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A
VINDICATION
0. K
Mr. LOCKE,

Controverfy concerning the Refurrec-
tion of the fame Body.

PrloRE B |-

CHAR®R. L
Of the Refurrection of the fame Body in general.

HE RE is little worth taking notice of in

the preamble to your firft fection, which

confifts of a vindication of that warm ex-
ercife of your paffions againft Mr. Locke, which I
thought, and ftill think, he had given no occafion
for; and fome diminifhing expreffions of the worth
and characer of that truly great man.” To the firft
part I fhall only fay, that as Mr. Locke never did
oppofe any dottrine, that he knew was efteemed an
article of faith, you might have fupprefled thofe

palfionate emations, without difobeying the Apoftle’s
injun-
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injunétion fo contend earneftly for the aith,
might have indulged him c{l;xyt{is articl{, in’c:r?g
pliance with the command of another Apoftle
Him that is weak in the faith receive ye, bt not 19
doubtful difputation. The JuE and boneft exercife of
our matural paffions is againft the wilful faults of
men, not againft the errors or miftakes of their
Judgment. And perhaps the gentlemen of modera-
#ton (as you call them) who can bear with thofe, that
differ from them, in difficult and doubtful points
may be as likely to die martyrs for the effentials of
religion, as the gentlemen of indifcriminating zeal s
who take fire at the {malleft oppofition, and arz;
tgcnerally better difpofed to make than to die may-
1yrs.
As to the leflening manner, in which you t
r. Locke’s charatter, I believe the worKi willret:
apt to conclude, that thofe, who can fuffer them.
felves to fay, that little bonour is to be gained even
by the confutation of bim, and talk of his infamons
berefies, have much more exercifed their natural Pa/-
Sions (which yous are o fond o indulging). than ei-
ther their judgment or their candour. [ pafs over
what moftly concerns myfelf. Whether I have been
led to defert or demy my religion out of an idle par-
*iality to Mr. Locke, as you feem to think, muft
appear by the fequel of this Reply.

SECTL
The queftion flated.

THO’ it may be indeed, as you fa 3
ly be > » noth
10 your purpofe to enquire, howyMr. I).(oclzocaig%

Into a difpute about ‘the refurreftion

body with the Bithop of Worcefter ; yctoift 3153 {i”rz;
much to my purpofe, in vindication of him from
the warmth of your refentment ; for there is a
great difference (efpecially as to the charge of he-

refy)

-
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refy) betwixt a man’s fetting himfelf to oppofe a
doétrine officioufly, or in zeal againft it; and his
being drawn in, by a groundlefs accufation, for his
own neceflary felf-defence, firft, to fhew, that he had
faid nothing inconfiftent with that doétrine ; and
next, to queftion, whether, if he hagd done fo, he
could be charged with faying any thing inconfift-
ent with an article of faith; ¢ which (fays he) I
¢ do not yet know the refurrettion of the fame body
Kt be. i

But, ¢ it is fufficient (you fay) to your defign,
¢ to obferve, that Mr. Locke, in that difpute, did
¢ feveral times deny the refurrettion of the fame
¢ body ; and upon that ground it is, that you
s¢ looked upon him, and now upon me, to deny
« and oppofe the Chriftian faith.” Give me leave
to tell you, -Sir, that you go entirely upon a mif-
taken ground. Mr. Locke, as I affured you in my
letter, and I here 'infift upon it, did neyer, nor do
1, deny the refurrection of the fame body. There is
a wide differenice betwixt denying a thing to be
true, and denying it to be an article of faith.

Neither do thofe paffages, which you have pro-
duced out of his third letter, ferve at all to fhew,
as you pretend, what bis opinion of the refurrettion
was, whatever appearance they may have, as they
ftand abftracted from the occafion of them ; which
was only to obferve, that the expreffions of Scripture
did not feem intended to teach, as an article of taith,
that the wery fame body fhall be raifed. So that it
cannot be c/ear from thence, what his opinion of
the refurretion was, one jot farther.

However, you have thought fit to determine his
opinion for him, and to fet down three propofitions,
as the ftate of the cafe between you and him, in
which he is very little, if at all, concerned. The
only queftion he has any thing to do with, in this
controverfy, is, whether the refurretion of the fzine
-dody, “eisher j;rhis\own fenfe of the words, or the

Bifhop
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-Bithop of Worcefter’s, is fo plainly declared in Scri-
pture, that every Chriftian is obliged to an explicite
belief of it. Mr. Locke does not find, that it is; and
I have undertaken his defence in that opinion, which
is all that I am obliged to'make good. You, on
the other hand, maintain, that the very fame bodies,
in which the dead lived before, fhall be raifed :
That the famenefs of human bodies implies not a
philofophical and mathematical identity, but, what
you term, awvulgar famenefs: And that this famenefs
of the human body, at the refurreétion (about which,
by the way, Mr. Locke has faid nothing) is ground-
ed upon the exprefs words, and clear intimations,
of Scripture: And this you will have leave to call,
not your own opinion, but that of the catholic
church. ;

I muft have leave too, Sir, to tell you, that if
you defend thefe propofitions, only as the gpinion of
the catholic church, neither Mr. Locke, nor I, would
contend againft you. The opinion of the catholic
church, that a doétrine is true, will not ereét it in-
to an article of faith, in the ftri¢t fenfe of the words,
as explained above. The doétrine of the Milenni-
um, and fome others, now univerfally rejetted,
were once the opinions of the catholic church, and
thought to be grounded on clear intimations of
Scripture; which yet, I believe, you will not fay,
are articles of faith, whatever they might then be
efteemed. ~ But I do not oppofe even the opinion of
the catholic church and therefore need not dlufb,
when I reflett who my adverfary is. I only contend
againft you, that the refurretion of the fame body,
however general the opinion may be, or may have
been, or how true foever, is not at this day an
acknowledged article of faith in the catholic church,
or particularly in the church of England.

SECT.
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SECT I
The firft general defence of Mr. Locke wine

icated,

I Had urged, in behalf of Mr. Locke, that
his faith in the laft judgment, the refurrestion of the
dead, and that the dead fhall rife again with zheir
bodies, fhould fecure him from being taxed with in=

fidelity, or herefy, with refpeét to the article of the

refurrection.  For which, you make me give this
reafon, becaufe this, furely, is all, that is of import~
ance to the great ends of religion, in that article.
Upon this fuppofed reafon, you fay a great dealy
that I have no concern in; for I did not offer this,
as a reafon for my plea, though you have given it
that appearance, by inferting the word desaufe.
The greunds, on which, I think, that one, who
believes thofe articles, ought not to be taxed with
herefy in the do@rine of the refurretion, is, be-
caufe he believes all, that is plainly revealed concern-
ing that doérine ; though he fhould not determine
about fomething elfe, which might be obfcurely
implied in it. So that if it is ¢ffential to all berefy;
as you fay, to fubflitute falfe opinions, into the room
of articles of faith, upon that foundation, becaufe they
onfwer the great ends of religion, 1 muft be clear of
that guilt, having fubftituted no opinions upon that
foundation. .

You go on to fay : ¢ Certainly it is of the laft
“ importance to religion, to preferve our faith, not
“ only within the words and expreflions of Scri-
‘ pture, but agreeable alfo to that fenfe of thofe
“ words and expreffions, which hath been received
“ in the church of Chriffy and which, upon Mr.
“¢ Locke’s own method of interpretation, by com-«
“ paring one paff f the facred books with
¢ another, appears to betrue and genuine,

Vou. L. R Moft
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Moft certainly, Sir, when we can, by comparing
one place with another, clearly determine the par-
ticular fenfe of any general words of Scripture, we
ought to preferve our faith agreeable to that parsi.
cular fenfe : But when we cannot, by the Scripture
itfelf, afcertain any fenfe more determinate than is
exprefled in the general werds of it, I know no
other authority, that can oblige us to any limited or
particular fenfe.

« General words (you fay) are capable of being
<« applied to many fenfes, and fome of thofe fenfes
< may be falfe. They muft be limited to a parti-
¢ cular meaning, to have their proper fenfe afcer-
¢ tained, and underftood. —The refurreétion of
¢ the fame body is the particular fenfe, to which the
¢ Scriptures themfelves, as well as the church of
¢ Chrift, have ever limited that general expreffion
¢ of the refurrection of the dead.” Anfwer. If the
Scriptures themfelves had limited this general ex-
preflion to that particular fenfe, there would foon
have been an end of our difpute ; but that is what
I cannot find out, nor have feen any proof of. And
we doubt, whether any other authority has given,
or can give it that limitation. As to the neceffity
of limiting the general words of Scripture to a par-
ticular meaning, I beg leave to anfwer you in the
words of the judicious Mr. Chillingworth : < This
<« prefumptuous impofing of the.fenfes of men,
¢ upon. the words of God; the fpecial fenfes of
*“ men, upon the general words of God; — this
“ vain conceit, that we can fpeak of the things of
¢ God, better than in the words-of God: — this
¢ reftraining of the word from that latitude and
< generality, and the underftandings of men from
« that liberty, wherein Chriff and the Apoftles left
“¢ them, is, and hath been, the only fgﬁntain of
< all the fchifms of the church.” I confefs, I
fee not any good ufe of limiting the general words

of Scripture to a particular meaning 7 it is rather
taking

A

~
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taking them from, than afcertaini ei

fenfe.  General words, you fay, an;: %2;2}1&7;r; ?efz?;r
applied to many [enfes, and fome of thofe fenfes ma bf
falfe. And if _this be fo, ‘thofe only, who reﬁ{ui
them to a particular meaning, are in danger of emn
bracing any of thofe fenfes, which may, be falfe :
whilft thofe, who hold them in that gene'ral fen; 1
which they undeniably exprefs, are fure to hold noe .
thing but what is true. " As in the cafe before u ]
?}f;t‘tt: l::iehzvegmtl}liebrefurre&ion of the dead ans:i’

; ea e raifed with fpiri i

rupnble. bodle§, certainlfy believes tru?}lnggllzlinllnc?:
vealed in Scripture. I any thing more partiZuI ;
concerning their bodies had been neceffary to t?r
bclfevcd, ic. Holy Spirit could, no dourgr havC
delivered it in words as particular as man éan ine
vent. But he, who believes all, that the Scriptur;

plainly declares of the refurrection, c in
; » cannot
danger of the guilt of herefy in that article,o thgfzg;g

he fhould doubt about fomething i

frue, concerning it, but not plcz'r:ztl; d‘:cl}:zi?d ma%—lﬁf
;cfy does.not confift in being undetermined about
ome particulars relating to matters of faith, that
may be true;, but in afferting fomething, that is con.
}rary to what is plainly revealed, vrhich muft there:
ore be certainly falfe®. So that, Sir, with you

good' leave, Mr. Zocke and I do, and,muﬁ {}}Ia 5
acquitted of herefy, in the article of the re:furren

tion, notwithftanding our being undetermin (Ci-
“'Illllether the bodies raifed fhall be the very fzz;e-’
:_1 you can prove, that, in believing the refurrec.
ion of tl'xe dead, and that the dead thall be raifed
with their bodies, we believe or affert fomcthieb'
that is falfe. You fay, that he muft not be acquittcndp

* There may be erroneous ions i
r \eous propofitions in faith, whi
!n:‘t: h}:’::::el; ‘E;lhe %%cﬁx;n is, fwhezhcr a miﬁalken ::tll‘;i a:::
" ; » Where the thing itfelf is afferted ke a
R > thing irfel rted, can make a he-
g '73?. tilling feet’s Mife. Dife. P- 289. publithed by his
R 2 ¢ fince
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¢ b fince it is clear, that, under the general protec~
< tion of that doétrine, he conceals the denial of
¢ the refurrection of the body, the fame.body.”
But how can Mr. Locke be faid to conceal what he
fo frankly and openly profeffes? That he would
not prefume to deny or affert the refurrection of
the fame body, becaufe the Scripture had not plainly
determined, with what bodjes the dead fhall come.
Or what can there be in this inconfiftent with the ar-
ticle of the refurretion ?

\,

SECT. I

The fecond general Defence of Mr. Locke vin-
dicated.

I Had faid, that what particles of matter the
refurrection body fhall be made up of, Mr. Locke
looked on as a queftion of curiofity, which the
Scriptures having faid nothing of, he modeftly con-
cludes, is not for him to determine. To which
you anfwer : < This expreflion, zhe Scriptures bave
< faid nothing of what particles of matter the refur-
“ rettion body fhall be made up, is very proper to
¢« puzzle and perplex his reader, becaufe it isin
¢« {ome fenfes manifeftly true, and in others as ma-
« nifeftly falfe. For if by it he means, that thofe ve-
¢ ry words are not in the Scriptures, there can be no
¢« queftion but it is moft true; or,if he means, thgt
< the Scripture ftates not precifely and philofophi-
< cally, of what contexture the rifing body fhall
¢ be, this alfo fhall be allowed to be true. . But if
¢ he intends by thofe expreffions, that the Scripture
¢ fays nothing, directly or indirectly, of the refur-
< rection of the fame body, this, I fay, is mani-
¢ feftly-falfe, So that this queftion of curiofity is

b P, 125;
- s
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« far enough from being our queftion, and it
« would not be want of modefty in him, but im-
« pertinence to determine it.”

I dare fay, Sir, Mr. Locke did not intend to af-
firm, that the Seripture had faid nothing indireftly
upon this fubjeét, becaufe that is not to be en-

uired after, when we are in fearch of an article of
?aith; for all fueh articles muft be direétly and -
plainly declared. But if his queftion of curiofity
be not the queftion now in debate between us, I
know not what our controverfy is upen.  You
allow it to be true, that the Scripture ftates not
precifely and philofophically of what contexture the
rifing body fhall be : but you affirm, that it is falfe
to fay, that the Scripture fays nothing direitly or
indireétly of the refurretion of the fame body.  Sup-
pofing then, that this is fpoke of, fome how or
other, in fuch terms, as obliges us to believe it;
is it not a reafonable queftion to afk, in what fenfe,
or in what refpe we are to believe, that the rifing
body fhall be the fame? Or can we believe it ar
all without being informed of this? Thefe, who
maintain the refurreétion of the fame body, feem
without fcruple to refolve the doubt, ~ Some will
anfwer, thatit muft confift of all the particles of
matter, that were ever vitally unjted to the foul,
during the whole courfe of a man’s life. Others
fay, that it will cenfift only of fuch particles, as
were united to it at the point of death; or that it
muft have 7o other particles, but what were at fome
time united toit. You, Sir, tell me, that thofe
parts of the old matter, which it pleafes God to re-
ftore to life, will be fufficient, whatever new parti-
cles may be added to make it the fame body. Now
what are all or any of thefe anfwers but a deter-
mining this queftion of curiofity, what particles of
matter therefurrettion body fball be made up of 2 And
this is what Mr. Locke affirms, and which you al-
low in this fenfe to be true, that the Scriptures

R 3 have
~
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have faid nothing of. But if any one to avoid the
impertinence, as you fpeak, of determining this que-
ftion, fhall anfwer, that we are bound to believe
the refurrection of the fame body, but we are not to
enquire in what fenfe, or in what refpect it will be,
or what is requifite to make it the fame body ; 7. e,
we are not to enquire what is meant by that ex-
preflion 5 he manifeftly makes an article of faith
of a mer¢ found; or elfe he muft mean nothin
more by it than thofe, who fay, that the dead fhall
be raifed with sheir bodies, but they prefume not
to determine, whether thofe bodies fhall be the
very fame they had in this life ; for not to deter-
minc of what particles the rifing body fhall con-
fift, and not to determine, whether it “fhall be the
very fame body, is all one. The only difference
is, that thofe, who affert the famenefs of the refur-
retion body, and yet confefs, that they know not
of what particles it fhall be made up, ufe a more
abfurd expreffion, and affert fomewhat like a con-
tradiftion. Mr. Lacke’s queftion of curiofity there-
fore muft be the queftion between us, if you mean
any thing different from him. And whether it be
impertinence, or want of modesly to determine it, let
thofe confider, who prefume {o to do.

To your repeated cautions ot to be Jo fond of
mentioning Mr. Locke’s modefty ; 1 fhall only fay
here, that though I am convinced from all his
writings, that modefty was a very eminent part of
his charafter; I do not mean fuch 2 modefty, as
you feek for, which would Jop bis mouth, or hin-
der him from writing what be thought ; for that in
fome cafes is a weaknefs or a vice: but fuch 2 mo-
defty, as made him, in matters of reafon and philo-
fophy, frequently © profefs, that he pretended not
to teach, but to enquire : And in thofe of revela-

¢ Vide third Lett. Efay B, ii. ch, ii. fe&. xvii,
tion
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tion (particularly on the fubje&t we are upon) not
to prefume to be wife beyond what is written.

SEC:T: 1IV.

The third general Defence of Mr. Locke vin-
' dicated.

I did indeed think, Sir, that your calling the
fubjeét of your Sérmon, the conténtious part of the
article of the refurretion, implied a kind of own-
ing, that the Scripture had not determmcd'nhc
mattér, But it feems that was not your meaning,
and you fhall be allowed to have called that doc-
trine_contentions, for what reafons you pleafe; for
this I am fure is not worth contending about. But
I muft not allow you to confound a difpute about
the fame body, with oppofing and contradicting the
truth of the refurrettion. 1 doubt not to make it
appear, that Mr, Locke is very clear from that
guilt, though your over-abounding zeal for the re-
furrection of the fame body will not fuffer you to
allow any refurretion at all without it, ;

I had pleaded in defence of Mr. Locke, from his
exprefs words to the Bifhog; that he does not deny,
that the fame bodies fhall be raifed at the laft day.
To which you anfwer : “he is at_the fame time
“ very far from granting any fuch thing, asappears
« from the paffages béfore cited out of him, and
“ feveral others referred to in the margin. And
« therefore you muft be either obliged to make
“ théfe words confiftent with all thofe paffages,
“ (which I am fure is beyond your fkill) or elfe to
“ fyppofe, that Mr. Locke does not fpeak here
“ abfolutely, and his real thoughts, when he fays,
“ For though Ido by no means deny, that the fame
“ bodies fball be raifed at the laft day, yet I fee no-
“ thing your Lordlbip bas [aid to prove it to be an
¢ article of faith.”

~
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After having carefully confulted all the paffages
you refer to, I cannot find, that any fill is re-
quired to make thefe words confiftent with them,
His defign in them is to fhew, that the fpirit of
.God always exprefles himfelf in fuch a manner
concerning the refurrection, that a good Chriftian,
who reads the Scripture with an intention to be-
lieve all, that is there revealed concerning it, may
acquit himfelf of his duty therein, without entering
into the enquiry, whether the dead fhall have the
very fame bodies or no; or, that if he thould think
himfelf bound to make this enquiry, he would not
find St. Paul’s words much in favour of the very
Jame body, or fuch as could be fuppofed intended
to deliver it as an article of faith. I appeal to
you, whether this is not the fum and tendency of
all thofe paffages; and what is there in any part
of it inconfiftent with his faying, that be by mo
means denies, that the [ame body fhall be raifed, though
be [ees nothing to prove it to be an article of faith?
To fay, that the holy {pirit conftantly fpeak_s of the

' rcfurrc'é‘tion in fuch general terms, as do not deter-
mine either for, or againft, the identity of the ri-
fing body, is certainly no way inconfiftent with
not denying that identity.

There is therefore no ground for me to Juppofe,
that Mr. Locke does not bere [peak abfolutely, and bis
real thoughts. You tell me, that in bis Effay be bad
#0 occafien to deny the refurrection of the Jame body ;
and this, {ay you, is what he really means, when be
Jays be does not deny it. You may remember, Sir,
I told you * above, that you had given me rea-
fon for being pofitive, that Mr. Locke could not
have fatisfied you, that he believed the Trinity by
the moft abfolute words he could have ufed. It
was your dealing with him here, that I referred to,
and take to be a fufficient proof of it: It is impof

9 Firft Part, p, 243,
fitle
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fible to fpeak in terms more abfolute, than thofe,
in which he declares to the Bifhop, that he does
not deny the refurrection of the fame body. It is
not faid with regard to any fuch miftakes, as you
fuggeft, nor on any other occafion, that could ad-
mif of an equivocation. So that it is plain Mr.
Locke could not fatisfy you by the moft abfolute
affirmation, that he believed any thing, which you
are inclined to fuppofe he did not believe ; though
there is no way to be certain, that a man fpeaks
his real thoughts, if Mr. Locke did not fpeak his,
when he fo clearly and fo pofitively affirms, that
he by no means denies the refurreition of the fame
bady.

But that be does not grant it, you fay, appears
from the words be ufes bere to the Bifbop : “ 1 fee no-
« thing your Lordfhip has faid to prove it to be
¢ an article of faith.” For if be did not grant it
to be an article of faith 5 be knew be need not grant
it at all: no body could require bis belief of it, and
awhat be could not be required to grant or believe, be
need not give bimfelf the trouble to deny. No body
indeed had aright to require hisbelief of it, fo as
to make it herefy not to believe it; but if it was
preft upon him beyond its meafure, he might think
it worth his trouble to declare, that though he
could not acknowledge it for an article of faith, yet
he durft not prefume to deny the sruth of it, fince
it might be implied or obfcurely delivered in the
Scriptures. This then, Sir, being the plain zen-
dency and import of Mr. Locke’s words, (which I
with you had as well as 1 confidered) they could be
no fneer of his at the Bifhop, as you call them;
and if you did nothing to deferve it, it may be mat-
ter of wonder, that you fhould be fo ready to ap-
prehend a feer from me, as you have done more
than once, when no fuch thing was intended.

SECT.

~
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SE€T. -V;

The fourth gmeral Defence of Mr. Locke vin-
dicated, ;

I had urged, that Mr. Locke denies the refur-
retion of the fame body #0 2e an article of faith,
becaufe he finds it not clearly delivered in Scrip-
ture; but that this is all, that he denies of it, not
offering one argument from reafon againft it. Upon
which you fay, ¢ Thank you, good Sir: what could
¢ Mr. Locke do more, or worfe, than to deny it
< to be an article of faith, or to be found in Scrip-
< ture ?” I will tell you, Sir, what he could have
done more, and what has been done much worfe,
He might have argued againft the probability of
that doctrine ; or urged the many difficulties, which
have been raifed, to reprefent it as impoffible, that
the rifing body (hould confift of the fame numeri-
cal particles, that were formerly united to the foul.
But, inftead of raifing objections of that nature, he
very readily declares, ¢ that he makes no difficulty
< of believing, that God may, if he thinks fit, give
¢ to every one at the laft day, a body confifting
¢« only of fuch particles, as were before vitally
<« united to his foul.” You afk again, 70 what
purpofe does be fay this, while be abfolutely denies,
that God bas revealed be will do fo? 1 will tell you
that too, Sir, fince you feem not to know it. His
purpofe plainly is, to fatisfy the Bifhop, (and it
might even have fatisfied you) that it was not an
overweening conceit of human reafon, or any pre-
judices againft the doétrine of the refurretion of
the fame body, that hindered him from feeing, that
it was revealed ‘in Scripture; fince he had faith
enough in the power of God, to furmount all dif-
ficulties, that could be raifed againft it, if it was
made evident, that be had required it to be believed. -
But not finding either fide plainly determined in

' Scrip-

of him to believe.
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Scripture, he no more ventures to deny, than to of-

fert the refurrection of the fame body. If you,

Sir, cannot think, that it was either modefly, or real
fubmiffion to the Scriptures, which obliged bim to this
conduét ; I cannot help thinking, that every body
elfe would be at a lofs for any other motive to im-
pute it to. y
But “ you are fure of this, that for a man to
« prefer his own private interpretation of the
s¢ Scriptures, to that of the univerfal church' and’
¢ to make ufe of fome general expreffions in them,
« to overthrow the particular fenfe of them, has
s very little of the appearance of modefty, or
« fubmiffion to the Scriptures.” As for the firft
part of this indiétment, it is certain, that Mr.
Locke frequently declares the holy Scriptures to be
the only rule of his faith ; and profeffes himfelf un-
qualified for feeking articles of faith in the judg-
ment of the univerfal church. Probably he thought
confulting the Scriptures themfelves—the fureft, as
well as the eafieft way to find out what God had
therein revealed : and I appeal to you, whether
among the feveral feéts of Chriftians, thofe, who
moft exclaim againft private interpretation of Scrip-
ture, and moft profefs to follow the judgment of
the univerfal church, have the moft real fubmiffion
to the Scripture, or have preferved their faith moft
uncorrupted. However, an implicit faith in any
human authority whatfoever is contrary to the
very {pirit of the Reformation ; and fince the church
of England in particular allows the Scriptures to
be the laft refort, by which all opinions and doc-
tfines are to be tried ; a fon of hers (though of lefs
capacity than Mr. Locke) may with great modefty,
in obedience to the divine command of fearching
the Scriptures, make ufe of the underftanding given
him, to find out in them, what God has required

To
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To the other part of your accufation, that ke
makes ufe of fome general expreffions of Scripture, ta
overthrow the particular fenfe of them sy 1 anfwer,
that in adhering to that fenfe of Scripture, which is
expreft by the general words of it, one is fure to
hold an inconteftible truth, (as I before obferved)
and forbearing to determine any further concerning it,
as Mr. Locke does, is very far from overthrowing
any particular fenfe, which may be deduced from
t!'te words. But whether thofe, who are thus cau-
tious'of affirming more than is plainly expreft; or
thofe, who peremptorily determine to a particular
fenfe, what the holy Spirit has left in general terms;
~ have moft of the appearance of modefty or real fub-
miffion to the Scriptures, 1 leave to cirery ong but
Dr. Holdfwarth to judge. ;

CH 3 F. 1

Concerning the opinion and authority of the an-
cient writers of the Chriftian church, as to
this doirine,

U P ON my enquiry, what authority you, or the
4 Bithop of Worcester had, to eret this dotrine
into an article of faith ? you afk of me, ¢ whether [
L0 h,oneﬂ:ly_ think, that the Bifhop was the firft, that
¢ erected it ? Or, whether I can name the time or the
¢ perfons, who laid the foundation of it, till I come
“ to Chrift and his Apoftles?” If you mean, whether
I can name the perfons, who were firft of this opi-
nion, I frankly own, that I cannot. I know, that
fuch a notion was very early entertained in the
church; but I am far from thinking the opinion
,even of the univerfal church fufficient to make
any thing an article of faith ; no, nor even proofs,
that it is delivered in Scripture, if it is not fo de-
livered, as to make it neceffary ta be by every one i
explicitly believed. The neceffity of the Eucharift
4 for
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for infants, and the do&rine of the Millennium
were univerfally believed in the firft ages of the
church; the laft of which is by fome learned men,
who have of late revived it, thought to have a
very good foundation in the Scripture. And yet I

. believe you will not fay, it is an article of faith;

though perhaps there is as good teftimony for both
thofe do&ripes in the ancient Chriftian writers, as
for the refurretion of the fame body.

I muft here make an apology for ufing the
word offentation, in fpeaking of the teftimonies
brought from antiquity on this fubjeét, which I
find gave you no fmall offence. But it was not at
all intended in the fenfe you underftood it. What
I meant by it was only, that after all that fhew or
pretenfion to the authority of the Chriftian church,
the fathers, and the creeds, their expreflions
amounted to no more, than that the dead fhould
rife with their bodies. In which I chiefly had re-
gard to the creeds, as they are the moft certain
teftimonies of the fenfe of the Chrifian church.
Nor did I give you any occafion to fay, that /
infulted thofe authorities, or braved them with the
fingle name of Mr. Locke, though I may think it
would not bave been beneath their primitive fimplicity,
to have expreft their faith of the refurrection in
the fame terms, that the holy fpirit had done.

You go on to tell me, that € « if T will not be
« fo wife, as to defpife things, which you prefume
« I never read, you will be fo bold with me, as
«_to repeat the oftentation of citing fome of thofe
% good people, that I may be fatisfied they did not
« fpeak Mr. Locke’s language; and you hope T .
¢« will be fo modeft as to think, that the argument
< from their authority is much ftronger than that
« from Mr. Locke’s. And then perhaps I may
¢ find, that even this oftentation is an argument
¢ of moré¢forge than ever I can anfwer.”

¢ Page 133.
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I do not remember, Sir, that I have any where
mentioned Mr. Locke’s authority as an argument
of any kind of force ; and I muft make bold like-
wife to repeat, that I cannot allow any burian auy-
thority whatfoever to be in itfelf a proof of any
doétrine, independent of the reafons brought to fup-
port it; though I am far from defpifing thofe an-
cient teftimonies to the truth of Chriftianity. But
- fince you are pleafed to prefume, that I bave never

read thofe venerable writers, you cannot reafonably
require me to take the articles of my faith from
them, but muft allow me to feek them in the
Scriptures, which, you may prefume, 1 have read,
However, it is certain (whatever I have done) that
by far the greater number of Cbriftians, either for
want of leifure, learning, or inclination, have ne-
ver read the Fathers; and fince they have the
fame rule of faith, which the Fathers had, and by
which all opinions (according to the doétrine of the
church of England) muft ultimately be tried ; I fee
not, why they may not be as fafe in confulting
with fincerity, and diligence, that facred rule it-
felf, as in implicitly relying, firft on fome inter-
preter of the Fathers for their fenfe, and then on
the judgment of the Fathers for the fenfe of Scrip-
ture; to which they can be no further bound to
fubmit, than as it is enforced by their arguments,
or as it appears to be the ‘natural and genuine
fenfe, upon examining the Scriptures themfelves.
So that this is going a great way about, to come
at laft, where they might at firft fet out. You
might therefore, Sir, have fpared yourfelf the pains
of thofe large quotations from the Greek and Latin
- Fathers, only to fatisfy me, that tbey did not [peak
M. Locke’s language ; fince they tend no further
than to fhew, that thofe ancient writers delieved,
that the dead fhould be raifed with the fame bodies
in which they died, (which is what Mr. Locke did
by no means deny) but are no proof, that this opinior;
: °
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heirs i$ an article of feith; which is what alone
ﬁi tdid deny of it, and which we can only be af-

d of from Scripture.
furIef»ut you produceIZhofc paffages from the Fathers,
to fhew me, that they did exprefs more than that
the dead fhall rife again with their bodies; for that
expreffion, you fay, as Mr. Lockeand 1 ufe it, is
ambiguous and equivocal, and fignifies only new bodies,
‘which Gad ball join to the [ouls of men at the laft day.
I believe, Sir, it would be very difficult for you, to ,
make it appéar, that we ufe that expreffion to figni-
fy only mew bodies.  Neither of us have any where
f2id, that God will join new bodies to the fouls of men
at the laft day; or have fhewn any difpofition to
believe, that he will do fo. Mr. Locke, on the con-
trary, wherever he has occafion to fpeak of the pof-
fibility, that the refurrection body may be com-
pofed of fome new particles, always fuppofes them
to be joined with the remaining parts of the old mat-
tery as in his third letter © he fays, ¢ Though the
« materials of our Saviour’s body were not changed
« gt his refurrection;; yet it does not follow, but that
« the body of a man, rotten in his grave, or bqrnt,
« may, at the laft day, have Jeveral new particles
« init, and that without any inconvenience.” And
in the page before ir, he fays, « Why with the re-
“ maining parts of 3 man’s body, long fince diffolv-
« ed, etc. — other new particles of matter, mixed
« with them, may not ferve to make bis body again,
« 25 well as the mixture of new and different par-
« ticles with the old did in the compafs of his life
« make bis body ; I fee no reafon can be given.”
Thefe paffages plainly fhew, that by their b'odzes, he
did not underftand only, or intirely n;'w bodies. lNay
they perfeétly fpeak your own fenfe, as my letter
obegrgcd; on}Iy Pwith y_this difference, that he will

£ 7T the Bithop of Worcefter, p. 181,
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not allow 2 body fo compofed of new and old par:
ticles to be the very fame body it was before.

But, if Mr. Locke did not fpeak the language of

the Fathers, much lefs, Sir, do you fpeak their
Jenfe. It is plain, they had no notion of what you
call 2 vulgar famenefs ; they truly and honeftly be-
lieved a real famenefs, as appears by your own quo-
tations. But I do no more pretend to urge their
authority againit you, than I think it valid againft
Mr. Locke, any further than their reafonings are fo;
which, I cannot fay, are always very corelufive.
~ However, you tell me, « How meanly foever I
¢ may think of their reafonings, yet, as to matter
« of fa&, they are unanfwerable witneffes of the
« faith and doérine of the church of Chriff, in the
«¢ feveral ages, in which they wrote.” But to this
I can by no means agree. The only matter of fat,
that appears from thofe ancient writers, is, that
they believed the refurrection of the fame body :
but that is no more a proof, that it was the faith
and do&rine of the church of Chbrift in thole ages,
than the yearly fermons on that fubjeét at Oxford
are proofs, that it is in this age the faith of the ca-
tholic church," or even of the church of England:
which that it is not, you may have, I think, a de-
monftration of, if you pleafe to make the fame
experiment, that I have done, fince this debate be-
gan betwixt us; by enquiring among all I con-
verfed with, clergy and laity, learned and unlearped
indifferently, what they believed concerning the
refurrection of the fame bodg.

In this enquiry I have by fome been anfwered;
that they had never at all confidered the queftion;
by others, that they thought it a point not clearly
revealed, and they fuppofed. it not neceffary to
determine for, or ‘againft it. Moft of the clergy,
whom I difcourfed with upon it, were of this opi-
nion ; but a very & eminent one in the city of Lon-

¢ Dr. Gafkarth.
; don,
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#on, made no fcruple to affirm, that it was®im-
poffible, that our bodies, at the refurrection, fhould
be the very fame we had here ; which I have fince
found to be the fentiment of feveral others. Nor
have T met with any but one * inall my enquiry,
who maintained your fide of the queftion, which
was likewife a clergyman of fome note.

Now I appeal to you, Sir, whether a do&rine
little confidered at all by many of the members
of the church, fo doubtfully received by others,
and contradicted by many, can be called an ac-
knowledged article of faith? Would fuch doubtful
anfwets be given on any of the eftablithed articles
of faith? On the doctrines of the Trinity, of the
redemption by Chrif, of the refurreétion of the
dead, or of the laft judgment ? I dare fay you will
not think it poffible. No one; who preténded to
know his religion, could fay, that he had not con-
fidercd thefe doétrines, or that he fuppofed it not
neceffary to determine” about them, or that it is
impoffible they fhould be truc; at the fame time
maintaining, that he faid nothing contrary to any
acknowledged article of faith. But it is not fo at
all of the doétrine of the refurreGtion of the Jame
body ; thofé who think not of it, or doubt about it,
or deny it, (which you will find make up a very
confiderable number) frankly own either, withcut

* the leaft fufpicion, that they do any thing incon-

fiftent with an article of faith, This I take to be
a plain demonftration, that notwithitanding the
warmth of fome divines in preaching and writing
in defence of this doctrine, it is not sbe faith of the

* church of Chrift in this age; for that cannot be the

faith of the church, which is not known to be fuch
by the members of it: and thercfore neither are
the writings of thofe venerable authors you have
quoted, any proof that it was the faith and doirine

Mr. Batty ReQor of St, Fotn's Clerkenewell,
Vor. I, ' S of
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of the church of Christ, in thé feveral ages in which
they wrote. They are unanfwerable witneffes of no-
thing. elfe but their own belief of the point; and
thofe, who think meanly of their reafonings, or are
not convinced by them, cannot be overpowered by
their authority; fince we have the fame rule to
judge by, which the Fathers had, and which alone
can authoritatively determine what is, or whaois
not, an article of faith. So that in this cafe Mr.
Locke againft the Fathers, or the Fathers againft
Mr. Locke, will outweigh each other, only fo far,
as they have Scripture and reafon on their fide.
Neither multitude, which you lay fo much ftrefs on;
nor perforial charatfer, which you imagine I rely on,
will have the leaft force in either fcale.

But fuppofing thofe ancient writefs to be, as you
fayi, a cloud of witneffes attefting what was the foith
of the church in their times ; allowing you too, what
is unqueftionable; that thegfaith of Chriftians ought
always to be the fame; yet who can help it, if
dottrines highly reverenced, and generally believed
in fonie ages of the church, are in others dropt,
accounted falfe, or of little importance ? Who can
help it, if fome favourite doftrines zre, at fome
times, and by fome zealots, preached up as'matters
of faith, and the moft effential parts of religion,
which at other feafons, and by cooler judgments,
are looked on as matters of mere opinion, or in-
difference ? That this has been {o in feveral in-
ftances, ecclefiaftical hiftory does abundantly tefti-
fy 5 and if this is the cafe of the refurrettion of the
Jame body, neither the teftimony of fome ancient
writers, nor the zeal of fomé modern preachers,
will be fufficient to make. it an article of faith;
which every one is bound explicitly to believe and
profefs,

i Page 140,
CHAP
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CHAP. I s
Of the Jenfe of the ancient Creeds as to this
doctrine.

PON mhy faying, thatthe creeds of the church

are the only explarations of Scripture, that car=
ry any authority with them, into rone of which the
term fame body has been affumed ; and that no private
perfon ought to go farther in their explications, than
the church in her creeds hath thought fit do; you
anfwer with granting, that the creeds do carry in then
the public authority of the Chriftian church; but that
it may well be queftioned, whether they are always ex-
Planations of Séripture. 1fuppofe you meant, whether
they are a// fo; for what they are at any time, I pre-
fume, it will not be queftioned they always are.

But whatever the creed; commonly called the
Apoftles; may be, that the Nicene and Athanafian
creeds were intended for explanations of Scripture;
will fcarce bear a queftion; which was fufficient for
my purpofe. And as they are particular enough, I
infift on their being the only explanations of Scrip-
ture, that carry any authority with them. Whatyou
fay here concerning the neceffity of determining the
general words of Scripture, to a particular fenfe, and
the obligation of adhering to the explanations of the
ancient writers; has nothing in it, but what I have
before anfwered, and therefore need not repeat.

The only thing now to be confidered on this head
is, whether the ferms made ufe of in the creeds, to
exprefs the article of the refurretion, are fufficient
direction to us to underftand it of the fame bedy, asyou
afirm. You afk what elfe can any one properly and
naturally underftand by corporis or carnis refurrecs
timem? And you appeal, even to me, whether by
any of thofe expreflions, it can be meart, that at the
la{{ day, the dead fhall have new bodies givento them,

: S 2 which,
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which, you fay, is Mr. Locke’s explanation of the re-
furrettion. A

That this is no explanation of Mr. Lacke’s; tho’
you fo often father it upon him; and that he mani-
feftly fuppofes, in feveral places of his writings, a
* body raifed from the old one, will hereafter appear.
But as to thofe expreffions in the creeds, I believe
any man may properly and naturally underftand
them, as intended only to fignify, that the dead fhall
be raifed to life again with bodies. This wasa thing,
which the heathen world in all their gueffes about a
future ftate, had not the leaft notion of, and therefore,
the church might very well defign to exprefs; that
we fhould be raifed compleat men, confifting of a
body- as well as a fpirit, without determining any
thing more particular ; for which purpofe, the words
corporis, Or carnis refurreftionem, in one of the creeds
fcem very proper: And had it been defigned, that
all the members of the church fhould believe and
declare the refurrection of the fame body, moft pro-
bably thofe very words would have been chofen, as
leaft liable to be mifunderftood. But inftead of this,
the two lzzter creeds exprefs the article of the re-
furrrection in terms yet more general than the for-
mer ; one of them very conformably to a phrafe
of St. Paul’s *, Omnes bomines refurgere debent cum
corporibus fuis. The other in the ufual words of
Scripture, refurreitionem mortuordm. And this isa
ftrong prefumption, that the church did not intend
to determine her members to that particular fenfe;
fince the terms of her lateft creeds are moft general
on that article, tho’ on others very particular.

Reply to the Defence of the firft bead of the
Sermon, in Chap. 1V.

WE are now coming to be more particular con-
cerning the famenc/s of human bodies,

k 1 Cor. xv.
Skc Ty

" unfair reprefentation.
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Sect. I. which you entitle identity fated, con-
tains nothing but an endeavour to colle¢t a pleafanf
piece of logic, out of my reafoning, by a very
It would be toa tedious for
the reader to go over the whole of that argument
again: I fhall therefore only draw up here in a jufter
fyllogifm, than that you would put upon me what
the real fum of it is. It muft be allowed by your
own conceffion, that in a ftri¢t mathematical fenfe,
abody is not the fame, if it does not confift of the
fame numerical particles.

But as the human body, whilft living here, not
confifting of the fame particles, is not for any con-
fiderable time the fame in that ftriét fenfe:

Therefore, neither is it neceffary to fuppofe, that
the refurrection body fhall be the fame, 7. . fhall
confift of the fame numerical particles.

I hope, Sir, you will allow this to be better /sgic,
than that you had formed for me. But you tell me,
that this mathematical identity is not the identity of
the refurreétion body. 'To which you have made me
return for anfwer, that Mr. Locke fays, that the
identity of the refurretion body muft confift in the
mathematical identity. A very convincing argument,
as you fay, without doubt.

I'wifh you had been pleafed to mark, in what part
of my letter you found this convincing argument, for
I can find no fuch there. But tho’ you are fo good
at making arguments for me, which I thould never
have thought of, give me leave here to anfwer for
myfelf, that if the refurre¢tion body has not a
mathematical identity, it may be in danger of having

~ no identity at all, as perhaps will hereatter appear.

Your Se&k. 11. bears title, Mr. Locke’s Identity
not approved of .

AND here you fay, I might have fpared my”elfA

the trouble of telling you, that Mr Locke alwa s
3 underftands

~
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underftands the fame body, in a ftrict mathematical
fenfe; that he fixed it to this fenfe in his £ffzy, and
conftantly ufes it in’the fame fignification. "¢ For
<« what, [ay you,-is all this to me? Mr. Locke wasat
« Jiberty to fix hisidea of identity as he pleafed,
« and to retain it as long as he pleafed; and I, or
< any man elfe, may demand the fame liberty. And
¢ therefore, I can fee no imaginable reafon, why I
¢ may not make ufe of the vulgar and unphilofo-
« phical idea of the fame body, in fpeaking of the
« refurreétion body, as well as he makes ufe'of the
« philofophical.” ~ With all my heart, Sir, make
the beft ufe of it you can; no body, that I know of,
pretends to deny you that liberty.

But if it be nothing at all to you in what Mr.
Locke places the identity of body, why have you
quarrelled with him about it? He never faid any
thing concerning the refurreétion of the fame body,
but in his own fenfe of that term ; at leaft it is certain
he never oppofed your fenfe of it, which you calla
vulgar [amenefs, that being anew explication of your
own, and therefore could not fall in his way. You
might then have maintained your own vulgar and
unphilofophicalidea of theidentity of the refurrection
body, without falling foul upon him for his philofo-
phical idea, fince, as you fay, what is this to you? 1
confefs in that you are in the right, for all he con-
tends for on this fubjetis, that'it is not an article of
faith, that the refurretion body thall be the very
fame, (that is according to his fenfe) fhall confift of
the fame numerical particles, or of #a other, than
what it was compofcg of during this life. And what

can this be to you? Since it is nothing contrary to .

your wulgar famenefs, which you maintain does not
confift in the fame numerical particles. 1 fee not
how there can bc any difpute between you here, un-
lefs it be about the propriety of the name.

SECT.
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SECT. 1.
Enquiry whether the vulgar confidera‘ion of iden-
tity is moft proper to be applied to the Refur-

reétion,
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YOU begin this fubje, with fagely repreken -
ing me for making a queftion of what was'fo plain,
viz. that when you faid there is an identity, by which
cven a river is the fame, nothing could be meant by
it but the fame 7svér. I affure you, Sir, I had not
the leaft doubt, that you meant the fame river. And
when I afked you fame what, Sir ? itwas only to make
you obferve, that this was nothing to the purpofe,
nothing contrary to what Mr. Locke had faid, whom
you feemed to be oppefing, tho’ he had fpoke of
no other famenefs in this difpute, but that of a Jody
confifting of the fame particles of matter. But if
this is not the famenefs you are contending fér, if
you will not accept of bis ideas, but will ffand by your
own, 1 again afk you, why are you fo much offénded
with him? Why is he called an heretic, for denying
that to be an article of faith, which you do not your-
felf allow to be fo? the famenefs you would main-
tain, that fomething, which preferves the buman body
diftinét from all others, being what he has faid no-
thing about, and is of a quite different nature from
that, which he denies to be an article of faith.

I am again rebuked for another wife queftion, I
had put to you, v7z. Who has obliged us to allow
any famenefs at all to a varying fleeting body? In
anfwer to which you refer me to common fenfe and
common language. And thefe, I own, are fufficient to
determine us in the ufe of any terms. But I deny,

that either of them has obliged us 20 call or fuppofe
every river, even whilft it runs in its own banks,
or any man’s body from three to threefcore, the fame -
bodies, tho’ the ong is always called the fame river,
S 4 and
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and the other the fame man. But of their famenefs
as bodies it is plain I was enquiring,.

You own, that calling men’s bodies the fame from
their birth to their death, ¢ is pot done very philo-
«¢ fophically ; but it is all one for that, you fay, it is
¢ done with very good fenfe, agreeably to the un-
« derftanding of mankind. You told me, that any
¢ fleeting body is the fame, while it is preferved dif-
¢ tinét from all others of the fame, or of a different
¢ fpecies. - And this was fufficient for your purpofe,
¢ which was to account for famenefs according to
¢« the common notions of men. So that I might
¢ have fpared that other trifling quettion, I» what
““ does this [amenefs confift #° ¢

But as ¢rifling as you think this queftion, it is ab-
folutely neceffary to be determihed, before we can
judge, whether what you are here endeavouring tq
maintain be true or not, viz. That tbe vulgar confi-
deration of identity is moft proper to be appled to the
refurrection bodyy for how fhall weknow this, till we
are fatisfied, what that, which you call a vulgar fame-
nefs, depends upon. You fay, that any fleeting body
75 the [ame while it is preferved diftint from all others.
Very well, Sir, but when fuch a body has by the
feparation aud Wdiffolution of its parts, and by their
mixture with other bodies, loft that difinétion, it
may, I think, without trifling be enquired, what be-
comes of that amemzﬂv, which, you affirm, preferved
it difting from all others ? Is it of fuch a nature, as
to continue in being, when it'no longer performs
its office ? Isit fo permanent, as to become a principle
of individuation to whatever particles of matter God
fhall think fit to join to it at the refurre¢tion? Or
can we know, whether it is capable of either, or not,
without knowing in what this famenefs confifts ? /¢
would not, you fay, be in the lecft danger of being Ioft,
Jor yourdeficiency in accounting for it. That may be,
but we fhall be in fome danger of not knowing, whe-
ther it js loft or no after death, or whether it wti)ll

e
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be found again at the refurretion, if we have no
idea at all of it ; that is, if we talk of it, without
meaning any thing by it. I beg leave, therefore, to
explain to you, upon what the vulgar notion of
identity feems to be founded; that we may the bet-
ter judge, whether it is meft proper, or can at all be
applied to the refurrection.

It is plain then to me, that that famenefs, which
men attribute to their own bodies, as it is not
founded on any real famenefs of the material fub-
ftance, which we are fure varies every day; as little
can it be founded on a fuppofed unknown principle,
which preferves it diftinét from all other. Forhow-
ever philofophers and metaphyficians may form their
notions upon imaginary beings, the common no-
tions of men are founded upon fuch fenfible ap-
pearances, as are liable to vulgar obfervation; and
which, as you fay, common fenfe will always be fuf-
ficient for. And thofe fenfible appearances in the
cafe before us can, Ithink, be no other than this,
that our own bedies, and thofe of other men, have
continued from the firft moment of their exiftence,
or of our acquaintance with them, in the fame or-
ganization of life, without having ever been fhifted
all at once. It is this, which gives them that, which
you call a vulgar famenefs. And in this participa-
tion of the fame continued life it is, not in a vital
union with the foul, as you alledge, that I have placed
the diftinétion of human bodies.

But to that fenfe, in whichyou underftood me, you
anfwer, that tho’ a vital union with the foul makes
a human body, yet it does not make it a buman body
particular to itfelf. To which give me leave to reply,
that if you had not been a little infected with thofe
fooleries of the fchools, which you feem to defpife,
you would not have made an objeétion, founded upon
the fubtile notion of real univerfals, or of one com-
mon buman nature as really exifting ; for had you been
gonvinced of this plain truth, that nothing rcql[lty

exifts

~
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exifts but particulars, or individuals, you would
eafily have feen, that the fo much talked of principium
individuationis is nothing elfe but exiffence itfelf;
every thing, that exifts, being neceffarily particular ta
{#felf. And tho’ all human bodies have many things
in common (befides that, which you obferve of being
pnited to the foul) yet each of them has a particulas
beginning of its exiftence in a determinate time and
place; and fo long as it continues in that organized
#ife, (which depends indeed upon its union with
the foul) it is by its incommunicable relation to that
beginning of its exiftence, difinguifped from all
gthers, This, Sir, is no metaphyfical nicety, but a
plain truth, obvious to common fenfe; and I believe
youwill find, that it is in this alone, that your valgar

* famenefs conlfifts, or on which the vulgar confidera-

tion of identity is founded; for to be preferved dif-
tint from all others, and to be preferved the fame with
itfelf, are but different ways of expreffing one and
the fame thing. ' Bt S
It is you, therefore, that #rifle with me, when you
tell me, that ¢ the particularity and diftinction of
¢ human bodigs depends upon the famenefs of them,
< or that principle of individuation, which diftin-
< guifhes them from all others; and that any fleet-
¢ ing body is the fame, while it is preferved diftin&
<« fromall others.” Which is juft as much, asif
you had faid, that the diftinétion of human bodies
depends upon the diftinétion of them; or that any
fleeting body is the fame, while it is preferved the
fame; An account, that will not much advance our
knowledge in the queftion before us. '
But fince you have not thought fit to acquaint us,
upon what the diftinétion or famenefs of bodies de-
pends, any farther than by telling us, that a human
body is the fame, while it is preferved diftin& from
all others; and that it is preferved diftin& from all
others by virtue of being the fame; nor do you
pretend to know, in what your valgar famenefs con-
, fifts,
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fifts, that is, you know not what is meant by it: we
muft, therefore, either enquire whether, we 70w not
what is moft proper to be applied to the refurrection,
or you mutft allow me to make that enquiry, accord-
ing to the explication I have given (and I believe
no other intelligible one can be given) of the real
ground of what you call a vulgar famenefs, or upon
which the vulgar confideration of identity is founded.
You will, I fuppofe, grant, that when a human
body is rotten,in the grave, diffolved and mouldered .
into dutft, it has then loft its difinézion from all other
bodies, and confequently it can no longer retain that
Jamenefs, which you fay is fufficiently (and I muftadd
is only) known by its preferving any body diftinft from
all others. How then muft it be reftored at the re-
furrection, to that vulgar famenefs, which, with its
diftinétion from other bodies, it muft have inevitably
loft? According to you, a mixture of old and new
particles can alone give it a vulgar famenefs, when
reftored to that famenefs, or to that prinsiple of indi-
viduation, which diftinguifbed it from all others. Bug
what is that famenefs, or that principle of individua-
tion? I do not know, fay you. Itisthen, fay I, (for
it can be nothing elfe but) tbe fame exiftence. But
an organized body, which has once loft its diftinét
exiftence, can never be reftored to the fame indivi-
dual exiftence. Nor can one and the fame thing
have two beginnings of exiftence. Much lefs is it
poffible for any plant, animal, or human body, whofe
life has been difcontinued, and all its parts feparated
and difperfed, to be reftored to the fame continued
life, in which, with its having never fenfibly fhifted
all its parts, confifts the identity of each. Inaword,
it is impoffible for a human body to be reftored at
the refurretion, to any one particular of that, in
which its fuppofed famenefs confifted during its
vital union with the foul here; fo that a vulgar fame-
nefs is fo far from being the moft proper, that it is
g 4 utterly

.



284 Vindieation of the Controverfy concerning

utterly incapable of being at all applied ta the refur-
rection body. '
You muft therefore at laft place the identity of
the refurretion body in fomething elfe, either in its
vital union with the fame foul, independent of any
famenefs of the material {fubftance; or allow it a real
mathematical famenefs; both which you have with
great zeal difcarded. Perhaps you would rather place
it in the original flamina, {uppofed probable by fome
modern philofophers, and that indeed will be fome-
what more intelligible than a body, whitch, you tell
us, will have fuch a [amenefs, as (notwithfianding its

fleeting Jtate) it bad with itfelf bere, from three to

threefcore, according to vulgar notions: A fort of
identity, which, tho’ it has a real foundation during
the continued life of the body here, you will, I doubt
not, find upon examination to be abfolutely incom-
patible to the refurrettion body. :

ST T - FY:

Whetber Mr. Locke and you differ only in
words, and agree in things.

Y OU needed not have wrote a fection to prove,
that your vulgar identity differs from Mr. Locke’s
mathematical identity ; for who ever imagined, that
there wasfany agreement between them ? The words,
which I had quoted from him and you, as agreeing
in fenfe, and which you repeat as directly contrary
to one another, were not brought to fhew, that you
agree in your notions of identity; (for about that
word I own you differ) but that you agreed in your
account of the ffate of the human body, both whilft
living here, and at the refurretion; tho’ you affirm,
and Mr. Locke denies, that fuch a fleeting body is
through all its variations tbe fame; which is plainly
a difpute about the word, and not the thing. But
it is pleafant to obferve, how hardly you are put to it,
to evade any agreement between you and Mr. Locke,

when
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when I had of a fudden, it feems, found out, that
you were perfectly agreed.

To what end, I befeech you, Sir, (unlefs that of
impofing on an unwary reader) do you, after re-
peating your defcription of the varying condition of
the human body, add, ¢ Thofe words; one would
« think, fhould hardly be reconcileable with Mr.

'« Locke’s mathematical identity ?” As if any body

had gone about to reconcile them. In the fame
manner you afterwards tell me, that ¢ You do not
¢« fee what Mr. Locke's words are to the purpofe of
 your agreement, except I can find an agreement
« between your faying, that a body may be the fame
“ by a vulgar famenefs, tho’ it does not for any little
¢« time confift of the fame numerical particles; and
¢« Mr. Locke’s faying, that a man has not the fame
« body at fifty, which he had at five, becaufe it does
¢ not confift of a mathematical famenefs. Which
“ two propofitions feem to you directly to oppofe
¢« and contradit one another.” I grant they do fo,
and with all my fbrewdnefs have not pretended #o
form an agreement between thofe contradittions. You
cannot certainly, Sir, fo far miftake my argument,
as not to fee, that I quoted thefe words from you
both, and thofe, which you afterwards repeat con-
cerning the refurrection body, to thew, that tho’
you contradif one another in the word famenefs; yet
you agree in the nature and compofition of the hu-
man body, both here, and at the refurrection. This
was fo plainly my meaning, that I have good reafon
for afking you, to what other purpofe than that of im-
pofing on a fuperficial reader, you could evade the
argument I urged from your agrecing in things, by
taking a great deal of pains ingenioufly to fhew,
that you contradi¢t one another, about the faniene/s
of the human body; which was the very thing I
was labouring to prove was the only difference be-
tween you, and that therefore the difpute could be
only abou:/rhe\word Jamenefs, fince you were other-

wife
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wife perfeétly agreed in your accounts of the human

You feem to have been fo much at a lofs for matter
to fill up this fection, that you have helped it out with
two cavils very infignificant to our purpofe. The firft
isy < that I, who infift fo much on exprefs words, thould
 riot; in quoting Mr. Locke, have given you other
¢ gpords than his.”> To this I anfwer; that if I infifk
on exprefs words; it is only when the words arc thofe
of the Holy Ghgft; and when exprefs words are the
very matter in queftion. In all other cafes I think it
fufficient, to keep fo ftrictly to the fenfe; that no dif-
pute of that can happen; which you cannot deny;
that I have done here. Your other cavil is, upon a
miftake, it feems, of mine about the occafion of the
words I had quoted from Mr. Locke ; which beingy
no more than the former, of any kind of importance
to the matter in débate, I fhall not trouble the reader
to excufe a flip of my memory: a {mall degree of
your favotir might have let it pafs unnoticed, fince
the orcafion of the words was nothing at all to the
poinit in queftion; the agreement between you and
Mr. Locke; to which we now return. i

After having repeated the words, which I had
quoted from your Sermon, and from Mr, Locke’s
third letter to the Bithop of #orcefter; (which I need
not do here) you at laft confefs to me, that at
« firft fight there does feem to be fome agreement
<« between the fenfe of his words and yours.” But
you afk me, ¢ whether I myfelf can think, that Mr.
“ Locke intended in thefe words, to exprefs fully and
« perfeétly the fame fenfe. with yours, fetting only
<« afide the confideration of famenefs, or identity,
« after | have confidesed with you three things,
¢ which you there propofe to me.

« Firft, that what he fays here is in anfwer to a
¢ particular objetion, concerning the raifing of
¢ men with the fame bodies, as Chriff was raifed

¢ with the fame body : And therefore is only faid
¢ occa-

~
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¢ occafionally, and to avoid the particular force of

% that argument; and his way of exprefling himfelf

-

¢ is doubtful and uncertain, uch a thing ma
< not be, I think no réafon mh%igm.” i

To this I anfwer, that tho’ the paffage I produced,
as agreeing with your notion of the refurreétion body,
was indeed otcafioned by the argument you men-
tion ; yet this part of the anfwer was not peculiarly
adapted to it, but might as well have been urged
upon any other argument, for the neceflity of the '
body’s being raifed with the fame particles ; and re-
lates to all human bodies in general at the refur-
rection.  As to the doubtfulnefs of the expreflion
you cavil at, it is fo far from being ufually taken for
a doubtful or uncertain way of expreffion, that I fcarce
know any manner of fpeaking efteemed more pofi-
tive and abfolute. To fay, that one thinks 7o reafon
can be given againft a thing, is full as ftrong as to fay,
that there is all:manner of reafon for it. “So that
what you have here faid has not the leaft weight
againft Mr. Locke’s intending fully and perfectly to
exprefs your fenfe.

The fecond confideration you propofe to me is,
« that the reafon he gives for his pofition in his laft
“ words in this place, that #hatever matter is vitally
““ united to @ man’s [oul 5 his body, a5 much as is that,
“ which was.united to it when be was born, will hold
* good, if anentire new body were given him at the
¢ refurrettion; and therefore, that the word A:s is
 equivocal, and is capable of being extended far-
“ ther than you can allow in the refurrrection body.

It may perhaps e capable of being far:ber extended,
but it does not follow, that therefore Mr. Locke
defigned to extend it farther; and there is, on the
contrary, great reafon to conclude, that he did not
defign it, becaufe the nature of his argument would
hot admit him fo to do; for he reafons from the con-
ftruction of the body here ; that asduring the whole

courfe of a Wifc, it is tompofed of new parti-
cles
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tles continually added to the old; fo he thinks no
teafon can be given, why new particles, added to the
vemaining old, may not ferve to make his body again
at the refurréction. But to have enforced this argu-
ment by fuch a conclufion; as you fuppofe him to
make, viz. that if an entire ntw body were given a
man at the refurtetion, it would be as much his
body, as that he had when he was born; would have
been very abfurd and quite intonfiftent with his own
reafoning  And therefore there is no ground to
think, that he intended in this’ place to extend the
_ ‘word Ais farther, than you can allow in the refurrec-
tion body.
" The third thing you offer to my confideration is,
t That whatever dgreemerit Mr. Locke’s words may
« feem to have with yours in this place, yet in
« gther places he drops the mixture of new and old
« particles in the refurretion body; and fpeaks of
« the refurretion body as of a new one to be united
« to the foul, which would be as much the body
« of the dead, as the old one would be if raifed.”
This you fay, « I know very well, and may fee in
« the places referred to in the margin'.”’

I have reviewed thofe places very carefully, and
can affure you, Sir, that there is nothing in them
at all to your purpofe. In page 196, upon the

Bifhop’s urging St. Paal’s words, it is Jown in cor-

ription, &c. Mr. Locké manifettly {peaks of the
body of the refurrection, in the fame view and man-
ner, as he fpeaks of it before the refurrection, as not
in a firict philofophical fenfe the very fames affirming
only, that revelation has no where declared any
thing of the fame body in bis Lord/bip’s Jenfe of the
Jaine body, which you know was aftri¢t philofophical
fenfe, confifting of the fame particles, which had
been formerly united to the foul, and o ofber. This
Mr. Locke fays, ¢ appears not to have been then

I 3d Lettet, p. 196, 209, z10.
: ¢ thought
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« thought of.” But here is nothing, that can be
called dropping the mixture of new and old particles,
nor the leaft hint of a body entirely new.

In the other two pages you refer to, there is yet lefs
to your purpofe : P. 209: he fays not one word about
what particles the refurrection body may be made up
9(, whetlier new or old, mixed or unmixed. In an-
fwer to the Bifhop’s argument; That the fame material
fubjftance muft be reunited tothe foul, or elfe it cannot be
called a re_/'urrcé\?ian, but a renovation ; he fays, “,As
« to the propriety of the name, I think it will not
« be much queftioned, thatif the fame man rife, who
« was dead, it may very properly be called the re-
« furrection of the dead ; which is the language of
« the Scripture:” An anfwer no way founded cn
the fuppofition of an entire new body, tor a new body
is certainly not neceflary to tbe railing of the fame
man : But if the fame man rife, this neceflarily im-
plies a body raifed, tho’ not according to the Bifhop’s
ftri¢t notioti, of the very fame particles and no other
than was before united to his foul. A denial there-
fore of the neceflity of that famenefs of the material
fubftance, which his adverfary contended for, is all
that can be fairly made out of this paffage,

_ In page 210, the laft place to which you refer,
in order to make it the more ftrongly appear, that
t!le Bifhop had no grounds to maintain, that the
Scriptures had delivered it as an article of faith, that
the very fame bodies fhall be raifed; he acquaints
hnm., that upon a ftriét fearch he had found, that the
Scripture does not in exprefs terms mention the re-
Jurreition of the body, as he before had taken for
grqqteci that it did; and that therefore in the next
edition, he would change thefe word of his_book

the dead bodies of men fballrife, into thofe of the Scrip:
ture, the dead fhall rife. ¢ Not that Iqucf’cion‘(fays
¢ he) that the dead fhall be raifed with bodies;” (an
expreffion, which it is plain he meant to fignify the *
fame with that he had ufed in his Effay, the dead

Vou. L 7™\ 1 budies
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bodies of men fball rife.) But that in matters of ré
velation, I think it our duty,  as far as any one
« deliversit for revelation, to keep clofe to the words
s of Scripture ; unlefs he will aflume to himfelf the
« authority of one infpired, or make himfelf wifer
« than the Holy Spirit himfelf.” If you had inferred
from this paffage, that Mr. Locke did not believe the

dead were to rife with any bodies at all; there might -

have been fome appearance of a ground for it, tho’
he tells us he makes no queftion of it. But fure there
is nothing here, that has any appearance of intending,
or the leaft intimation of a body entirely new.

None of the places:therefore, which you defire me
to confider; Having any weight againft Mr. Locke’s
intending in the words I quoted trom Him, fully and
perfecly, to exprefs the fame fenfe with yours in
your Sermon; 1 muft {till maintain, that he means
juft as you do, that there is no neceffity, that the
bodies of men at the refurreétion fhould confift of
the fame, or of ne other particles, than thofe they
were compofed of during their lives here ; but that
other new particles mixed with the old might ferve
to make their bpdies then, as well as the mixture of
new and different particles of matter with the old,
did in the compafs of their lives make up their bodies
bere. His reafoning on this point is the fame with
yours, and I fee no ground to think there is any dif-
ference between you, fetting afide the confideration of
Jamenefs 5 which term you do, and he does not, ap-
ply to a body compofed of new and different par=
ticles, united to the remaining old.

I muft therefore be far from allowing, as you ex-

e, ¢ That Mr. Locke’s meaning is, rot only to fet
« afide the belief of the refurrection of the fame
« body, in his own fenfe of fame body 5 but to in-
« troduce alfo a belief, that a new body, united to
¢ the foul at the laft day, may be pro;;crly a refur=
« reQtion body.” On the contrary, I muft affure
you, Sir, that upon the moft impartial exam nation

4
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of his difpute with the Bithop on this fubj

fully convinced; that he had rl:ot fo much gsc ?detﬁmrlx
to Jet afide the belief of the refitrréction of the fmgn:
body; even in the ftriét fenfe of it much lefs /o in-
troduce a belief about a new body; which feems not
to have entered into his thoughts. 1t is very plain
to an .unprejt_ldiced reader, that he had nothirllJ at
heart in all his argumerits, but that the belief ofgthe
refurrection of the very fame body fhould not be
impofed on himfelf or others, as an article of faith
neceflary for every Chriftian to aflent to: And thar
h'e had not the leaft defign of introduting any par-
ticular belief concerning thé materials, of whithth
refurreétion body fhould be made up; but was racj
ther earneft, that every one fhould be left at libert
to think of it; as beft fuited their different apprchen):
fions; it not appearing to him, that the Scriptures
had reftrained that liberty, by determining any thin
clci';rly' anid- }c‘ertainly concerning it. S

ut you have concluded, that he i

troduce this new belief: ¢ For which f:ff%ﬁego;of?r
¢ no doubt it isy that he rejects all farhenefs but h?;
“ own, that which confifts in the fame numerical
o« par:txglcs, the ideal identity 5 and when all fame-
“ nefs is fet afide, but that which never was in na-
“ ture, then of courfe, a new body united to the
« foul, notwithftanding the abfurdity of words
“ muft be the refurreétion of the dead.” Wh oj"
courfe it muft be fo, or why on this account l{dr
Lacke needed to reject all famenefs, biit wha; ou
call bis own, or the ideal identity, 1 confefs 1 can);mt
apprehend. Tho’ he requires to the Jamenefs of a
body the fame numerical particles, yet fince he con-
tends, that the refurrection body may very properl
and very probably confift of the o/d rc:maininop ar):
ticles, with fome new ones added to them, this fan-
not of courfe introduce an entire new bc:dy- for [
fuppofe you will allow, that if fuch a body’ with
amixture of old and new particles (which is your

/\ T 2 own
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own notion of the refurreftion body) be united to .

the foul at the laft day, that may without abfurdity
be called the refurretiion of the dead, tho® Mr. Locke
‘and all the world fhould deny the famenefs- of fuch
a body. Befides, fuppofing, that there is no fuch
thing in nature mow as a body, that continues to
have for any little time a real mathematical iden-
tity, it does not follow, that a new body muft be
united to the foul at the refurreétion, tho’ all other
famenefs were fet afide ; for if there is fuch a thing
in nature as a body, confifting of a certain deter-
minate number of particles in fome one point of
time, fuppofe the point of death; what hinders, but
that the very fame numerical particles miay be again
united to the foul at the laft day, and fo continue
unchanged, and without fucceffion to all eternity ?
For the nature of human bodies bere does not de-
termine their nature after the refurrettion. So that
he needed not on this account, to have fet afide all
famenefs; but that, which you fay, #ever was in na-
ture, [ince whatever the famenefs of human bodies
confifts in bere, they may have a real mathematical
identity at the refurreftion. Nor will his notion of
identity any better ferve to introduce a belief, that
a new body may be united to the foul at the laft day,
nay much lefs than your vulgar famencefs, which would
rather of courfe introduce a new body, fince it is im-

* poffible, as I have fhewn, that the human body can
have a vulgar famenefs at the refurrection.

All, therefere, thatyou have here laid to Mr. Locke’s
charge, being without foundation; I need not go
about to prove, that the fenfe of your words runs equal
40 it all, to fhew an agreement betwixt you; fince to
avoid that agreement, you have run his words far
beyond his meaning.

However, to make fome amends for not owning
an agreement with him, where there is no difference,
you have all on a fudden found out, that you have
no conteft with him, where there is a real difference.

¢« Strictly

the Refurretion of the fame body. .293

« Strictly £peaking, @y. you, 1 have no conteft with
« Mr. Locke, about the famenefs of bodies: I dif-
« fer from him without difputing with him, and
« eftablith a famenefs, which I think proper to the
« fenfe of Scripture, without offering any thing to
¢ deftroy his. And therefore if any thing falls from
« Mr. Locke, which feems fometimes to you to
“ agree with my fenfe of fame body, you cught not
¢ toimagine, that I have any conteft with him about
« famenefs, but that force of truth campelled him
“ now and then to fay the fame as I do, tho’ he

“ would acknowledge no identity but his own.”
What you here mean about Mr. Locke’s feeming
fometimes to agree with your fenfe of Jame body, 2nd
of your having no contcf¥ with him about famenefs,
I profefs, I do not apprehend. He agrees with you,
as [ have often faid, not in your fenfe of fame body,
but in your fenfe of the refurrestion body. And 1
have indeed all along imagined, that both in your
Sermon, and in this defence, you have not only
differed from, but very much contefted with, him
about the famencfs of bodies. 1 did really imagine,
that when you faid you could &y 7o means agree to
Mr. Locke’s notion of the identity of the refurretion
body, you really defigned to contend againft himn,
that it is not neceffary to the identity of the refur-
re€tion body, that it confift of the fame numerical
particles, I did likewife imagine, that you offered
as much as you could te deftroy his notion of the
identity of body, when you fo frequently fpeak of
It, 25 no where exifting but in idea, calling it 4is
own, the ideal identity, faying, that it mever wes in
nature, &c. But it feems I ought not to imagine any
thing of all this; the great difpleafure you have
fhewn againft Mr. Focke’s mathematical identity,
fmd. all the hard words you have given him upon it,
15, it feems, only differing from; you have at laft no
¢onteft with him about famenefs. * Which 1 believe

your readers will find it very difficult to imagine.
T3 However



294 Vindication of the Controverfy concerning

However, if you do not contend, you go onin
afferting, ¢ That while he acknowledges no fame.
¢ nefs of bodies but his own, and thereby leaves
‘¢ not only room to fuppofe, but many clear inti.
¢ mations, that the dead may be raifed with new
*¢ bodies, which are neither the fame in his own,
“¢ nor in any other fenfe, this is not a difpute merely
¢¢ about words, as I haughtily think : an article of
¢ faith is concerned in it.”

With all fubmiffion, Sir, whatever is concerned
in it, I bumbly conceive Mr. Locke is not, for he has
no where faid, that the dead /ball, or that they pro-
bably may, be raifed with entirely new bodies : and if
this is not a difpute about words, it is about fuppofes
and conjectures of intimations, which might never be
intended. The ftrongeft intimation you can poffibly
alledge from Mr. Locke, amounts to nothing more,
than that it is not ab/olutely neceffary to the raifing of
the fame perfon, or the fame man, that the very
Jame body fhould be raifed; by which he always
means .thc fame numerical particles, And let any
impartial reader judge (for I muft now appeal from
you) whether this is a fufficient ground for you ¢ tp
¢ declare, that this managemeént of Mr. Locke's
~¢¢ tends to fubvert the faith, and is a fly and arti-
* ficial denial of the article of the refurreétion.
¢ And fuch a denial you think deferves all the ex-
¢ clamations you have beftowed upon it.” '

* Exclaim as much as you pleafe, Sir, againft a de-
nial of the article of the refurreftion. But when a

man conftantly maintains the doctrine of the refur-
rection to be a neceflary article of faith, which you
know Mr Locke does, and only denies fome parti-
cular circumftance of it to be fo, fuch exclamations
upon'it are rafh and injurious: And from you I in-
deed thought them the more unjuftifiable, becaufe
you ycurfelf fo zealoufly contend, that the refur-
rection of the fame numerical particles is not an ar-
ticle of faith, ~ But I beg your pardon for the imper-

: tinence,

~
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Jinence, as you civilly call it; and perhaps it was a
little impertinent, to put you in mind of fo plain a
truth, as that you as much deny the refurrection of
the fame body, in Mr. Locké’s fenfe of fame body,
even as he does; fince it was fuch a truth, as yeou
had no reafon to defire fhould be taken notice of on
this occafion. ‘

But to avoid the reproach of fo palpable an ine
juftice, as exclaiming againft a man, for what yourfelt
no lefs affirm than he, you tell me, ¢ It is grofs
« prevarication to fay, that Mr. Licke, by denying
¢ the refurrection of the fame body, means only to
s deny, that the body fhall be raifed with the fame
« numerical particles: For he fometimes means,
« that the dead fhall be raifed by having their fouls
<« united to new bodies, and therefore in no fenfe
« the fame with the old. And this, yo again Jay,
«« I know well enough.” .

I know the contrary fo well, Sir, that if I would
ufe the fame freedom of language that-you do,
1 thould tell you, that, notwithftanding your fre-
quent repetition of this charge, itis a grofs falthood.
Nor is it any prevarication to fay, as I have often
done, that Mr. Locke does not mean /o much as todeny,
that the body fhall be raifed with the fame numerical
particles: he &y no means denies the truth of this,
tho’ he thinks it not fo plainly revealed, as to be an
article of faith. Neither does he at any time fay or
mean, that the dead /ball be raifed by baving their fouls
united to new bodies, or intimate the leaft inclination
to believe, that they fhall be fo raifed. For which
I appeal to every unprejudiced and judicious reader,
who attends to the occafion, ufe, and obvious defign
of all that Mr. Locke fays on this fubject, through-
out that controverfy betwixt him and the Bifhop;
having already fhewn, that the particular places you
refer to, are nothing at all to that purpofe: Norisany
thing you have faid in this fection, any more to the

T -4 purpofe,
at
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purpofe, of thewing that your differerice with My,
Locke is not merely about words,

S ECT:. V, ;
Dr. Holdfworth’s identity different Jrom the
Biflop of Worcefter’s,

) I had obferved, that the dorine of the refurrec-
tion of the fame body was maintained in fuch dif-
ferent fenfes, by the feveral affertors of it, that I was
at alofs to know, in which of the fenfes\it is an article
of faith; and urged, that if Mr. Locke had owned it
in your fenfe of fame body, he could not have pafied
for orthodox with the Bithop of Worcefter. Towhich
you anfwer, ¢ that you think this is beyond my
¢¢ {kill to be fure of, For how can I tell, whether the
*¢ Bithop might not have approved of an opinion fo
#¢ natural, €&¢.” Really, Sir, I pretend not to tell how
fuccefsful you might have been in bringing the Bi-
fhop over to your notion; but this I am fure of, that
fo long as he continyed in the opinion he was of,
when he engaged in that controverfy, Mr. Locke
could not have paflfed for orthodox with him, by
owning your, faith; for he very zealoufly maintained,
that the refurrection body muft be compofed of o
other particles, than what had been formerly united
to the fopl; and pretends to prove it too from Scrip-
ture. It was, as you know, in oppofition to this,
that My. Locke ™ propofed the-very fame notion with
yours (tho’ not under the term fame body) as moft
agreeable to reafon, and the conftitution of the body
kere, and not inconfiftent with Scripture. How this
relithed with the Bifhop, I confefs, I cannot tell,
becaufe he never anfwered that letter. But it is fuf-
ficient for my purpofe, that he did, at that time, infift
en 2 different fenfe from yours.

But you fay, ¢ Tho’ the Bithop, does infift, that
¢ the body fhall be reftored out of tilc fame particles,

= 3d Letter,
¢ which
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+¢ which have been formerly united to the foul and
< no other; yet a body fo reftored cannot be called
<« mathematically and precifely the fame with that
¢ which lived, that is, in Mr. Locke’s fenfe of fame-
« nefs; but in your fenfe, a vulgar and unphilofo-
¢ phical it may; and therefore if Mr. Locke had
¢ been of the faith, which you deferd, the Bifhop
s« and he had not been fo far afundér as I imagine.”

In my apprehenfion, Sir, a body confifting of the
fame particles, which had been at fome one time,
united to the foul, and no other, is the fame body
with that, which then lived, in the ftricteft fenfe pof-
fible. But fuppofing the Bifhop’s refurreétion body
could not be called, mathematically and precifely,

N

~

~ the fame with that, which lived; this would make

no other agreement betwixt him, and you, but only
awerbal one, an agreement in calling a body thbe fame,
which has not a mathematical famenefs ; but none at
all in your notions of the refurreition body; unlefs
to have fome other particles mixed with the old, and
to have no other particles mixed with them, be one
and the fame notion. It is moft certain, that if Mr.
Locke had owned the refurrection of the faine body in
your fenfe, the Bifthop and he would have been
agreed in terms, asno doubt all the affertors of that
dottrine are, whether by the term fame body they
mean a mathematical famenefs, a vulgar famenefs,
or what other kind of famenefs you will pleafe to
call the Bifhop’s. But this agreement in the ferm
does not hinder them from being as far afunder in
their fenfe, as 1 have pot only #magined, but muft
maintain they are.

S E €T "VE
The Doctor’s identity different from the ideas of
identity commonly received. :

1 had farther urged, that if Mr. Lockehad owned
the refurrection of the fame body in your fenfe, his

- faith
2aN
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faith would leaft of all have ftood approved to thof
well-meaning men, whofe learning, and labours in ex-
plaining the difficulties of the refurrection, you had in
your Sermon taxed with impertinence ; who had raifed
the duft you there complain of, by endeavouring ta
bring together, all the fcattered particles, that had
ever, in the whole compafs of a man’s life, been united
to his foul. By the way, Sir, it feems either you or
1 very ill underftand raillery, that the defign of mine
could be fo much miftaken. I do, I affure you, very
ferioufly commend the fincerity and integrity of thofe
good people; and all the little innocent raillery there
intended was upon the ingenuity of fome latter ex-
plainers, who, whilft they profefs to believe the re-
furreétion of the fame body, explain the famenefs of
it quite away ; which thofe we/-meaning men did not
think themfelves at liberty to do. But you tell me,
¢ That a dottrine fo agreeable as yours to their own
“ explanations of the refurrettion, and which only
¢ differs from theirs, by being more exprefs and
¢ clear, could not but have been very acceptable ta
¢ them.” I will not difpute with you, Sir, how fuc-
cefsful you might have proved in bringing all the
world over to your notion, if you could have pro-
pofed it to our forefathers: but it muft be a ftronger
charm than that, by which you fuppofe me bound over
body and foul to Mr. Locke, that can make me imagine
your fenfe of the refurrection body a¢ all agreeabi
to the explanations of thofe learned men we have
been fpeaking of; or that it only differs from theirs
by being more exprefs : for as matters appear to me
without a charm, theirs is more exprefs than yours,
and differs from it as much as the whole does from a
art.

Nor can all your rbetorick perfuade me, that the
three diftiné&t fenfes I mentioned are really but one;
or ¢ that the Bithop of Worcefler, and all other
< learned men and catholic Chrifftians, have as well
€ as you, ever agreed, that the refurreétion body is

¢ the
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#< the fame; #ot by having the fame precife number
s« of particles, but by fuch an identity of parts and
¢ particles, as is fufficient to denominate it the fame
“ now, in the common opinion of men.” Surely,
Sir, the labours of thofe learned men you cenfured,
in explaining the difficulties of the refurrelfion in
their fenfe of it, as well as the whole tenor of the
Bifhop’s arguments, plainly fhew, that they thought
the refurreftion body could be no otherwife the
fame, than by baving all the fame precife particles, or
o other, than what had been at fome one time united
to the foul : whereas you inform us, that there is no
neceflity of al/ or of o other particles to make the
fame body; which is allowed to be an eafier way of
explaining it. But that all thofe other learned men
agree with you in this fenfe, requires (if not an un-
common affurance to affirm) a larger fhare of com-
plaifance to grant, than I can at prefent command.
For without being bound over to Mr. Locke, as you
{peak, by any other charm than that™of common
fgrfifc, and plain reafon, I cannot for my life but
imagine, that all the particles, and nof a/l the particles,
and that no otber particles, and fome other particles,
are diftinét and even consrary fenfes; and that the
Bifhop and thofe other learned men and catholic
Chriftians were far enough from agreeing in your
fenfe, a fenfe, which they fo exprefsly difown.
And therefore I had reafon to fay, that if we are
.t liberty to underftand the refurreétion of the fame
body in any of the forementioned fenfes, or not to
determine about either of them, it is plainly the
word, and not the thing, that is made an article of
faith. Nor am I athamed of the logic, by which I
infer from thence, that if another fhould enlarge the
meaning of the term fame body beyond what you
have done, and maintain, it is not neceffary to the
famenefs of the refurreétion body, that it fhould con-
fift of any of the fame particles, that belonged to
the old body ;- but that whatever particles fhall then
) be
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be vitally united to the foul, will make it as much
the fame, as the body of a man at threefcore is the
fame with that, which he had when he was born, when
perhaps it has not any of the fame particles; fuch a
one, I fay, muft be allowed a very good believer of
your article of faith. A confequence, which I drew,
not from your having enlarged the meaning of the term
fame body (as you reprefent it, to make yourfelf
merry with the argument) but from the ftvefs being
laid upon that ferm, in whatever fenfe it is underftood,
or whether in any determinate fenfe at all; fo that it
feems fufficient, if a man will but acknowledge the
refurrection of the fame body, whatever he means, ot
whether he means any thing by it, or not,

S'E €T VL

His identity of no advantage in oppofition to
Mr. Locke.

I do indeed, Sir, grant, that your way of ex-
plaining the famenefs of the refurrection body does
deliver us from many difficuties raifed about it; and
will further aflure you, that I have no objection
againit your account of the refurrection body ; tho’
I can neither allow you, that all other learned men
bave ever agreed in your notion of it; nor that your
refurrection body will bave fuch 4 Jamenefs, as men
attribute to their bodses bere; nor that the refurrection
of the fame body is an article of faith: For I may
believe your fenfe of the refurrection to be true, nay
and to be an article of faith too, without acknow-
ledging any one of thofe propofitions.

But haw favourable foever I am inclined to be to
your {cheme of the refurre@ion, I am never a whit
the nearer'finding out how it delivers us from M.
Locke’s feheme (as you call it) more than any other
way of explaining it would do. I wifh however
you had better cleared your confeience of what I had

Jadly laid upon it, than by repeating the injurious
charge

-
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charge of fecret infidelity, upon an ill-founded fuf-
picion from falfe allegations.

Mr. Locke’s feepticifin (which your way of ex-
plaining, was to deliver us from) I had faid went no
further, than not pretending to determine of what
particles the refurrection body fhall be compofed 3
and being founded on the filence of Scripture, as to
that point, I did not, nor do I yet fee, how your
way, or any way of explaining the famenefs of the
refurrection body, can deliver us from it. To this
you anfwer by repeating theold charge,  That Mr,
¢ Lacke’s {cepticifm, or uncertainty of opinion, is
« manifeft, not becaufe he does not determine of
¢ what particles, &Fc. but becaufe he fpeaks of the
¢ refurrection in fuch general words, as if men were
“ to be raifed from the dead, without having any
¢ body raifed. Or, asif a new body given were
“ a body raifed. Or, that if the fame perfons ap+
¢ pear before the judgment-feat of Chriff, to anfwer
¢ for what they have done in their bodies, this would
“ be as properly a refurrection, as if the dead were
‘¢ raifed in their old bodies; tho’; according to him,
“ men are perfons only by their fouls. This, yo
“ Jay, is Mr. Locke’s {cepticiim, concerning the re-
¢ furrection ;"and you defire any impartial Chriftion
¢ to judge, whether a man, who fpeaks fo loofely
¢ and uncertainly of this article of faith, may not
¢ be juftly fufpected really not to believe it at all,
¢ orto be a fecret infidel in this refpect. _

But what would any impartial Chriftian judge, if
he fhould find, that the facts, upon which you would
ground this fufpicion of fecret infidelity, are all mif-
taken, or entirely mifreprefented? And this is really
the cafe. Two of the places you ™ quote for this
loofe, and uncertain way of fpeaking, are the fame,
to which you before referred, to thew, that Mr. Locke
fpeaks of the refurrection body as of a new one, and

-
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which I have made appear were nothing to that pur-
pofe; and the other, which you ° quote here, I muft
now tell you, is to aquite contrary purpofe. He is

there detending his idea of perfonal identity, from -

being inconfiftent with the refurrection of the fame

Y> and is fo far from infinvating, That if the
Jame perfons appear before the Judgment-feat of Chrift,
it would be as proper a refurrettion, as if the dead were
raifed in their old bodies, that he ufes thofe words
of Scripture, which you have taken from . thence
to thew, that if the Bithop had drawn a right con-
fequence from fome fuppofed words of his Effay,
he had not only faid nothing againft the refurreltion
of the fame body, but had faid more for it than his
Lordfhip. It is indeed an argument only upon a
miftake of the Bithop’s. But it would have been
quite inconfiftent with his purpofe, there to have
fpoke (nor does he any were elfe fpeak) as if the
dead were to be raifed without baving any body raifeds;
or as if the appearance of the fame perfons at the judg-
ment-Jeat of Chrift would be properly a refurreétion.
He fays indeed in one of the places you refer tos
that, If the [ame man rife who was dead, it may very
properly be called the refurrestion of the dead. But,
whatever per/ons are, men, according to him, are not
men only by their fouls : the refurreétion of the fame
man muft with him neceffarily imply a body raifed.
In fhort, Sir, he no where fpeaks with the leaft un-
certainty of any thing, but of what precife particles
the refurrection body will be compofed; nor has
given any manner of ground to fu/pedt, that he did
not fincerely and fully believe the article of the re-
furreftion. And for this I could venture to appeal,
not only to any impartial Chriftian, who has read
Mr. Locke, with an attention to his view and aim
in the matter he was handling; but even to any
one a degree lefs partial, or prejudiced, than Dr.

* P. 205,

Holdfworth.
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Holdfworth. He perhaps does not fee the delufion
of culling out fome particular fentences of an au-
thor, without any regard to the fcope and defign
of the argument he is upon; or the unfairnefs of
quoting them to a quite different purpofe, which
may give them the appearance of a fenfe; even con-
trary to that, which they bear in the place, where
they ftand. Prejudiced people always fee things
ina wrong light.

But fuppofing Mr. Locke to have fpoke ever fo
liofely and uncertainly of the refurrection of the body,
Icannot ftill find out, how your way of explaining
the famenefs of it, can deliver us from this [ceptici[m.
« How? ¢ry you, 1 defy even yourfelf to fay, thata
« man will be left under thefe uncertainties, doubts,
% and fufpicions, who receives the faith of the re-
“ furrection of the fame body, as it is now by me
% ftated.” Far be it from me, Sir, to fay, that a
man, who firmly believes the refurretion of the fame
body, as you have ftated it, will be left in any doubts
about it. But I fuppofe this is not a privilege pe-
culiar to your way of explaining the famenefs of the
refurretion body. Will not thofe, whorecerve that
Jaith under any other notion of it, who believe, thag
their bodies fhall be raifed with 4/ the particles they
ever had, or with #0 ather than they at fome one time
confifted of here, be equally fecure from doubts and
uncertainties about it? And pray what advantage will
cither of them have of thofe, who believing fted-
faftly, that they themfelves, the very fame men,
fhall be raifed from the dead at the. laft day, are
fatisfied with that, which the Scriptures have plainly
revealed, thinking it of no importance more pre-
Cifely to determine, with what bodies they fhall come 3
If revelation has not delivered us from this [cepticifm,
it feems no great matter, whether we are delivered
from it, or not.

The fecond thing, which your way of explaining

= the refurretion body was to deliver us from, you

~ called
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called Mr. Locke’s confounding identity and perfonality;

' which I, not underftanding, could fay nothing to;

for it was not eafy to guefs your meaning to be, as
you have now explained it : “The mifchievous con-
< fequences, and confufions, of his applying his
_ « philofophical ideas of identity, and perfonality,
< to the refurretion. For thereby, you fay, he en-
« deavours to prove, not enly that the refurrection
s of the fame body is impofiible to be maintained,
<« but alfo, that the refurretion of perfons, thatis
« the appearance of fouls, at the tribunal of Clrif,
e in another life, is fufficient. And from thefe con-
« fequences, and confufions, the belief of the refur-
¢ reétion of the fame body, in yours and the com-
¢ mon fenfe of mankind, fets us clear.”

No doubt, Sir; and fo will the belief of it do,
in any other fenfe. There is no occafion for your
affiftance to deliver us from diforders, which never
had a being, however you come to dream of them.
For that Mr. Locke did ever make the leaft attempt
to prove, ecither that the refurrection of the fame
body is impoffible to be maintained; or that the ap-
pearance of fouls, at the tribunal of Chrift, is fuff-
cient 3 is, 1 am fure, impoffible for you to prove; nor
have you any ground for the affertion. So far is he
from any fuch endeaveur, that on feveral occafions
he profefles, as has been before obferved, ¢ That
« he by no medns denies the refurrection of the
<« fame body; that God may, if he pleafes, give to
« every one, at the laft day, a body confifting of the
« fame particles, which were formerly united to his
« foul. That he queftions not, that the dead fhall
<« be raifed with bodies.” And inhis Effzy, «¢ Thus
¢« we may conceive the fame perfon at the refurrec-
<« tion, tho’ /# a body [he does not fay, without @

“ pody] not exattly in parts, or make, the fame.”

I give you here his own words. But I defy you to
to produce any one paffage, where he afferts, orin-
finvates, much lefs endeavours to prove, that the

refurretlion
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refurretiion of the [ame body is impoffible to be main
tained 5 or that the appearance of fouls at the tribunal
of Chrift is fufficient. So that there is no need of your
explanation to fez us clear from confequences, and
confufions, with which we were never incumbered.

The laft thing we were to be cleared from, is,
Mr. Locke’s unknown refurrettion of perfons: An
expreflion I did not remember he had ufed. But
you now quote a page in his third letter to the Bi-
fhop, where he feveral times fays, that the fame
perfons. fball be raifed, tho' it feems, as you fay,
“ it efcaped my diligent fearch. Now this new
“ language, you tell me, would be ftrange in any
« man : but out of Mr. Locke’s mouth, who would
“ not allow any doctrine to be revealed in Scrip-
“ ture, that is not there in exprefs words, it would
“ be very unaccountable, if it were not plain, that
“ he had a turn to ferve by it, which was to fet
e ;I;gc the belief of the refurretion of the fame
(13 y.”

I affure yau, Sir, with the moft diligent fearch I
am capable of, I fhould never have been able to
find any new or firange language in that page ; nor
could in the leaft have fufpected, that the refurrection
of the fame body was intended 70 be fer afide, or
any other furn 1o be ferved by ity and therefore did
not particularly advert to that expreffion. But
certainly, Sir, this page, upon a cooler review, muft
make you afhamed of having quoted an author,
with fo little regard to his meaning, or to the fub-
Jeét and argument he is upon. It is page 205, the
fame, which you referred to juft before, and which,
as I told you on that occafion, is to a quite con-
trary purpofe to that, for which you have cited ir,
or would here deduce from it. The fubje&t he

was upon, being to defend his idea of perfonal -

identity, from having any thing in it inconfiftent
with the refurre@ion of the fame body, he could

not avoid fpeaking of tbe fame perfons being raifed,
U
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without any intention of introducing a new lap-
guage. How abfurd is it to fuppofe he ufes that
expreffion to ferve the furn by it you pretend, of
fetting afide the belief of the refurrection of the
fame body, when he was labouring to prove, that
there was nothing in his notions contrary to that
dottrine? nay, when it is plain he ufes the expref-
fion only to fhew, that, according to the Bifhop’s
own account of his fenfe, he was fo far from having
faid any thing inconfiftent with the refurretion of
the fame body, that he had proved it to a demon-
{tration : for (as the Bifhop underftood him) if the
fame perfons are raifed, they muft have zbe fame
bodies ; upon which ‘he adds, and there can be no-
thing plainer, than that in the Scripture it is re-
wealed, that the fame perfons [ball be raifed. This,
you fee, is not faid, to fet afide the belief of the
refurrection of the fame body, but for an argument
to his adverfary, that he had really proved it.

Why this fhould be thought firange language in -

any man, 1 confefs T do not fee. As to Mr. Locke,
he was indeed fcrupulous of delivering any thing
for Scripture, which was not there in exprefs words:
but I dare anfwer for him, he would not have de-
nied any doétrine to be revealed in Scripture, which
could be as plainly deduced from it as this, that
the fame perfons [ball be raifed. Nor can this be
ftrange language to any man, who reads there,
that we must all appear before the judgment-feat
of Chrift, that every ome may receive the things
dene in bis body, &c. or, who repeats in his
creed, that all men fball_rife again with their
bodies, and fball give account for their own works.
For I fuppofe no one queftions, that thofe men
who are to rife, and we, who are to appear be-
fore the judgment of Chrift, are perfons ; or, that
thofe, who are to give an account of their own

works, and to receive according to what they
: have
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have done in their bodies, muft be the fame perfo
who did thofe works ; for they are e{pref.ﬁyfd’;f
ftinguithed from their bodies. How then thould
it be ffrange for any man to exprefs in words, what
every one muft underftand, when he reads thofe
paffages ? Or rather, is it not the fame thing to
fay, that all men fhall rife again, which is the lan-
guage of the creed, and that all per/ons fhall rife
again? For men and perfons in common ufe, and
Scripture language, are fynonymous terms. '

I beg you, therefore, Sir, to compound with Mr.
Lscke upon this article ; and fince they are not in-
confiftent, nor any way tend to exclude each other
if you' will not endeavour to deliver us from bis
refurretion of perfons, 1 will give you my word, no
attempt fhall be made by it, to fer afide the refur-
rection of your [ame body.

CH AP Vs

Concerning the paflages of Scripture produced b
Dr. Holdfworth, for the refurrection of tbye
fame body.

S ECT. L

IHad faid in my letter, that it feemed a fuffi-
cient indication, that the Scripture had declared
nothing particular about the doétrine of the refur-
rection of the fame body, that the affertors of it
ha\(e underftood the words in different fenfes. By
which, you fuppofe, Imean the words of Scripture ;
upon which yot tell me, ¢ that it is my misfortune
“ to be miftaken, when I fay, that I had fhewed this.”
It would have been an unlucky miftake, indeed, Sir,.
to have imagined I had thewn a thing, which I
had not fo much as attempted to fhew.. But why
would you fuppci‘e&eant the words of Scripture?

U2 Was
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‘Was not the words fame body a more obvious fenfe,
- though I did not repeat them ? fince I had juft be-
fore been fhewing, that the words fame body were
underftood in different fenfes, but had not pre-
tended to fhew any fuch thing about the words of
Scripture. So that the miftake happens to fall on
your fide ; and whilft you are needlefsly declaim-
ing about interpreters, who believe the fame doc-
trines, though they differ very often in explaining
the words, which contain them ; you have left my
objection in full force; for it is the do&rine itfelf
being differently explained, and not the words of
- Scripture that contain it, upon which my argument
is founded.

For this reafon, and becaufe there is little real
difference between Mr. Locke’s meaning and yours,
though you prefume you bave made this appear to be
another great miftake in me; 1 told you, the con-
teft appeared to be of very little importance.
Whether it is you or I, that are miftaken in this
matter, muft appear by the agreement, which ? I
fhewed there was between Mr. Locke’s words and
yours, and the little force there is in all ? you
have offered to take off from the reality of that
agreement.

« However, you thank me, that I fay now, I
¢« thould not think it neceffary to go along with
“ you any farther, if it were not in defence of my
« great man: forat firft I talked that love of
¢¢ truth, and concern for the interefts of religion,
¢« engaged me to write; but now thefe are little

< reputation of Mr. Locke.” No fuch matter, Sir;
nor do I there contradi¢t what I had at firft faid ; a
concern for truth and religion are ftill my motives
to defend that #ruly great man. The lefs impor-
tance any controverted doétrine is of, or if the dif-

? Inmy Letter, p. 34. 9 Reply, ch. iv, fe&, iv.
pute

¢ things in comparifon of my defire to fupport the
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pute is merely about words, as I have fhewed yours
with Mr. Locke to be; the more truth and religion
fuffer by impofing it as an article of faith; and
charging any one with want of truth and modefty
for nor finding in Scripture, what is not particu-
larly and plainly delivered there. 1 acquit you,
therefore, of your fhanks, and go along with you
on account of this injurious treatment of Mr. Locke,
with the fame view, with which I at firft profefied
to engage in his defence; and fo much the rather,
as the matter itfglf in conteft between you, and up-
on which you fo feverely exclaim againft him, ap-
pears of the lefs importance; becaufe the injury
done to truth and religion through him is for that
very reafon the greater, by making it berefy to
fpeak doubtfully of doubtful things; or to be un-
determined about fome circumftantials of a dotrine
not clearly revealed in Scripture; or not to per-
ceive it to be delivered in a text, which may with-
out violence bear a quite different fenfe.

Nothing more remains to be taken motice of
in this fection, but what you fay concerning your
not being obliged by the rule you had given in
your Sermon, to confine yourfelf in" fpeaking of
the doctrine of - the refurretion to the very words
and expreflions of Scripture: ¢ Nay, fay you, ex-
“ cept my words differ from thofe of the Scrip-

ture, how can it be poflible for me to explain

the fenfe of them? Since where words are of

general or uncertain meaning, it is impoffible,

that the repetition of them, as they ftand, fhould
‘ explain them.”

Very true, Sir, and where the words of Scripture
want to be explained, words of the fame import, that
are plainer and better underftood, if fuch can be
found, may be ufeful to explain the true fenfe of.
them. But to give words of a general or uncertain
meaning, a particular and determinate fenfe, is not
to explain, but to enlarge the Scripture. If ‘in
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this doctrine of the refurrection, as it is ¢ entirely
<« matter of faith and revelation, the words and ex-
« preffions of Scripture are, as you fay, to direct and
<« govern ours;” then our expreffions ought t6 be ge-
neral, as thofe of Scripture are: at leaft, if we ex-
prefs a more particular fenfe, it ought not to be deli-
vered as the revelation itfelf, but as the opinionsand
conjeturesof men concerningit. And youwould cer-
tainly have better obferved your own rule, if you
had kept within that generality, or not, impofed
your fenfe as a doétrine of faith, though fome paf-
fages of Scripture fhould, as you exprefs it, /ead
us to think, that the fame bodies thall rife again;
which I now proceed with you to examine,

S:E.C.T. IL

Reply to the defence of the application of the
Sfirft text, produced in the Sermon for the
refurrection of the fame body. Rom. viii,

I do indeed, Sir, as you obferve, think it very
bard, and with.great reafon, that Mr. Locke thould
be charged with want of truth and modefty, for
faying, that there is no fuch expreffion in Scri-
pture, as the refurrettion of the body, where the
general refurreftion at the last day is [poken of,
unlefs you had produced a text, where thofe very
words are ufed, and the general refurrection unde-
niably fpoken of. <« Why fo? fay you. Was it
¢ not the body, which was the fubjeét of difpute ?
<« And is it not faid here, that the bodies fhall be
« quickened? A word of the fame import as
¢ raifed,—it is the very fame fenfe, and that is as
« bad for you as the fame words.” Quite other-
wife, Sir ; the fubject of difpute was not the body,
but that exprefion concerning it; and quickened
may not be of the' fame import with raifed, here,
‘where the general refurreétion is not certainly fpoken

. of,
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of, which you know is at leaft a matter of deBate.
I ap})rehend well enough, that in fome cafes, where
the fenfe is the fame, it is no great matter, whether
the words are fo or not: but in the cafe before us,
the very words were chiefly to be attended to ; be-
caufe Mr. Locke was not contending, that the re-
furre@ion of the body s not to be found in Scripture,
as you would have it thought ; but only that the
expreffions concerning it were not fuch, as could
make us think, that the holy fpirit intended to de-
liver it as an article of faith, that the very fanie
fhall be raifed, To which end alone he obferves,
that the refurretion of the fame body is not men-
tioned in Scripture ; and what is remarkable in
the cafe, fays he, there is no fuck expreflion, as
the refurreftion of the body.” The remark is
of that particylar expreffion; and why you change
the phrafe, both in your Sermon, and in the De-
fence (even where you pretend to repeat the words,
as cited by me) you beft know ; but in both places,
inftead of there 15 no fuch expreffion, you lave put,
the refurretion of the body is not mentioned in
Scripture ; which perhaps better ferved your turn,
in producing texts, as if contrary to what he had
faid, though that expreffion was not in them, of
which alone he affirmed, that it was not in the
S?ripturc, where the general refurrection is fpoken
of.

Befides producing a text with that very expref-
fion, I required likewife, that it fhould be where
the general refurretion is undeniably, by which I
meant fo certainly or plainly fpoken of, that no fin-
cere and intelligent Chritian could from the text
itlelf, or the defign and fcope of the author, have
any probable grounds to deny that fenfe, or to un-

derftand it in apy other. And it was not wnrea-

Jomable, much lefs ridiculous to require this; for
nothing fhort of this can fupport the charge of
grofs and barefeced falfbood, as you now exprefs

~ U4 yourfelf,
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yourfelf. Nay I muft farther fay, that (if it was
-not ridiculous) it was very unfair in you, to urgea
text in juftification of that charge, which youknew
Mr. Locke had offered feveral reafons to prove, is
not to be underftood of the refurreétion at the laft
day.

But ¢ when we deny that fenfe of the text, you
¢ tell me, we are able to give it no other mean-
¢ ing than a figurative ; and therefore (whatever I
¢ may think) you do Mr, Locke no injuftice in
¢ faying, that he does violence to the words, fince
¢ a figured fenfe of the words is manifeft violence,
¢« where the firft and fimple fenfe will ftand good,
¢ and the fecondary is not neceffary or required.”

By your leave, Sir, a figurative fenfe of the words
is not manifest violence, when fuch probable rea-
fons are given for that fenfe, taken from the de-
fign of the author, or arifing from the text itfelf, as
may fatisfy the judgment of a fincere enquirer.
And fuch reafons I told you in my letter, and
you know very well, Mr. Locke has given, why
that paffage of St. Paul is not to be underftood of
the refurre€tion at the laft day, but of quickening
our mortal bodies bere, {o as to make them affiftant
to a life of righteoufnefs. And this fhould have
been fufficient to fecure him againft that injurious
charge of having, without regard to truth or modefty,
violently thrown the words into a figurative fenfe,
even though the fenfe, in which you underftand
them, fhould be the right; for a man may have a
fincere regard to 7ruth, who upon probable grounds
miftakes it. And therefore fo grofs an imputation
will ftill be unjuft, though it fhould appear, that
the firt and fimple fenfe of that paffage will fand
good.  Your proofs of which, firft in general, and
Jecondly more particularly, and at large, we are now
to confider.

Your firft general proof, that thofe words of St.
Paul, Rom. viii. 11. fball quicken your mortal bodies,

» are
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are to be underftood of the literal refurrection at
the laft day, is, that < fuppofing them to have a
« metaphorical meaning, the metaphor muft be
¢« borrowed from the refurretion, accordidg to the
¢« Scripture notion of it; and if bodies have no
¢« concern in the literal fefurreétion, they would
¢ never have been named in the figurative refur-
<« reftion.” We grant it. And what then? Will
it follow, that becaufe a metaphor is borrowed from
the literal fenfe, therefore it cannot have a meta-
phorical fenfe ? What fine logic is this! But if it

*does not prove the thing, that was to be proved, it

is no matter for that, if it prove fomething elfe,
though it be what Mr. Locke has never difputed:
We may find, it feems, by this metaphor, ¢ that it
« is the true fenfe of Scripture, that the bodies of
¢« men are to be raifed at the laft day; and there-
« fore we are told, it would be but a fmall point
¢« gained to Mr. Locke’s caufe, fhould it appear,
¢ that the refurrection of the body is not exprefsly
¢ mentioned in Scripture.”

As fmall a point as it is, Sir, it is all, that Mr,
Locke’s caufe requires, who never expreft the leaft
doubt, that the bodies of men are “to be raifed at
the laft day; though all your argument here is
founded upon that fundamental miftake, which you
carry through all this controverfy, of fuppofing
him to deny, that the refurreition of the body is to
be found in, or can be proved from Scripture,
barely from his having occafionally remarked, that
there is no fuch expreffion there. :

But that it was not with any defign in prejudice
of that doftrine (as* you infinuate) that in his
Comment he denies, that the text we are upon,
can be underftood of the refurrettion at the laft
day, is evident from his having, in that very Com-
ment vpon this paffage, afferted, 2bat God will

r Page 174,
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certainly, at the laft day, roife the bodies of all
men, the wicked, as well as the righteous. For
he could not intend by the interpretation of a
text, to deftroy a dotrine, which he maintains in

the comment upen it; and which is one of his ar- °

guments, why that text cannot be meant of the
general refurretion, becaufe it is a promife to thofe
only, who have the fpirit of Chrift; whereas the
bodies of 2/l men are to be raifed. But it has often

happened, unluckily for your purpofe, that you

have urged Mr. Locke’s interpretation of fome par-
ticular texts, as a proof, that he denied certain
do€trines, when he has afferted thofe very doétrines,
in his notes upon thofe very texts; as I have had
occafion to obferve more than once, in the firft part
of his vindication.

In your fecond general proof, that the text we
are upon, muft belong to the refurrettion at the
laft day, you argue, ¢ that the life of righteoufnets
“ was no way intended by the Apoftle here, feems
“ to be clear, becaufe one cannot fuppofe that,
¢« without concluding, that the Roman converts
¢ were yet dead in their fins. For quickening in
« this place is promifed to them as a happinefs fu-
“ ture; and between being dead in fins, and
““ quickened unto righteoufnefs, there is, you think,
 no pofiible medium.” You afterwards proceed
to fhew, from feveral paffages in this Epiftle, that
the perfons, to whom it was addrefled, ¢ were not
¢ dead in their fins ;” and fince they were already
quickened to a life of righteoufnefs, you conclude,
¢ that the quickening promifed to the Roman con-
 verts in this paflage, Rom. viii. 11. was the re-
< furretion of their bodies at the laft day.” This
is, in fhort, the fum of your argument, To which

I crave leave to anfwer : ’
That it is founded on a miftake of the nature
of the guickening, contended for in this place. We
readily grant, that the perfons, to whom St. Pau!
writes
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writes this Epiftle, were not at that time dead in
their fins ; they had received the faith of Chris}, had
been buried with bim by baptifin, and might reckon
themfelves o be dead indeed unto fin, but alive unto
God.  But notwithftanding that they were thus
renewed in the [pirit of their mind, they continued
ftill liable to be drawn into the death of fin, by the
power and prevalency of their carnal appetites, that
low of the members, which is continually warring
againft the law of the mind ; and therefore the Apo-
poftle, in ch. vi. immediately after he had allowed
them to account themfelves alive unto God, exhorts |
them not to Ikt fin reign in their mortal bodies, nor
to yield their members as infiruments of unrighteouf-
nefs unto fin. And in ch. vii. after he had been re-
prefenting the great prevalency of that law of the
members in the unregenerate, he encourages them
with the affurance, that they might be delivered
from this body of death, through Fefus Chrift our
Lord; and in this ch. viii. ¥ 11. with a promife
to thofe, who were fpiritually minded, who had
fubjected their minds to the law of God, to guicken
alfo their mortal bodies, by his fpirit that dwelt in
them, fo as to make them affiftant to the life of
righteoufnefs, that they might be enabled, as thofe
who were alive from the dead, to yield their members
inStruments of righteoufnefs unto God.

I appeal to you, ‘Sir, whether the paflage in de-
bate, underftood in this fenfe, does not receive great
light from thofe other places in the two preceding
chapters. And this takes off ail the abfurdity,
which you fuppofe, of quickening men to a life of
righteoufnefs, who already bave that life. For it is
not, you fee, aquickening of the {piritual part, which
was before alive unto God; but of that grofs mate-
rial part, which St. Paul frequently fpeaks of, as.
the feat and root of the carnal appetites: and a
promife to enliven thofe mortal bodies, by the fame
power, which raifed the body of Chri? from the

dcead,
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dead, fo, that they fhould be no longer bindrances,
but belps to them in the life of righteoufnefs, feems
greatly confonant to the fcope and tendency of
~ this, and the foregoing chapters. In the next
verfe, it is made a confequence of this promife,
that they were not debtors, or were under no obli-
gation o live after the flefh. And in ver. 13. there
is a promife to them of a future life, if ye through
the [pirit do mortify the deeds of the body, ye fhall
live ; which has a plain reference to that promife
in ver. 11. of quickening their mortal bodies, by
the fpirit, which dwelt in them, as what alone could
enable them 2o mortify the deeds of the body. Nor
does it feem at all likely, that the Apoftle fhould
interrupt his difcourfe, of walking not after the flofp
but after the [pirit, which he goes on with in ver.
12. to promife them a refurreftion in ver 11. when
he was immediately after to clofe the whole (as he
does with great beauty and ftrength) by a promife
of the reward of eternal life.

The words underftood in the fenfe Mr. Locke
intended, as I have explained it, take off like-
wife your other objetion; f ¢ that if when St
“ Paul fays, he that raifed up Chrift from the
 dead, he fpeaks of the refurreftion of Chbriff’s
“ body, not of his foul; it feems very unlikely,
¢ that when he fays be fhall quicken your mortal
“ bodics, he fpeaks not of the refurreétion of their
¢ bodies, but of their fouls.” Your objetions,
Sir, are frequently founded on a miftake of your
adverfary’s fenfe, as this plainly is: the quickening
uncerftood to be meant in this text is of the grofs
material part, which is a continual clog upon the
fpiritual life. I know-no body fo abfurd as to have
fuppofed, that when the Apoftle fays, your mortal
bodses, he meant your immortal fouls,

f Page 183.

You_

the Refurrection of the fame body. 317

You now  enter into the confideration of the
« words more diftinétly, that the dependance and
« connexion of them with what goes before, and
« follows after them, may be confidered and un-
« derftood.” And here you tell us, that after
the words, (which you fet down) from the fixth
verfe of the feventh chapter, ¢ we may immedi-
« ately fubjoin thofe at the beginning of this eighth
« chapter.” But there is no reafon to admit this,
fince they have a plainer connection with the very
laft verfe of that chapter, interpreted according to
the reading of the vulgar Latin, and of fome Greek
manufcripts 5 #be grace of God through Fefus Chrift
aur Lord. And the queftion in the immediately
preceding verfe feems to require this reading, as
a proper and full anfwer toitt; Who fhall deliver
me from the body of this death? The grace of God
through Fefus Chriff our Lord. After which very
naturally follows, the firft verfe of the eighth chap-
ter : there is thevefore now no condemnation to them,
which are in Chriff Fefus. But on what account,
you introduced this difpute, I know not; it being,
I think, of no importance towards determining
the fenfe of the 11th verfe, which is our prefent
bufinefs. 1 fhall therefore wave it here, and pro-
ceed to fome remarks on your Paraphbrafe, by which
perhaps it will appear, that a man may, without
being prejudiced, think it neither juff nor natural.

TexrT. ParAPHRASE,

Ver. 1. There is there- Ver. 1. There is there-
fore mow mo condemna- fore now no obligation
tion to them,whicharein upon Chriftians to obferve
Chrift Jefus, who walk the ceremonial law, and
not after the Flefb, but : no condemnation, if they
after the Spirit. obey it not, upon condi-

¢ Rom, ch. vii.
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ParaPHRASE,

tion, that they forfake the lufts of the fleth ; and con- |

formAhemfelves to that purity of life, which the
Gofpel of Chrift requires. '

Truly Sir, at this rate of paraphrafing, St. Paul
may be made to fay what any one pleafes. Is it
pofiible for the moft unprejudiced man, to think the
firft fentence of what you here give for a para-
phrafe, either juft or natural? There is certainly
not the leaft ground for it in the text, and could
be inferted on no other account, than to fupport
the fuppofed connetion of this verfe with the
fixth verfe of the feventh chapter; though it is a
very proper deduction from the laft verfe of it, as
I before obferved. Nor is there the leaft appear-
ance of its being a return, as you pretend, to the
Apoftle’s former difcourfe, of their not being ob-
liged to obferve the ceremonial law ; which-he had
done with at verfe the 6th. At verfe 7. he begins
another topic, not in a digreffion, as you call it,
but a clofe profecution of the defign he had all
along been upon, by thewing the infufficiency of
the law to deliver from fin and death, fince it gave
no power to overcome the carnal appetites; from.
the dominion of which there was no deliverance,
but by the grace of God, through faith in Fefus
Chriff. With the mention of. this only way to be
delivered from what he had before called #be law of
the members, and this body of death, the feventh
chapter concludes ; and the beginning of the eighth
goes on to affure all, who had embraced the faith of
Chrift, that they were therefore (becaufe of this re-
medy, which the grace of God had provided) in no
danger. of condemnarion, if they did not indulge
the lufts of the fleth: not a fyllable is here about
obeying the ceremonial law. The whole difcourfe is
clofely connected, and the fubject of walking not

after
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after the flefb, but after the [pirit, purfued withour

interruption, as far as you have carried your para-
phrafe. ' Which I fhall go on to confider only, fo
far as is neceffary to fhew, that it feems rather
intended to fupport your own, than to give the
genuine fenfe of St. Paul, by the liberties you have
taken of adding, (as we have already feen) leaving
out, or altering, as might beft ferve+your purpofe
throughout the whole. What is moft material of
this kind to be here obferved, is from the tenth
verfe, to which therefore we proceed. '

TExT. PArRAPHRASE.

Ver. 10. And if Chrift Ver. 10. Butif you be
be in you, the body is fincerely fuch (i. e. Chri-
dead, becaufe of fin, but ftians) and are conformed
the [pirit is life, becaufe to the fpirit and purity
of righteoufnefs. of the Gofpel of Chrift;

then, though your bodies
fuffer death, the punith-
ment of fin; yet your {pi-
ritual part fhall be happy
in a blefled life for ever,
as areward of your faith-
ful obedience.

1 am perfuaded, Sir, you would not have found
out, either reward or punifbment in this verfe, if it
had not been neceflary to draw St. Pau/ from his
difcourfe of /ving after the flefb, and after the [pi-
rit, of dying to fin, and lLiving to righteoufnefs, in
order to introduce your fenfe of the following verfe,
which is the prefent fubject of our debate. For it is
plain, that the Apottle is {fpeaking in this 10 verfe,
not of the future, but of the prefent ftate of thofe Chri-
Jtans, in whom Chiift, or the fpirit of Chrift, dwelt :
If Chrift be in you, the body is dead, which expreffion
is equivalent to thofe of being dead to fin, of cruci-
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fying the old man, and mortifying the deeds of the body,
ufed in other places of this Epiftle, particularly in
the vith chapter, the firft part of which will, I pre-
fume, be of greater ufe to explain this paffage, than
a paraphrafe fo manifeftly ftrained from the text,
and the fubjec the Apoftle is infifting upon.

TEXT. PARAPHRASE.

Ver. 11. But if the Ver. 11. And fince, as
[pirit of bim, that raifed you are Chriftians, the

up Jefus from the dead,
dwell in you, be, that
raifed up Chrift from the

blefled Spirit, who raifed
up your Lord Fefus Chrift
from the dead, dwelleth
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might be enabled to yield their members, as living
inftruments to righteoufnefs ; for this could only be
effeéted by the dwelling of the fpirit of God in
them : which whoever confiders, and compares
this with the two preceding and two following
verfes, and with the other places referred to above,
will, I doubt not, find a beauty and harmony in
this way of explaining it, which is quite loft in thé
other. Befides that in your way, the Apoftle is
gullfy of an unufual tautology, promifing them the
reward of a future life, no lefs than threé times in
the compafs of four verfes, in the roth, 11th, and
13'h, which, if the fenfe I am contending for be

dead, fball alfo quicken alfo in your bodies, thofe
your mortal bodies, by bis  bodies ~ alfo fubjeét to
Jpirit, that dwelleth in death,and now tending to
you. it, fhall, when dead, be
raifed again, to poffefs an
immortal glorious life.

Here you entirely drop the laft words of this
verfe, by bis [pirit, that dwelleth in you, to which
you have nothing, that anfwers, in your paraphrafe:
but, to make aends, there are feveral things in it,
that have nothing in the text to anfwer them. And,
indeed, thofe words were better out of the way, if
we are to underftand, fball quicken your mortal bodies,
of raifing their bodies, whendead. For, however
the fpirit of God ‘may be concerned in raifing the
bodies of the dead, it cannot be conceived, that
this is to be effected by virtue of the fpirit’s dwelling
in them, whil}t living, which the quickening, in the
text, was to be. And, therefore, it feems, you
thought fit not to take notice of words, which, ac-
cording to your interpretation of the text, there was
no ufe for.

" But thofe words are of the utmoft importance in
the fenfe, which I have given of this paffage, as a
promife fo to quicken their mortal bodies, that they

3 might

admitted, is only dohe at the clofe of this difcourfe,

in ¥ 13. And this feems no inconfiderable o‘l%Jcc-

tion to your way of interpreting that pafiage.

But to go on:

TEXT,
Ver. 12. Therefore,

brethren, we are debtors,
not to the flefb, to live

after the flefb

Ver. 13. Forif ye live
after the flefh, ye fball
diey but if ye, through
the fpirit, do mortify the
deeds of the body, ye fhall

e

live,

ParaPHRASE.

Ver. 12. Wherefore,
Chriftian brethreni, as you
have any corcern for the
eternal welfare, both of
your fouls and bodies, re-
member thefe obligations
to forfake all habits of fin
and fenfual lufts.

Veér. 13. And that, if
ye live under the domi-
nion of the law, which
forbids all fin, but affifts
you to fubdue none, and
indulge in all the fins,
which that law forbids,

you muft certainly bring death and deftrution up-
on yourfelves : but if, by the affiftance of the fpirit
of grace, ye conform your lives to the purity of the
Gofpel, ye fhall, both in body and foul, obrain and
enjoy a never ending life.

Vou. L. /\ X 1be-
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I believe, it would be difficult for any one to
give a reafon, why, #o live :{ter the flefb, thould figni-
fy, in the 12% verfe, indulging babits of fin and
jg'n[ual lufts 5 and, in the 13™ verfe, thould mean
living under the dominion of tige law, as you there turn
that phrafe. For though, being in the flefb, is {ome-
times ufed by the Apoftle in this laft fenfe ; yet cer-
tain it is, that in this place, whatever the \fenfe of
the phrafe is, it mufg be the fame in both verfes,
the one being confequential to the other ; which, I
think, nothing can make more plain, than fetting
them together. We are debtors, not to the Siefb, to
live after the fleh s for, if ye live after the figf, ye
fball die. 1f, in the firlt of’y thefe fentences we are
to underftand, the babits of Jin and fenfual lufts, as
you interpret it, there is not the leaft ground, from
the text, for giving a different fenfe to the fame
words immediately %ollowing them. But it might

be of ufe for your purpofe, that the Apoftle fhould
not feem to be fteddily purfuing the fame fubject ;
and fo, the danger of living under the dominion of
the law muft be brought in here, though he had
done with that point long before. Your bringing
in too the eternal welfare, and the never ending life
of the body, in thefe two verfes, could onl be
thought on, to make a feeming’ relation in them,
to that refurrefion of the body in the 11® verfe,
which you would, at any rate, fupport; for there
is not one word, that regards the future ftate of the
body, in either of them. May it not, likewife, be
fuppofed, that if fome turn had not been to be ferv-
ed, thefe words, if ye — do mortify the deeds of the
body, in the 13 verfe, would not have been ex-
plained by, if ye conform your lives to the purity of
she Gofpel? but rather by, if ye deny, or Jubdue your
Jenfual bufts, or carnal appetites s which certainly
anfwers much better to the phrafe and fenfe of the

text. But that phrafe has, perhaps, too near a re-
lation
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lation to the promife, in the 1t 7
ing their mortal bodies, as underﬂ:o:cf riil-(:’l\/?f q;,lo[f/:e’t;
fenfe; ar}d, therefore, it might be convenien;: to lofe
?ght of it, left it fhould give fome light to that paf-
a;;,f@gc:. And, indeed, your whole paraphrafe is fo
eftedly diftant from: the turn of thought, and
m?Tner of expreflion, of St. Paul, that t(’Jnc,may
lci?; ::r{' guefs whofe fenfe .;t was calculated to de-
But it is time now to quit a point, that requi
?ot fo long a debate, as you hfve run it int(e)?u“;‘i‘:
f;)r (\;{hat you have urged afterwards, againft under-
fan ing the words under enquiry, in a figurative
enfey I believe, enough has been faid, in my re-

- marks on your paraphrafe, to be a full anfwer to ity

and, therefore, I need not go over the part; 5
The figurative fenfe is fuﬂici%nt]y dcfend}e)d Kf]c():ll'J ]gﬁr
purpofe, if reafons are given for it, taken fiom the
lic;lope and connection of the A pottle’s difcourfe, which
bg‘. Locke has.don‘c; and I have fhewn, that your
(f) jections againtt it are founded on a miftake of his
enfe; and your own chiefly fupported by a para-
phrafe, manifeftly ftrained to ferve that purpofe ;
as any attentive reader may obferve, in more placc;
than I have marked. Let but yours be compared
:vnt}lx] Mr. Locke’s paraphrafe on this viiith chapter
atf)rtdc.Ramam,' and, I dare anfwer for it, no unbi-
5 ed judge will find any thing in Ais, like thofe
deviations from the text, which 1 have pointed to
llgai;”t”; n'or the leaft appearance of flraining St.
o rc; 1{:3;,“ turn, notwithftanding your ground-
I think it needlefs, likewife, to i
large _aninjadvcrﬁons, upon thc,rcafoe:: rrl]\;lr}c I),(:r‘z
offers in his Comment, why the text before us fhould -
::)Etbiesug;lcrﬁqod of the refurrection of the laft day ;
it 15 of no importance at all to the doétrine it-
felf, which is abunmy attefted in Scripturc,n\f'}:é-
X2 ther
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ther this text belongs to it, or not. It fuffices, that
the grounds, upon which he thinks it does not, are
ftrong enough to acquit him from the charge of want
of truth and modefty, in that affertion, which this
text was brought to confute ; as, I doubt not, muft

_appear by what has been faid on the fubject. And,
on the other hand, your arguments for the literal
fenfe of the words, are not {o plain and convincing,
even with the help of your extraordinary paraphrafe,
but that an Humble and fincere man might ftill dif-
fent from you; and, therefore, not of force enough
to fupport fo grofs an imputatior from which Mr.
Locke may well ftand acquitted, whatever the true
fenfe of this text may be, which you have fo much
laboured to clear.

If you was not in fome meafure fenfible of this, it
would be hard to find a reafon for your endeavour-
ing to put that fallacy upon us, which I have all
along obferved, of fuppofing Mr. Locke to denyy
not only that there is any fuch exprefion, but that
there is any fuchwzhing, as the refurrection of the
body in Scriptute ; with which view, no doubt (for
fure it cannot be by charice) you always alter his
words, on this point; and here particularly at the
clofe of this fection, you juftify the injurious charge
complained of, as be denies, that the refurreftion of
the body is in the Scripture. But that is what Mr.
Locke never did deny; on the contrary, he fre-
quently afferts, from Scripture, that the bodies of
men {hall be raifed, as we fhall have occafion here-
after more exprefly to fhew, by which the injuftice
of your grofs treatment of him will further ap-

pear.

SECT,
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SECT. .

Reply ta the Defence of the fecond text produced
in the Sermon, Phil. iii 21.

YOU begin your Defence of the a licati
this text, with telling m{, as you had %p;:;:: ttlag?or(e)f
* That it is unreafonable and unjuft to infift upon’.
« the very words, if the ‘doftrine and fenfe we
s contcngi about, is in, or may be inferred from
“ the Scripture.”  But, Sir, it is not a doirine we
are contending about here : thefe texts were brought
in oppofition to what Mr. Locke had afferted, which
was not, fhat the refurreition of the body was not tq
be found in Scripture, as you again reprefent it, but
that there is no fuch expreffion there. From whence
he infers nothing againft the doftrins of the refur-
rection of the body, as'you would have it thought :
@il he argues is, that if the famenefs of it was to be
an article of faith, the expreflions concerning it
would have been more exaé%) and particular. And
thcrefore,'l muft be fo ftiff, as again to tell you’
that riothing but producing a text with that vcry’
expteffion, the refurrettion of the body, can be any
;l::ng to the purpofe againft Mr. Locke’s afler-
ion.
However, we will confider this text, ft
have concpmcd mfyfclf in the fenfe of ir’, grf: 1ats i:
brought in proof of the refurrection of the fame
body. 1 had owned, in my letter, that the change
here fpoken of was to be at the refurrection of the
d‘ead-, and, thcrcfore, you needed not afk, ¢ if I
* can deny it.” But I left it to be confidered
whether it related at all to the bodies of thofe, wha
were to be raifed from the dead, that exprcﬂ'xo,n be- .
ing ufed in another place *, of thofe who were no#

x A’“CQK V. 51,
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" to die. 'To this doubt you have given a large fo-
lution, which I think not unexceptionable; but,
waving that point, as I had no defign to infift on
it; granting, that the change fpoken of, in the text
before us, which was to be at the time of the re-
furreCtion, was alfo to be of thofe, who were raifed
from the dead ; what will follow from thence ? Why
<« then (you fay) it is plain here is another text of
< St. Paul, which afferts the refurrection of the
« body.” No fuch marter, Sir; here is a text,
indeed, where mention is made of the body at the
refurretion ; and no one denies, that there are ma-
ny, which do the fame, but not in fuch a manner, as
to be contrary to what Mr. Locke afferted. Nor
yet fo as to be any proof, that the very fame body
fhall be raifed : for with whatever bodies the dead
are raifed, whether precifely the fame, or not, they
will equally be capable of being changed from wvile
to glorious bodies.

I had, therefore, good reafon to fay, that thiss
text was oddly chofen, for an exprefs mention of the
refurretion of the.body, or for a proof of the fame-
nefs of it; fince that expreffion is not in it, and
fince our bodies may be changed, without being
raifed, as the Apoftle elfewhere exprefly fays they
fhall : and thofe bodies of the dead, that are raifed
incorruptible and immortal, may certainly be not
the lefs properly faid to be chan%cd, for not being
exaétly the fame they were before. So that you
have fcarce fpoiled me for a wit, upon the ufe of the
word change, o far as a pun has any pretenfion to
it; and, if you could afford to laugh at it, you might
have fpared your grave man’s advice to one, who
feemed cautious enough, not to be in danger of be-
ing much troubled with fuch flights.

But you are almoft tempted to be witty yourfelf,
upon the word furprize, which I happened to ufe,
upon your bringing this text as a proof of the re-
furreftion of the fame body. < 1 muft be a pferv

_ s« fon

-

the Refurreétion of the fame body. 327

« fon very liable to be furprized (yow fay) if the
« proof of the refurrettion rgf the b(gdy,féc))m this
« text, is capable of furprizing me.” Here, ac-
cording to cuftom, inftead of the fame body, you
put only ke refurrection of the body, as if 1 denied,
that this text could be any proof of the refurrettion
of the body ;- which, I muft again affure you, is far
from either Mr. Locke’s or my purpofe. You then
afk, “ if I ever faw it produced againft this doc-,
“« trine? ” No, really, Sir; nor even againft the
refurrection of the fame body. But a text may be
very furprizingly brought in proof of a dottrine,
_thz}t never was, nor could be, produced againtt it,
if it make neither for one fide, nor the other, which
I take to be the cafe here. In fhort, without being
over liable to it, one may be allowed fome furprize
at your choice of this text, either againft Mr. Locke’s
affertion, or for the refurre@ion of the fame body.
Mr. Locke fays, there'is no fuch expreffion.in Scri-
pture as the refurrection of the bedy. ¢« This (fay
‘¢ you) is fpoke without either truth or modefty,
“ for the Apoftle fays here, that our bodies fhall
“ be changed. And this is alfo a plain proof of
« the refurrection of the fame body, for a body, that
“ is changed, muft needs be the fame.” Thefe are
arguments fomewhat extraordinary, which, there-
fore, might give a little furprize.

And now, I fear, you will be in fome danger
of being furprized too : Yau infift ftill, ¢ that the
¢ alteration of the qualities, modes, and affetions
of any body, proves it to be the (3me body, fince,
if it is not the fame, it muft be a2 new body ;
and a new body is not a bady changed, but
a body entirely different, and another. And,
when I can prove this not to be true, you have
¢ told me before-hand, I fhall fay fomething fur-.
prizing.” So I warn you to be on your-guard.
i he difference of qualites, modes, and affetions
is that alone, ch\h\gog?itutcs the different kinds

4 of



‘ 328 Vindication of the Controverfy concerning

of bodies; fo that the alteration of the qualities,
modes, etc. of any body, will be fo far from prov-
ing it to be the fame, that it unqueftionably proves
it to be a new kind of body. For example ; fhould
the qualities, modes, and affeftions of a worm be
changled into thofe of a bird, no one would fay this
was the fame body, whatever particles of matter
compofed it.- On the other hand, fuppofe, at the
refurrection fuch a change of the material fubftance,
as you allow of, to make your vulgar-famenefs,
which, though it does not make abody entirely dif-
ferent, and anotber, is yet inconfiftent with the pre.
cife famenefs of it. This, no doubt, you will grant,
cannot make it the lefs capable of being changed
from a wile to a glorious body 5 and if the want of an
exaft famenefs cannot hinder it from being changed,
the change mentioned in the text cannot prove it to
be exaltly the fame. So that here you may find a
new kind of body, though not entirely different, and
another ; and a body changed, that is not the very
Jame.

And as this text can be no proof of the fame-
nefs of the refiirreftion body ; neither is it contrary
to any thing, that Mr. Locke has advanced ; for, as
I before faid, he never denied, that our bodies fhall
be changed at the refurre€tion. To this you anfwer,
« Though, perhaps, Mr. Locke did never deny in
“ words at length, that our “bodies fhould be
< changed at the refurre@tion ; yet this is a neceffa-
¢ ry confequence, that, if he denied the refurrec-
¢ tion of the body, he denied, that our bodies
¢ fhould be changed at the refurreftion.” But
what if he did in words at length affert, that our
bodies fhall be changed at the refurre@ion ? Will
it not then be as neceffary a confequence, that he
did likewife acknowledge the refurreftion of the
body? And that he does, in words at length, af-
fert both, you may, if you pleafe, fee in his note
en 1 Cor. xv. 42, where he thus exprefles himfelf :

Flefb
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Flefb and blood (as St Paul tells us) cannot inberit
the Kingdom of God ; and, therefore, to fit believers
for tbat kingdom, thofe, who are alive at Chrift’s
coming, fhall be changed in the twinkling of an eye
and thofe, that are in their graves, [ball be changed
likewife, at the inflant of their being R A1sSED,
I prefume, Sir, thefe words could nqt efcape your
notice in reading Mr. Locke’s Comments : how then
could you poflibly charge him with denying the
refurrection of the body, or that it is to be foynd
in Scripture? The injuftice of which, from this
paflage alone, muft fo fully appear.

SEC'T - 1IV.

Anfwer to the defence of the third text produced
in the Sermon, 1 Cor, xv. §3.

If T unjuftly charged you, Sir, with taking no
notice in your Sermon, of Mr. Locke’s arguments;
I muft now do you the juftice to own, that you
have made ample amends fince, for that fuppofed
deficiency, by your large defence of what you had
there faid againft the Comment.

I fhall not enter into the difpute, whet her the
words corruptible and mortal in this text ought to
have body for their fubftantive; or whether they
are neuters abfolute, and to be underftood of per-
fons. Though I cannot but obferve, that this
fenfe is every whit as agreeable as the other to the
{cope and tendency of the writer, which, you fay,
¢ is rather to be attended to, than the exatnefs of
“.words.” I muft likewife obferve, upon what
falfe grounds you accufe Mr. Lacke of wilfully
difguifing the fenfe of thefe words to deceive his
readers. To which purpofe you fay, ¢ It is ob-
¢ fervable, that when Mr. Lacke tells us, that the
¢ words corruptible and mortal are neuters abfo-
¢ Iute, he leaves out the word #bis, ‘which the

f\ ¢ Apoftle
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<« Apoftle joins with them ; and it was neceffary,
<¢ that he fhould do fo, toinduce his readers to be-
¢ lieve, that the words corruptible and mortal
< could pofiibly reprefent the dead ; for when the
« word this is added to them, they are manifeftly
 uncapable of fo indeterminate a fenfe.”

It is very true, that Mr. Locke does not fet down
the word #bss at the beginning of his note upon the
words in queftion, when he fpeaks only of the
grammatical conftruction of them: but it is as true,
Sir, that he inferts it afterwards, in the very fame
note, when he gives the fenfe of the place. That
then, fays he, wbhich is mearn: bere being this,
that this mortal man fball put on immortality, and
this corruptible man incorruptibility, &ec. His
omiffion, therefore, of the word #kis, in one pars
of his note, fince he has it in another, could not
be with any defign of impofing on an wnwary
reacer, unlefs fuch, asare fo unwary, as to read
notes by halves. That you are one of this fort, is

indeed the moft faveurable conftruction, that can-

be put upon your unjuft conclufions from this,
and many other of Mr. Locke’s notes.

Your very nexticharge againft him, of iuconfiftency
with bimfelf, is founded on the fame conduét, of
taking notice of one part of this fame note, and not
confidering the latter part of it, which might have
helped you to fee, that there is no contradiétion
in what he fays at the beginning of it, to what he
had faid in his note on Rom. viii. 11.

You obferve, that in his note on that place,
¢ he is very pofitive, that the word mortal is no
« where in the New Teffament attributed to any
<« thing void of life: how- then, /zy you, can it
« poffibly here reprefent the dead?” You know
very well, Sir, that Mr. Locke does not take this
expreffion, the dead, to fignify in Scripture the bo-
dies of the dead. And if you had read out this note,
you might have feen, that when he fays m;ﬂal

' ere
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here ftands to reprefent the dead, he means thg per-
Jons of the dead ; for a little after this, follow thofe
words, which I juft now quoted, #hat then, which is
meant bere, being this, that this mortal man muft put
on immortality, &¢. 1 cannot fay, that you take
no notice of this, for you have faid a great deal
againft underftanding that verfe of perfonality; but
it feems, you did not care to confider, that Mr.
Locke underftood it fo: there was no inconfiftency
in" his faying, mortal bere ftands to reprefent the
dead, with what he had faid on Rom. viii. 11 3 for
the perfons of the dead are not veid of life, though
it is not till the refurretion, that tbis mortal man,
muft put on immortality.

The next thing you take ¥ notice of, is Mr.
Locke’s note upon ¥ 43. of this chapter, where he
fays, the time, that man is in this world affixed to
this earth, is bis being fown, and not when being dead
be is put into the grave. In oppofing this inter-
pretation of his, you are very large; but I fhall
be as brief in difcufling it, both becaufe it does not
appear, that he builds much upon it, as * you pre-
tend ; and becaufe the queftion in debate certainly
does not much depend upon this interpretation, as
you yourfelf own ; for < if it were granted, you /ay,
<« yet he cannot, as he hoped, get clear of the refur-
¢ rection of the body. by it.” Neither am I fo well
fatisfied with Mr. Locke’s notion of this matter, as
to engage in the defence of it; though I queftion
not in the leaft, that the reafons he gives for it, were
fuch as truly weighed with him. And thofe, who'
obferve human nature, will find it nothing ftrange,
to fee men of good underftandings, and honeft
minds, fond of fome peculiar notion, which others
cannot view in the fame light.

I agree with you, that the want of an exact cor-
refpondence between the burial of a dead body,

v Page z11.  * Pagez18. 2 Ibid.
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and the fowing of quick feed in the earth, tg
which St. Paul alludes, is no good proof, that he
does not by the figure of fowing intend to reprefent
the putting a dead body into the ground ; for it is
articularly obfervable, that the eaftern writers
g)rm their figures and comparifons upon the
fmalleft agreement in any one point ; of which there
are many inftances in the moft eminent of the
Greek poets, and not a few among the facred pen-
men. I fhall, therefore, have no difpute with you
in relation to this text, but fo far, as in difcourfing
upon it you have miffaken, or manifeltly wronged
Mr. Locke. And for this I find occafion at your
firft entrance on the fubjeét.
After having afked, ¢ what proof he brings to
¢ fupport an interpretation fo very uncommon ?”
ou anfwer, ¢ why, that he tells us is St. Paul’s
« own words, yet he gives us no particular words
« from St. Paul, but only fays in his own, for
““ dead things are not fown, feeds are fown being alive,
% and die not till after they are fown.” Thefe words, it
feems, you underftand Mr. Locke to have given us
for St. Paul’s, and thereupon you fay, * the fenfe
¢« of thefe words may indeed be deduced from
¢ thofe at ¥ 36, But Mr. Locke would not allow
< other people to fay, that a confequence from
¢ St. Paul’s words was St. Paul’s words; and he
“ ought not to have better ufage in this place
“ than he gives.” 1 affure you, Sir, he has no
need of it in this place, or apy other ; for he is far
from giving a confequence from the words of St.
Paul, for St. Paul’s words. You'will find, ona
review, that this cenfure of yours is only founded
on a hafty mifinterpretation of his meaning. Z%e
time (he fays) of man’s being fown, is not when be-
g dead be is put into the grave, as is evident from
St. Paul’s own words. But what are the words of
St. Paul, from which he thinks this evident? Not
thofe
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,thofe, which immediately follow, as you underftood

him to mean, for they are plainly his own reafon-
ing upon St.- Paul’s words, that is upon the expref-
fion of fowing, and thofe words in ¥ 36. That
which thou foweft is not quickened except it die. Which
being well enough known, he might think it need-
lefs to fet them down, but infers from them,
that the Apoftle does not mean the putting our
dead bodies into the grave, becaufe (as he argues)
dead things are not fown, &c. Thele are indeed
his own words, nor were they at all intended to'
be given us for St. Paul’s, as you mifapprehend.
You begun your remarks on this note with a
miftake, which may be excufable; but the wrong
you do Mr. Lacke, at the conclufion of them, is
oo manifef, and has been too often repeated, to
pafs for an overfight. < After all, /ay you, if Mr.
« Locke’s imagination here, that men are fown in-
“ to this life, were granted, yet he cannot, as he
* hoped, get clear of the refurrection of the body
“ by it.” Tam weary of being forced to com-
plain fo often of the injustice of charging Mr.
Lacke with having any bope or defign to get clear of
the refurreition of the body; which was o far from
his purpofe, as has appeared by feveral inftances of
his, exprefsly afferting, that God will raife the
bodies of all men at the last day. But I muft
now fay, that it is even ridiculous here, to fuppofe
any fuch defign, when you have his notes before
you on this chapter, in fome of which he largely
and unexceptionably infifts on that doétrine. Let
his interpretation of two or three verfes in it pe as
uncemmon, or even as wrong as you pleafe; how
abfurd is it to impute his giving them that fenfe
to a defign of overthrowing, what he éftablithes in
his notes on many more places of the fame chap-
ter? That he could not defign here, to get clear
of the refurretion of the body, let the following ex-
tract witnefs for him. In his note on ¥ 42, he thus
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difcourfes : St. Paul’s reafoning fands thus: Men
alive are flefh and blood, the dead in_ the graves are
but the remains of corrupted flefb and blood, but flefb
and blood cannot inberit the kingdom of God, neither
corruption inberit incorruption, 1. €. immortality :
therefore, to make all thofe, who are Chrift’s, capable
10 enter into bis eternal kingdom of life, as well thofe
of them who are alive, as thofe of them who are raifed
Jfrom the dead, [ball, in the twinkling of an eye, be
all changed, and their corruptible fball put on incor-
ruption, and their mortal foall put on immortality :
and thus God gives them the viflory over death
through their Lord Jefus Chrift. In another part
of the fame note, he fays: This vittory over death
does, according to the Apoftle, belokg to all thofe,
whofe corruptible bodies bave put on incorruption.
Thefe paffages undeniably prove, that Mr. Locke
afferted the refurrettion of the body, if any words

can be ftrong or plain enough to evince it. And -
I fuppofe, Sir, this is not the firft time you have
met with them, though you fuffer yourfelf confi-
dently to affirm, that ¢ he invented that expreffion,

¢ that men are fown into life, to eafe himfelf of -
“’the incumbrance of fuppofing, that it is the
« dead body, which is fown in dithonour, that is
“ to be raifed in glory.” As if you did not know,
that notwithftanding the time he allots for this
fowing, inftead of eafing himfelf from that incum-
brance, he, throughout this note, fuppofes corruptible
bodies, the remains of corrupted fleth and blood
raifed from their graves, to put on incorruption.
Since then, it is plain, he did not advance the no-
tion of mens being fown into this world, to ferve
that turn by it, which you" pretend, it is but equi-
table to believe, that he was led into it by St.
Paul’s manner of expreflion, and his own reafoning
upon the nature of things fown. To this, he ap-
s in that note, and thinks any one, who confi-
ders it, will find reafon from thence fo to under-
frand
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ftand St. Paul. Which we may at leaft allow bim
to do, tho’ we cannot agree with him in that Tenfe.
And after all, the fowing of men into the world
is not fo foreign from Scripture language, but that
he might find other texts to confirm his taking St.
Paul’s words in that fenfe; for why may not the
Apottle be fuppofed to ufe the fame metaphor to ex-
prefs the peopling of the wor/d, which the prophet
Jeremiab, ufes to fignify encreafing the numbers of
the Fewifh people? I will fow the houfe of Ifrael,
and the boufe of Fudab, with the [eed of man®. The
figure may be thought as properly applied to 'the
whole of mankind, as to a part; and there are other
places in the prophets, where fowing, and not fowing,
are ufed for peopling, or difpeopling a particular
nation. And if Mr. Locke thould be allowed this
fenfe, there would be no getting clear of the refur-
rection of the body by it, as you very juftly argue;
for ftill the body muft have a fhare in the fow- .
ing, dying, and being quickened. You ought not,
therefore, to have fuppofed, that this interpretation
was invented for a purpofe, which you o%n it could
no way effect. y

Before you leave this chapter, you refolve to con-
fider one note more of Mr. Locke’s, for feveral rea-
fons: it is upon ¥ 35. But jome man will Jay, How
are the dead raifed up 2 And with what body do they
come? Mr. Locke oblerves, that thefe words contain
two queftions; firft, How comes it to pafs, that dead
men are raifed to life again? Secondly, With what body
Jball they return to life? To both thefe be diftinitly an-
Jwers, firft, That thofe, who are raifed to an heavenly
Jate, fhall bave other bodies. Sccondly, That it is fit
men fbould die, death being no improper way to the

_attaining other bodies. Upon this note you afk,
¢« How comes it to pafs, that thefe words, How are

& the dead raifed? fhould be interpreted, Wby are

b Jerem. xxxi, 27,

~
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¢ dead men'raifed to life again? ¢, How can they
& be thought, truly and properly, te import more
«¢ than this; how can it be poffible for any power
« to raife the dead?” Mr. Locke has told you,
Sir, in‘this note, that it was St. Paul’s anfwer, that
let him into his fenfe of that queftion: If, fays he,
St. Paul may be allowed to know what be [ays, his
words muft be underftood to contain thofe queftions, by
the anfwers, which be gives to thém. But according
to your ufual candour in judging of his defigns, you
roundly affirm, that ¢ he thought it moft proper
<< here to alter the ftate of the queftion, becaufe he
<« intended to alter the ftate of the doftrine, eon-
« cerning the refurretion.” Whether he has altered
that or not, will hereafter appear : however, you may
obferve as well as he, that St. PauP’s anfwer does not
feem to relate at all to any doubts about the power of
God to raife the dead, but refers to his common man-
ner of dealing, in producing the fruits of the earth,
for the propriety of men’s dying to live again.

The other queftion, With what bodies do they
come? you fay,  Mr. Locke indeed allows to ftand
« as it does in the text, but you are fure he
« gives an anfwer to it, which the Apoftle no where
<« authorifed him to make, that the dead fhall have
¢« other bodies. Nor does he dare to refer to the
« words, in which the Apoftle teaches fuchdoétrine.”
I believe, Sir, you may find, thatin another_ place
he refers to many words of St. Paul, as feeming to
teach this doétrine, particularly thofe, which are the
immediate anfwer to this queftion, That which thox
foweft, thou [oweft not that body, that fball be, but
God giveth it a body as it hath pleafed him. But you
tell us, that < thefe comparifons, taken from the
« fowing of feed, &¢. which he feems to think
¢« make for his dotrine, cannot be fuppofe to im-
« ply, that the dead fhall have other bodies, but

« Vid. 3d Letter.
<« that
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b that their old bodies at the refurrection fhall be
* given to them again, more glorious; and beauti-
¢ ful; and durable; than they were before. The
t allufion muft not be fuppofed to hold in all
¢ points.”

It is granted; Sir, that allufions are not to hold
in all points. But when any particular circumftance
is infifted on, or pointed at in an allufion, that cir-
cumftance muft hold in the thing corhpared to it,
as the chief matter intended to be explained, or
illuftrated by it. And therefore, when it is taken
notice of in the'allufion,  that that which is fowed,
15 not that body that Jball be, we cannot but be led to
think; that /o alfo thaty which is laid in the grave, is
not that body, that fhall be after the refurretion. And
fuppofing thofe comparifons, which St. Pau! ufes
on this occafion, to imply only, that our bodies at
the refurrection fhall be differently conftituted, and
have entirely different qualities, from what they had
here; this; as I obferved elfewhere, makes them a
new kind of bodies ; and this is juft what Mr. Locké
means here by other and better bodies; Which he
fays the dead fhall have at the refurrection. If you
doubt, that by other bodies, he means bodies dif-
ferently qualified, you need only look back to what
I have lately quoted from his note on ¥ 42. of
this chapter; confiftently with which the note we are
upon muft be underftood ; for itis not to be fup-
pofed; that he intended to deliver a doétrine here;
contrary to what he afferts fo foon after. That there-
fore, which he means by other bodies on y¥ 3.
muft be the fame, of which on ¥ 42. he fays, T/s¢
that are in their graves fball be changed, at the “Jtant
of their being raifed. In that note you will.ds that
Mr. Locke’s other bodies are bodies raif* fom the
dead, and changed from corruptible ortal flefh and
blood, to fpiritual incorrupt'i_l't'x:g.]mor tal bodies.
“ Thefe, you fay, are not gr* ies, but the old

“ bodies of the dead gwf agvain more g]ori-

‘“"
Vou. L. ous,
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¢ ous, £9..” Andherearifes another difpute merely
about words, viz. Whether bodies fo changed, asto
have all their qualities entirely different from what
they had before, may be moft properly called zbe
fame or other bodies.

I muft here take notice of an obfervatiori you
make at the beginning of the fubject we are upon,
¢ That this note opens all the myftery, at once, of
« Mr. Locke’s doétrine of the refurretion.” But you
have now feen, Sir, that bis myftery is no other than
St. Pauls myftery, that we fball all be changed. And
you may likewife fee, that all the changes he de-
eribes of bodies at the refurre&ion, being only of
their qualities, and not at all of the material fub-
ftance, there is no inconfiftence in his faying here,
that thofe, who are raifed, fhall have other bodies,
meaning bodies, that have quite different qualities ;
with his affirming to the Bifhop, that he does by
no means deny, that the fame bodies fhall be raifed.
Thefe feemingly contrary propofitions may very
well agree together, as they relate to the body in
different refpects. And tho’ Mr. Locke difputes in-
decd with all bis might againft impofing that do-
&rine as an article of faith, there is no Jbuffiing, as
you term it, when it is affirmed, that he does not
deny it. < But it clearly appears, you fay, that he
e does not believe it; and frem his note upon this
«.place, it is manifeft he declares the contrary.”
To this, what I have juft now faid is 2 fufficient
anfwer, yet I fhall add here, that from feveral notes
of his upon other places, it rather appears, that he
is =yuch more inclined to believe, that the fame

bodie- (hall be raifed than the contrary; tho’ fo
wonderlvly changed at the inftant of their being
raifed, tha ey may well be called different, or
other kind. of % yie¢” whatever materials they are
compofcd ?f o

"~ Itis nothing frany, perefore, which you tell ”

me, * That Mr. Laeke e oncc’ under t¥\c fame

' s conviction
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conviétion with others, concerning the natu
the refurrection, and the fenfe otg this chagze(l)'f
“<'and in his Reafonablenefs of Chriftianity, thus ex.
prefles himfelt: Thefe frail mortal bodies fball be
changed into [piritual immorial bodies at the refur-
rettion, when this mortal fball haveput on immor-
“ tality.” Butitis very ftrange you fhould not
fgc, that he ftill continued under the fame convic-
tion, and exprefles himfelf to the very fame purpbfe
but more full and particular, in his note on y 42’
to which I have fo often referred.  How you could
overlook this, when you was criticifing upon his
comment on this chapter, is not eafy to imagine
But I begin now to be perfuaded, that by fome
chance or other, you muft certainly have flipped
that note; for it is yet more difficult to imagine
that, if you had read it, you could have allowed
yourfelf to write a large book to perfuade the world
that Mr. Lacke did not believe the refurrection of
the body, or acknowledge, that itis to be found in
S]cnpture ;f vlvlhenfyou muft have found, in that note
alone, a full refutation of the
s of the whole .purpofc of
_ Perhaps you may think, that Mr. Lacke’s men-
tioning frail mortal ‘bodies to be changed into
fpiritual immortal bodies, fhews him to have been
under other convitions, than when he interpreted
the text we have been upon, by this corruptible man
muft put on incorruption, and this mortal man muft
put on immortality. But this interpretation alters
pothmg of the doétrine of the refurrection, which
is the reafon I have not entered intoany debate about
the fenfe of this text. It is ftill by the changes of
the body, that this corruptible man, muft put on in-
corruption, &c. Accordingly Mr. Locke, in his com-
ment on this chapter, reprefents the dead bodies
raifed from their graves, to be the fubject of all the
changes mentioned in it, as you have feen, and ex-

Y 2 prefsly
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prefsly fpeaks of corruptible bodies, that have put on

7 uption.

'”[erxdpthercfore, if he avoided anfwering the Bi-
fhop, when he urged this text againft him, it could
hot be for the reafon you alledge, viz. ¢ Becaufe
« he knew he had once allowed himfelf the Bifhop’s
« fenfe of thewords,” for thereis nothing in his for-
mer words, as you have quoted them, contrary to the
fenfe, which he ftill allowed. But that doe; not
amount to the Bifhop’s, who propofes as an article of
faith, that the refurrection body muft confift of the
fame particles, which were oncevitally united to the
foul, without the addition of any other. This Mr.
TLocke contends is not clearly enough revealed, to be
an article of faith.  And if the text laft. menuon;d,-
was (what you pretend) as clear as the light againft
bim in this, 1 prefume it is as clear againft you, who
no more allow this to be an article of faith, than
M. Locke does. And thus we have done with his

and your notes on this chapter.

8§ E-C Ty

Reply to the abjections againft Mr. Locke’s fate

of the refurreétion.

THE only paffage of Mr. Locke’s, that I find
confidered in this feétion, is his anfwer to this argu-
ment of the Bifhop’s : That the fame material [ub-
france muft be reunited to the Joul, or elfe it cannot be
called a refurrection, but a renovation. In your Ser-
mon, you had urged the fame argument, with the
addition of this confideration : ¢ That the foul dieth
« not; and that if the body alone die, it muft be
« the raifing of that body to life again, by which
« the dead man can in any proper fenfe be faid to
« be raifed.” And what T had objeéted to this in
my letter, employs the greateft part of your ani~

madverfions here. I had faid, that as a man confifts

of body and foul, the man dies, not by the body
alone,

the Refurreétion of the fame body. 341

alone, but by a fzparation of the foul from the body.
« Well, fay you, what is this to the purpofe? The
¢« queftion afked remains ftill to be anfwered ; %hen
¢¢ the foul and body of a man are thus feparated,
“ do they both lofe their exiftence, attion, and per-
¢ ception? Or is it the body only, which is loft to
« all fenfe of life ?”” This you conclude I muft fay ;
whereupon you again draw up the argument juft
now fet down from the Sermon, ¢ If the body alone
¢ die,” &¢. To all which give me leave to reply, that
tho’ we have good grounds, both from reafon and
Scripture, to believe, that when the foul is feparated
from the body,\it is in a ftate of perception and attion;
yet it muft be granted, that whatever kind of life it
exifts in, it is loft to, or ceafes to live, the buman life,
and therefore, if, after fuch a feparation, the foul,
the fame confcious principle, is again united to a
human boly, it may with:fufficient propriety be
faid, that the man is raifed from the dead, without
knowing or confidering, whether the body, to which
that foul is united, be the very fame material fub-
ftance, with which it was joined before, or not.
You tell us, that ¢ the ftri¢t Scripturenotion of
¢« dying will help us beft to the Scripture notion
“ of rifingagain: But in the ftriét Scripture notion
«“ of dying, the foul, you fzy, has noconcern.” And
this you prove from our Lord’s denying, Math. x.
28. that any man can kil the foul, from whence you
argue, that, ¢ When at any time in Scripture, a
 man, who confifts of body and foul, is faid to die,
“ or to be killed, we know, that in the ftriétnefs of
“ Scripture language, we ought to underftand that
“ faying only of his body.” But pray, Sir, how
does it follow, that becaufe na man can kill the foul,
nor can it be faid to die, that therefore the fou/ bas
no concern in the frict Scripture notion of dying? It
is certain the foul has a great concern in the real
nature of death, and in the common apprehenfions
of men abaut it, to which the Scripture is generally
X 3 accom-

~
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accommodated. ForI afk you, whether upon hear-
ing of a friend’s death, or in apprehending our
own, we think of nothing but the body’s being loft
to all fenfe of life? Do we not confider our friend
as having left, or ourfelves as going to leave, our
habitation in the body ? And if this is the true no-
tion of dying, then a feparation of the foul from
the body muft be the ftri¢t Scripture notion of dy-
ing; and fo we may conclude, contrary to you,
that when in Scripture a man is faid to die, or to
be killed, we ought to underftand that faying not
of his'body only, but of the feparation of his foul
from the body ; in which moft properly and effen-
tially the death of the man confifts. ¢ The foul
¢ jndeed having always lived, cannot, as you urge,
¢ be faid to be raifed from the dead;” yet the man
may, who was properly dead, by ceafing to live
the human life. :

But ¢ the fame man, you fay, does not rife from
¢¢ the dead, except he rifes with the fame body,
¢ for the fame body is as neceflary to make the
¢ fame man, as the fame foul.” This feems a
very bold affirmation. The fame foul, the fame con-
fcious principle, is fo abfolutely neceffary to make
the fame man, that if we fuppofe another thinking
fubftance, we entirely lofe all idea of the famenefs
of the man: but it is not fo as to the material
fubftance, for we make no -queftion of the fame-
nefs of the man, though we are fure the material
part of him changes continually. How then can
we be certain, that the fame body is as neceflary
to make the fame man at the refurretion, as the
fame foul is? It is fufficient to us, according to our
notions here, that the fame thinking being conti-
nues. united to a’body, which has never been fhifted
all at once. This it is, which makes up our idea
of the fame man, and the fame human body. But
it muft not be fuppofed, that the real identity of
gither confifts in this; for if it did, it would be’

. ‘m—

the Refurrection of the fame body., ~34,3

impoffible, that the fame man could be raifed from
the dead, becaufe it implies a contradiétion, (as I
have upon another occafion obferved) that any be-
ing fthould be reftored to the fame continued life,
which it has once difcontinued ta live: or that a
body, which was once entirely put off at death,
and all its parts difperfed, fhould be reftored to an
uninterrupted fucceflion of particles united in the
fame organized life.

If then the real identity of the man, or that which .,
conftitutes the fame man at the refurrection, muft
be fomething elfe than that, in which we place the
famenefs of the man in this life; it may be de-
manded, in what that famenefs of the body confifts,
which you fay ¢ is as neceflary to make the fame
¢ man as the fame foul?” The fame particles of mat-
ter you willnot allow to be neceffary at the refurrec-
tion, becaufe not neceflary to the famenefs of the
man bere. An uninterrupted fucceffion of particles,
united by“a participation of the fame continued
life, which is neceffary bere, cannot poffibly be
reftored at the refurrection: how then is the re-
furreétion body to be the fame? To this you are
ready to anfwer, according to your account of
vulgar famenefs, ¢ that thofe parts of the old mat-
¢ ter, which it pleafes God to reftore to life at
« the refurrection, will be fufficient, whatever
¢ new particles may be added, to make the body
« raifed as much the fame with that which died,
¢ as that was whilft it lived, for any little part of
« time, the fame with itfelf.” But Sir, the fame-
nefs, that the body had with itfelf here, did not
confift in its having fome old remaining parts, to
which new particles were continually added ; though
that is indeed the conftitution of the body here, not-
withflanding which it is always reputed the fame :
but to place the famenefs of it in this mixture of
old and new particles, would carry the abfurdity
with it of fuppofing the famenefs of a thing to con-

& Y 4 ' fift
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fift in its variations, or in its not being the fame,
The vulgar notion of the famenefs of a human bo-
dy has indeed no regard at all to the particles,
which compofe it, whether new or old ; infomuch,
that if it could be proved to a demonftration, that
a man’s body at fourfcore had not in it any one
particle of the fame matter, which it confifted of
at four, it would ftill retain a vulgar famenefs, fo
long as it continued in the fame organized life,
without fhifting all its parts at once. On this, Sir,
I believe you muft be convinced your vulgar fame-
nefs is founded, and to this it is plain, the body
cannot be reftored at the refurrection.

However, a body confifting of part of the old
matter, with fome new particles added to it, isthat
fame body, which you require to be reunited to the
foul, to make the fame man. Now againft this
Mr. Locke has faid nothing, otherwife than as you
have made it to agree in ferms with that fame body,
which he contends is not a# article of faith. For
he could not defign to oppofe your notion of the
refurrection, body under that term, fince it is nei-
ther the fame in his fenfe, nor in the Bithop’s, nor
has that famenefs, which belongs to human bodies
in the common apprehenfions of men. But in
whatfoever we place the famenefs of the body here,
we cannot from theénce with any certainty deter-
mine, what body will be neceffary to the identity of
the man at the refurrection. Perhaps a body ftrictly
the fame with that, which died, in a mathematical
fenfe, may be requifite; and therefore Mr. Locke
does by no means deny, that the fame bodies in
that fenfe fhall be raifed: and in affirming, that
the fame man, who was dead, muft rife again, he im-
plies, that whatever body is neceffary to make the
fame man, that of confequence muft be raifed at
the laft day, though it is not clearly revealed of
what particles it fhall be compofed. But fo far as”
the Scripture directs he has ventured, as you {}_xave

. Leen,
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feen to defcribe it, viz. ¢ that it fhall be a body
changed from flefp and blood, from corruptible, mor-
tal, to a [piritual, incorruptible, immortal body.
Thefe are the new kind of bodies, which he fays
all the faints fhall be in at the refurreion, (for
of new bodies in any other fenfe he no where
fpeaks) and united to fuch new dodies, bodies, that
have fo far put off their old imperfections, as to
become quite other bodies than they were. T hope -
you will(allow, that without any ¢ affront to com-
“ mon fenfe, or defiance to the common ways of
¢ {peaking among men,” the fame mer may be
raifed to immortality, the corruptible part of them
having thus put on incorruption.

And by this time I hope too you are convinced,
that your difpute with Mr. Locke on this fubject is
merely about words, fince he fully afferts all that
you contend for at the refurrection, except the term
Jame body, which can with no propriety be in any
fenfe applied to that body, which you otk think
proper to the refurrection.

SE:CT. VL

Whether any real difference in Scripture be-
tween the dead, and the bodies of the dead.

I might now put an end to this long reply,
having fufficiently cleared Mr, Locke from herefy
on this article, and confuted your groundlefs pre-
tence, that he denied, or did not believe, tbe refur-
rection of the body. But as there is great ftrefs laid
on both fides, upon the fubject of this fection, by
you in maintaining the famene/s of that body (what-
ever is meant by it) to be an article of faith; and
by Mr. Locke in denying it to be fo-in the fenfe
he underftood it; I fhall confider, as briefly as I

4 Notes on 1 Cor. xv.
/\ can,
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¢an, whether he upon good grounds affirms, that
St. Paul plainly diftinguifhes between the dead, and
the bodies of the dead; or whether it be true, as
you fay, that this diftinction is only werdal; and
that the expreffion of the refurreétion of the dead,
which is conftantly ufed in Scripture, is always to
be underftood of the body.

I pafs over the two or three firft paflages of this
fection, becaufe I have faid enough on the laft, to
ferve for an anfwer to all the reafoning contained
in them; and for your citations from the Old Tef-
tament, I am no way concerned to examine them
here. The particular text Mr. Locke inftances in, is
the only occafion of our debate an this point, and
abundantly fufficient to determine it. 1 Cor. xv. 35.
How are the dead raifed? and with what body do
they come? You had faid in your Sermon before,
and you now tell it me again, ¢ that the diftinction
¢¢ even here, between the dead, and the bodies of the
¢ dead, is only verbal.” And truly, Sir, you may tell
me this as often as you pleafe, without ever bei
able to perfuade me to believe it, whilft the fenfe
of the text is evidently againft you. For if there
is no real diftin¢tion in it, there will be no avoiding
that difagreeable fenfe Mr. Lacke mentions, wviz.
with what bodies do the dead bodies come? But in
that fenfe, which you fay, and which I grant, isavery
natural and proper fenfe, viz. ¢ with what kind of
¢ bodies, or with a body how qualified, do the dead
“ come?” areal diftinftion between the dead and the
bodies of the dead is manifeftly preferved. I fee,
indeed, that in your paraphrafe of the words, tbat
diftinétion is loft 5 but I fee too, that the fenfe of the
text is loft with it, according to your peculiar art
of paraphrafing. Your words run thus, ¢ the dead
< bodies of men, when they are raifed to life again,
« what qualities fhall they be endued with?” Does
not any one fee, that there is fomething expreft in St.
Paul’s quettion, evenaccording to your own interpre-

tation
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tation of it, juft before mentioned, which®is not at
all fignified in yours, as you have now turned it?
Bothof them, it is true, are enquiries concerning
the qualities, that- bodies fhall have at the refur-
rettion; but St. Paul does befides, and diftinét
from the body, exprefsly mention tbe dead, which
are to be raifed, and then enquires with what kind
of bodies thofe dead fhall'come. « Your paraphrafe

. fhews, indeed, that the Apoftle might have ftated

the queftion, concerning the nature and qualities of
the refurreétion body, as you have turned it for
him, fo as not to diftinguifh between the dead, and
the bodies of the dead ; and fo probably he would
have done, if he had not intended fuch a diftinc-
tion. But the matter of fact is otherwife ; he has
fo really and plainly diftinguithed them in this
text, as if it had been his purpofe to make it ob-
ferved, that bodies are not the only fubjets of the
refurrection ; for it is impoffible, without quite al-
tering the queftion, or making a very abfurd fenfe
of it, to underftand by the dead-here, nothing
more than dead bodies. How are the decd raifed ?
And with what body do they, i.e. the dead come?
Certainly the dead (as was obferved in my letter)
are ag mapifeftly diftinguifhed from their bodies in
this text, as they are artfully dropped in your pa-
raphrafe. If you will not allow this to be fome-
thing < offered in point of reafon, that may de-
“ ferve to be confidered; it is eafy (in © your own
¢ fmart language) to fit ftill, and yawn, and fay,
< the paraphrafe is juft, it is natural, it is not ftrain-
¢ ed, nothing can be meant here but dead bodies ;”
and try who will take your word for it againft
the plain evidence of St. Paul’s.

To confirm what you contend for, < that by
¢ the dead is always in Scripture meant the dead
¢ bodies,” you obferve, that it is impoffible to

¢ Page 235.
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avoid fpeaking perfonally of a dead body in any
language ; upon which you produce feveral in-
" ftances in Scripture, where dead bodies are thus
perfonally fpoken of. And it is not to be denied,
that this manner-of fpeaking is common to all lan-
guages : but it does not follow, that becaufe dead
. bodies are ufually fpoken of perfonally, therefore
whenever perfons are expreft, bodies are always
meant, There is certainly a real diftinction in na-
ture betwixt the perfons of the dead, and their bq-'
dies; and when the Scripture mentions. both di-
ftinétly, expreffing the relatfon of one to the other,
as in the text before us, there can be no room for
a pretence, that the dead there fignifies only dead
bodies. Your grand argument, that nothing is
dead but the body, muft be defeated in this cafe,
where the man or perfon is plainly fpoken of un-
der that appellation the dead, and enquiry made
with what kind of* body dead men fhall come at
the refurreGtion. What reafon can there be to
fuppofe, that no diftin¢tion is intended here between
the dead, and the bodies of the dead, but that. of
awords, unlefs you would perfuade us, that nothing
really exifts of the dead but their bodies ? For if
there is a real foundation for a real diftinction,
why fhould it not be intended, whenit is expreft?

SECT. Vi

Reply to the confiderations, on a large paflage
quoted by me from Mr. Locke’s third Letter

to the Bifkop of Worcefter.

WERE I to go clofely along with you, I
fhould be led to take notice of fo many inconfide-
rable matters, and fall into fuch frequent repeti-
tions, as muft be tirefome to myfelf, as well as
the reader. 1 therefore pafs over your pieces of

wit upon me as a pains-taker; and refer yo: hta::.
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what I had faid before, in apology for my writing
fo much on a controverfy, which I think of little
importance to be determined. I might indeed an-
fwer the greateft part of this fection in the fame
way, by references to what has been faid above,
there being {carce any thing in it, that has not been
already obviated.

In following Mr. Locke’s obfervations, upon the
xvth chapter of 1 Cor. as I had fet them before
you out of his third Letter to the Bifhop, you
again object the three texts, which have been Jately |
confidered, hgainft his affertion, that the jpirit of
God keeps always to this phrafe in the New Tefta-
ment of raifing, quickening, refurrettion of the dead,
&c. and that the body is not mentioned to this
purpofe.. Enough has been already faid on thofe
texts to fhew, that they contain nothing con-
trary to what Mr. Locke afferts. But I muft here
take notice, that the laft of them, this corruptible
Sball put on incorruption, and this mortal fball put on
immortality, is very unfairly brought in oppofition
to him, fince it is exprefsly excepted by him in the
very place you quote; where his words are, tbe
body is not mentioned but in anfwer to the queftion,
with what bodies the dead who are raifed fhall come ?
Now as that text is part of the anfwer to this que-
ftion, it is included in Mr. Locke’s exception. But
that this might not appear, you have fairly dropped
the exception, and make him fay abfolutely, zhat
the body is not mentioned to this purpofe ; which it
feems was fitter for your purpofe.

From the general manner of expreflion in Scrip-
ture, Mr. Locke infers, that a good Chriftian may
do bis duty in believing all that is revealed to him
concerning the refurreflion, without entering into the
enquiry, whether the dead [ball bave the very fame

ies, or no. This conclufion you fay is falfe,
becaufe you pretend to have proved, that thofe
general expreffions of ¢ raifing, quickening, re-

¢ furrec-
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< furrection of the dead, ought to be underftood
<< only of the refurrection of the body.” But fup-
pofing you had proved this, Mr. Locke’s conclu-
fion might ftill be true, for a good Chriftian may
underftand thofe expreffions to fignify the refur-
rection of the body, without finding himfelf ob-
liged to enquire, whether the very fame body fhall
be raifed, or no.

Mr. Locke obferves, that St. Paul did not feem
much to encourage fuch an enquiry, by the appel-
lation he gives to thofe that make it. To which
you return for an anfwer, that the harth word Thox
Jool is not ufed by the Apoftle #o forbid our be-
lieving the rifing, and the dying body to be the
fame. I grant it. But what then ? might not the
Apoftle difcourage an enquiry about it, intending
neither to forbid, nor to reguire, our believing the
rifing and the dying body to be the fame ?

Upon Mr. Locke’s farther obfervation, zhat by
the remainder of St. Paul’s anfwer, a man will not
Jind the determination to be much in favour of the ve-
ry fame body, unlefs the being told, that the body fown
is not that body that fhall be, be the way to deliver
this as an article of faith; and acquainting us,
that the body raifed is as different from that, which
was laid down, as the flefb of men is from the flefb
of beasls, &c. upon this you fay, ¢ it is manifeft,
<« that.he mifreprefents, and perverts the fenfe of
¢ the Apoftle, whofe purpofe it is to fhew, not
<¢ that the body raifed is a different body from that
¢« which was laid down, but only that it fhall
« differ as much in beauty and ‘glory, &¢c. A
<« body, that is not flefh and blood, may be formed
« of a body, that was flefh and blood, and differ
¢ from it, not as to the effence of a body, but
¢ only as to immortality and glory.” :

And what is there in all this, contrary to any
thing Mr. Locke fays? It is you, that mifreprefent
and pervert bis fenfe, when you fuppofe him to

maintain,

-
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maintain, that the body raifed differs from that,
which was laid down, as to t4e effence of a body. All
the differences he defcribes are plainly thofe of
forms and qualities; the difference -of 2 corruptible
body from an incorruptible, 7¢. You fay, a body,
- that is not fleth and blood, may be formed out of
a body that was fleth and blood. And you have
fgen Mr. Locke’s doftrine to be, that the refurrec-
tion body fhall be fo formed, in thofe words, which
I have before Yquoted from his note on y 42. of
this chapter, viz. The dead in their graves are but
the remains of corrupted flefb and blood s but Sefb and
blood cannot inberit the kingdom of God : therefore,
thofe, that are in their graves, fball be changed at the
inflant of their being raifed, and their corruptible
Jhall put on incorruption.
You go on to tell us, “ that the bodies of men,
« of l_)eaﬁs, of fithes, and of birds, differ only in
¢ their forms and qualities.” And this we grant,
It is therefore (as was obferved above) the diffe-
rence of their forms and qualities, that makes each
of them a different kind of body from the other ;
and this_has been already urged to. thew, that the
great difference of qualities, which St. Pax/ informs
us the body raifed fhall have, entirely oppofite to
thofe, which belonged to the body laid down, makes
that fo much a different kind “of body from the
other, that Mr. Zocke might, with great propriety,
call it a new kind of body, or another body, with-
out intending to deny, that it was formed from
the old one; as it is manifeft he did not by his
notes on this difcourfe of St. Paul’s. Nor is the
conclufion, which he draws from his obfervations
upon it, in his third Letter, any thing contrary to
this : all that he infers from it is, that a difcourfe,
in which the differences betwixt the rifing and the
dying body are only mentioned, and all the com-
parifons in it made only to illuftrate thofe diffe-
rences, could nogealily be thought intended by the
4 APO-
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to deliver as an article of faith that the
. ﬁ:'g;{};;e %ody thould be raifed, withqut the addi-
tion of any one particle of matter ; which was what
the Bifhop did not allow to his Jame body. As to
this point we know you contend, that there may
be an addition of feveral new particles of matter
to that heavenly, [piritualy powerful, smmortaly in-
corruptible body, which you fay is undeniably thé
fame with that, which the Apoftle fpeaks of as
earthly, animaly weak, mortal, and corruptzl{le. Sa
that the only difference between you will here
again appear to be, that Mr. Locke does not with
you account a body, which may neither confift of
precifely the fame particles of matter, nor has any
of the fame qualitics, which belonged to the body
laid down, to be the very fame body WIEI\ it: and
that he does not with you take St. Paul’s defcrib-
ing the great difference between them, to be a full
declaration and proof, that they are the very fame.
The paragraph, with which you conclude this
fe@ion, muft lead your readers to fuppofe, that
Mr. Locke would allow no proof from Scripture,
of the refurrection of the fame body, but expre/s
words. To whichpurpofe you fay : « T hough Mr:
« [ ocke demands thofe plain and exprefs words to
« be found there, yet plain and exprefs fenfe is
« certainly as good. Can that man be faid to be a
« good Chriftian, who will/receive nothing for
« an article of faith, but what is in exprefs words
« delivered in Scripture? Are all acknowledged
« articles of faith fo delivered ? If the anfwer to
« thefe queftions be eafy, Mr. Locke’s call for ex-
¢ prefs words of Scripture is evafive and abfurd.
Whatever may be the anfwer to thofe queftions,
I muft take the liberty to anfwer you, that Mr.
Locke makes no fuch demand for exprefs ‘WOr'dS,‘
as could give you any juft occafion for this kind
of expoftulation. There are indeed three places in
his third Letter to the Bifhop, where he mentions
exprefs
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exprefs words, but in none of them after fuck a
manner as amounts to a ca// for them, The firft
paflage-is only occafional’, upon the Bifhop’s fay-
ing, that hé did not fee how St. Pau/ could more
exprefsly affirm the identity of this body with that
after the refurretion, than he did in the text he
had juft quoted. Upon which Mr. Locke fays to
this purpofe, that St. Paul would certainly have
more exprefsly affirmed it, if he had faid in exprefs
words, that the fame bodies fhould be raifed. The
next paffage is a |ittle after this, which I fhall fee
down at large, becaufe it' plainly fhews, that he
did not infift upon exprefs words, as the only proof
he would admit, of the refurrection of the fame
body. With fubmiffion (fays he) your Lordfbip bas
neither produced exprefs words of Scripture for it, nor
Jo proved that to be the meaning of any of the words
of Scripture, which you bave produced for it, that a
man, who fincerely endeavours to underfland the Scrip-
ture, cannot but find bimfelf obliged to believe as ex-
prefsly, that the fame bodies of the deadsin your
Lordfbip’s fenfe, fball be raifed, as that the dead fball
be raifed.

Here, you fee, he requires proofs of the meaning
of other words of Scripture, and fpeaks of that as
cquivalent to exprefs words. And in all other
places, when any texts were produced from Scrip-
ture for this doétrine, he never objeéted the want
of exprefs words, but examined the fenfe of them,
to judge whether the doétrine could be deduced
from them or not. So that, if you had proved it
to be the plain fenfe of Scripture, neither Mr. Locke
nor I would contend with you for exprefs words.

f Third Letter, p. 197:
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SECT, VH

Concerning two paffages of Scripture froduced
in the Sermon, not confidered in my letter.

¢ being my purpofe (for the reafons 1
ga\I';r innr(;y Let?er,) ¥o pgo on with you l? Sevgryz
particular of your enquiry, into the fenfe o‘] cn;is
ture, on the fubje¢t we are upon; two of t-? -te:{hc
b ;vou produced 1 there took no notice ofs 4
rc);fon of which, you here again tell me (for, a<t:)c:l§e:
ing to your ufual candour, mine ar¢ not to e
ligrcd) you ¢ fhall prefume to be, that M;. cm
« can fupply me with no pertinent aniwer :
« them.” A refleétion, which though you 1a)rl
fo fond of repeating, I think too ;lnioilﬁ&?: f;

e an anfwer. But now, tha ‘
:’gllc;rerefrfrewn, how little real difference tl;;re (1]5
betwixt what Mr. Locke and you havcl'a le:tt:e -
concerning the refurrection body ; how 'mh : ;’en
ground for any conteft between you; I mig e
be excufed from any farther confiderations onld o
relating to that fubjeét. Yet fince you woul dnof
leave this enquiry, without putting me in mm_r »
my former omiffion, I will endeavour to re.pmhi 4

by confidering here how far thofe paffages, wf i
were left unanfwered, prove the re urrection I:) 4
fame body, in that fe}nfcf, ;qlbwhlch Mr. Locke

ies it to be an article of faith. : 8o
n“:';;lte firftis Fobn v. 28, 29. The bour is coming, cz‘n
thewbichall that are in their graves fball bear bis W‘II b:
and fball come forth. The other, Rev. xxd I 3.b .
Jfea [ball give up the dead which areinit, and ea{U =
bades [ball give up the dead which are in tlz%v 4 It)his
thefe texts it is urged in the Sermon, ! ):i e
¢ particular mention of the abode of the ?\adi’cd
<« not to affure us, that the fame body, whic :

; i ies of
-where in the repofitories
¢« and was lodged fomewh e rep i
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¢ nature, fhould be called into life again; and to
¢ prevent all pretence of making any diftinction,
¢ more than that of words, between the dead and
“ the bodies of the dead.”

And+here I will obferve, that I needed not to have
avoided taking notice of the firft of thefe paflages, for
want of fomething from Mr. Locke to help meout 5
for tho’ part of what he fays upon it, is peculiarly
adapted to the Bifhop’s manner of arguing, yet all
his anfwer is nonfo. To the text itfelf he fays: 7f /be
thing bere intended by our Saviour were to propofe it
as an article of faith, neceffary to be belicved by cvery
one, that the very fame bodies of the dead foould ke
raifed, would not any one be apt to think, that the
words fhould have been, all the bodies, that are in the
graves, rather than all who are in the graves, which
muft denote perfens, and not precifely bodics,

To this I fuppofe you will anfwer, that it is ufual
in Scripture, to fpeak perfonally of dead bodies; and
that the mention of the graves fhews, tifar bodies,
which alone are in the grave, muft be meant. But
tho’ it is true, that there is nothing really depofited
in the grave but the body; yet as we know no
other abode of the dead, the Holy Spirit not hav-
ing thought fit to reveal to us where the foul re-
fides during its feparate ftate; it is frequent in
Scripture, as well as in common language, to fpeak
of the grave, as if it were the repofitory of the whole
man: And it is not to be thought, that our Lord,
in delivering the doétrine of the refurrection, thould
leave the perfons of the dead entirely-out of confi-
deration, or intend to give no idea of any part of the
man but the body only: on the contrary it is una-
voidable when he fays, A/l who are in the graves fball
bear bis wvoice, and Jhall come forth, for us to think
of the whole man, the foul and body united, which
therefore our Lord muft intend, when he ufes that
Phrafe, fball bear bis voice, €9¢. Nor will the men-
tion of the graye ferve to prevent all pretence of

)u\' Z 2 making
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~ making any real diftinction between. the dead, and
the bodies of the dead, unlefs you would perfuade
us, that the body alone is to bear the voice of Chrift,
and come forth, at the refurreétion.

The other paffage in Rev. xx. 13. will lefs ferve
to prevent this diftinction. The dead, which are faid
to be in death and in bades, may more proba-
bly denote the fouls of men, than- their bodies;
for bades, you know, is ufed by ancient writers, for
the place of feparate {pirits; and I am_apt to
think it ought almoft always to be fo underftood
in Scripture, as in that place of the Pfalms, Thou
fbalt not leave my foul in hades, neither [balt thou fuffer
thine holy one to fee corruption. A prophecy, that
the foul of the Meffiab thould not continue long in
its feparate ftate, nor his body be corrupted in the
grave. But to return to the text we are upon. The
mention therein of deatb, asa place or perfon deliver-
ing up the dead that are in it, and in the next verfe
death and hades being faid to caft into the lake of
fire, in fhort the entire manner of the expreffion,
fhews the paffage to be written, (as indeed the whole
book of Revelatians is) in that pompous highly figu-
rative ftyle, fo common to the Eaftern languages,
and efpecially to prophetical writings; and in fuch
kind of figurative difcourfes, the particular phrafes
are not much to be attended to. Nothing can be
proved from them, but the general defign of the
prophecy, which here is elegantly to declare, that
all the dead, in whatever place their fouls or bodies
were repofited, muft come forth from their feveral

manfions, to appear at the laft judgment; from
whence we may conclude, that there fhall be a body
raifed. But I'do not fec how it can from thence be
proved, that every man fhall be raifed with a body
confifling of the [ame particles of matter, and no other,
which were united to his foul in his former life, the
only fenfe of fame body, which Mr. Locke has denied

to
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o be. an article of faith. However, if it proves
this, it proves more than you allow to be trye, at
leaft what you contend is not neceffary to be believed
The mention here of the grave, the fea, of death,
and kades, are accommodations to our ignorancé
of the abode of the dead, but muft be fuppofed to
include the place of feparate {pirits, if thefe Scrip-
tures intend to declare, that the fouls of men are -
to have any fhare in the generaljudgment»,' which
in your great zeal for the fame body, I hope yOL;
will not deny. Nay this whole chapter leads us
much more to a notion of the fouls of men comjing
1o be judged, than of their bodies, In ¥ 4, the fouls
ofithe martyrs are mentioned feparately, as living
and reigning with Chbrift ; and yet this is exprefsly
called, tbe firft refurrection, tho® you fo ftrenuoufly
maintain, that there can be no refurrection, but that
of the fame body.

CHAP VL

Concerning proaﬁ for the refurreélionf the fame
body, from fuppofed congruities in the nature of
God and man.

SAECHl, X 3
Of the congruity from the nature of God.

Objected to your argument of a congruity to the
juftice of God, that thofe very dodics, in which
mens actions were done, fhould be punithed or re-
warded; that it did not feem very well fuited ro your
notion of the identity of the refurreétion body; be-
caufe, as I apprehend, no reafon can be given, why
the juftice of God fhould not require, that 2// the
particles of matter, as well as any part of them,
which were joined with the foul in its good or
bad actions here, fhould be joined with it in reward
Z 3 oF
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or punithment hereafter. To this you anfwer, that
« the argument is not in the leaft improperly fuited
<¢ to your notion of the famenefs of the refurreétion
<« body; for if a human body be truly and properly
¢ the fame, after the refurrection, with that, which
« Jived before, which confifts; not of all the par-
« ticles, which were ever united: to the foul in this
« life, but only of as many of them, as would at
< any time in this life be fufficient to have it vul-
« garly called the fame, which is the notion of iden-
« tity ftated in the Sermon; then it certainly repre-
< fents all that unconfcious matter, which was ever
<« joined to the foul in the good or evil actions of
< this life. And if it reprefents the human body,
<< under all thefe feveral circumftances of variation,
¢ and of guilt or goodnefs in this life, then it cer-
« tainly cannot be difagrecable to the divine juftice,
< to punifh or reward it with the foul, in the other
i

I muft firft obferve, that this reafoning is unfor-
tunately founded on a miftaken fuppofition; for it is
not true, as I have before remarked, that a human
body is vulgarly called the fame, on account of its
having any number of the fame particles, of which
it was at firft compofed ; but folely on account of
its participation of the [ame continued life, to which
it is impofiible for it to be reftored at the refurrec-
tion: And, therefore, a human body cannot then be
truly and properly the fame with that, which lived
before, by a vulgar famenefs.  So that if it has not
a ‘mathématical famenefs with it, it will be incapable
of reprefenting the former body by virtue of a vul-
gar famenefs; or of being, on that account, a proper
fubjett of the rewards or punifhments fuppofed due
to 1t.

But fecondly, fuppofing that a body, which con-
fifts not of 4// the fame particles, may truly and pro-
perly reprefent all that unconfcious matter, which
was ever united to the foul ; yet I fee not how it can
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. beagreeable to any juftice, that we have a notion of,

to reward or punifh an individual by, or as a repre-
fentative. It is allowed, indeed, that nations or bodies
politic may be, and have been, both by divine and
human juftice, punifhed and rewarded in their repre-
fentatives 5 that is, when thofe nations did not confift
of all, or perhaps any of the fame individuals, which
compofed them, when the ations, for which they
were punifhed or rewarded, were performed: But

. thefe difpenfations are always intended for example,

or terror to the perfons themfelves, on whom they
fall, and tQ their pofterity. But with whag views
an individual fhould, at the great and final retri-
bution, be punithed or rewarded iz or as a repre-
[entative, is not eafy to be apprehended.

However, as this regards the body only, it may
not be inconfiffent with juftice; for to fay the truth,
when we fpeak of punifhing or rewarding the body,
we {peak improperly, and according to vulgar ap-
prehenfions, but not at all according to the reality
and nature of things; the wnconfeious matter being
utterly incapable of happinefs or mifery, of reward
or punifhment. And therefore, when you fay, ¢ It
< is certain the body is often punifhed by God, for
¢ the fake and fins of the foul in this life,” you
can only mean, that the foul is often punifhed here,
in, and by the body. And in this fenfe, (the only
fenfe in which it is true) it is certainly, asyou obferve,
moft agreeable to divine juftice, that it fhould be
fo punifhed ; for tho’ God might punifh the foul
immediately, without the intervention of the body,
yet fuch punifhment would neither be fuitable to the
nature of the creature, which had finned ; nor in
moft cafes to the nature of the fins committed.

But you afk, ¢ Will any man fay, that it cannot
¢ be agreeable to divine juftice, to punifh the body
“ in this life, except it confifts of the very fame
¢ precife number of particles, in which the fin was
¢ commited ?” How ridiculous is this! As ridicu-
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lous as you pleafe, Sir, for I know no body it con-
cerns, unlefs you would think fit to fay it, to be
confiftent with your yourfelf. But for thofe, who
fee not the congruity you talk of, they think, that
it is the punifhment or reward of #beman only, about
which juftice is concerned 3 and that fince the body
is in reality incapable of, becaufe infenfibleof either,
Juftice cannot be fuppofed to have any other regard
toit, than as it is the neceffary inftrument of punith-
ing or rewarding the man; in order to which it feems
of no importance at all, that his body. fhould confift
of the fame precife number of particles, which com-
pofed it when his actions were done ; becaufe, what-
ever particles may be added, or be deficient, they
will be equally unconfcious of the confequence of
thofe altions.  And for this reafon they do not fee,
how the juftice of God can at all be concerned in the
famenefs of the refurre&tion body. You argue in-
deed, that  the man cannot be faid, to be punifhed
¢ or rewarded, excepthis body, as well as his foul, be
¢ punithed or rewarded.” By which if you mean,
that the body muft, as well at the foul, be con/cious of
thofe rewards and punifhments, (without which no
being can ‘in reality be punithed or rewarded) you
reafon according to vulgar apprehenfions, or com-
mon ways of fpeaking; tho’ when we are confider-
ing what is agreeable to the divine juftice, the reality
and nature of things, which juftice alone regards,
ought with great exactnefs to be attended to. But
if your meaning be, that the man cannot be faid to be
punithed or rewarded, except the faul be punithed
or rewarded 77 and by the body; this, as I have faid, is
ftriétly true; but it is a truth, which will not fupport
the conclufion you would eftablith : it will not follow,
that it muft be the very fame body, in which the
actions were done; for juftice can have no regard
to the unconfcious matter, farther than as it is a
necefary inftrument of punifhing or rewarding the
man; and whether the man cannot be punithed or

rewarded,
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rewarded, unlefs it be in and by the very, fame body,
may at leaft be made a queftion.

You tell me a little lower, that ¢ I do and muft
¢ allow, that by the rules of divine juftice, the un-
¢ confcious matter may be joined with the foul in
“ reward or punifhment, as God at firft blefled,
¢ and afterwards curfed the ground, out of which
¢ Adam was formed, for his fake and fin.” But if
you mean this in any other fenie than I have above
explained, I neither muft nor do allow it. The
earth was indeed blefled for the fake, and curfed

~

“for the fth of Adam; and great alterations, no doubt,

pafled upon it, in confequence of that curfe: but
the gunifbment fell upon Adam only and his pofterity.
The earth was neither more happy before, nor more
miferable after the curfe, and therefore ean with no
propriety be faid to be punifbed by it. Nor can I fee
what congruity there can be in the nature of God to
require, that fome part of the fame unconfcious matter,
that was inftrumental to the fouls of men in their
a&tions here, fhould be joined with them in their
punifhment or reward hereafter. ~

The argument, which you make ufe of, to prove,
that this congruity requires only a vulgar famenefs,
taken from experience of the divine forbearance, and
from the example of humanjuftice, which punifhes
a man at fifty for a murder he committed at twenty,
tho’ his body canriot poffibly then have any other
than a vulgar famenefs with that, in which the fact was
committed ; this practice, I fay, proves rather that
there is no fuch congruity, as you have imagined, for
the divine juftice regards not vulgar apprehenfions.
But if there is any fuch congruity in the nature of
God, as makes the fame body neceflary to the
punifhment or reward of the man, in a tuture ftate,
1t muft, on all accounts before obferved, require
real matbematical, and not a vulgar famenefs.

SEC T
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S\ EIC TS, M.
Of the congruity from the nature of Man.

FROM a certain congruity, which the foul of
man feems to have with matter, you infer in your
Sermon, that ¢ Itis highly probable it fhould have a
< congruity with that matter, the body, in which it
< lived, and from which it was feparated by death,”
&c. As to a congruity of the foul with matter in
general, to which your mark of & reference feemed
to relate, it was to that I told you, Mr. Locke had
faid nothing contrary in any manner : but I could by
no means pretend, that what he had faid, was not
contrary to the inference in your Sermon, when I
quoted the very words, that contain a manifeft
contrariety to it; as Mr. Locke’s queftion confefledly
does. It would be hard, he fays, to determine, if
that [bould be demanded, what greater congruity the
Soul bath with any particles of matter, which were
once vitally united to it, but are now [fo no longer,
than it bas with particles of matter, which it was never
united to.

To this the fum of your anfwer is, that the foul
of man, being intended by God for an embodied flate,
and to prepare itfelf according to the actions done
in the body, for happinefs or mifery in a future life;
and many of thofe virtues, for which eternal hap-
pinefs is promifed, confifting in the fufferings and
mortifications of the body, and the appetites of it, in
the language of Scripture; and many of thofe fins,
which are threatned with eternal miferies, confifting
in gratifying the lufts and fenfual defires of the body :
it muft therefore feem moft congruous, that the foul
fhould be reunited to that body, in which it fo pre-
pared itfelf, rather than to any other; and that it
thould be rewarded or punifhed in that body, whofe
mertifications gave birth to thofe virzues, or the in-

& Sermon, p. 17,
' dulgence
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dulgence to whofe lufts and appetites gave birth to
thofe fins, for which it is to be for ever punifhed or
rewarded.

There might indeed be fome weight in this argu-
ment, if the body was at all confzious of thofe mor-
tifications, or indulgences, thofe fins, or virtues,
which are performed in, and by means of it. But
tho’ the body’s being inftrumental to fuch good or
bad ations 1s a fufficient foundation for common
languagg to afcribe them to it; and that the language
of Scripture is ufually accommodated to vulgar no-
tions and ways of fpeaking; yet when we look for
the congruity of one thing with another, it muft be
drawn from the real nzture of thofe things. And
fince, properly fpeaking, the body has no real defires,
lufts, or appetites, tho’ an occafion of raifing them
in the foul; nor is indeed capable of reward or
punifhment; from whence can fuch a congruity, as
you contend for, refult? It is a topic, which may
ferve to work upon the paffions, and adorn a rhetori-
cal declamation, but will fcarce bear the teft of ftriét
reafoning. Neither is there any thing in experience
to confirm it. The foul, during its abode here,
feems to have no hankering after any part of that
matter, which was once ynited to it, but is now {o
no longer. Ifa leg or an arm be loft, tho’ it is
extremely fenfible of the pain of parting, and gtie-
ved to find its body maimed, it has afterwards no
concern for the difunited parts; and could a new
leg or arm be vitally united to it, would, for any
thing that appears to us, be as well fatisfied with
them, as with the old ones. Whether the foul will
be thus indifferent to what body it may be united
at the refurreétion, is what we can know nothing of
with any certainty. And therefore arguments from
congruity will be far enough from flrong confirma-
tions (as you call them) of the refurrection of the
fame body, if thofe from Scripture afe not ftrong
enough of themfelves to fupport the doctrine; and,

if
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if they are, they will have no need of fuch cox-
JSirmations, as you confefs would be nothing but
imagination without them, and confequently can give
no folid fupport to them. '

However, if there is reafon to think, that the foul
has a congruity with any particles of matter, which
were once vitally united to it, but are now fo no
longer; it is an argument (as I obferved in my let-
ter) which feems but ill-fuited to your account of
the famenefs of the refurrection body." For what
reafons, can fuch a congruity be eftablithed upon,
which will not equally conclude, that the foul has
a congruity with ¢/ the particles of matter, that
were ever united to it, as with that parz of them,
which you think fufficient to make up your fame
body? To this queftion of mine you next apply your
anfwer, that ¢ the reafons you have given, are taken
¢« from moral, and not the natural congruities of the
¢ foul. And therefore, fince the body at the refur-
¢ rection is the fame with that, which lived and
¢ died, not by having all the particles, which were
¢ ever united to it, but only by fuch, as are fuffi-
< cient at any time in this life, to have it thought
 vulgarly to be the fame: all the congruities of
< the foul, which require, that it fhould be joined
¢¢ with the body in its eternal rewards and punifh-
“ ments, will only determine it to #bis body, this
¢ body alone being always thought to be the mor-
< tified body of the virtuous, and the indulged body
¢ of the vicious.”

Thefe extraordinary reafons will, no doubt, have
their weight with perfons of quick apprehenfions
and lively imaginations; but I confefs myfelf fo dull,
as to have no notion of moral congruities of the foul,
which can require it to be joined, in rewards and
punithments, with a being incapable of moral rela-
tions, of vice or virtue, o? rewards or punifhments ;
as the unconfcious matter certainly is. Neither can

I conceive, why the foul fhould be determined to
its

o o
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its body at the refurrection, on account of its being,
vulgarly thought to be the fame (fuppofing that could
be the cale of the refurrection body.) If there are any
congruities of the foul, which will determine it to
that body, in which it lived before, they will much

.more probably refult from #atural, than moral rela-

tions: befides that, as I have thewn, a vulgar [ame-
#efs is utterly incompatible to the refurrection,body.
So that upon the whole, my idle fears are in danger
of remaining upon me; for I do pot fee, that you
have ¢ ordered your affairs on this nice occafion,
¢ much better than I dreamt of.” 1 am ftill afraid
(which with you, it feems, is the fame as to be con-
Jfident ) that you muft cither require a real mathemati-
cal famenefs to the refurrection body, or relinquifh
your argument from the congruities in the nature of
God, and of man. But this will be no great matter,
fince it isan argument, which you owawillnot prove
yourdoctrine,if it be not fufficiently proved withoutit.

S ECT. Ik

TO your third fection you have prefixed this ti-
tle, ¢“ No refurretion without the refurrection of the
¢ fame body.” And you fay init, that you are very
fincere, when you tell me, that you cannot ¢ under-
¢ ftand the one without the other.” But I have alrea-
dy endeavoured to help your underftanding in this;
and as you here produce no argument, but what,I
have before anfwered, either on this point, or againft
Mr. Locke’s affertion, that the refurreftion of the
dead, 7s the only language of Scripture; 1 need not
repeat what has been fufficiently infifted on. Let us
proceed therefore, to confider your fourth fetion,
in which '

SEC T, IV, ,
Mr. Locke's doffrine of “the refurreélion is
Salfely [ftated.

IT havidg Bsen urged by him, that the refurrec-

tion of the dead is the only language of Scripture :
« and
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and you, it feems, thinking, ¢ that this implies
“ no more, than that perfons once dead fhall live
« again,” took the liberty in your Sermon, to fet
down this propofition as Mr. Locke’s words; tho’ it
contains neither his words, nor his fenfe ; which I
looked upon, as too unfair dealing, to be paffed by
wholly unobferved. You now pretend tojultify it, by
afking, whether, ¢ tho’ he has not thofe very words,
« he may not have words, which bear that fenfe?
< or at leaft may not that propofition be elearly and
< juftly deduced from his words ? In either of thefe
< cafes, you fay, your putting, So Mr. Locke, in
¢ your margin, can be no unjuft reference.” To
which give me leave to reply, that a perfon o liableas
Dr. Holdfworth to mifinterpret Mr. Locke’s words,
and to find implications in them, which he neither
intended, nor faw, has no right to give his own in-
terpretations, for Mr. Locke’s words: Nor indeed is
it allowable for any man, in any cafe, to fet down
his own confequences as another’s words; for at
that rate an author may be made to fay, what is far
enough from his thoughts; as is the cafe now be-
tore us. \

That Mr. Locke was far from thinking, that the
do&trine of the refurreition of the dead, the dotrine
of Scripture, implies no more, than that per/fons once
dead fball live again, is manifeft fron many places,
which I have occafionally quoted from him. And
what you have produced in proof, that Mr. Locke’s
doétrine implies only a mew lfe, which you here
again fum up, I have elfewhere thewn to be either
miftakes of his words, by carrying them beyond
his meaning, imaginary infinuations, or falfe imputa-
tions, of denying, what he never denied or oppofed.
For inftance, when he fays, that men fhall have other
bodies at the refurretion; that the body raifed is dif-
Jerent from that, which was laid down; thefe expref-
fions, as I have urged, ought in equity to be under-
ftood agreeably to thofe paffages, where he fo plainly

‘ fpeaks
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fpeaks of the great changes, which fhall pafs upon the
bodies of men at the refurre¢tion.  As for all thofe
places, which you here again refer to in your margin,
for his infinuations, that a body entirely sew may be a
refurrection body, there is not one fyllable in any of
them in the leaft to that purpofe. And for what you
farther charge him with, that ¢ he every where con-
< ftantly difputes againft the refurrection of the
¢ body,” I have frequently affured you, that it is an
unjuft smputagion; that he no where difputes againft
the refurretion of the body, tho’ he affirms, that there
is no fuch expreffion in Scripture, You fay, that the Bi-
fhop told him, as you do, that his doétrine implies
only a new life, and not a refurre®ion;  but he
*“ makes no proper anfwer to him, only infifting
¢« pofitively, without any reafon, in the words cited
¢ before.” And what proper anfwer, I befeech you,
could be given to the objection? The Bithop fays, un-
lefs the [ame material fubffance is raifed, it cannot be
called a refurrection : Yes fays Mr. Locke, If the [ame
man rife, who was dead, it may. Or what reafon
need to be given for this? It is a propofition, that
requires no proof; nor could he fuppofe it would
be queftioned, that the fame man might be raifed,
tho” his body did not confift of the fame numerical
particles, that compofed it here; fince the Bifhop
had, in that very argument, allowed the fame man un-
der feveral changes of matter. For if a man may be
the fame in this life, under feveral changes of mat-
ter, why may he not be the fame man at the refurre-
¢tion, tho’ there thould be great changes in the ma-
terial fubftance? And if the fame man thus rife, who
was dead, this is evidently a proper refurreition.

You now leave Mr. Locke for a while to engage
with me, who it feems have difpleafed you, by
 having learned to fpeak the fame language with
 him;” fortho’ I fay, that thofe, who own the re-
furreétion of the dead, mean more by it, than that
perfons dyingi{this world do f1ill live in another

I yet




368 Vindication of the Controverfy concerning

yet you obfervé; that when I come to explain what
underftand by the refurreétion of the dead, all the
actount I give of it s, ¢ that therifing muft be un-
<« derftood of that which died, not meaning the body;
<« but the fame fpecies, a creature confifting of foul
<« and body the fame man, muft be raifed at the laft
<« day.” And you would be glad to know, how this
refurre@ion of the dead implies any thing more, than
that perfons dying in this world do f#l! live i another.
Ithould be as glad to inform you, Sir, and I hope by
this time have given you to apprehend, that when a
man dies in this world, he does nof ftill live in ano-
ther. The foul, itis true, exifts in a feparate ftate;
but the man notwithftanding is dead ; and when the
man is faid to be raifed from the dead, this muft im-
ply fomething more, than that the foul ftill lives in
another world. We cannot indeed mean by this,
that the body alone fhall be raifed, unlefs the body
alone makes the man.

But you tell me, that when I fpeak of a creature
confifting of foul and body, I fpeak of the ¢ fpecies
<« only, of human nature confidered abftraétedly,
< not of particular men, the individuals of that
« {pecies, who are the only proper fubjeéts of the
¢ refurretion.” This had been indeed nothing to
the purpofe ; but I think my words gave you no
ground for fuch a mifapprehenfion of my fenfe ; for
tho’ 1 fay, the fame fpecies, 1 immediately add a
ereature confifting of body and foul, the fame man,
muft be raifed ; which feems to me clearly enough
to exprefs an individual of the buman [pecies. 1 af=
fure you, Sir, I am not fo profound a metaphyfician,
as to apprehend abfiral? ideas to be real entities; or
to think of raifing the buman fpecies otherwife than
by individuals, unlefs in our imaginations.

But you fay, when I fpeak of the fame man, 1
cannot by Mr. Locke’s doétrine mean the fame par-
ticular man, confifting of the fame fouly; and the

fame body; and if I mean, that the fame foul, and
another
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another or new body muft be raifed at th

day, < What does this imply more, than that : Ij:ﬁ

< fon, whovdied in this world, fhall live again in

¢ another afid new body in a future ftate > To

'thls I anfwer, firft, that by Mr. Locke’s doétrine, I
¢an and do mean the fame particular man, conﬁﬁi,ng
of the fame foul, and of fuch a body, as is not incon-
fiftent with his identity; but whether a body precifely
the fame is neceflary to the famenefs of the many I
do, nomorethan he, pretend to determine. Secondly
I muft take notice, that you have here o altered.
your Zerms, as entirely changes the ftate of the quel-
tion ; fqr inftead of perfons dying in this world 4y
Jtill live in another, you have here put, fhall live again
n a future Sfate. You likewife ufe the terms man
and  per/on indifferently, fubftituting one for the
other, tho’ they ftand in this controverfy for very
different ideas ; according to which it is true, that a
perfon dying in this world does ftill live in anotber
but 1t 1s not true of a man. And tho’ thofe, who owr;
the refurreétion of the dead, muft, as I afferted, mean
more, than that perfons dying in this world 4o Sl
live in another; yet they may mean nothing more,
than that men, once dead, Jball live again in a future
Jtate; (as you here exprefs it) for that is a proper
refurrection; fince what is once dead, can no way
live again, but by being raifed from the dead.

_ I'had added, that thofe, who believe this, muft be-
lieve fomething more; than thatan wnembodizd Jpirit,
fuch as is the foul, when feparated from the body,
continues to live elfewhere.  This you grant. - But
{ay you; ¢ Whar then? the Sermon does not men-
¢ tion an unembodied {pirit; but affirms, that they,
“ who deny any refurrection; do yet believe, that
:‘ perfons dying in this world s Sl live in another.
¢ And d?crc are fome who believe this, not of un-
“ embodied fpirit, but of fouls united to other new
*“ and heavenly bodies, who yet exprefsly deny the

refurrection of the dead.”
Vor. I Aa It

G
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- Tt may be fo, Sir, and pray what then? what is this
thofe,who exprefsly own the refurre&ion of the dead ?
Thofe, who deny it, may indulge their imagination
as they pleafe; but I muft tell you once again, that
thofe, who own it, muft believe fomething more,
than that the foul, whether in or out of a body, con-
tinues to live in another world ; for the refurretion
they believe in, is not to be till the laft day’; and is
a refurreétion of that, which till then was dead, that
is of the man; and thofe, who affirm, that the fame
man, who was dead, fhall rife again, muft imply,
,that he fhall rife with fuch a body, as is not incon-
fiftent with his identity.

But you add, ¢ Tho’ I believe, therefore, fome-
¢¢ thing more than they do, who barely belicve the
< feparate exiftence of the foul, yet while I believe,
¢ with Mr. Locke, that at the laft day, the fouls of
< men fhall be united with other and new bodies,
<¢ T only believe, that they enter upon a new life in a
< new body, and I have loft and denied the refur-
¢ reétion.”

I beg, Sir, you will will give me leave to know
beft what I myfelf believe; and I am very pofitive
and very fincere in affuring you, that I firmly be-
lieve, that the very fame men, who were once dead,
fhall rife again at the laft day; tho’ I do not pre-
cifely determine, with what bodies thofe dead fball
come. And therefore, 1do not mean, that the fouls
of men fball be united in other and new bodies in your
fenfe, becaufe I do not know, how far the famenefs
of the material fubftance may then be requifite to
the famenefs of the man. Nor has Mr. Locke or
¥ excluded even a mathematical famenefs from the
refurrection body, revelation not being clear con-
cerning it. Thus far indeed the Scriptures feem
plainly 7o /lead us to'think, that from a natural, cor-
ruptible, mortal, fhall be raifed a fpiritual, incor-
ruptible, immortal body; but fo differently confti-
tuted and qualified, that the body laid down is no
- more
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more that body that Jball be, than a ora
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C H AP VI7
Reply to the defence of the fifth enquiry of the

Sermon.

N this laft enquiry, < By what fault of men or
« times, the doctrine of the refurrection is dnfput-
« ed or denied,” I took Mr. Locke to be as little
concerned as in the fourth, (whichI entirely pafed
over.) Butwyou it feems intended, that moft of it
fhould be applied to him; and now pretend to have
made it undeniably appear, that he was guilty of all
that heavy charge, from which I had acquitted him;
« Of finifter defigns in interpreting Scripture, of
« being tinctured with falfe and depraved opinions,
¢ denying thofe articles of our faith, the blefled
« Trinity, the divinity of our Saviour, the fatif-
e« faltion our bleffed Lord had paid for our fins,
« and the unity and communion of the ch.urch,
« which, you fay, you have proved upon him, in the
¢ beginning of yaur defence.” But I hope the im-
partial reader is fatisfied, that all your proofs fall very
thort of your pretenfions; prove indeed nothing,
but a mind evidently prejudiced againft all Mr.Lacke
fays. And where you fuffer it to befo warmly
tranfported, as farther to affume, * That therefore,
<« if he was not an atheift or a deift, he was at leaft a
« free-thinker, in the ill-acceptation of that word il
you muft excufe me, if I am moved to fay, itisa
Jeandalous flander, unworthy of an anfwer! Nor
does it need one, fince Mr. Lacke’s fincere piety,
and reverence for the facred Scriptures, are fuffi-
ciently known to be his defence againft fo grofs
calumny. 3
I may likewife, with good affurance, acquit him
~ of having denied thofe great and important articles,
juft mentioned ; fince you, with all your zeal and
prejudice about you, with all your. refolution lt(o
make

-
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make a heretic ‘of him, with all the pains you have
been at to ranfack and ferape together, whatever
Zou imagined had a tendency that way; even you

ave not been able to produce one paflage,where he
denies any one of thofe articles ; but have been in-
debted to conjetures of his private thoughts, in-
finuations, confequences, and implications, upon fal-
lacious grounds, with fuch like, for all that you call
proofs, that he denied them. As to the article of
the fatisfaction in particular, it has been made plain-
ly appear from Ris writings, that tho’ he has not
ufed the word, he was fo far from denying, that he
fully afferted the doétrine. And tho’ he did indeed
deny the refurrection of the fame body, in the Bifhop
of Worcefter's fenfe, to be an article of faith, yet
you fee I have even ventured to fay, that he did not
deny the truth of that do&rine. You tell me, that
I may with as good affurance fay this, as that he did
not deny thofe other articles; and in that I agree
with you, but with this difference, that he has denied
nothing at all of thofe others, as of this Iaft he has
denied, that it is fo plainly delivered in Scripture,
as to be made an article of faith.

In your next paragraph, I am haughtily repri-
manded for having faid, that I could not, without
indignation, fee the refurreCtion of the fame body
ranked with the moft important articles of the
Chriftian faith; an expreflion, which you think too
bot, and that perhaps fo heated you, that you could
not cenfure it with common decency. Infolence, im-
Pudence, detefied malice, and arregance, are terms in-
deed 100 hot for arguments of reafon and religion.
Befides, Sir, when you tell me, that ¢ a man, who
< defends only an uncommon and new opinion,
“ ought to do it with modefty; but a man, who
hid de?cnds an herefy, with whatever indignation he
* may fee himfelf oppofed, ought in prudence to
# let no fuch hot expreffions drop from him;” you

Aag thould
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“fhould have confidered, that I did not look upon
the opinion I was defending as either new or uncom-
mon, much lefs as an herefy : Nor was the indigna-
tion raifed for feeing myfelf oppofed, (for I could not
be oppofed, before I had declared my fentiments)
but for feeing a quefion of curigfity equalled with
articles of faith. And that expreffion may perhaps,
by cooler judges, be thought no tranfgreflion againft
prudence, or modefty, even on a lefs occafion.
¢ But I go on, as you tell me, in this heat very
< magifterially to draw up a fummary view of this
¢ doftrine of the refurreftion of the fame body:
¢« Asif I had proved, or were capable of proving,
¢ any one of the charaéters, which I there give of
¢ it to be true.” I profefs, Sir, I fee nothing ma-
gifterial, or any marks of beat in that fummary; but
1 now bumbly beg leave to tell you very coolly, that
I'am much miftaken, if I have not proved every
one of the charaéters I there gave of it to be true.
That it is doubtful in its meaning, and varioyfly un-
der$tood, has, Ithink, been made appear, by producing
three or four different, nay contrary fenfes of it.
That it is not determined clearly by the Scriptures, 1
have likewife endeavoured to thew. And I believe
it would be hard for you to fay, which of the fenfes
of fame body the Scriptures have clearly determined
for the refurrection body. Tho’ you tell us, that
¢ it is partly delivered to us in the exprefs words,
< and partly deduced from the clear and natural
¢ fenfe of the Scriptures;” you will fcarcely pretend
to determine, whether it is a body conlfifting of
precifely the fame particles, and no other;. or that
has only what you call a vulgar famenefs, or what
other kind of famenefs is thus delivered in, or de-
duced from Scripture ; and how the refurrection of
the fame body can be there clearly delivered, if
neither thofe words are there, nor any determinate
Jenfe of thofe words, .is beyond my comprehenfion.
From
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From this the other charatters will follow of courfe, -
as well as from the nature of thedoétrine; forif it is
not clearly determined in Scripture, it muft be, be-
caufe it is of little importance to be delivered, and
that all the great ends of religion in the article of the
refurrection are [ufficiently fecured without it. But the
moft, that the Scriptures feem to have’ clearly inti-
mated, is, that there fhall be z body raifed from the old
one; and this is not fufficient to make it an article
of faith, that the body raifed fhall be the very fame
with that, which was laid down, _

Thofe, who in the earlieft times afferted this doc-
trine, underftood by it, that all the fame particles
of matter, that had been once united to the foul,
thould be colleéted again, to make up the refurrec-
tion body; and this was believing in reality rhe
refurreétion of the fame body. But difficulties having
been ftarted upon this doctrine in fucceeding ages,
feveral fuppofitions have been made to avoid them;
as that there may be an original faming, which
containing all the folid parts and veflels of the
body may continue unchanged; or -an infenfible
feminal principle, like that, which is obferved to be
in every grain of corn, which at the refurrection
may unfold itfelf in its proper form; or, as you have
now fuppofed, that a precife famenefs of particles
is not neceffary, but only a vulgar famenefs. By any
of thefe fuppofitions, (for they are not pretended to
be any thing more) the difficulties are indeed re-
moved, and probable hypothefes propofed; but
thofe, who account for the refurrection of the fame
body by any of thefe explanations, whilft they zeal-
oufly contend for the word, have loft the thing ; for
abody formed by any of thefe ways, tho’ it is pro-
perly a body raifed from that, which was formerly
united to the foul, yet it is not that very fame vifible
and fenfible body, in which it lived, and which was

- depofited in the grave. Let it be likewife obferved,

that
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‘ 876 Vindication of the Controverfy concerning
that thofe, who do ever fo firmly believe any of thofe

fuppofitions, are juft in the fame uncertainty, that -

r. Locke was, of what particles of matter thc re-
P\:lrre&ion body fhall confift: And that he did, as
much as they, éelieve, that it fhould be, tho’ a new
kind of body, yet foymed or raifed from the old
one, changed from the remains of flefh and blood,
corrupted in the grave, as has been made evident
from his notes on 1 €or. Xv. 44.

And therefore, when you fay, ¢ That yvl?atever
¢ high flown opinion I, and fome friends of his, may
& entertain of ﬁim, yet while he obftinately denied
&« the refurre@tion of the body, and of the fame
#¢ body, and feems to be in fuch an uncertainty of
¢ mind concerning it; you will have the refolution
¢ to think, that he was an heretic in the article of
« the refurreftion, and might poffibly entirely dif-
¢ believe it:” When you tell us this, I fay, you
muft allow us to admire more the ftrength of your
refolution, than that of your reafon or candour. ¥or

¢ was {o far from obftinately denying the refurrection
of the body, that he'no where ever denied it at a:ll-,
and whilft he denied the identity of the refurrection
body to be an article of faith, he believed the fame
things of it, that others do, who maintain it; which
has been plainly fhewn in thefe papers. Nor was
he in any uncertainty concerning it, but of that,
whieh you yourfelf own is not neceffary to be
known, of to be believed; and which therefore
you might allow me to call a queffion of curiofity.
For tho’ you fay, that the refurrection of the fame
body is not fuch, “ but a truth revealed by God in
« the Scriptures, and confequently a neceffary ar-
“ ticle of the Chriftian faith: ” yet you do not pre-
tend, nay you abfolutely deny, that God has re-
vealed what precife particles of matter that fame body
fhall confift of; which (as I have fully made appear)
wa > is

R M L e s e e

the Refurreétion of the fame body. 397

is all that Mr. Lacke denies to be an article of faith,
or that I have called a gueftion of curiofity.

And now, Sir, that I have gone through all the
particulars of your arguments and objections, upon
the whole it plainly appears, that neither Mr, Locke,
nor I, have ‘oppofed an article of faith; and that
all. the heavy charge againft him of kerefy in
the dotrine of the refurrection, and againft me of
being fcandaloufly engaged in defence of notorious berefy,
is founded folely on a contention about words. This
I indeed think in itfelf not worth difpute; and yet *
have (as you obferved before, and may more juftly
now) difputed a great deal about it. But my reafon
for fo doing I had told you in my letter: it is not
the importance of the queftion, wbhether the body
raifed fball be the very [ame, or not, (which would
bear little difpute, if all parties were agreed in the
fenfe of the term fame body) but the vaft importance
of not fubmitting to have a word impofed, as a
doétrine of faith, which feems to carry fuch a de-
terminate fenfe with it, as even the fmoft zealous
maintainers of the doctrine confefs is not deter-
mined in Scripture. By which impofition, thofe,
who underftand the term fame body, to fignify the
fame numerical particles, (as it ought to be, and was
underftood by the firft affertors of, the doétrine) and
in that fenfe alone, deny it to be an article of faith,
will fall under the charge of herefy, for not believ-
ing what the modern aflertors of fame body, who have
given a different fenfe to the word, freely own is
not neceffary to be believed ; tho’ they will by no
means part with the term. Thus many fincere
Chriftians will be condemned with Mr. Locke, for
beretics and infidels in the article of the refurreétion,
who never fufpected themfelves liable to fuch a
charge, who firmly believe the refurreition of the
dead, and all that the Scriptures have declared, con-
cerning the body, with which they fhall come. *

~




'8 Vindication of the Controverfy, &c.

If after all that has been faid, you are ftill refo-
'lute not to be convinced, that this is doing a greas
wrong; yet my pains will not be wholly loft, if
others, more open to convition, perceive the injuf-
tice and groundlefinefs of your accufations. How-
ever I am as much refolved as you, that you fhall
have no more trouble of this nature from,

Rey. Sir,
Your; &ec.

REMARKS

UPON SOME

Writers in the Controverfy

CONCERNING THEF

Foundation of MorAL VIRTUE
AN D

MoraL OBLIGATION;

Particularly the
Tranflator of Archbithop King’s Origin of Evil,
AND THE
Author of the Divine Legation (} Mofes.

To which are prefixed,

Some Curfory Thoughts on the Controverfies
concerning neceffary Exiftence, The Reality
and Infinity of Space, The Extenfion and Place
of Spirits, and on Dr, Watts's Notion of
Subflance,

Firft printed in the Year 1743.
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