
inferted. He then fhews the conneftion, which
this viiith chapter has with the preceding, where St.
Paul bad been difcourfing of the weaknefs of the law
to deliver from the dominion of fin 5 and goes on bere
to fbew, by whom we are enabled to keep fin from
reigning in our mortal bodies; that Chriftians are de-
livered from the dominion of their carnal lufis by the
fpirit of God, that is given to them, and dwells in
them. As ¥ 10. « It Chrift be in you, the body
« is dead becaufe of fin, or as to fin, but the fpirit
« js life becaufe of righteoufnefs,” After which the
11th verfe, taken entire, feems to follow very co-
herently in Mr. Locke’s fenfe, « But if the fpirit of
¢ him, that raifed up Jefus from the dead, dwell in
¢ you, he, that raifed up Chrift from the dead,
¢ fhall alfo quicken your mortal bodies.” But to
return to the Comment ; after Mr. Locke has ex-
plained thefe words mortal bodies thus, * i. e.d bo-
¢ dies,

~
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*¢ dies, which, as the feat and harbour of finfy]

¢ lufts, are indifpofed and dead to the aions of .

¢ a fpiritual life ;” in the fame fenfe, continues b,
“¢ and upon the fame account, St. Peal calls the
“¢ bodies of the Gentiles their mortal bodies ch,
 vi. 12, where his fubje& is, as here, freedom
* from the reign of fin, upon which account they
“ arc there ftiled, ¥. 13. Alive from the dedd,
“ To make it yet clearer, that it is deliverance
¢ from the reign of fin in our bodies, that St. P}
“ fpeaks of here, I defire any one to read what he
¢ fays, ch. vi. 1. 14. to the Gentiles on the fame
* fubject, and compare it with the thirteen firft
¢« verfes of this chapter, and then tell me, whether
¢ they have not amutual correfpondence, and do not
“¢ give a great light to one another? If this be too
"¢ much' pains, let him at leaft read the two next
*¢ verfes, and fee how they could poffibly be, as
“ they are an inference from this 11th verfe, if the
$¢ quickening of your mortal bodies in it mean
“ any thing, but a quickening to newnefs of life,
*¢ or to a life of righteoufnefs.”” I have been thus
particular, that the reader may. judge, whether this
way of reafoning, and comparing one place with
another, can be called vidlenthy to throw the words
into a figuretive meaning. 1 fhall pext fet down the
reafons he offers, why the fenfe, which you call 72
Jirft and fimpleft, will not ftand good. Thefe feem
{o clear to him, that he begins this part with won-
dering to fee a late commentator and parapbraft po-
fitive that the words we are upon, do bere Signify,
Shall raife your dead bodies out of the graves. To his
argument (which is likewife yours) that the word
quicken, when fpoken of the refurrection, is of the
fame import with 7aife; he anfwers, <« But what if
¢ St. Paul, which'is the queftion, be not here
*¢ fpeaking of the refurrection? Why then, accord-
*¢ ingto our author’s own confeflion, gquicken does
£ not neceffarily import the fame with 7aifz ? And
¢ he
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& he can hever prove, that St. Paul is here {peak-
& ing of the refurrection, till he can prove, that
« mortal here fignifies the fame with dead: and I
« demand of him to fhew mortal any where in the
« New Teftament attributed to any thing void of
« life.  Mortal always fignifies the thing it is
« joined to, to be living, fo that St. Paul’s words,
« in that learned author’s interpretation of them,
« do here fignify, God fhall raife to life your
« living dcaf odies; which no one can think, in,
« the fofteft terms can be 'given to it, a very pro-
« per way of fpeaking.” A little after he fays:
% T next defire to know of this learned writer, how
« he will bring the refurretion of the dead into
« this place, and to fhew what coherence it has
« with St. Paul’s difcourfe here; and how he can
“ join this verfe with the immediately preceding
« and following; when the words under confidera-
“ tion are rendered, fball raife your dead bodies
“ out of their graves at the laff day, which muft
« make St. Payl in the midit of a very ftrong and
« coherent difcourfe, concerning walking not after
« the fleth, but after the {pirit, {kip of a fudden
« into the mention of the refurrection of the dead,
“ and having juft mentioned it, fkip back again
« into his former argument : but I take the liberty
“ to affure him, that St. Paul has no fuch ftarts
“ from the matter he has in hand, to what gives
“ no light or ftrength to his prefent argument. [
“ think there is not any where to be found a more
« pertinent clofe arguer, who has his eye always
“ on the mark he drives at. This men would
¢ find, if they ftudied him as they ought, with
“ more regard to divine authority than to hypo-
“ thefes of their own,” &c. A little after he fays,
“ One thing more the text fuggefts concerning
¢ this matter, and that is, if by quickening your
“ mortal bodies, {7¢c. he means here the raifing
% them into life after death, how can this be men-

4 /\ “ tioned
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% tioned as 4 peculiar favour to thofe who havd
< the fpirit of God ? For God will alfo raife the
« bodies of the wicked, and as certainly as thofe
« of believers; But that, which is promifed here,
« is promifed to thofe only, who have the fpirit of
® God: and therefore it muft be fomeéthing pe
« culiar to them, viz. that God fhall fo enliven
< their mortal bodies by his fpirit; which is the
% prin’cigle and pledge of immortal life; that they
« may be able to yield up themfelves to God, 2
% ‘thofe that are alive from the dead, and their
* members fervants to righteoufnefs unto holinefs,
¢ as he exprefles himfelf, ch. vi. 13.19.” If any
one can yet doubt, whether this be St. Pa#/’s mean-
ing here, he refers them for farther fatisfaction to
St. Paul himfelf in feveral other places, which he
quotes at the end of this note.

~ Ibelieve, Sir, you may by this time perceive,

‘that ‘%ou unluckily hiton a text, which Mr. Lok

‘had fo largely éxplained in a' different fenfe from
‘that, for which you alledge it ;' and that all, who
fee his -reafons for it, muft allow, that, notwith-
ftanding thofe words of St. Paul, he-might both
with truth and modefty affirm; that; where the' re-
‘furrection of the laft day is fpoken of in Scripture,
he found no fuch expreflion as the refurrection of
the body. -

But let us fee, whether your next text will more
clofely affect him; for this, you fay, is not the only
“place of Scripture, where exprefs mention is made of
‘raifing, or quickning the mortal bodies. The place you
inftance in for this expre/s mention feems indeed fome-
what oddly chofen for your purpofe. ¢ The fame
“« Apoftle, you chferve, Phil. iii. 21. tellsus, that
¢ the Lord Jefus fhall ¢hange our vile body, that it
“ may be fathioned like unto él?s glorious body.”
If punning on fo ferious a fubject were as allowable,
<as it was fafhionable in the laft age, I fhall be tempted
‘to fay you had-put the chasnge upon us, -Where '115
; . the
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the exprefs meation in this text of quickning or raif~
ing the body ? ¢ But you tell 43, that tho’ the word
« hére ufed is of a different fignification, no queftion
“ can bé ' made, but that it imports the change to be
« made at the refurrection of the dead.”” None in-
deed; but'what s that to the queftion in hand, or to
Mr. Locke 2 Diad he ever dény, that our bodies fhould
be changed 4t the refurre€tiot? Or does this prove’,
(which wasthe thing to be proved) that there is fuch’
an expreflion in Scripture as the refurreion of the
body ?* Nay, does this chiange relaté at all to the
bodies of thefe, who are to be raifed from the dead ?
For of thata'queftion may be made, fince this very
expreflion is ufed of thefe; who are not to die, and
confequently cannot’ be raifed from the dead. %7z
Joall not all fleep, but we fball all be changed®. And
whether the changing ‘our vile bodies mentioned here
may not ‘concern the fame perfons, I legve to be con-
fidered. ' ‘However that be, it is plain this text does
o way contradict what Mr. Locke had afferted : - But
I fhould have been more furprized to find it brought
as a proof of the refarrection of the fame body, if you
had ‘not told 'us before, that the greater change 2
body' undergoes, it is the more proved ' to be ftill
the fame; which, youwill give meleave to obferve, is
at leaft ufing the word in avery large fenfe. * Thefe,
¢« you fay, are very'exprefs'texts: and yet there
“ is another; where'the words are rather more un-
< deniably direct to this fenfe than either of thefe
“.twoyitis 1 Cor. xv. 53. For this corruptible
“ muft put on incorruption, and this mortal muft
“ puton immortality.” How exprefs thetwo for-
mer are to this fenfe, has been already confidered.
On this laft you refer us as before to Mr. Locke’s
comment upon this chapter, and to his Reply to
the Bithop of Worcefter’s anfwer, &c. but take no
notice of the reafons he gives in both places for
the fenfe, irh\xh,ich, he underftands that whole dif-
1 Cor. xv..51,
courfe
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courfe of St. Paul; and for applying the words ybit
have quoted; not to the bodies; but to the perfons
dead 5 as if it had been faid; mortal corruptible man
muft put on immortality -and - incorruption. But

to prove, that this text is exprefs for the refurrec-.

tion of the fame body; you argues; « That it is by
¢ their bodies alone that men die ;  that the foul
“ muft be allowed to live -after the death of the
“ body 3 and if the body alohe die, it muft be by
< the, raifing of that body alone to life again; by
¢ which the dead, or dead perfon, or man; can in
“ any fenfe or conftruétion of words be faid to be
“¢ revived, or raifed, fince the joining of a living
< foul to a new body can never be called a refur-
¢¢ rection or revivifcence.” - To this I anfwer, that
it is not. by the body alone, but by a feparation of
the foul from the body, that a maen dies; and by a
reunion of that foul with a body, the maz may ina
very proper fenfe be faid to be raifed from the
dead, whether the body, to which it is united, be
new or old. - Or, as Mz, Locke had before anfwered
%o this very objection propofed by the Bifhop of
Horcefer, + As to the propriety of the name, I
¢ think it will not be much queftioned, that if the
« fame man rife, who was dead, it may very pro-
<« perly be called a refurrection of the dead which
¢ is the language of the Scripture.”
But you tell us*, That ¢ there is no diftinction
“ in Scripture between the dead and the bodies of
« the dead 3 and that it is a ftrong delufion, to af+
¢« firm, as the writer often mentioned does, that
¢ there is any other diftin&tion between the dead
¢ and the bodies of the dead, befides that of the
¢ words in Scripture.” You feem however aware,
that St. Paul’s queftion 1 Cor. xv. 35. ftands in
your way to fupport. this delufion, when in the
name of fome nconfidering man (as you will have
itﬁ;eaﬂés, How are the dead raifed ? And with what

r Page.13. . ) d]
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body do they come? Hard. fhift you make here to

drop the diftinction of the dead, from the bodics of
the dead, ina place where it is fo undeniably plain ;
for whether the queftion relate to the famenefs of
the refurreétion-body or not, turn the words how
you will, to what fort of body, or with a body how
qualified, ttill it will be with what body do #2ey, 1. e.
the dead, come? And your paraphrafe in thefe
words, ¢ The dead bodies of - men, when raifed to '
« life again, what qualities fhall they be endued
« with ?” is too manifeftly ftrained from thofe of
the Apoftle, to recover us from this frong delufion.
But it is not my purpofe to examine your more
exal? inquiry into the [enfe of Scripture upon this
point 3 nor to take the pains I did on the firft text
you inftanced in, of going through the place you
refer to-in Mr. Locke’s Comment, or his Reply to
the Bifhop of Worcester. 1 thought it neceflary to
be fo particular there, to fhew how iffjurioufly he
had been treated on that occafion ; but the conteft
itfelf feems to me of fo little importance, that it
matters not much which way it is determined. I
fhall therefore only fet down fome of Mr. Locke’s
words in the Reply, which you refer us to, relating
to St. Paul’s difcourfe of the refurre@ion, in
1 Cor. xv. on which you have likewife made your
remarks, and fhall leave it to any one, who will
be at the pains to confult his Comment, and to com-
pare what both of you haye faid, to judge between
you, according to the bias of his own mind (for
that is moft people’s way of judging) which of you
has made the beft obfervations, and moft juft infe-
rence, from that difcourfe of St. Paul. Mr. Lécke’s
words, with which I fhall conclude what I had to
fay on your fecond Inquiry, are thefe:

¢! This therefore being fo; that the fpirit of
“ God keeps fo exprefsly to this form of fpeaking

f Mr.- Lo'h’s/R‘eﬂ to the Bithop of Worcefler’s fecond
i y op orcefler
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in the New Teftament, of raifing, quickening,
rifing, refurreftion of the dead, where the re-
furretion at the laft day is fpoken of; and that
the body is not mentioned, but in anfwer to this
queftibn, with what bodies fhall thofe dead, who
are raifed, come? fo that, by thc:, dead, cannot
precifely be meant the dead bodies: Ido not
fee but a good Chriftian, who reads 'the_ Scrip-
ture, with an intention to believe all that is there
revealed to him, concerning the refurreétion, may
acquit himfelf of his duty therein, without en-
tering into the enquiry, whether the dead fhall
have the very fame bodies, or no?.Nor, if he
thall think himfelf bound to determine concern-
ing the identity of the bodies of the dead, raifed
at the laft day, will he, by St. Paul’s anfwer,
find the determination of the Apoftle to be much
in favour of the very fame body ; unlefs the be-

 ing told, that the body fown, is not that body

that fhall be; that the body raifed is as diffe-
rent from that which was laid down, as the flefh
of man is from the flefh of beafts, fifhes, and
birds; or as the fun,” moon, and ftars are dif-
ferent “one from another; or as different as 4
corruptible, weak, natural, morta! .quy,. is
from an incorruptible, powerful, fpiritual, im-
mortal body ; and laftly, as different a-body as
that which is flefh and blood, is from a body that
is not fleth and blood * : « For flefh and blood cannot,
fays St. Poul, in_this very place, inberit the
kingdom of God. Unlefs, 1 fay, all this, which
is contained in St. Paul’s words, can be fuppofed
to be the way to deliver this as an article of
faith, which is required to be believed by every
one, wiz. That the dead fhould be raifed with
the very famé bodies, that they had before in
this life ; which article propofed, in thefe, or
the like plain words, could have left no room

t Ver. 50. ot
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« for doubt in the meaneft capacities, nor for con-
t teft in the moft perverfe minds.”

On your third enquiry”, ¢ What congruities
« there may be in the nature of God, or man, to
¢ confirm our belief, that the dying and faifed bo-
« dies of men fhall be the famie;” Mr. Locke is not
much concerned, and therefore I fhall fay but lictle
upon it. © You tell us, ¢ That it feems highly
¥ congruous to tite juftice of God, that thofe very
«“ bodies, which were partners with, and inftru-
“ ments to \the fouls of men, in the good of evil
« ations they did in this life, thould in the other
“'be ' partners with, and inftruments to the hap-
“ pinefs or mifery due to their fins or virtues.”
I'fhall'only obferve on this argument, that it feems
not very well Tuited to your notion of the fame-
nefs of ‘the refurreftion-body, whatever force it
might have from thofe, who maintain, that every
individual ‘particle of matter, which was at any
time in' life, or all that were at death, at leaft,
united' to the foul, muft be reunited “fo it at the
refiirreCtion.  For what reafon can be affigned,
why the juftice of God fhould not require, that
all theparticles of matter, as well as any part
of them, ' which were inftruments to the fouls
of ‘'men in’ 'their good or evil attions, fhould be
inftraments - to the happinefs or mifery due to
them ?'If your argument is good, we fhall be in
danger of raifing all that duf again, which your
efy account "had delivered us from. For though
you may fatisfy yourfelf with calling that, in fome
refpets, ‘the fame body, which confifts of fome of
the fame, mixed with different particles of mat-
ter ; yet, if the juftice of God is concerned in the
cafe, it will be equally concerned, that a//, as well
as that any port of the unconfcious matter, which
was joined with the foul in the whole courfe of its
attions, good ' or'bad, fhould be joined with it in

- '
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reward or punithment. You fay indeed after-
wards, in fofter terms, that by the rules of divine
Juftice, the unconfCtious matter may be joined with
the foul in reward or punithment. That it may, |
believe no body will cﬂ:ny; and you, it feems, are
not affured enough to fay it muff,-notwithftanding
the congruities you talk of. But you proceed:
¢ And there feems to be the fame fort of congruity
¢ in the foul of man, to receive eternal happinefs
“ or mifery i its own proper, and the fame body.
“ For there .feems to be a certain congruity of
“ the foul with matter.” Here you quote Mr,
Locke in your margin, for faying tlzc contrary, df.
ter bis manner : an expreflion you ufe more than
once, though what you intend by it, I cannot
guefs. As to the foul’s having a congruity with
matter in general, to which your margin feems to
relate, Mr. Locke fays nothing contrary to it in any
manner. Al that he fays on the point in hand, in
his Reply to the Bithop, who contends, that the
refurrection-body muft confift of the fame particles,
which were once united to the foul, and 70 of ;
after having afked, what an embryo, who fhould
die foon after it had life, muft do fora body of the
fize his Lordthip feems to require? and urged,
that according to this do@rine, it muft remain a
man not an inch long to eternity : he adds,
¢ Though what greater congruity the foul hath
“ with any particles of matter, which were once
¢ vitally united to it, but are now fo no longer,
“ than it hath with particles of matter, which it
“ was never united to, would be hard to deter-
¢ mine, if that fhould be demanded.” If you,
Sir, can determine this, give me.leave to afk, much
to the fame purpofe of what I offered on your for-
mer congruity, by what reafons you can do it,
which will not equally conclude, that the foul has 2
congruity with a// the particles of matter, which
were ever united to it, as with any part of them,

v. g’
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v. g. with thofe parts of theold matter, which you
think fufficient to make up your fame body ? Iam
afraid, Sir, you muft either take into your account
of the fame body what Mr. Locke requires to the
fameneis of the refurreion-body, which at the be-
ginning you tell us muft by no means be agreed
to; or relinquith your argument from any con-
ities in the nature of God and man. This I
Exr;pofe you will make no great difficulty of doing,
notwithftanding the flourith you have made with
it; fince towards the conclufion of this head you
feem to own, that there is nothing ™, but imagina-
tion in it, and return to the Scriptures for the fup-
rt of the doétrine. How well the Scriptures you
e produced ferve to fupport it, let every un-
prejudiced perfon judge. But you have fo warmed
yourfelf with the heat of argument, that, rather
than part with the identity of the rifing body, you
will part with the refurreftion itfelf. < If we are
“ ftill confidently oppofed in it, fay you*, with
« this fallacy, that the refurre@ion of the dead is
“ the only language of Scripture, and that this
“ implies no more than that perfons once dead
“ fhall live again; we may and muft give up
% this article of the refurre@ion, forafmuch as
“ they, who deny any refurrecion, do yet be-
“ lieve, that perfons, dying in this world, may or
¢ do ftill live in another.” What you call a fal-
lacy, Mr. Lacke hath, both in his Comment on 1 Cor.
2v. and his Reply to the Bithop of Worcefter, fuffi-
ciently thewn to ﬂe a certain and plain truth, viz,
that the refurreition of the dead is the only lan-
guage of Scripture, and that St. Pau/ plainly di-
ftinguifhes between the dead that fhall be raifed,
and #he bodies of the dead : but that this implies no
more than that perfons once desd fball live again,
Mr. Locke has no where faid. This is an inference
of your own, and not of his. And therefore how
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you can juftify yourfelf in fetting this down as. his
words, by putting in your margin with a reference
to them, fo Mr. Locke; it may be proper for you
to confider, In .the mean while I would beg you
not to be too hafty in giving up this article of the
refurrection; for though it may be true, that fome,

who deny any refurrection, do yet believe, that per-

fons dying in this world may ‘ftill live in another;
it will by no means follow that thofe, who own the
refurretion of the dead, muft mean no. more b
it, than that perfons dying in this world do il
live in another. Being raifed from the“dead has
manifeftly a quite different fignification, and thofe,
who beliéve this article, muft believe fomething
more, than that an unimbodied {pirit, fuch as is the
foul when feparated from the bady, continues to
live elfewhere ; for that can, by no conftruction of
words, be called a refurreftion of the dead. The
raifing muft be underftood of that which died,
the fame fpecies, a creature confifting of foul and
body : the fame man muft be raifed at the laft day;
otherwife there is no refurre@ion of the dead.
That this was Mr. Locke’s faith in this great arti-
cle, is evident from many paflages in the above
cited places; and I doubt not, that, from a juft
zeal for what the Scriptures have plainly revealed
on this point, he would, inftead of giving up, have
as carneftly contended againft you for the refur-
rection of the dead, as you have done againft him
for that of the fame body. ~And which of you has
the moft exprefs texts, the ftrongeft fupports fos
your doltrine in the Scriptures, I believe by this
time may be plain enough to every unbiafled
reader. ;
As to your fourth enquiry, « What is the trug
« foundation of a Chriftian’s belief of this truth,
¢ againft the difficulties objected toit?” Mr. Lacke
is not at all concerned in it. He has not, as I ob-
ferved before, made any objection againft the poffi-
: bility,
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bility, or fo much as denied the truth of it ; tho’ net
being plainly revealed in Scripture, he is cautious
of allowing it for an article of faith, And as your
reafoning on this fubjet, if the fuppofition you go
upon is true, viz. that God has declared he will
raife the fame body; as your reafoning, I fay, upon
that fuppofition is juft and good, I have nothing to
remark on this head, having already confidered the
two texts, with which you triumph at the end, as un-

. deniable proofs of your affertion; texts, in which

tho’ God does indeed, as you fay, exprefily tell us,
that he will quicker our mortal, and change our vile
bodies, 1 believe enough has been faid on them, to
make it a queftion, whether we muft be [atisfied, as
youadd, that be there means, that the fame body, which
dies, fball rife again.

Your fifth and laft enquiry, viz. ¢ By what fault
“ of men or times, the dottrine, you have begn
« contending for, is difputed or denied ?” I take Mr.
Locke to be as little concerned in as the former. But
your Sermon having been all along chiefly_aimed
againft him, no other perfon being named or quoted,
thofe, who are unacquainted with the writings and

~charaéter of that truly valuable man, may imagine

thofe refletions are applicable to him, which you
throw abouton the two faults you mention, as caufes
of this difpute, a falfe value [et upon human reafon ; and
a falfe method of interpreting Scripture. To remove
the prejudices therefore of fuch as are ftrangers to
him, (for to thofe, that know him, it is wholly need-
lefs) I thall obferve, that as the fubject of Mr. Locke’s
celebrated Effay was the buman underfanding, he has
taken great pains and care to fix the bounds of it; to
thew how far reafon may pretend to determine, and
where it has nothing to do, but to be contented in
its ignorance, where revelation has not interpofed ;
or to fubmit to the divine authority, where it has.
And I think his Effzy on no account more valuable,
than the check it has given to that vanity and pre-
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fumption, by which many, otherwife truly great
men, have in fhoft fciences pretended to explain and
determine things, not difcoverable by our natural
faculties; for I know no book that affords us better
helps to perceive what is, and what is not fo, than
that admirable Effay.

And as Mr. Locke was careful to obferve the
bounds of human reafon, I may add, that few men
were ever lefs guilty than he of tranfgreffing thofe
bounds; of pretending to examine and explain by
reafon and philofophy things out of their fphere
whether natural or divine. %n matters of revelation,
he ufed his reafon indeed to difcover whbat the Hol;
S}._nm has declared (and that certainly is the province
of reafon) which is all that he has done in this dif-

ute of the refurreétion of the fame body. For he
1s none <_)f _thofe, that have, as you fay, artfully en-
tangled it in wonderful difficulties”. 1f the fpirit of
God had revealed it, he has nothing to fay againtt it.

Nor has he given the leaft caufe to ful%cé’t him
of any finifter defign in his interpretations of Scrip-
ture. What fecurity you would have a man of fkill
and abilities give*for his integrity, I know not; but
all the fecurity the cafe can admit of, I think,, Mr
Lac.ke has given, that he was nothing of all, that againii
which you want a fecurity. That he was neither
Atheift, Deift, nor Free-thinker*, in the ill accepta-
tion of that word, his writings do fufficiently evince;
?‘or do they give us any ground of fufpicion, that-his
¢ nfind was tinctured with depraved opinions.” He
is none of thofe you complain of, who have ¢ denied,
“ blafphemed, or ridiculed thofe great articles of
:: faith, the blefled Trinity, the divinity of our

“ Savxou;', the fatisfaction he has paid for our fins,

¢ the unity and communion of the churchs :” Ar-
ticles truly great and important, and which I confefs
I cannot without indignation fee ranked with #4¢ re-
Jurrection of the fame body 5 a doCtrine fo doubtful in
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its
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its meaning, fo varioufly underftood, of which the
Scriptures have determined nothing clearly, and
which is of fo little importance to be determined,
that all, that is of confequence to the great ends of
religion in the article of the refurrection, is fuffi-
ciently fecured without it. And I muft own Ido
not fee what fervice it can be of to the Chriftian re-
ligion, to equal a queftion of curiofity with the moft
neceffary articles of our faith ; or toarraign an emi-
nent and worthy ,man, one, who on all occafiong
feemns to have his beart filled with facred awe and fin-
cere veneration for the boly Scriptures, as an heretic
and an infidel, for doubtingabout fo ufelefs and unde-
termined aqueftion. That every man fhall be raifed
again at the laft day in bis own proper body, to be

unifhed or rewarded according to what he had done
in this life; and that thofe, who have pleafed God,
thall with their own eyes, and not another’s, fee God, are
truths, in which Mr. Locke and you agree : and what
particles of matter their bodies fhall be magde up of,
would not have been worth the leaft difpute, if it had
no way been impofed as an article of faith.

I leave you now, Sir, to confider, whether you
have made good the charge of yourtitle-page againft
Mr. Lacke of cavils, falfe reafoning, and falfe inter-
prezation of Scripture; and if I have faid any thing,
which may help to convince you, that you haveborne
too hard upon him, and which may incline you ta
make him fome publick reparation, or at leaft to re-
pent betwixt God and your own confcience of the
wrong you have done him, I fhal! not think my pains
ill beftowed; and the leaft intimation of any fuch
effeé would engage me to be, with the greateft

efteem and refpect,
SIR,
Your nsoft bumble fervant.
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