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If after all that has been faid, you are ftill refo-
lute not to be convinced, that this is doing a great
wrong; yet my pains will not be wholly loft, if
others, more open to conviction, 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,

Rev. Sir,

Your, &c.
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PREFACE

\ ) A

Have fo great an efteem of the judgment
and penetration of the tranflator, and author
of the notes on Archbithop King’s Origin of
Evil 5 and have received fo much light from him
on feveral fubjeéts, that I am forry to be obliged
to differ from him on any. But I am much more
concerned to find, that one, who generally feems
inclined to do juftice to all the authors he has oc-
cafion to mention, fhould thew a partiality againft
one of the greateft lights this age=~has produced 3
a divine, whofe writings are univerfally allowed
(except on one point of great depth and difficulty)
to convey the cleareft and ftrongeft convictions of
the moft important truths of religion, that folid
reafoning, and the moft judicious explications of
Scripture can give, to all fober and rational enqui-
rers.  To what then can be imputed that remark-
able bias againft this great man in fo candid a
writer ? I would not fuppofe a too partial regard
for the eminent bead of the oppofition againft him,
whofe figure in the learned world has drawn many.
rath adventurers to engage on his fide, though
few, I am perfuaded, of the weight and difcern-
ment of the author of the nates. All perfonal re-
gards ought undoubtedly to be laid afide, in que-
ftions of fuch importance, as the ultimate founda-
tion of Moral Virtug, and of Moral Obligation; and
I as

~
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following remarks on that debate were at
gsr{’zlllerawn up gnly for my own ufe, though now
thought fit to be made publick, I hope they may
be excufed, however diﬂ'"erenF .(rom the notiens of
fome, for whofe fuperior abilities I have not the
nce. 5
lefsl(;lezfszenot meddled with the comparifon of mo-
ral and pofitive duties, which firft occafioned this
controverfy 5 becaufe I think, if it 'be well proved,
thac the obligation to moral virtue is ultimately
founded on the eternal and immutable nature. of
#hings, that will go a great way in deciding v?hcrc
the preference fhould be laid : and more efpecially,
becaufe I think our Saviour himfelf has determined
that point with fuch exactnefs, as might well have
fuperfeded all arguments upon it. ;
On the more abftrufe conltrove;ﬁfes congﬁmmg
exiftence, and the reality of fpace, the ex-
;’:t;gfthd flace of fpirits, and the nature of Jub-
Jtance, 1 am only an enquirer ; in order to W}?IC}.I,
a few curfory thoughts are prefixed to the princi-
fubject of thefe papers. If they are thought
ate in appearing, after the books,. to whxch.thcy
relate, have fome years been publifhed, let it be
confidered, that the moft nqted. authors may be
Jong unknown to thofe, who live in remote parts of
the country, who, whenever they meet with them;
will at all times think they have a right to examine
fubjeéts of univerfal concernment, and which can
never be out of date.

[383]

REMARKS

WRITERS on MORALITY.

Remarks on fome paflages in the tranflator’s
Notes upon Archbifbop King’s Origin of Eyil,

Of neceffary exiftence.

HIS feems a fubjec of too abftrufe 2 na-

ture for human underftandings to deter-

mine upon decifively; but I venture to
make a few remarks upon the difpute, as it. has
been managed in the late oppofition to Dr. Clarke ,
and muft premife, that it looks a little unfavour-
able to their caufe, that it obliges them to con-
tend againft all proofs from reafon of the unity of
God, as well as againft the eternal immutable na-
ture of things; both which have been efteemed ef-
fential foundations of natural religion.
. I fhall next obferve, that it is fomewhat unfair
in the author of the notes to affirm’, that the
reafon, for which neceffity of exiftence was firft in-
troduced, was to exclude a difference of perfens in

* P.S. Page 31.
the
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the divine nature; fince he could not be ignorant;
that Dr. Clarke®; in that very place, where he firft
introduced the notion of neceflity of exiftence,
from whence He deduces the unity of God, does
exprefly affert, that a diver/ity of perfons in that one
and the fame nature is not inconﬁﬁen_t wngh it
and that there is no argument, by which it qar!.
be proved impofiible; or unreafonable to be fup=
ofed. : .
poThis writer farther urges ¢, that ¢ receflity of
« exiftence being, as Dr. Clarke contends, fimple
« and uniform, fhould exclude al} difference or va-
« riety of any fort; and may exclude all diverfity
<« of perfetions in the divine nature, fqr the‘v'very_
“ fame reafom, that it does exclude a differerice of
< perfons ?” But who'has given any reafon; why it
muft exclude a difference of perfons ? The Doctor
affirms, that no reafon can be given for it, and has
rofeffedly proved a diverfity of attributes, or per-
Fc&ions, to be effentially in God, as this author
himfelf owns. The unity Dr. Clarke contends for;
and which he thinks neceflity of exiftence proves,
¢ is a unity of nature or eflence: the variety he
excludes, is a difference of natures, fuch a variety;
as appears to be in all the things of the world,
which are diftinguithed one from another by 2
diverfity; not only of modes, but alfo of effential at-
Iributes. i AU
The author of the notes likewife afferts ¢, that
« neceflity of exiftence muft exclude that perfect
« libesty; or abfolute freedom of choxce,"whxch
« s a property of God; as well as of man.” But
I can fee no manner of repugnance bct:wet,:n thefe
two, any more than there is betweeh mad’s being
determined to exiftence by the will of God, and yet
baving a perfect liberty, or freedom of choice.
Why muft the fame principle, that is the ground

b Demont. of the Being and Attrib. of God. < P. S.and

Note 10. . ¢ Demonft. Prop. vii. ¢ Note to. of

~~“‘w—ﬁq

Remarks on fome writers on morality, 385

of the exiftence of any being, be the ground of all
that being’s actions or determinations ? Neceffitated
to exift, and neceffitated to af, are very different
ideas, and feem no way confequent one of the other.
But <« if we cannot admit it in one cafe, fays he, why
¢ fhould wein the other?” Anfw, Becaufe it would

be an imperfection in the laft cafe, but is not Jo in the
Sformer.

As to the queftion itfelf, whether the divine being
exifts by an abfolute necéffity, or without any caufe,
ground, or reafon of his exiftence, it is a point of |
too great difficulty for me to determine on either
fide ; but I thall venture to fet down fuch refle€tions,
as occur to me on both,

‘That the moft perfe& being, the caufe of all other
beings, fhould itfelf exift without any-ground or
reafon at all of exiftence, isa fuppofition, that leaves
in a confidering mind fuch a void, as it cannot eafily
be fatisfied With. Could the firft caufe poffibly exift
by mere ch::cé:ﬁ(j‘ hen it might poflibly never have
exifted. If it exifted without any reafon, it might
without reafon have exifted but a day before the
prefent phcenomena ; and may, without reafon, ceafe
to exift in any time to come. And how, upon this
fuppofition, can thofe be confuted, who affirm, that
the material world, and every exifting fubftance,
was eternal, abfolutely without any ground or reafon
of exiftence? If fome one thing can exift abfolutely
without any reafon, why not every thing?  The
author of the notes argues upon this fubject, ¢ that
“ there wasa time, when all beings, except one, were
indifferent to exiftence, or non-exiftence, were
¢ nothing; and that for them to be determined to
“ exiftence, is a change, which cannot be effected
without a caufe ; whereas in eternal exiftence there
is no change, no effect, and therefore, no caufe
¢ wanted.” But this, inftead of being an anfwer

(13
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rs of Spinoza, would be a plain begging
Eﬁ;f:;u?&lig\:f ﬁncejt)hey maintain, that the univerfe
has exifted eternally, abfolutely without any caufe 1032
reafon of exiftence; and 1 fec not how they tfzaéx; x
confuted by thofe, who affirm the fame: of C od.
If the moft perfeét of all beings, can be conceive
to exift abfolutely without any ground or reafon g;
all, how can we determine what may or may D'Otﬁ ;
without reafon? In fhort, may we not mQ;;e‘J‘u y
fay of this, what our author fays of neceffity? < It is
«in truth'fuch a vague equivocal principle, thatit
< will be hard to affirm pofitively what it may, or
S ot do.” .
g:ytgc other hand, neceffary exiftence feems t& -
give the mind fomething more fatisfactory to reﬂ:
on: if the firft caufe is neceffarily exiftent, it mu
have always exifted, and cannot pofiibly ceafe to
to exift: And not only eternity, but feveral other
attributes, are deducible from this principle, as im-
menfity, unity, &c. whereas from exiftence th}!out
any caufe or reafon, nothing feems to be certainly
deducible. The author of the notes affirms m_de.ed,
that there may be #fwo or more neceffarily exxfang
independent beings; but I think he has not prove
it, nor arifwered what Dr. Clarke alledges to fhew,
that fucha fuppofition implies a plain contradiction.
However, it muft be confe:ﬁ'ed, that there is a
greatdifficulty attends the notion of ng:eﬂity, confi-
dered asa ground or reafon of the exiftence of the
firft caufe, fince the cxiﬂ'epcc mu{fc be coetaneous
with the fuppofed reafon of it. Nothing can be really
antecedent in the order of nature, (whatever it may
be in the order of our ideas) to an ecternal being.
“Fhe author of 4n impartial enquiry of the being and
attributes of God, who allows the firft caufe to be
neceffarily exiftent, yet requires fome ground of that
neceflity, which ground is, as he afferts, ke per-

feétion of the divine nature. Some perhaps will be -

i 5 ich
apt to require another ground for that; but wtvcr
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ever part we take, the difficulty feems no way re-
moved. Whether we fuppofe perfezion the ground
of neceffary exiftence, or found the exiftence on an
abjolute neceffity, ftill the perfetion, the neceffity,
and the exiftence muft be coetaneous, how then can
we conceive either of them antecedent to the other,

fo as to be the reafon of the neceffity, or of the
exiftence ?

But may we not perceive, that the firft caufe muft -

exift by fome internal neceffity of its own nature, fo
that it was not poffible for it not to have exifted, tho’
the manner hovr this is, be above human compre-
henfion? Do we not allow neceffity of exiftence in the
divine being, when we fuppofe, that it cannot be de-
ftroyed, even by his own omnipotent will, that canan-
nihilate all other things ? Why then may he not have
exifted by the fame neceffity from all eternity, what-
ever it is, or whencefoever it arifes? But if we can
perceive fuch a neceffity of the divine exiftence, e
perfeltion of bis nature feems moft reafonably to be
fuppofed the ground of it, or rather to be itielf the
fame with that abfolute neceffity.
The author of the notes argues®, that neceff;
is a term merely relative, and that no ideas can poi-
fibly be fixed to thefe terms, neceffityabfolute in itfelf,
The fame he fays of truth, that rruth is relative, and
allfuch phrafes as zrue in itfelf, abfolutely fuch, 3.
are very abfurd ones. I fhould be glad to know,
what this gentleman thinks of felf evident truths,
fuch as are no way deduced from any other truths,
neither require, nor will admit of any proof. Canthey
be faid to be relative? or would it be any abfurdity,
to fay of them, that they are true in themfelves? For
inftance, may not this propofition 7 exif, be faid to
be, by every one that affirms it, true in itfelf, or
abfolutely true? Moft of our knowledge indeed is
acquired by a deduction of one truth from another;
and therefore, moft of the truths we are acquainted
/\ & Note 4.
Bb2
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with, may be called relative, with refpeét to our
manner of difcovering them, tho’ many of them
may be in themfelves abfolutely true. Thus we de-
ducethe exiftence of an independent being from the
exiftence of dependent beings; but when we have
demonftrated this truth to ourfelves, by a deduction
from other known truths, we may then perceive,
and without abfurdity affirm, that it was always true
in itfelf, abfolutely true, that this independent being
- exifted from all eternity, when there was no other
being but himfelf.

And may not fomething like this be the cafe of
relative and abfolute neceffity? We perceive, thatthe
firft caufe muft neceffarily have alwzg‘s exifted,
from the abfurdities, that would follow the contrary
qupoﬁtion. This is indeed a confequential neceflity,
which infers nothing of the modus of the divine
exiftence : but may not this lead us to fee, that there
muft be fome abfolute neceflity in the divine nature
itfelf, which made it impoffible, that he fhould ever
not have exifted, or that he thould ever ceafe to
exift, tho’ the manner or ground of this neceflity
furpaffes our comprehenfion? Perhaps it would be
no lefs difficult for an unprejudiced mind to conceive,
 that we fhould be forced to allow the neceffity of an

* eternal exiftence, (tho’ only a confequential one)
and yet that there may be no caufe, reafon, ground,
or abfolute neceflity at all of that exiftence. O!
eternal being, who can {peak without error of thy in-
comprehenfible nature, unlefs enlightened by thee!

Remarks on the Notes by Archbifbop King's
Tranflator concerning Space, &c. With o
digreffion on Dr. Watts's Notion of Subftance.

THOSE, who maintain the real exiftence of fpace,
feem to me to have given great advantage to their
adverfaries, by calling it extenfion; which being a

term,
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term, that ftands for an abftract idea, the

occafion fron} thence, to treat of fpaceyahsmf,uec;?k::s1
havmg no exiftence butin the mind. Mr. Zocke, in
aﬂé_rtmg the reality of fpace, might, I think h’avc
denied it to be the fame with extenfion for the fame
reafon, that he denies matter to be fo;’for that can-
rot be the fame with cither, which may be predi-
cated of both; and it may be faid of fpace as well as
of matter, that it is extended, which would be non-
gznr::fe tt9 f}'a:y of extenfion itfelf. Space I take to be

5 :
g atb I:rapa:;g‘culars, from whence that geperal *
The learned writer & ‘quoted by th

owns, that the idea of fpgcc is n0tythe icd;;anoﬂfa?;-,
tenfion, but of fomething extended; yet he will have
it to be nothing more, than an idsal Jubfiratum of
f:(tenﬁon. . When the mind, he fays, has been
b confidering the idea of extenfion, abftracted from
. extended bodies ; it is a very eafy ftep to frame an
& imaginary Jubftratum to fupport an imaginary ex-
¢ tenfion.”  But'this feems to me a veryoimagina
account of our getting the idea of this extende?i'
fomething. I rather think we have that idea before
we have any of extenfion in general, or are capable
pf.abﬂ’r.a&mg: Nor does themind frameit to itfelf .
it is an idea early obtruded uponit by the fenfes, and
unavoidably perceived, by it, as fomething without
itfelf. .Thxs is all the proof we have, thatbmatter is
any thing really exifting without the mind. and if
the tranflator will not admit of this evidence in be-
half of fpace, but * require fome other proof, that
it is more than mental, he may be in a fair di,f fi-
tion entirely to embrace Bithop Berkeley’s fchcm!e)ot
deny, that there is any fuch thing as matter or r;loo
tion butin idea. We cannot well conceive motior;
to be poffible without fpace ; fo that if bodies ar.
allowed really to exift and move, fpace will no:
cafily be difcarded. We fhould methinks admit or

* Note 3. Bi SezP. S.p. 12,
b3 “rejelt
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reject them all together; and to fay the truth, the
arguments againft the reality of each of them feem
much of the fame kind ; they ferve rather to puzzle
than to convince.

The only ground I can apprehend for denying the
real exiftence of fpace, is, that we know not in what
clafs of beings to place it. - And indeed Dr. #uits,
who has with great ingenuity difcuffed all the feveral
opinions about it, feems at laft to deterx\ninc fpace
to be nothing, chiefly becaufe he cannot find out
what kind of being it is. But fure our ignorance of
its nature is no fufficient reafon to exclude from ex-
iftence a thing, whichfo forces itfelf upon the mind,
that we cannotannihilate it even in imagination. It is
enquired, whether {pace is a fubftance or a mode ? If
a {ubftance, whether fpirit or body? But how are
we affured, that this is an adequate divifion of being?
¢ Who has told us.(as Mr. Lacke afks¥) that there
¢« was, or could be nothing but folid beings, which
¢ could not think, and thinking beings, that were not
«¢ extended ? which is all that is commonly meant
¢ by body and fpirit.” To this queftion I have met
with no anfwer, but (if that may ferve inftead of it)
a great exclamation againft Gaffendus, quoted from
Bayle, by the author of the notes!, where it is faid,
that to avoid afferting, that a vacuum is nothing, he
chofe rather to plunge himfelf ¢ into the bideous abyfs
 of conjecturing, that all beings are not either
¢« {ubftances or accidents; and that all fubftances
¢ are not either fpirits or bodies; and of placing
« f{pace among the beings, which are neither cor-

-« poreal or fpiritual,” £&9¢. Whether all beings muft
be divided into fubftances or accidents, I fhall not
here enquire ; but as to the other part of the con-
jecture, | fec no abfurdity in fuppofing, that there
may be other fubftances, than either {pirits or bodies.
Why is this thought fuch a bideous abyfs, buc that

k Philofoph. Effays. ! Note 6.
3 the
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the learned are afraid to fuppofe there may be any
thing in nature that they are ignorant of ? For m
part I am inclined to take the hint from Gaffendus,
and venture to propofe a confideration, which may
perhaps ferve to confirm his conjecture.

It has been obferved by the curious, and beauti-
fully defcribed by Mr. Addifon and, Mr. Locke, that
in the fcale of beings, there is fuch a gradual progrefs
in nature, that the moft perfet of an inferior fpecies
comes very near to the moft imperfe of that,
which is immediately'above it : thatthe whole chafm
in nature, from a plant to a man, s filled up by fuch
a gentle and eafy afcent, that the little tranfitions
from one fpecies to another are almoft infenfible :
That if the fcale of beings rifes by fuch a regular
progrefs fo high as man, we may, by a parity of rea-
fon, fuppofe, that it ftill proceeds gradually through
thofe beings, that are of a fuperior nature to him;
that there is no manner of chafm left, no link de-
ficient in this great chain of beings. .

. Now according to this obfervation, which is ap-
parent through all the known works of God, and
by a parity of reafon prefumed of thofe above our
knowledge, there fhould be in nature fome being to
fill up the vaft cha(m betwixt body and fpirit; other-
wife the gradation would fail, the chain would feem
tobebroken. 'Whata gap betwixt fenfelefs material,
and snselligent immaterial fubftance, unlefs there is
fome being, which, by partaking of the nature of
both, may ferve as a link to unite them, and make
the tranfition lefs violent? And why may not fpace
be fuch a being? Might we not venture to define
ity an immaterial unintelligent fubflance, the place of
bodies, and of [pirits, baving fome of the properties
of both.

I thould think, that fpace might be more fitly
called the place of [pirits, than, as Dr.Clarke has term-
ed it, the place of all ideas, which, the author of the
notes believes, few befides the doctor can apprehend.

Bb4 But
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But whatever may ormay not be apprehended of the
place of ideas, to fuppole, that fpirits are in no place,
feems to me utterly inconceivable, by whatever fub-
tle or plaufible arguments it may be maintained. Dr.
Watts ™ has fupported this notion with all his force,
whofe candour in reprefenting the fide he oppofes,
and modefty in defending his own opinion, are
very infinuating. But 2ll his reafonings on this
point amount, I think, to nothing but difficulties, that
feem to follow from allowing fpirits to be\in a place;
as that they muft be extended, and if fo, they muft
have fome fbape or figure, and confequeutly be divifible.
Thefe confequences fo'low indeed from fuppofing
{pirits tobe extended in the fame manner that bodies

_are; but ma not beings, of whofe nature we have

but a partial knowledge, have fome other kind of
extenfion, confiftent with that indivifibility, which
we fuppofe effential to thinking fubftances? Is not
fpace an inftance of extenfion, or expanfion, with-
out figure or divifibility, to thofe, who allow it any
being ? However, we are not to reject what is clear,
for the fake of difficulties, that may be raifed againft
it. The learnéd know, that there are infuperable ob-
je@ions againft demonftrable truths; and perhaps
there are few truths more clear and evident than
this, that whatever has a real exiftence muft exift
fomewhere; nor does any difficulty or inconfiftency
appear greater to me, than the fuppfition of any
being really exifting, yet exifting no where. This
author » argues, that tho’ a body cannot be without
being fomewhere, yet a {pirit, which is a confcious
and a&ive power, may have a real exiftence, and
yet have no proper place. i. e. as he explains it, have
70 proximity of fituation to bodies, or fill up no fuppofed
dimenfions of fpace. This qualifying expreffion, 7o
proper place, which the doctor often ufes, feems to
me to imply, that he fuppofes fpirits to be in a
= Effay vi.  ® Ibid. Se. iv.
’ ' place
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Elace after fome manner or other; and I would afk
im, whether he can really conceive, or have any
idea of a confcious aflive power, exerting its con-
fcioufnefs and allivity, or even barely exifting
without being fomewhere, any more than he can
conceive a body to be, without being fomewhere ?
Should we allow him, that {pirits have no proximity
of fituation to bodies, (a fubjet, which he has curi-
oufly enlarged upon, but is too far out of my way
to engage in) yet | would farther enquire,' whether

" he can poffibly conceive, that they have no proxi-

mity of fituation, or diftance, with refpect to one
another? Can he fuppofe, that' a human foul, as
foon as it is fiee from the prifon of the body, and
finds itfelf in the world of fpirits, is in that mo-
ment cqually{grcfent to all the myriads of fpirits

that may exift in the univerfe? That it can com:
municate its thoughts to them all in that inftant, and
receive communications from the whole creation of
fpirits at once? This furely would Be to make them
infinite, which, he juftly fays, we know they are not.
If then finite ffpirits caninot be -prefent to all of“their
kind atonce; if they can communicate their thoughts
only to fome limited number at a time, what ground
can we conceive of fuch a limitation, but that they
are nearer to and farther from fome fpirits than from

. others? And that, I think, implies being in a place.

The manner, how fpirits poffefs place, we are un-
doubtedly ignorant of, and may content ourfelves
fo to be, till we enter into the world of unbodied
minds. But when we venture to affirm, that they
are no where, 1 fear we go beyond our clear and
diftinét perceptions; as this ingenious author ° owns
we are in danger of doing, when we endeavour to
turn from fenfible ideas. I fhould be apt to think,
with Mr. Locke P, that fpirits muft poﬂgfs a place,
fo as to exclude any of the fame kind from it, other-

¢ Effay vi. Concluf. ¢ In his chap. of ident. diverf. Set. 2.
wife
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wife all diftinétion between them muft beloft. To
this Dr. Watts ¢ anfwers, that every fpirit is fuffi-
ciently  diftinguithed from all others, by its parti-
cular cogitations and confcioufnefs. But I cannot fee
how the icular confcioufnefs of any being can
diftinguifh it from others, to any but itfelf. Butto
return to the author of the notes.

This learned writer afferts, that * fpace and fpi-
« rit, and the diftind properties of each, appear
« to him as diftant and incompatible, as the moft
« remote and inconfiftent things in nature; and an
« gxtended foul feems juft fuch another phrafe, as a
« green found,” &J¢c. Yeta few lines after he owns,
« that it is perhaps impoffible for us to imagine any
« fuch thing as an unextended fubfiance 5 which is, I
think, not very confiftent with the former affertion.
If itis as impoffible for us to imagine an unextended
foul or fubftance, as it is impoffible to imagine the
colour of afound, then it fhould rather follow, thatan
unextended [oul mouft feem juft fuch a phralfe as a green
found, fince they both refs things, of which we
can have #o idea. This judicious writer frequently
blames others, for going beyond their ideas for
knowled%e: why does he go {)cyond his ideas, or
why would he have us do {o, in this cafe? I confefs
I fee no reafon for it, extenfion not feeming to me
inconfiftent with indivifibility, the allowed property
of thinking beings. A fimple uncompounded, there-
fore indivifible, yet extended fubftance, carries with
it no contradiion, that I can perceive; and if af~
cribed even to the deity himfelf, as fome have done,
I fhould apprehend no inconvenience init, provided
the properties belonging to compound finite fub-
ftancef, be excluded from the idea. -

If the author of the notes fhould admit of my
conje@ure, that there muft be fome being to fill up
the vaft chafim betwixt body and fpirit, for the fake

q Effay, xii. S. vii.
of
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of that beautiful gradation, which he makes fo good
ufe of, to confirm an argument of Bifhop Kiug’s;
I fear he would fcarce allow, that /pace, which he
treats of as a mere nothing, may poffibly be fuch a
being; much lefs would he admit it for the place of
ﬂurm;' ﬁncc he, as well as Dr. Wartts, contends,
that [pirits are in #0 place: Nor would either of them
1 fuppofe, allow, of an immaterial being, withou;
the power of thinking ; for, according to the author
of the notes, ¢ the fubftance of fpirit confifts in
s the powers of thinking and acting ; the aggregate
¢ of the properties of any being is the being itfelf.”
But if thinking is the af7ion of {pirits, as it is ac-
knowledged to be, even by thofe, who contend, that
it is their very fubftance ; how is it poffible to con-
ceive, that the aétions of a being are the being it-
fclf ? 'Dr. Watts likewife maintains, that a power of
Vbinking is the fubfiance of [pirit; that this is fuffi-
cient to fupport all the properties of fpirit, and that
therefore there is no nced of fuppofing any other
unknown fubject of them. On this-point he is very
large; and tho’ it does not directly relate to that
which Iam upon, he has feveral paffages, that incline
me to go a little out of my way, to take fome notice
of them.

This author argues®, that if a power of thinking
be only a mere mode or property, then it may be
deftroyed, and yet the fubftance will remain: but
deftroy thinking power, and nothing at all remains ;

. we have no idea left. We have no idea left indeed of

what remains, unlefs the obfcure one of fomething,
to which that power did belong. But does it fol-
low, that therctore nothing can remain? If there is
ground, from reafon and the nature of things, to
conclude, that a power of thinking cannot fubfift of
itfelf, but muft be the property of fome being ; our
ignorance, or having no idea’of what the fubftance

s Effay 11. Chap. 3.
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.of that being is, willnot hinder it from remaining,
if God fhould think fit to take from it the power
of thinking. Logical ways of fpeaking, to which
this ingenious author imputes our prejudices againft
allowing a power of thinking to fubfift without a
fubje&t, feem, in this cafe, forms of f{peaking
founded on reafon and truth; for what idea can we
frame of a power, without fuppofing fome being, to
which it belongs 2 What is 2 power of thinking in
perpetual afi, but an ability or capacity perpetually
exerted? And how can this be conceived, but as
the property and action of fome being, that exerts
its ability, and therefore muft be diftinét from it.
I do not find myfelf fo prejudiced by logical or
grammatical ways of fpeaking, but that I could ea-
fily agree with this author, that folid extenfion may
pofiibly be the very fubftance, or only fubftratum of
all the properties of matter ; 1fee nothing repugnant
to reafon in this fuppofition : But I cannot fo well
reconcile my reafon to the notion, that a power of
thinking may be the fubftance of fpirit : actions and
abilities (and I have no other idea of powers) feem
unavoidably to imply fome fubjeét of them, fome
being, that exerts its powers in different ways of
ating. :

I confefs myfelf ignorant indeed of what the fub-
ftance of that being is, but cannot think #has a fuf-
ficient reafon to exclude it from exiftence, as this
new  philofophy would do, tacking properties and
actions together, without any fubjeét of either;
fomewhat unphilofophically, as it feems to me. Nor
have I found any arguments from the maintainers

of this new notion, that oblige me to alter the fen--

timents 1 had, when I formerly f endeavoured to
thew, from what we know of the human foul, that
thinking cannot be the fubftance or effence of it;
and that it may continue to e, though it fhould

{ Defence of Mr. Locke's Effay, printed in 1702.
fometimes

s
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fometimes ceafeto 477 It has long been my opi-
nion, that, from our ignorance of the nature of
things, or of their manner of atting, how they
ceafe to aét, or how they refume their acions, no
other reafonable conclufion can be drawn, but of
the narrownefs of our underftandings. This is a

‘leffon I early learnt from Mr. Locke’s Effay 5 and

if others would make the fame ufe of a work fo,
adapted to teach us, where to fet bounds to our pre-
tences to knowledge, there would be no fear of the
dangerous confequences Dr. #/atts apprehends from
admitting, with that great man, an unknown fub-
Jfiratum of the properties of matter and of fpirit.
Is it fuitable to our limited underftandings to con-
conclude, that becaufe we know not what the fub-
ftance of either is, therefore they may be the fame ?
Is there not at leaft the fame ground for the very
contrary conclufion? But if we' muft argue about
the nature of things,which we knownot, let us form
our reafonings from what wedo know of them ; let
us rather conclude, that properties fo effentially dif-
ferent as thofe of matter and {pirit are, muft cer-
tainly belong to fubftances as effentially different
in themfelves.

*Tis but too common, I confefs, to frame anhy-
pothefis, -and even to eftablifh the moft important
truths, upon the nature of things we are unac-
quainted with, And this is what Mr. Locke feems
to me defigning to ridicule; not the notion of
Jfubftance in general, as Dr. Watts fuppofes, but
forming arguments, and drawing conclufions from
the nature of fubftance, which we are as ignorant
of, as the Indian was of his unknown fomething,
that fupported the tortoife, &c. A defign, which
agrees very well with the * title of the fetion, where
he introduces that comparifon! It is certain, Mr.
Locke always allows, that there is a real ground in

¢ Subftance and 2ccident of little ufe in philofophy.
nature
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nature for our geheral notion of fubftance 3 as that,
which fupports all the properties; that we obferve
in different beings, and which we cannot coficeive
‘to fubfift of themfelves ; and therefore I think he
could never intend to ridicule that notion. YetI
do not fee how his infifting on this anknown fome-
thing thould lead his readers (as this author appre-
hends) into a belief, that there is fuch a real being
as fubftance in general, the common fupport of all
the properties of particular different beings, unlefs
his readers miftake what he fays of our idea of fub-
ftance to be meant of the real nature of fubftance 3
which, perhaps, is often the cafe, tho’ thefe are
very different things. The Bithop of Worcefter
féems to have fallen into that miftake; and I fear
this author has done the fame ; for what he ?uotés
from Mr. Locke’s firft letter to the bifliop for his
notion of a general fubftance, plainly relates to our
general idea of fubftance, which is indeed zbe fams
every where 5 an abftrac idea, in which all fub-
ftances muft agree, though in other refpects they
may be effentially different. A real univerfal can-
not fure be deduced from his principles, who has
fufficiently exploded that notion, and exprefly
maintainé, that every real exiftence is particular:
And individuals of all kinds he often fpeaks of, as
particular diftinét fubfiances. He ¥ treats it as no
fmall abfurdity to fuppofe, that fubftancé; when ap-
giicd to God, to created {pirits, and to material

ings, fignifies the fame thing, thatis, ‘the fame
in its own nature; though we are fo far from hav-
. ing three diftinét meanings of it, that we have but
one common, and that a confufed obfeure idea, not
of what it 75, but of what it does. Yet, as unknown
as he fuppofes the nature of fubftance to be, 1 can-
not but think he has fufficiently obviated all the ob-
je&tions to that notion, and fecured it from any

« Effay, Book II. Chap. xiii. Seét. 18.

unbappy
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unbappy confequences, by his clear demonftration,
that the eternal mind cannot poffibly be material ;
that no fyftem of matter can of its own nature be
capable of thinking ; and that our certainty of the
immortality of the foul does not depend upon our
knowledge of what the fubftance of it is. And I
am forry to find, that the weight of thefé arguments
did not give fatisfaction to fo candid and judicious a
writer:  But to return from this difgreffion.
Among many eminent philofophers, Mr. Locke,
in particular, as I juft obferved, has demonftrated,
that the firft caufe of all things muft be immaterial.
He too maintains it to be inthe higheft degree pro-
bable, that the foul of man is alfo immaterial,
grounding the poffibility he fuppofes, that fome
fyftems of matter may have a power of perception
and thought, the’ we cannot conceive how matter
can be capable of it, folely on that omnipotent will,
which, in uniting the human foul and body, has
given them powers of aéting on each other, which
we can no more conceive how they can be capable
of. Other learned men have profefled to demon-
ftrate, that all thinking beings muft neceflarily be
immaterial 3 and we fhould in reafon allow of their

. demontftrations, as agreeing with our beft concep-

tion of things, fo far as imay be without limiting
the divine omnipotence. But from the ftrongeft
proofs, that @/ thinking beings muft be immaterial,
it does not follow, that every immaterial being
muft think ; thinking not being a neceflary confe-
quence of immateriality, for aught that can appear
tous, till the new philofophy is better eftablithed
than it yet feems to be, which would make a power
of thinking and immaterial fubftance to be the fame
thing. The author of the Enguiry into the nature
of the buman foul, in diffufing immaterial beings
through the whole fenfible creation, (though he has
rrtl_uch laboured to prove, that every being capable
of perception muftalways actuall rceive) has
. i R ! >E brought
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brought them down to fo low a degree of fenfation
or perception, according to the bodies they inform,
fo very near to none, that it feems but an eafy
ftep farther to imagine with me, fome immaterial
beings placed in fuch circumftances, as to have no
perception at all; thus linking the imselligent and
material world together by an eafy gradation ; into
which clafs I would willingly introduce fpace, the
fubje&t from whence I have infenfibly wandered.

Of infinite fpace. \

Moft of thofe, who have maintained the real éx-
iftence of fpace, (perhaps all of them) have likewife
afferted it to be infinite; and it may be thought a
bold fingularity to difpute it. But, as the tranflator
of the Origin of Evil judicioufly obferves, the equi-
vocal ufe of that word, by jumbling mathematics
and metaphyfics together, has occafioned a great
deal of confufion in %ubjeé’ts of this kind ; and, ‘in
regard to our ignorance of the extent of fpace, I
think it is more fitly ftyled indefinite.

Some have afcribed a pofitive infinity to fpace ;
othersonly a negative one, which ate very oppofite
things. If by the former Dr. Clarke meant a meta-
phyfical infinity, viz. abfolute perfection, to which
nothing can be added, Ifee not how pofitive infinity,
in that fenfe, can be applyed to any thing but the
deity and his attributes. The Doctor feems indeed
to make infinite fpace fometing near a divine at-
tribute, when he calls it ¥, an abftra:t idea of immen-
Jity, which I confefs I do not underftand.

As tothat ether kind of infinity, which Mr. Locke
has explained at large, and afcribes to fpace, that
perpetual addibility or encreafeablenefs without end,
it feems utterly inconfiftent with being pofitively or
abfolutely infinite ; and, according to my notions,
thatKind of negative infinity cannot, without a cos-

™ Demonflr. Prop. iv.

tradition
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tradiction be applied to any thin tha
tual compleat exiftence an thge,refo:;1 a; atl:?ﬂ{a‘i:t
thould not be afcribed to {pace, by thofe, who allow
{pace tobe a real particular being, and not 2 mere
idea. Negatxpe infinity can only be applied to ge-
neral abﬁraﬂ ideas, as number, duration extenﬁgn
e, which have no exiftence but in the mind To
thofe ideas we can always add indeed, without ever
z;;g alf)let 20 come to an end ; and there is np great
in that, a
la:%:’gbfcrvesx’. \s the author quoted by the tran{-
. BUt it is not the power the mind has E
ing its idea of extenfion ix infinitum, t};fte?sla{}%c
ground of afcribing infinity to fpace, as that au-
thor feems to fuppofe’; for we have the fame
power of adding to number, and yet are not apt,
to think there is any fuch thing as a number ag-
;ually infinite.  The true reafon, that has inclined
0 many great men to think, that Ipace muift be
boundlefs, feems to be, that they cannot conceive
what thould fet bounds to it ; as Dr, Clarkeattd others
have argued. *Tis impoffible, fay they, fince
that would be to fuppofe fpace bounded by fome-
thing, which itfelf occupies fpace, or elfe nothin
both which are contradictions ; and Mr. Zocke hfs,
rcafomggs, that tend to the fame purpofe. But
thefe kind of arguments feem to me to prove no-
thing but the narrownefs of our underftandings
As I cannot conclude fpace to be nothing, becaufe
we knpw not what it is, neither can I conclude it
to be infinite, becaufe we are ignorant what can fet
bounds to it. May there not be many ways of fet-
ting bounds to fpace, that we know nothing of ?
It may be bounded by its own nature, or by the
will of God,. or by fome kind of beings, that we
zepot acquainted with. In thort, whatever contra-
¢Zion may be fuppofed in fetting bounds to fpace,

*Notes. 7 ibid.
Ce nothing
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than
i feem a more palpable one to me, th
?:til::;%iﬁina: actual real compleat bcmg:i wTig
implic? exifting in all its }éarts t(l:):%elthteli’y ;r(l)u ri’;lcfs
ble without end, or abfolute : 5
Sg Egé:: de? tlc\ir‘:,]i, utterly inconfiftent with real ex-
1f’ccgci.hou fole infinite being, whom the beaven Z{'
heavens cannot contain! how art thou lmz1 in 1m£e'
netrable darknefs! or howmmO{:l-ﬁght:caf;;e upor;
and with.what diffidence fhould we e
i i laced out of our r ch,
things, which thou haft place« s
hen that, which fome have thoug ¢
:"}nznimmetwty, nay thy very effence, and tgo;v:ézg
moft have afcribed nfinity, is by others pro
to be a mere nothing !

: on fome writers in the controverfy
ReZ::f:ngfgntée Joundation of Moraé7 Virtue,
and Moral Obligation, ptfrtzcu!afl}' tf E; h::lzr‘z./'-
lator of archbifbop King’s Origin of Evil, in

bis notes on that work,

nflator of archbithop King, when he op-
I;)If;ést :Erl\ his notes thof;, who maintain thé: rea-
fon, nature, and fitnefs of things tobe the foun a;lnon
of s:irtue, and of moral obligation, feems tod av?
forgot that due candour * himfelf _recommen :,l.o
not always taking the words of writers on mo;'_ ity
in the common acceptation, but in the fcn e \\X
find they are ufed by the author we are reading. 43
little of this candour might have fpared hxls) cavi :
ling at the word fit; for hqwevcr it may be Cﬁm
monly applied, itis very evident, that the aut olx"s
he oppofes meanby it, z fuitablenefs of actions to the
relations of things, and by fit or unfit in themfelves,

z Prelim, Differt. | i
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that this fitnefs or unfienc(s depends not on the will
of any being, or on any reward or punifhment an-
nexedto them.  When this js fufficiently explained
to be the meaning of thofe expreflions, it feems
not very candid to cavil at them g5 folecifms, or an
abfurdity of language : and after all, whatever dif-
pute there may be about the truth of their notion,
can.any words be found more proper to exprefs
what they contend for ? That there is a moral fe-
nefs and unfitnefs in altions, refulting from the na-,
ture of things, antecedent 1o )] pofitive appoint-
ment, and to any confideration of reward and
punifhment,

The defender of Dr. Clarke, as quoted by this
author, in the poftfeript to his notes, gives for in-

nce on this fubject, < that it i abfolurely right
“ and fit in itfelf, antecedent to any command, that
“ a creature thould reverence his creator, Where
“¢ (fays he) can be any abfurdity in this propofition?

Is not reverence from a creature to his,creator
¢ fuitable to the nature of each of them ?”

To this the author of the notes anfwers, ¢ It is
* fuitable to the nature of the firft, as produtive of
“ its happinefs, and to thar of the fecond, as agree-
“ able to his will, who originally defigned the
“ happinefs of his Creatures, and therefore bound
* this and the like duties on them.” Thus he re-
folves all mora] fitnefs into will on the one hand,
and intereft on the other. But furely this is reverf-
ing the order of things. Should we not rather cop.-
clude, that reverence from a creature to his creator
is therefore produttive of happinefs to the one, and
agreeable to the will of the other, becaufe fuirable
to their refpetive natures ? If ¢chis were not fo, if
there was no fitnefs or fuitablenefs in the thing it-
felf, antecedent to the will of God, or the happi-
nefs it produces ; then God might originally have

2P S.p.z1.
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annexed the happinefs of his creatures to their irre-
werence towards him$ and bound that as a duty upon
them. If thisappears'an abfurd or impofiible fuppo-
fition, to thofe, who deny any antecedent fitnefs or
unfitnefs in things, (as Dr. Waterland, and fome
other writers on his fide, affirm fuch fuppofitions
to be) ’tis a plain giving up their ‘caufe ; for what
abfurdity can there be in that fuppofition, if the
fuitablenefs of reverence from a creature to the
creator depends folely on the creator’s will, and the
happinefs he'has made confequent’ upon it ? Since,
in that cafe, his willing the direét contrary would
make irreverence as fuitable to the nature of both. -

The oppofers of Dr. Clarke, who have of late
introduced the doétrine of founding moral good
and evil on the fole will of God, in order to efta-
blith pofitive duties on the fame ground with moral,
feem labouring to overthrow the moft folid and
immutable foundation of moral virtue, and even to
take away our only certain criterion of the will of
God, the eternal immutable nature, and neceffary re-

lation of things.

“ We cannot (fays the author of the notesb,)
< imagine thefe relations to be frictly eternal, or
¢ independent of the will of God, becaufe they
“ muft neceffarily prefuppofe a determination of

¢ that will, and are in truth only confequences of
< the exiftence of things proceeding from that de-
“ termination.”

To this I anfwer, the neceffary relations of all
poflible things are f#rictly eternal, as they are eter-
nally perceived by the divine underftanding to be
unalterably what they are. This dependsnotona
determination of the will of God, tho’ the bringing
any poflible nature, with its neceffary relations, into
allual exiftence, proceeds folely from that deter-
mination. - This diftinétion the writers on the

~
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other fide are very apt either weakly or wilfully to
overlook, though a very obvious and a very infpor-
fant one in this controterfy, Whether God will
bring into attual exiftence a particular fyflem of
beings, of any determinate nature, depends unde-
niably on his fole will and pleafure ; but whether
that fyftem of beings fhall have fuch and fuch rela-
tions, from whence certain fitnefles and unficnefles
muft refult, depends not on his will; but on the
nature of the beings heis determined to create, To
fuppofe, that he may will them to have other rela-
tions, &e. is to fuppofe, that he may will them'to
be another kind of beings than he determined to
fcixt'zit& ; fo;-_ llf .they are the fame, the relations apd
es re g i

S immut:bjt:b from their nature, are neceffary
4 This writer further adds, ¢ much lefs can we ap-
% prchen'd how thefe relations, &c. © are 1o be chofen
“ fw}ltbe:_r own [akes and intrinfic. worth, or bave 4
& fu obligatory power antecedent to any reward or
* pungﬁm'ent, annexed either by natural confequence,
! or pofitive appointment, to the obfervanceor neglect
i of them; fince the natural good or happinefs
s Ic‘onfcquem: upon, and connected. with, the ob-

g ervance of thcm,_ isto us their fole criterion, the

argument and indication of their worth, the

< ground of all their obligation,” And whar thén ?

There is nothing in thisat all inconfiftent wich what

Dr. Clarke maintains in thofe words quoted from

him : he does not fay, that thofe things are to be

chofen, &c. antecedent to any natural good or hap-

3

- pinefs confequent upon them, but antecedent to any

reward or punifbment annexed to the obfervance or
neglet of them, either by natural confequence, or
pofitive appointment ; and it fufficiently appears
1 many places of the Doétor’s works, that zatural
&oed is to him the criterion of moral good, as it re-

¢ Thefe are Dr. Clark:’s words.
“Ceg fpects
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~ fpets ourfelves, or our fellow creatures; though
reward and punifbment is not. A diftinétion, which
it is ftrange fo penetrating a judgment fhould have
been at a lofs to apprebend.

Butlet it here be obferved, thatthough the fitnefs
of moral actions confifts in their general tendency
to produce natural good to the objects of them,
yet there are particular cafes, where the fitnefs re-
mains, though no natural good fhould be confe-
quent upon it. Refpeé tq parents, gratitude to be-
nefattors, are always fit in themfelves, that is, have
a reCtitude in them, that makes them fit to be cho-
fen, whetherany benefit can accrue from them to
cither fide or not. And in whatever regards our
duties to the fupreme being, natural good feems
not at all the criterion of them : the objet of them
we are fure can receive no advantage by them 3 and
I would afk thofe gentlemen, who affert ¢, that zo-
thing can be our duty, that is not our intereft into the
bargain, whether reverence and gratitude to the
creator would not always be the duty of a creature,
though we fhould fuppofe him unalterably placed
in aftate of the uemoft happinefs he was capable of ?
Whether there is not a rectitude in fuch abehaviour,
a fitnefs neceffarily refulting from the relation he
ftands in to his maker and benefaétor, which a ra-
tional mind muft be conftious is his duty, though
(as in the fuppofed cafe) there could be #o intereft
into the-bargain.

The author of the notes allows this confcious
approbation and difapprobation, to be of itfelf both
rule and obligation ; but to make thisconfiftent with
his fcheme of refolving all obligation into intereft
or private happinefs, he ¢ founds the obligation of
moral {enfe upon the uneafinefs we feel, when we
negleét what it approves, or prattife what it difap-

¥ Turner, quoted by Author of the Notes in Rem. i. ¢ ibid.
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proves, as it makes our conformity to it neceflary
to our happinefs. But the obligation feems plainly
founded on the approbation itlelf: the uneafineis
we feel upon the practice of any thing contrary to
what moral fenfe approves, is a confequence of the
obligation, not the foundation of it, and onl y thews,
that we are confcious of being obliged to certain
actions, which we cannot negleé without ftandine
felf-condemned ; felf-condemnation manifeftly pret-,
fuppofing fon}; obligation, that we judge ourfelves to
have tranfgrefled.

But though Dr. Clarke and hisfollowers maintain,
that the fitnefs of things, and confcience or the moral
Jenfe (by which they never underftand, nor would I
be: underftood to mean, a blind inftinét, but a con-
{cioufnefs confequent upon the {perceptions of the
rational mind) have in themfelves an obligatory
power, yet it muft be allowed, and they as earneftly
maintain, that the will of God, with the fan&ions
of his laws, can only enforce this obligation, fo as
to extend toall times and all cafes. Thefe there-
fore, as Mr. Warburton * Judicioufly obferves,
make a threefold cord, that ouglit never to be un-
twifted.  The confideration of the wil/ of God muft
neceffarily be taken into all {chemes of morality, as
the author of the notes juftly fays; but an endea-
vour to eftablith it upon that alone, exclufive of
the other principles, feems to me no lefs a defet in
Jome, than the want of that has been in many of our
modern fyftems.

Remarks on Note 53, 1n the fecond part of the

Origin of Evil, concerning the Foundation of

Virtue, and of Moral Obligation.

THIS large note has fuggefted fome far-

ther refletions on the foregoing fubjects. *Tis

f Divine Legation.

/\ €od ftrongly
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| ftrongly urged, both by archbifhop King, and in the
' notes by his tranflator, that it depended folely on
the will of God whether he fhould create any
world, and, among many poffible worlds, which
he fhould choofe, there being no 4¢ff among created
things, that could abfolutely determine him. All
which, I think,is very juftly argued, and folidly re-
futes Mr. Leibnitz’s notion, of there being nothing
equal or indifferent in nature. But I do not fee
how this at all affects the arguments of thofe, who
maintain a fitnefs in things antecedent to the divine
will ; though the artful mingling this conteft with
the other, which has no dependance on it, cafts a
mift upon the fubject that a little perplexesit. The
defenders of this antecedent fitnefs, have no need
of fuppofing, thatthe prefent fyftem isab/olutely beft.
There may be many poffible, nay actually created
worlds as good or perhaps better than this: each
of thefe may have different fyftems producing dif-
ferent relations, and fitneffes refulting from them,
which will be as eternal and immutable as thofe of
our {yftem are afferted to be ; for the relations of
all poffible fyftems muft be eternally in the divine
snind, as the tranflator owns ; they cannot therefore
be dependent on will.

God is indeed perfeétly free to choofe, which of
them he will bring into a¢tual exiftence ; but when
he has fixed on any particular {yftem, the relations
and fitneffes refulting from it are neceffary ; and to
act fuitably to them, muft be an immutable rule
to that fyftem of beings. To this reafon, nature,
and fitnefs of things, the divine will always con-
forms itfelf. God cannot, for inftance, will, that
pain fhall be fuitable, and pleafure unfuitable, to a
fenfible being ; or that it fhall be morally good to
give caufelefs pain to fuch a being. Nor can he
will the exiftence of innocent ereatures on purpofe
to make them miferable ; not becaufe Ais would be

contrary
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contrary to what be bas willed already, (as this wri-
ter 8 argues) or inconfiftent with what he fuppofes
to be the fole end of God’s adling, viz. a communica-
tion of happinefs; but becaufe there is af unfitnefs
in the thing itfelf, inconfiftent with *e&itude, and
therefore morally evil. If there was no unfitnefs
in_this, if making creatures to be happy or mife-
rable was indifferent in the nature of things, ante-
cedent to the will of God, no reafon can be given,
why he may not change his will concerning them,
or make mifery inftead of happinefs the end of bis

. efling. Butlet us fuppofe God to have had fome

other end in the creation, as the exercife and mani-
Jeftation of bis power ; this end might be ahfweréd
by making inpocent creatures on purpofé to be mi-
ferable: but can any one think this would be
equally fit, right, and good, as to defign them for
happinefs ?  And yet this muft be the cafe, if the

fitnefs or goodnefs of things depends merely on

God’s willing them, as Dr. Clarke’s oppofers main-
tain. But further; if this was fo, if there was no
effential difference in the nature of good and evil,
we could never be certain, either that God would
deal with us according to truth, juftice, and the
reafon of things, (if upon that fuppofition there
would be any meaning in thofe words) or that we
ourfelves were under any obligation of dealing equi-
tably with our fellow creatures. He might decrec
us to eternal mifery, merely to fhew his fove-
reignty ; or have a fecret will contrary to his re-
vealed one, as fome upon this very principle have
taught: So that we could neither know what we
might expect from God, or what he required o
us, by any kind of declaration, that he could make
of his will ; fince, according to this notion, it would
be no more unfit from the nature of things, thar he
should will to break his promife, and to deal de-

¢ Nato 53, )
ceitfully
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| ceitfully. with us, than that he fhould will to a&

i ithfulnefs, with equity, and veracity.
wn\l?lvf;el;hthe author of th% notes finds himfelf prefled
with the danger of this principle, of founding good
and evil, and placing the obligation to VIrtue, o’?l
the mere will of God, he owns, that ® mere wzl
would of itfelf be no ground of obligation at all,
and that the will of God muft not_be Jeparated f;fom
bis other attributes; which is, 1 think, giving up

all that is contended for. The moral attributes of .

his goodnefs, juftice, trugh, and .reéhtudt.:,
zcz;r:dc,:hicﬂygunderﬁoojd by us .w1th relation to his
dealings with his creatures, fuitably to the nature
he has given them, and to their demeanour 1n nt‘.i
To fay then, thatthewill of God muft not be fepmc'late
from thefe attributes, 7. ¢ muft be .conﬁdgre as
determining itfelf agreeably to, or in con orm}t{
with them, is the fame thing, in other words, wntf
conforming itfelf to the reafon, nature, and fitnels

S

“ tV}:;EEt ill confequences this author * apprehends;_
from founding moral obligation on the fitnefs od
things, antecedent to any confideration of rc:wau-h
and punifhment, (for which he has taken fo nlxluc
pains to oppofe it) he has not been pleafed to te us;_
but the ill confequences of the contrary non‘?lns, od
making good and - evil depend upon mere will, an
all obligation to virtue upon private bappine/s, aé-c
obvious enough, though he fo earneftly contenhs
for them. Upon his {cheme,. the Heathgns, fw ho
confidered not the law of nature as the will of the
fupreme being, and knew nothing of a future re-
compence, could have no obligation to virtuc ﬁa;t
all; and confequently could not be juftly punih-
able for the negle& of it: The blefled in heag'ﬁ?,
as we fuppofe them confirmed in unalterable blils,
can have no duties to perform; there can be no-

b Tbid. i Ibid. i
o

Remarks on fome writerson morality, 41t

thing fit or right for them to do, fince they can
have no advantage by it. But we havegood reafon
to believe, that they are worthily employed in aéts
of gratitude to their creator, and of benevolence to
to his creatures, who in a lower or more imperfeét
ftate may need their affiftance; and therefore we
are taught to pray, that the will of God may e done
on earth as it is in heaven. But what is worft of all,
upon this fcheme (as 1 had occafion before to ob-
ferve) if there is nothing right or fit in itfelf, but
only as it tends to the happinefs of the agent, we
could never depend upon being equitably dealt with
by the deity, fince he could receive no addition of
happinefs from it.
The author of the notes indeed fuppofes, that
* God was always determined to purfue the beft
¢ end, and by the beft means: but why he s To de-
¢¢ termined, and in what fenfe this was detter and
¢¢ fitter for bim, who could receive no addition of
¢ happinefs from it, I confefs, fays he, I do not
¢ underftand.” In truth, upon.his principles, this
is not only unaccountable, but muft be very doubt-
ful. There could indeed be no fuch thing as e
end, or beft means, nor any motive of ation, to a
perfectly happy being; which fufficiently fhews, that
the principle itfelf muft be falfe. Whereas thofe,
who maintain the effential difference of good and evil,
right and wrong, and the immutable relations of
things, as they were eternally in the divine mind,
will eafily underftand, why a perfectly happy being,
of infinite knowledge and power, who unerringly
fees, what is in its own nature good, right, and fit,
and can be under no influence to biafs the re:tituce
of his will, thould always determine himfe!f to co
what he perceives to have a goodnefs in it. Nor will
they be at a lofs to know, in what fenfe it is etrer
and fitter, that fuch a being fhould purfue the beft
ends, fhould promote crder, rectitude, and happi-
nefs; thefe things being neceffarily approved, and
: 1 confe-

~
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ceitfully with us, thag thag he fgould will to a
i ithfulnefs, with equity, and veracity.

. wx%lvrel;htfhe author of thc<l: notes finds himfe!f prefled
with the danger of this principle, of founding good.
and evil, and placing the obligation to virtue, on
the mere will of God, he owns, th?.t h_mere will
would of itfelf be no ground of obligation at all,
and that the will of God muft not be [eparated from

" bis other attributes; which is, I think, giving ‘up
all that is contended for. The moral attributes of
God, his goodnefs, juftice, truth, and rectitude,
are chiefly underftood by us with relation to his
dealings with his creatures, fuitably to the nature
he has given them, and to their demeanour in 1t‘.1
To fay then, that thewill of God muft not be [eparate
from thefe attributes, 7. e. muft be Fonﬁdered_as
determining _itfelf agreeably to, or in conformgt%:
with them, is the fame thing, in other words, wntf
conforming itfelf to the reafon, nature, and fitnefs

s
5 t\}’;’ll{:gt' ill confequences this author ! apprchie:nds;
from founding moral obligation on the fitnefs Od
things, antecedent to any confideration of vre:warl‘l
and punithment,”(for which he has taken fo rﬁuc :
pains to oppofe it) he has not been pleafed to te usir
but the ill confequences of the contrary notl_;)lns, (.):l
making good and evil depend upon mere will, a: ¢
all obligation to virtue }l:pﬁn Fﬁtz::;céiz;]:gfén (;s
i nough, thou e fo

?:: :l(::rsn.c U%)on his gfchcmc, the Hcathgr;s, fwl;lo
confidered not the law of nature as the w;l of t ?
fupreme being, and knew nothing of a ut‘urcer:lt
compence, could have no obligation tolvxrtu.ﬁ)‘
all; and conﬁ:quentl);T Foul(’ir ;Otblz% é]c;xfgny E:ar\l:en

the neglect of it. e en,
:sb]vief(f):lppofc t%\cm confirmed in unaltcrablcbblnlf;:
can have no duties to perform; there can be

b Ibid. i Ibid.
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thing fit or right for them to do, fince thty can
have no advantage by it. But we have good reafon
to believe, that they are worthily employed in acts
of gratitude to their creator, and of benevolence to
to his creatures, who in a lower or more imperfeét
ftate may need their affiftance; and therefore we
are taught to pray, that the will of God may be done
on earth as it is in heaven. But what is worft of all,
upon this fcheme (as I had occafion before to ob-
ferve) if there is nothing right or fit in itfelf, but
only as it tends to the happinefs of the agent, we
could never depend upon being equitably dealt with
by the deity, fince he could receive no addition of
happinefs from it.
The author of the notes indeed fuppofes, that
“ God was always determined to purfue the beft
* end, and by the beft means: but why he is fo de-
“ termined, and in what fenfe this was Zetter and
“ fitter for bim, who could receive no addition of
* happinefs from it, I confefs, fays he, I do not
¢ underftand.” In truth, upon.his prificiples, this
is not only unaccountable, but muft be very doubt-
ful. There could indeed be no fuch thing as bef
end, or beft means, nor any motive of aétion, to a
perfectly happy being ; which fufficiently fhews, that
the principle itfelf muft be falfe. Whereas thofe,
‘who maintain the effential difference of good and evil,
right and wrong, and the immutable relations of
things, as they were eternally in the divine mind,
will eafily underftand, why a perfeétly happy being,
of infinite knowledge and power, who unerringly
fees, what is in its own nature good, right, and rir,
and can be under no influence to biafs the re-tituce
of his will, fhould always determine himfe!f to o
what he perceives to have a goodnefs in it. Nor will
they be at a lofs to know, in what fenfe it is better
ard fitter, that fuch a being fhould purfue the beft
ends, fhould promote crder, reditude, and happi-
nefs; thefe- things being neceffarily approved, and

/\ 1 confe-
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\confequently objeéts of choice, to every rational
' mind, that is under no wrong influence.

And as the moft perfeétly bappy being has thought
it fit, right, and good to communicate happinefs to
his creatures, tho’ himfelf could have no adv::mtagc
by it; may it not feem to be a part of that image
of God, in which he is faid to have crqatcd man-
kind, that he has made us capable of taking delight
in doing good to others, without any regard to our
own intereft? If it be faid, that this delight is our
reward for doing good, and that therefore our own
happinefs is the real end of our afting; let it be
obferved, that the delight of doing good\is never
the end in view. A benevolent agent has no other
profpec, but the intereft or happinefs of another.
The delight he finds in having obtained that end, is
cither the confequence of his benevolence, or of the
approbation of his own mind, for having c}pnc what
was right and fit; but in no cafe the motive of his
a&%%o’ the author of the notes will not allow, that
there is any fuch thing as difinterefted benevolence in
nature, yet he owns*, that itis matter of fat, that
there are great variety of inftances of mens practif-
ing virtue, without knowing, that it tengls to their
own private happinefs, nay even when it appears
deftruétive of it. And he argues very juftily againft
Mr. Hutchinfon, that this is no.proof, that the moral

 fenfe and publick affettions (in his language) are lfni:re
inftinéts implanted in us, fince they are all re ov&
able into reafon, and are undeniably cultivated an
improved, by making a right ufe of our facultxles.
But when he goes on to fay, that ¢ they are refo v&
<« zble into reafon pointing out private .bappmeﬁ; an
<t that whenever this end is not percclve.d, thcy are
< to be accounted for from the affociation of zdf:z:,
« and may properly enough be called habits, I

k Prelim. Differt. ror
queftion
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queftion whether this is reconcileable eitherto rea-
fon or matter of fact. There are many inftances of
benevolent affeGtions 3 and a difinterefted approba-
tion of virtue, that cannot be accounted for by any
fuppofed affociation of ideas; nor does reafon direét
a focial creature to think, that there is nothing fit for
him to aim at, but his own private happinefs. On'the
contrary, right reafon will inform him, that it is fuit-
able to the nature of fuch a being, and worthy of ap-
probation, to do all the good he can for others, whe-
ther his own advantage is included in it or not,

Mankind is a fyftem of creatures, that continually ‘

need one another’s affiftance, without which they
could not long fubfift. It is therefore neceffary,

that every one, according to his capacity and ftation,

fhould contribute his part towards the good and pre-
fesvation of the whole, and avoid whatever may be
detrimental to it. For this end they dre made capable
of acquiring focial or benevolent affections, (pro-
bably have the feeds of them implanted in their
nature) with a moral fenfe or confcience, that ap-
proves of virtuous actions, and difapproves the con-
trary. This plainly fhews them, that virtue is the law
of their nature, and that it muft be their duty to
obferve it, from whence arifes moral obligation, tho'
the fanctions of that law are unknown ; for the con-
fideration of what the event of an action may be to
the agent, alters not atall the rule of his duty, which
is fixed in the nature of things. Thus, as St. Paul
tell us, thofe who had not the law (the revealed law)
were a law unto themfelves: the obligation of living
fuitably to a rational and focial nature was plain;
the confequence was to be trufted to the author of
that nature.

‘Thus undeniably ftood the caufe of moral obliga-
tion, where revelation was not known. But our
beneficent creator, forefceing, that many would be
drawn by irregular paffions, to deviate from the rule

of their duty, by which thofe, who fteddily adhered

/-\ to
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to it, would be liable to great difadvantagc§, deter-
mined, agreeably to his goodnefs and rectitude, to
make fuitable retributions in a future ftate, that no
one fhould be finally a lofer by obeying the law of

* his nature, or a gainer by tranfgrefling it. This de-

termination, it is plain, introduces no new moral
obligation, in the ufual fenfe of that word; and I fee
not why we fhould give up to this writer his arbitrary
definition of it: on the contrary, the very notion of
reward and punifhment implies an antecedent duty
or obligation, the conforming or not conforming
to which, is the only ground of reward and punifh-

- ment. Thefe cannot, therefore, be the foundation

of the obligation; tho’ the tranflator fuppofes all
obligation to arife folely from a profpect of them.
When God was pleafed to declare to the world
this his determination, in making known to man-
kind more explicitly, that the law of their nature
was likewife the will of their creator, he brought
themindeed under an additional obligation to obferve
it, obedience to his will being one of the principal
fitnefles refulting from the nature and relations of
things. But indeclaring, that he would eternally re-
ward or punifb thofe, who obeyed or difobeyed, he
gave them only a new motive to the performance of
their duty, but na new foundation of it: tt_xe ruley
and reafon, and obligation of virtue remained as
before, in the immutable nature and neceffary re-
lations of things.
At the cndgof this long note, the author afks,
« What will become of the obligation, in cafes
¢ where virtue fails to produce happmeff;, which
« muft often happen in the prefent ffate?” for in
fuch cafes, according to his explication of the word,
there can be no obligation. ¢ To deduce one, con-
“¢ tinues he, from the profpeét of a future reward,

¢ is having recourfe to the will of God to fupply’

“ defests: It is owning, that the obligation fuppofed

¢ 1o arife from the relations of things, is nOtc:n{ltl;‘
e
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¢ felf adequate and indifpenfible, and feems to be
“ quite giving up that full obligatory power of
¢ theirs, antecedent to any reward or punifhpent.”
But by what hasbeen faid above, thcinconclu!‘xrx]renefs
of this reafoning may appear. Having recourfe to
the will of God, and the profpect of a future reward,
is not to fupply the defetts of the obligation, but the
defects of our ftrength and refolution to comply with
it. 'The right of obliging may be full, the obligation
indifpenfible, and yet there may be great need of
affiftance to our frailty, for the difcharge of it in
cafes of fevere trial. ~The profpeét of future re-

wards and punifhments is allowed to be the only |

motive fuited o all capacities and conditions: And
therefore, no divines have more {trongly prefled the
confideration of the will of God, and of future retri-
butions, than thofe, who maintain a full obligatory
power in the relations and fitnefs of things. Dr,
Clarke, in particular, conftantly infifts on them,
throughout all his admirable practical difcourfes ;
and very judicioufly refutes the notion of thofe, who
would depreciate the principle of practifing virtue,
with a view to future rewards, as mercenary or felfifh.

The affurance of equitable retributions in another
life is of too great importance to be neglected in
any fchemes of morality, where revelation is known :
but to place all obligation to virtue folely on that,
feems to be confounding the Jenéions of a law with
thereafons and grounds of it. To make private happi-
#efs the only foundation of moral obligation, as the
author of the notes does, is, I fear, fetting it on a
principle, that, in cafe a future ftate is not known,
or not attended to, would leave men free to every.
kind of profitable wickednefs, that they could com-
mit with impunity. Whilft, on the other hand, I

fee not how there ‘can’ be any danger in afferting, .

that there is an indifpenfible obligation to virtue,
founded on the nature, relations, and fitnefs of
things; fince that leads us to conclude, that it muft

be

~
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be likewife the will of our creator, whp gave us a
natér:, from whence fuch relations arife; and that
- himfelf will aé& fuitably to thofe neceffary relations,
in every difpenfation to his creatures through all

eternity.

Remarks upon an Eflay on Moral Obligation.

THE author of this Effay, who writes on
Dr. Waterland’s fide, againft a reply to his fup-
plement, pretends, that moral fbligatmlz, as built
upon the fuppofed fitneffes of things, mutft refolve
at laft into confcience, or the mm.fal Jenfe 5 and that
the fcheme of Dr. Clarke and his followers (which
this author oppofes) is no otherwife intelligible, but
upon that fuppofition. On this account he has
taken ™ a great deal of pains to confute the notion
of aninnate moral fenfe : a labour, that might well
have been fpared in oppofing Dr. Clarke, fince
there cannot eafily be imagined two fchemes more
different, than that of founding virtue and moral ob-
ligation on a wmoral [enfe, confidered as an innate in-
flinit, and that of founding them on the nature, rea-
fon, and relations of things. Thefe are the objetts
of the underftanding, and can only be apprehended
by reafoning and refleCtion, not by fenfe, or a blind

inffints. On what grounds then can this author be

perfuadcd,that « if Dr. Clarke ar}q his followers
<« had gone dezper in their enquiries, they muf,li
« have got to this natural infiiné? or moral [fenfe.

This would irideed have been going much Jower,
if he means that by deeper. But < 'fo’r’ne of them,
« fays he, I know do readily grant it. What do
they grant, that the nature of virtue, or the oblx;
gation to practife it, is founded on a moral fenfe :
If they grant this, they are no followers of Dr.
Clarke, having intirely departed from his principles.

1P.43. = P, 30. But

Remarks on fome writers on morality. 417

But perhaps they may grant, that there is fuch 2
principle or faculty in man ; for a moral fenfe of
confcience (if thefe mean the fame thing) is not in-
confiftent with their foundation of virtte, add o~
ral obligation ; nay, they may evén maintain, thar it
has an obliging power ; for Dt. Clarke has gotie fo
deep in his enquiries as to tell us , that natural
confcience is founded on the perception, that every
rational mind neceffarily has, of the natural and ef-
fential difference between good and evil. But ’tis
fufficiently plain through all his works, that, by
confcience he does not mean a blind fenfe or inftinf,
but fome principle or faculty, the operations of
which depend on the judgment of the under-
ftanding.
That there is fuch a principle in man, whatever
it be called, or whether innate or acquired, fome-
thing that diftinguifhes between right and wrong,
and condemns or approves of aétions accordingly,
is undeniable. Whether this isa faculty of the un-
derftanding, or any thing diftin&, I prefume not to
determine ; but am inclined to think the faculty
innate, fince it operates in fome meafure on all man-
kind, whether they will or will not : Though I
allow it to bevery evident, that the exercife of it,
the manner of its exerting itfelf, depends upon cuf-
tom, education, or whatever means and opportu-
nities it has had of being informed ; and agree with
this writer, that < its determinations therefore can be
“ no certain rule to 4ét by, no folid foundation for
“ morality.” To whichI add, nor can it poffibly be
admittedfor fuch, by thofe,who with Dr. Clarke found
morality on the immutable nature of things. Burt as
this faculty is of great ufe, when duly informed, and.
rightly fet on work, they may allow its proper
place in their fcheme. Their principle is not of
the excluding kind ; they readily admit whatever

8 Vol. vii. Serm. xv.
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iti ioation, or affift to the prac-
C?nbe F fv(ilfigmm’l['{.\gh\zill of God, the fan&lo‘ns/
2? ehi(s) laws l;cncvolent aﬁ'e&io?s? and tthcczcmvr;;i :h
' heir weight and 1mportan
fenf b heir oppoiers to exclude
o hazilrlmey 1;3; ct}t\?ngt 1o doP£§t11 virtue, eve;-gr
*;;)i‘:ciple, b%t their favourites, felf-love and felf-
mm’l‘r;iits"author begins chap. iv. (in which {'ble' 1§mttc';
fhew, that his adverfary’s fcheme muft refolve i
] imnate -moral fenfe) with this prclxmlnmﬁw A
an 11[: « *Tis very obfervable, fays he, t gt t i
21‘a :nai.ntainers of this natural, ngceﬁ'ary, or 1nﬁe§£‘ctr1\
< dent fitnefs of things and actions, h:l‘:e cc:lr;em g}
« declined letting us know, what ‘;:Sy e
<« moral obligation, €XCePL 2 fynony.m? o
« be called a definition.” But thlsC; ne 0
very oroundlefs obfervation. Dri. avrv e
follow%rs ufe that term In the p ha;n Lol
common acceptation of it : if they : ;ed ki
it, ’tis perhaps becaufe they coul nN 0w
1rr;m'e clear or imtelligible .than irfelf. torather =
met with any definition of it, that h3§ no e
e e el e b (ol
ily underitands 2 ;
Eﬁd}z’é‘;s obliged to do to EVEry one as ht; “tr(::llcsl &
doneby : he apprehends that he ought, ?ms i
duty to do fo. 1f thefe are [ynanymous 59. ,c; i
cé.nyhelp it, when no other can be found to €Xp
: 4 ‘
& II)F tittegé {aid, that though a man may k}r:iow 'Lﬁﬂ‘t;i
is meant by his being obliged t0 doat i%g,or i
‘will not make him underftand 202y hle‘ 1st.or,1- o
<hat erounds he is under fuch an ob 1g:(::t ion o
i e gtrue . but then this is not the dcfc_ lmh}:: e
ll;w trge author of the Effay to the wnt,erz Ed_mg
)gfes. He cannot pretend, that t.he¥1 hl;“ ihe P
to let us know, what they underftan the)i(r S
dation of moral obligation 3 for it is th B s
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clarations of that, which he fo ftrenuoully contends
againft. What is it then, that they have declined to
do ? Truly nothing, that I know of, unlefs it be
.2n omiffion not to have put their grounds of moral
~ obligation into a definition of the term, as their op-
pofers do, and they might with a$§ good reafon
have done. They might have told us, that by mo-
ral obligation they mean a neceffity of action arifing
from the nature and relations of things which
would have been as juft an explication of the term,
as that, which Archbifhop King’s tranflator, and after
him this author gives us, when they fay, that by
moral obligation they mean a neceffity of attion,
arifing from a profpeét of obtaining happinefs or
avoiding mifery. Butin a controverfy, about what
is the true original ground of moral obligation, this
would have been in them, as I take it to be in thefe
authors, a plain begging the qucftion in debate : -An
error, which did not fall in my way to Take notice
of, in my remarks on the tranflator’s notes.
However, our prefent author gives us the reafon,
from whence he concludes, that he has hit on the
true meaning of moral obligation. ¢ Before it can
« be determined, fays he, what can bring fuch a
« neceflity upon an agent, as is confiftent with
¢ perfect liberty, which moral obligation is fup-
pofed to do, it mutt firft be known, what itis he
would chufe or refufe as an intelligent freeagent:
and as it 1s felf-evident, that to every [enfible be-
ing happinefs is preferable to mifery, and cen-
fequently that happinels muft be his choice, and
mifery his averfion, it is plain, that morel obliga-
“ tion canbe founded upon this principle only.”
This may be a true conclufion, if there are any
intelligent free agents, that are to be confidered as
fenfible beings only ; but thatfeems to be a very par-
tial confideration of man. He is a rational and
focial as well as a fenfible being, and may, nay muft
be under fome obligations as fuch. Let man be al-
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lowed asa fenfible being, to chufe natural ot fenft-
ble good, and even to be under a moral obligation
of fo doing ; but let him likewife be allowed in his
other capacities to have other views; and to be un-
der other obligations. A rational being ought to
aét fuitably to the reafon and mature of things : a
focial being ought to promote the good of others :
an approbation of thefe ends is unavoidable, a re-
gard to them implied in the very mature of fuch be-
ings, which muft therefore bring on them the
ftrongeft moral obligations. 'To afk, why a rational
being fhould chufe to a& according to reafon, or
why a focial being fhould defire the good of others,

- is full as abfurd, as to afk why a fenfible being
fhould chufe pleafure rather than pain. If fucha
queftion is to be anfwered, the anfwer will be the
fame in either cafe, thefe ends are to be chefen, be-
caufe fuitable to the nature of beings with fuch and
fuch capacities. To att contrary to the reafon, re-
lations, and fitnefs of things, may not improperly be

* called the pain of rational beings. Vice would na-
turally be the mifery, and virtue the bappinefs of fuch
beings, if there was no reward or:punifhment ap-
pointed for them.

But this kind of refined happinefs thefe writers
feem to have no notion of. This, I prefume, is not
the happinefs the author of the Effzy has in view,
when he tellsus °, ¢ that in the cafe of moral ideas,
“ to fay it fignifies nothing whether I am tobe

¢ gainer or lofer, feemsto me to be banifbing mo-
¢ rality out of the world; as all the relation in mo-
¢ ral ideas, that I can poflibly difcern, is the rela-
“ tion of certain-actions to the agents happinefs.”
It this gentleman cannot poffibly difsern the relation
or fitnefs of gratitude to a benefactor, of fidelity to
truft, of relief to a miflerable objeét, unlefs the
agent is to be a gainer by thefe virtues, I believe no
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ions of the effential difference of good
:r?:lurg\l'ilngoafﬁrm, tha{moml virtues are in their
own nature indifferent till God commanded them,
and that he might, if he pleafed, have made the ci:-
ret contrary to have been cur duty, as for_ne of the
writers, who found virtue folely on thewill of God,
have maintained. But if it was not only indifferent,
but unwife and really unfit for a moral agent to be
juft, to be grateful, faithful to a truft, or any way
" Baneficent to his fellow creatures, b;forc God com-
izanded it, as this adventurous writer afferts; on
what groufids can God be fuppofed to have com-
manded it at all? Or how can this be qu;de to
agree with what himfelf had before affirmed*? viz.
“That God could not have given to man any other
yule of aftion but the law of virtue. < If, fays he,
<« God determined to create man, that is, a ratio-
< nal and focial being, ’tis impofiible, or rather ab;_
« furd, that he fhould give him any otl’u;r rule o
<« aftion, than what he has given him : ’tis impof-
« fible he fhould have made it his duty to act un-
« juftly, ungratefully, &. or to live vicioufly, in-

« ‘temperately, &c. becaufe this would have de-.

¢ d the very end and defign of his being, and
« gf](f)gr?ated thatl:’y very fcheme, which God himfelf
« had purpofed.” One would think the author
was arguing here for the other fide of the quettion,
that the fitnefs of moral virtue; of juftice, géftfl'.
tude,” temperance, &¢. and the neceffity of ! efe
to the well-being of mankind, did not depen ug-
on the will or command of God, but upon the
nature of the things themfelves; (which, by the
way, is all the neceffity and independence cgn-
tended for, by Dr. Clarke and his followers.) But
if it is granted, that the practice of moral ertgc
was fo neceffary, as is here faid, that without it the
very end and defign of God’s creating man, yea

q Effay, p. 28, his
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his whole ftheme, had been Sfruftrated, how could
it have been #nfit for man to practife it antecedently
to God’s command ? It could never be unfit or un.
wife for man to act with the fame views his maker
had, to purfue what was neceffary to the well-being
of the creation. This fure muft have been right
and good, though there had been, no command
about it. Nor can a wife and good being make a
thing, that is really unfit in itfelf, the fubje of his
command. Virtue therefore does not acquire its
fitnefs from cofamand : But God commanded it, be-
caufe he faw, that it was abfolutely right and fit,
the indifpenfable duty of a rational and focial be.
ing.

Though our author allows this, agreeably to the
fentiments of Archbifhop King’s tranflator, (whom
he clofely copies in every thing but his prudence)
though I fay they both allow, that moral virtue is
the neceffary confequence of the nature of man,
they notwithftanding maintain, . not only- that moral
obligation, but that moral virtue too, is founded on
the will of God. But with fuch inconfiftencies their
principles feem to me to abound. The great argu-
ment, by which they fupport their notion, is thus ex-
prefs’d in the Effay*: « Every thing, every relation,
¢ every fitnefs, is owing to God’s will in its firft -
inftance : he fees, at one view, through all the
* caufes, effets, and confequences of things ; and
« therefore in that very aét of volition, whereby

he determines the exiftence of certain things,
he determines their modes, relations, and every
thing elfe belonging to them: and therefore if
morality be fuppofed to flow immediately from
thofe relations, ‘yet ftill it muft be ultimbtely re-
“ folved info the will of God, the author of na-
* ture, as its firft and true foundation.” To this
I anfwer, that if God faw with one view, (as he
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_undeniably did from all eternity) the neceffary re-
lation of moral virtue to a rational and focial being,
faw, that he could not poffibly give any other rule of
2&ion to fuch a being (as this writer afferts) if ac-
cording to that view he determined to create man;
then morality may indeed be ultz‘mate{y refolved
into the divine underftanding, (thatis the nature of
things, as they exift in it) bur cannot be refolved
into the will of God, in any other fenfe, than Fhat
it depended folely on his will, whether any ‘beings
fhould exift, whofe nature required the practice of
marality, which I believe no body denies.

But the will of God muft be fuppofed at any
rate to be the foundation of moral wirtue, by thofe,
who will allow no other ground of moral obligation
but rewards and puni{hments-, by thofe, wl}o, with
this author, can fee no fitnefs in any action, that
brings no advantage to the agent. All concern for
the good of others is, with him, unreafonable .and
unaccountable ; every generous benevolent aétion,
would be madnefs and folly, fetting afide the confi-
deration of a future reward ®. ¢ Without that, he
¢ fays, no fingle" reafon can be given why one
« ought to fuffer the /eaft degree of pain to remove
« from another the greateft ;” and page 64 he puts
this queftion: ¢ What can induce a man to com-
« municate happinefs to another rather than not?
¢« What is the exciting reafon? You muft either
« affign one, ortellme’tis preferable in itfelf as an
« yltimate end, and then the pleafure of doing it

« will be the true reafon : now this, fays he, is re-
¢ cugring to a moral fenfe.” Not at all. Thgugh
plcaf{f;c may be generally confequent upon doing 2
right or morally good action, that is not the true
reafon of doing it, isnot the end the agent has in
view ; the reétitude or goodnefs of the action makes
it preferable in itfelf, and is the exciting reafon. To

P, 61. 66. o
3

Remarks on fome writers on morality. 425
s

afk, why a man fhould chufe to do good rather
than not, or rather than do evil, is to atk, why good
is better than evil, and why a man perceives it to
be fo. That a man fhould chufe to do what his un-
derftanding perceives to be good, worthy of ap-
probation, and confequently of choice, carries its
own reafon withit. If no fingle recfon can be given
for fuch a condu&, it muft be upen the fame
grounds, that no proof can be given, that it is day-
light, when the fun fhines, if any one fhould take
itin his head todeny it'; not on account of the un-
certainty or obfcurity of the thing, but becaufe no
evidence can be ftronger than the glare of its own
light. '

*Tis furprizing to obferve, that judicious, and (as
I am willing to believe) well-meaning men, can ar-
gue againft the common fentiments of humanity,
contradict the moft natural perceptions of their own
minds, and admit the greateft inconfiftencies into
their fchemes, to fupport a favourite hypothelis.

The author of the Effay, according to the gene-
ral {cheme or the writers on that fide, (who are for
taking away every motive to virtue but felf-intereft)
denies *, that there are any benevolent or difinter-
efted affections natural to man : but as he cannot
deny, that there are fome appearances of fuch affec-
tions, and that men are aptto think they find them
inthemfelves ; heaccounts for this, after Archbithop
King’s tranflator, from an early affociation of ideas.
« The great Mr. Locke, he fays, was the firft, who
¢ gave any hint towards a folution of this phcenc-
¢ menon in human nature ; and his fcheme his
¢ lately been improved upon, in a prelim nary
« differtation to an Englifh verfion of Archbifhop
““ King’s Origin of Evil” Which improvement is
adopted by our author.

T dare fay, when that great man wrote his very
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ufeful chapter Of the affociation of ideas, in which
he fo rationally accounts for the groundlefs fears,
unnatural averfions, whimfical affections, and ob-
ftinate adherence to error, obfervable among men,
by an accidental affociation of ideas, not at all united
in nature, he little imagined any bint could be taken
from thence, to account in the fame way for the
moft reafonable affettions, the moft fuited to our
nature; fo general, and even fo neceffary, that if
they were wanting, it might juftly be efteemed a
defect in the forming of a focial being.

But our author can fupply this defes? with bis
affociation of . ideas. *Tis but to fuppofe, that *
< at firft a man perceives, or is taught from his in-
« fancy, that as he livesin a focial ftate, fo his
< happinefs is neceffarily conneéted with that of
<« other men ; that the eftecm of others is ufeful to
¢ him ; this efteem only to be procured by bene-
¢ ficent actions, and an inward concern manifefted
¢« by his outward actions for the good of others.
¢« Hence he defires the happinefs of others, and
< joins pleafure to that idea: thus the affociation
<« is formed, thus benevolence is rooted in our
« minds ; and, forgetting how it came there, we
« are apt to think it #atural, and atupon it asa
¢« principle intirely diftinét from felf-love.”

This detail of an unnatural progrefs of the mind,
in acquiring benevolent affections, will fcarce fatisfy
any one, who confults #ature, or what in fact paffes
in the world, or in his own mind ; however plau-
fible it may feem to a fpeculative reclufe, fhut up
in his ftudy, only to imagine by what means fuch at-
fe@tions might poffibly arife. Our author thinks,
they fo wholly depend on this imaginary affociation,
that he tells us ¥, that ¢ they, who are not fenfible
s¢ how nearly. private and public happinefs are uni-
# ted, (asa great part of mankind, ’tis to be &cared,

"
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€ are not)have no benevolent affe&ions, but are
« indifferent to the happinefs or mifery, the virtue
¢ or vice, of every one elfe.”

I am perfuaded this remark was made in the
Jeudy, with the above detail, without looking into
what really paffes in the world ; for though it may
be pretty true, that the bulk of mankind have no
diftinét notions of the connection of public and pri-
vate happinefs, thatis, they form no general pro-

" pofitions about it, and perhaps fuch kind of max-

ims enter into the education of very few, even of the
better fort ; yet ’tis far from being true, that for
want of this they have no lenevolent affeizions. If
thefe depended on fuch notions or inffruétions, as
this author has imagined, ’tis to be feared they
would be much rarer than we find them. When
we examine the real fa¢t, thofe, whofe underftand-
ings are leaft improved, and who reafon leaft, will
perhaps be often found to have the ftrongeft affec-
tions. - Men need not be faught, they feel, that
their happinefs is not independent on that of others;
they find themfelves unavoidably involved, or af-
fected with the miferies of others, and can form no
idea of happinefs, into which fome kind of commus
nication with others does notenter. The very fup-
pofition of being happy alone, without regard to
any perfon in the world, or whilft all about him
were miferable, moft ‘appear a contradiction to a
focial nature : But this dependence of his happinefs
on that of others is the effeé? of his benevolent af-
fections, not the canfe or ground of them. '
Can any one think, that the fondnefs of a mother

and her tender concern for the happinefs of her chim:
is owing to her ¢ having perceived, or been tatght
¢ from herinfancy, that her happinefs is neceffarily
¢ connected with that of others ; that their efteem
¢ is ufeful to ker, this efteem only o be procured by

“ beneficentactions, &c.” How farunequal to fuch an
effect are reflections of this nature! The conneétion

of
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of her happinefs with that of her child muft ba

owing folely to her kind affections, an affociation -

of nature’s forming, quite different from that, which
Mr. Locke has obferved of ideas accidentally united,
that have 7o conneétion in nature. Is it poflible,
from the hypothefis of thefe writers, to account for
parents facrificing a great part of their eafe and hap-
pinefs in this world, to provide for the welfare of
their children ; and fometimes by methods, that al-

low them no title toa reward for it in the next ?-

‘What defire of efteem, what fecret aim at theirown
happinefs, can lurk at the bottom of this ?

But it feemswe havenotthe whole of theirfcheme
at once ; the parts of it are not conﬁ&en}: enough to
be fhewn together: benevolence, in the view,wherein
it has hitherto appeared, is nothing but a fecret aim
at our own happinefs ; but we are now to havea
profpeé of it as intirely difinterefted. ¢ Wemain-
“ tain * (fays the author of the Effay) that in this
<« focial ftate benevalence or difinterefted affection
< is a proper principle of aftion ; and how it comes
< to be fo, we have thewn before ; nay, we farther
¢« maintain, thata difinterefted benevolence is ra-
< tional, commendable, and indeed the very thing,
« that gives the name or character to virtuous ac-
< tions among mankind.” This, he pretends, is not
in the leaft inconfiftent with what he has faid before,
of private happinefs being the ultimate end and true
principle of attion; * for doing good o others, fays
<« he, is a neceffary meansto that end; thefe means
« are valuable, therefore defired, ap})rovcd', hence
¢ by habit loved; but the object of love isareal
« end, or defired for its own fake, without an im-
« mediate view to any thing elfe. This is what we
“ mean by difinterefted benevolence ; ’tis not ne-
« ceffary, that the agent fhould have no remote view
« towards bis own happinefs in the main” All 1

-
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<an gather of thefe gentlemen’s meaning, in whofe
name this author fpeaks, from his account of it
here, compared with what has been before quoted
from him, is, that men firft deceive the world, and
then themfelves, with an appearance of difinterefted
benevolence, to gain efteem, and the charaéter of
virtuous, though there is really no fuch thingin
nature, But if this {cheme were true, how could
it come to pafs, that all mankind fhould expect from
one another what none of them has ? How did they
agree in making the name and charaéter of virtuous
ations to confift in what they all muft know had
not a being? Why fhould they not rather efteem
one another, for doing beneficent actions upon an
avowed principle of felf-intereft, if that were really
the only natural and reafonable motive of attion, as
thefe gentlemen profeffedly maintain ?

But it isat laft pretended, that upon their princi-
ples a difinterefted benevolence is ratfGnal and com-
mendable,which was before faid to be ¢ madnefs, folly,
¢ and unfit, as wanting the moft effential part of fit-
“ nefs, beneficialnefs to the agent.” Doing good to
others is now become, ¢ an objeét of love, a real end,
¢ or defiredforitsown fake;” thoughbut two pages
before it was afked, ¢« What can induce a man to com-
¢ municate happinefs toanother rather than not?” And
his adverfaries affirming it to be preferable in itfelf as
an ultimate end, is exploded, as recurring to the moral
fenfe. Thefe paflages feem to me abfolute inconfif-
tencies 5 but if our author can find a way to recon-
cile them in his fcheme, it may help to reconcile
him, at the fame time, to thofe who, more con-
fiftently with their own principles, maintain virtue,
rectitude, or the fitnefs of things, tobe an objei? of
love, and as fuch, a real end, defirable for its own
Jake. And he may come to a better underftand-
ing of this entbufiaftic, unintelligible language, which
he finds fault yﬁk&in them, fince himfelf begins to

talk
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talk at the fame rate, though at the hazard of over-
throwing the doctrine he is labouring to fupport.

Several of the writers in this controverfy argue
againft the followers of Dr. Clark’s doé’trinp, from
the 7// ufe they pretend has been made of it; tho’
nothing can be more fallaf:ious, than to condemn a
principle for the abufe of it, or for confequences
falfely drawn from it, which the moft facred and
incontefted truths cannot be fecure againtt.

The author of the Effay, in particular, reafons
thusy: < *Tis eafy to fce what pernicious tendency
¢ the fcheme of independent fitnefles is of, from
“ what ufe has been made of it by a late advocate
«¢ for Deifm. I1is whole book is builtupon this prin-
¢ ciple, that duty and obligation arifes from the
¢¢ nature and relation of things, which are fo in-
¢¢ dependent, that no command can alter them, or
. make that fit, which is in itfelf unfit ; and confg-
¢ quently man muft always have the fame reli-
¢ gion.” This is a very falfe confequence, from
a very true principle. Our author is fo charitable
as to believe, that neither of the perfons he writes
againft, were aware of this confeqpence; but' he
* can’t fee how they will get off it, if the premifes
« are granted ; becaufe what is once fit in '1tfelf,
¢« muft be always fi# in itfelf, not having relation to
¢ any end, and not being alterable by any change
<« of circumflances whatever. :

But who has maintained fuch mdepgndent- fit-
nefles, as thefe writers have imagined ? It is affirmed
indeed, that thereis a fitnefs in things independent
of any pofitive inftitution, and of all confideration of
reward and puiifbmenty and on that account they
are faid to be fit in themfelves, or fit without being
commanded. Buthow does it follow, thut they are
independent of every thing.e!z, or that they have
no relation to any end ? This is as 2 2 conix;cz
quence as that ¢ te-for Deilmy a

¢ 3
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yet the premifes, from which both pretend to be
drawn, are undeniably true, even from thefe au-
thors own conceffions. For though they maintain,
that virtue is founded ultimately on the will of God,
they yet own (as has been before obferved, how
confiftently need not here be faidj that ¢ when
““ God determined to create a rational and focial
“ being, it was impoffible he fhould give him any
¢ other 7ule of aftion than what he has given him.”
The moral law then is equally allowed to be nece/-
Jary and unalterable upon either {cheme; and if ‘it
be atrue confequence, that therefore mar nuft al-
ways have the [ame religion, it follows as much
from the conceffions of thefe authors, as from
the principles of thofe they oppofe; and therefore
cannot reafonably be urged by them, as an .argu-
ment of the pernicious tendency of their adverfaries
doCtrine, fince it would equally involve_ their owr,
But in truthit is no juft confequence of either.
Itis undeniably true, that what was at firfta law
to man neceflarily refulting from his nature, 75 f}i/],
and always muft continue fo tobe. Bur the error
of the author of Chriftianity as old as the Creatios
lay, in not feeing, or being unwilling to fee, that
notwithftanding this, fome change might happen
in the circumftances of man, as a free agent, from
whence new duties, new wants, might arife, or
new affiftances be requifite. And the miftake of
the author of the Effzy lies, in fuppoling, that in-
dependent fitneffes” (as he affets to call them,
though improperly) have no relation to any end, and
are not alterable by any change of circumftances.
Whereas the fitnefs of moral actions has always a2
refpect to fome end, and is intirely dependent on
the nature and relation of things, confidered in their
various circumftances. The fame action may be fi¢
and right in fome circumftances of things, which
would be unfit in’m\Q’ers ; for an aftion is then only
morally fit, when it s fuitable o the agent, and the
; chjedt,
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object, according to their refpective relations a;?d
i ances. i : :
urlctu ?l:?n any change has happened in man, tﬂ}:at in-
troduced new wants, and required new z}t‘ﬂi ances,
revelation might be neceffary to fup})lyht em, }x:orj
withftanding the falfe reafoning of that aut p;l 5
and new duties, #ew ﬁtmﬂe.:, might arife, nc;t;nf 2
ftanding the miftakes of this. Repmtancef{_ od 1;)1—
ftance, is a fitnefs introduced among manl in ty
fin, the finner ftanding in a different relation to
God from that, which he had as an mnoctc:.nt per
fon: But thisdoes not hinder the moral law ;om rei
taining its fmmutable nature, or the fitnefs o mqrztz-
ations from being independent of pofitive apgomfs
ment, or of rewards and punifhments tlhegr tr;; *
refulting neceffarily from the nature, 1€ anons,
circumitances of things. Nor would t};cre ; e anay;
abfurdity in faying, that repentance 10F in W
in itfelf.
“”'I’ifxi:lyo.g;)ofcrsj;){Dr. Clarke in general are, Iﬁﬂc:;
greatly prejudiced againft the word fitnefs. &
us confider it therefore 2 little more par(;}cu ar’ t);‘
Abfolute fitnefs, or fif in itfelf, is an abfur x(tiy wi :
them. The term is relative, they fay, and mu
be unintelligible, wl{;ea ufed thhoxtxctS ;ﬁlatt}llzr:v tr?t :1:;
5 it is a miftake, common wr
g:ldt’hitf(gae, to fuppofe, that the words fit mlatj_kljg
are meant to exclude 2ll rr}anger of ;::fit,x cﬁ{ :i ;t;(})\:
thing 3 ) and fome of them, pai :
::xt?:g'of sz}ay, complain of ¢ a mift and c?lr.lfu”
« fion in the languageof the advocates for ﬁtnc] es.
Perhaps there may be {fome ambiguity in applying

that term indifferently to the foundation of virtue In

nd tothe practice of it by moral agents,
:Vh}iiz}b{}r;aa?’;ave givenpground for fucha comp}'amtlé
But as thefe authors, in whatever refpect they p;ao‘
of the fitnefs of things, have exprefied their mﬂcar:ntz
with great clearnefs, it feems 2 needlefs trifling

cavil To much about words. T hofe, who fpeakt }(:e
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the abftrat idea of virtue in general, as a conformity
to the reafon of things, and the proper ultimate end
of moralagents, ufe the word f#, when fo applied,
in an abfolute fenfe; for, asa* fine writer upon thefe
fubjeéts fays, why muft this term be eonfined to a
relative fignification, any more than the wquum and
rectum of the ancients ? But when they fpeak of the
practice of partiqular virtues, tho’every right atién
may be faid to be abfolutely fit in itfelf, yet this
cannot be fo underftood, as to exclude fuch aétions’
from having any relation to an end: for inftance, if
it fhould be faid, that to relieve a diftreffed perfon
is fit in itfelf, could this be reafonably underftood to
mean, that itis fit, without a relation to any end ? Or
where would be the difficulty to apprehend, that the
goodnefs of the end made the aétion right and fit in
ilelf, 7. e, fit without being commanded, fit without
a profpeét of advantage to the agent? Wh4t is there
unintelligible in this ? The abfolute fitnefs of virtue in
general confifts in its tendency to promote the order,
harmony, and happinefs ofithe world; and every
particular virtue, (fuch at leaft as refpeéts our fellow-
creatures) tends to fome good or other, towards the
object of it; but the immediate, the proper end of a
moral agent, is the reétitude or moral fitnefs of the
action, whatever other ends that action may refpect,
In this it is the mind finds a complacence: And there-
fore, the followers of Dr. Clarke, often {peak of vir-
tue itfelf as a real end, amiable and defirable for its
own fake; and that fometimes with a rapture, that
may feem to favour more of the enthufiafm of po-

| etry, than of the fedatenefs of philofophy, tho’ there
| isa real and folid foundation for it. '

This their oppofers call tbe _error of the §toics,
and accufe them of falling into the fame folly, of
miftaking means for ends. But thefe authors mif-
take the error of t)x{oics; it did not confift in

* Mr. Balguy, author of feveral traQs on thefe fubjets.
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ubjeét, according 0 their refpective relations and
l " . .
ut:‘n :‘I‘m\ any change has happened in man, tﬁhat in-
troduced new wants, and required new uh(:i anc:::
revelation might be neceflary to fup})ly them, l? ;
withftanding the falfe reafoning © that aut 5:;‘ 3
and new duties, wew fitneffes, might arife, m’)_m' -
ftanding the miftakes of this. tance&_ :5 1{)\-
flance, 1s a fitnefs introduced among manl ir t¥>

fin, the finner ftanding in a different relation
God from that, which he had as an mnoc:_m per-
fon: But thisdoes not hinder the moral law from r:i
taining its immutable nature, O the fitnefs of mor
altions from being independent of pafitive. apgom?—
ment, or of rewards and punifhments ; their fitne (’l
tcful;i neceffarily from the nature, rclanonbs; an
circun'\‘&anccl of things. Nor would there P any
abfurdity in fayi;}g, that repentance for fin was

in itfelf.

“%bﬁ‘g;:‘mfof Dr. Clarke in general are, lﬁlr_xi,
greatly prejudiced againft the word Sinefs. , lt
us conﬁcrer it therefore a little more Fm}cu ar} );‘
Abfolute fitnefs, or fif in itfelf, is an abfurdity wit
them. The term is relative, they fay, and m
be unintelligible, when ufed without relation to ag
end 3 (foritis a miftake, common to all the .wr.xtclrs
on that fide, to fuppofe, that the words fit ml:tj? Ify
are meant to exclude all manner of end, orrelauon

to any thing ;) and fome of them, particularly the-

¢ Effay, complain of ¢ a mift and confu;
?til':g:.\oifntt};\e lgmaéua cc?f the advocates for fitneffes.
"Perhaps there may be fome ambiguity 1n applying
that term indifferently to the foundation of virtue 1n
the abftraft,and tothe praétice of it by moral agents,
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the abftrat idea of virtue in general, as a conformity *
to the reafon of things, and the proper ultimate end
of moral agents, ufe the word fiz, when {o applied,
in an abfolute fenfe; for, as a* fine writer upon thefe
fubjeéts fays, why muft this term be confined to a
relative fignification, any more than the eguum and
recfum of the ancients? But when they {peak of the
practice of particular virtues, tho’every right aftion
may be faid to be abfolutely fit in itfelf, yet this
cannot be fo underftood, as to exclude fuch aétions
from having any relation to an end: for-inftance, if
it thould be faid, that to relieve a diftreffed perfon
is fit in itfelf, could this be reafonably underftood to
mean, that itis fit, without a relation to any end ? Or
where would be the difficulty to apprehend, that the
goodnefs of the end made the ation right and fit in
ifelf, 4. e, fit without being commanded, fitwithout
a profpett of advantage to the agent?® What is there
unintelligible in this ? The abfolute fitnefs of virtue in
general confifts in its tendency to promote the order,
harmony, and happinefs ofi the world; and eve
particular virtue, (fuch at leaft as refpeéts our fellow-
creatures) tends to fome good or other, towards the
objeét of it; but the immediate, the proper end of a
moral agent, is the rectitude or moral fitnefs of the
action, whatever other ends that attion may refpect.
In thisit is the mind finds a complacence: And there-
fore, the followers of Dr. Clarke, often fpeak of vir-
tue itfelf as a real end, amiable and defirable for its
own fake; and that fometimes with a rapture, that
may feem to {dvonr more of the enthufiafm of po-

. etry, than of the fedatenefs of philofophy, tho’ there

is a real and folid foundation for it.
This their oppofers call the error of the $toics,
and accufe them of falling into the fame folly, of
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taking means for ends, but in a partial confidera-
tion of human nature: an error, which themfelves
have fallen into, though in another inftance. They
confider man only as he is a fenfible being, and.
conclude, that he can have no other views but to
his own' happinefs as fuch. The §toics, on the other
hand, confidered man as a rational and focial being
only; and as fuch, they rightly judged, that virtue
muft be his end and his happinefs ; but then they
neglected to confider, that he was likewife a fen/ible
being, liable to many external accidents, to pains
and fufferings, under which virtue 2lone, with all
its excellence, could not be fufficient for his happi-
nefs. This confideration might have led them to
the knowledge of a future ftate, where virtue would
meet with no impediments ; but whilft they were
ignorant or uncertain of tkat, and yet plainly faw,
that virtue had an intrinfic goodnefs, independent
of any external advantages or difadvantages, that
might attend it, they were forced into the abfardi-
ties of maintaining, that pain was no evil; that a
wife man was mafter of his own happinefs, and
that virtue was itfelf z fufficient compenfation for
all the fufferings in the world. Fhis was the real,
and, if the expreflion may be alowed, the noble
error of the Stoics.

But in this Dr. Clarke, and thofe who adhere to
his principles, having the advantage of a better
light, have been far from following them: they
have, with great ftrength of reafon and variety of
argument, infifted on the neceffity of having re-
courfe to the expectation of rewardsand punithments
in'another life, for the fupport of virtue under the
temptations and calamities of #his. They tell us
indeed, that virtue will be a great part of the happi-
nefs of that future ftate; and if their oppofers would
a little refine or exalt their notions of happinefs,
(which furely does not wholly confift in fen/ible plea-

Juure) they might perhaps come to fee, that there can
be

be no abfurdity, j i
: ¥, In making thas ¢
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fible exiftences, he fhould have confidered, that by fup-
pofing there were no divinity, no creator, he fuppofes
away the only ground of poffible exiftence; if there was
no divinity, there could be no poffible exiftences,
and confequently no truths concerning them.

In maintaining thefe felf-exiftent moral entities,
this author has three main arguments; firft, <« That
¢ tofpeak of abftract ideas arifing from any mind, is
< 2 flat contradition in terms,—becaufe we under-
< fland by them fuch moral entities, as are felf-exift-
¢ ent, or that do not depend upon any being for their
<« exiftence, but may be confidered abftractly or fepa-
< rately, without the confideration of any fubject:
< and therefore to fay, that they muft arife from the
« mind of God, is to deftroy our notion of themj;
< or to fay, that they are both abftract, and not ab-
¢ ftract, at the fame time; which is abfurd.”

Anfwer. Who can help it, if afferting truth de-
ftroys peoples falfe notions of things? Where can
ideas exift but in fome mind? And whatever this
writer underftands by abfiraft ideas, what fbould be un-
derftood by them, but the general natures of things,
confidered by fome mind, feparately from particular ex-
iftencies? For the nature of things is never in faf?
feparate, or abftratted from particular exiftences:
that is only done by an a¢t of the mind: The con-

Jideration of them, feparate from any fubject, is that,
which makes them abfirai? ideas, and their being
in the mind, that abftracts them from their fubjeét,
cannot make them at the fame time nof abftraét. To
fpeak of them therefore, as exifting out of mind,
may with much more reafon be faid to be a flet con-
tradittion in terms.

His fecond argument is,” ¢ That whatever ideas
¢ did arife in the mind of God, before the creation
<« of the world, muft be fuppofed to have had fome
¢ moral nature or entity for their objeét: otherwife

4 Page 27. ; b
< they

-y

:: they could not be ideas or images of any thing
but mere reveries, floating at random, and cor.
¢ refponding to nothing at all.”

Anfwer, It God perceives by ideas, there is no
need of looking out of the divine underftanding to
find objer for them. Abitract ideas are not images
of any thing without the mind, as ideas of /?n;
Jible things are fuppofed to be, but are formed by
the mind itfelf: pofible exiftencies are real objeéts to

. 1t; and tho’ there is nothing in being to reprefent

them, they ard no reveries, if they correfpond to
fome power adequate to the production of them.
Before all creation, God undoubtedly had ideas of
all poffible natures, not by looking out of himfelf
for objects of them, but by contemplating his own
infinite power and wifdom; for he muft neceflarily
fee all the objects, and the whole extent of his own
power. But to imagine, that whilft things were only
in poffibility, their general natures and effential diffe-
rences had an actual exiftence, I know not where

out of the divine mind; that they were felt-exiftent
objeéts of the divine ideas, tho’ themfelves are al-
lowed to be only ideas; feems indeed to be a mere
reverie, corvefponding to nothing at all; and which I
doubt if our author can form any image of. If he
<an, .I thould be glad to be informed, what fort of
entities the differences of things are. The effential

- difference between a circle and a fquare, an angel

and a man, or between a moral good and evil, I
allow to be eternal, immutable, and independent of
any will ; but cannot comprehend this to mean any
thing elfe, than that is was etérnally true, that none
of thefe things are the fame with thofe, from which
they effentially differ; or can be made fo by any
will. But that their differences fhould be fomething
{ubfiting diftinétly from the things themfelves, real
felf-exiftent entities, or, in plain Englifh, rea/ beings,
is, Ithink, utterly inconceivable.
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Nor is there any occafion for fuch an unintelligi-
ble ‘fuppofition, to fupport the truth, which this
author chiefly defigns tomaintain. The eternal and'
immutable nature of things, their neceffary relations,
and effential differences, unalterable by any will, are
fufficiently fecured by being inthe divine underftand-
ing, eternally and unchangeably what they are. If
God feesthe pofiible exiftence of a triangle, he fees,
‘that it muft zeceffarily be different from a circle, and
that he cannot will it to be the fame; for to willa
thing to be the fame with that, from which it is
eflentially different, is a contradiction, and there-
fore no object of power.

His third argument is, ¢ That®, if the moral
¢¢ natures and differences of things did primarily
 arife from the mind of God, or if his mind were
¢« the foundation or fupport of them; he muft as
“¢ naturally will evil as good, and approve of vice
¢ and virtue alike. There is no avoiding this con-
< fequence, fays he, unlefs it can be proved, that
<< there may be a difference, without different ideas
¢ or objeéts.” In the fame paragraph he expreffes
his argument thus: < If the nature of moral good,
¢ or of truth, did wholly arife from the divine wi/J,
¢ then the nature of moral evil and of falthood, by
¢ parity of reafon, muft arife from it, and be equally
¢ conformable to it.”

Here he quite changes the ftate of the ﬁjp'poﬁtion,
and whatever coniequences he may draw ! of rank
Epicurifm, or downright Yanicheifm, from fuppofing
the moral nature and %ﬁ of things, to arife from
thedivine will, they noway concern thofe, who affert
thefe things to have been eternally in the divine
mind. If this author takes thefe two fuppofitions
to be the fame, he very much miftakes them. But
indeed I cannot guefs what he underftands by the
moral nature of things, arifing from or in the divine

¢ P 28 fP.a29,
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mind, when he draws fo abfurd a confequence frofh it.
The expreffion itfelf I think very exceptionable, as it
feems to imply things coming to the mind of God,
which were not always there : but if he means by it
what fober writers mean, who maintain, that the ab-
ftrat natures or ideas of all things were eternally in
the divine mind, or that God eternally preceived in
his own comprehenfive underftanding, the moral na-
tures of thing to be what they are, Ifee not how it will
follow from thence, that God muft as naturally will evil
as good, and approve of vice and virtu clike.” There'is
no avoiding this, he fays, unlefs there inay be a diffe-
nencewithout different ideas or objet. Butwhatground
is there to imagine, that becaufe good and. cyil
are equally perceived by the divine 7mind, therefore
he has not different ideas of them, or phat they muft
be equally conformable to bis will? How wild a con-
fequence is this!, Our author fure knows of no dif-
tinction, between the divine underffanding and the
divine wi/l. Let him confider, that if God faw
before the creation the poflible exiftence=of an in-
telligent free agent, he muft fee, that the idea of fuch
a being neceflarily implies a power of chufing ei-
ther to act fuitably to the nature of things, and
agreeably to his will, which is moral good ; or to aét
unfuitably to both, which is moral evil. Thefe ideas
muft be effentially different in his mind, and their
being equally perceived by him can by no rule of
logic or metaphyfics infer, that they are equally
conformable to his wi//, or equally approved by
him. How far this reafoning may affect thofe, who
maintain, that truth and falthood, good and evil,
depend on the mere will of God, Ineed not enquire:
But it is a fufficient defence againft that erroneous
notion, to fhew, that thefe things muft neceflari-
ly be, from all eternity, in the divine underftand-
sng immutably the fame. We need not have re-
courfe to unintelligible felf-exiftent entities, abftract
ideas, that yet are objects of ideas independent of

Eeyg. any
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any mind; and which T am perfuaded no rational
mind can comprehend.

The fame author, if I remember right, (for I
have not his performance by me at prefent) has run
into another extravagance, tho’ in maintaining a folid
truth; affe&ting to talk of God, as under a moral o-
ligation of making nature, and the effential difference
of things, the ruleof his altions; with many darin?
and unufual expreflions, which muft give great of-
fence to thofe, who have accuftomed themfelves to
join with the term obligation, the idea of a fuperior
will, and of reward and punifhment: Since it will
not only appear to them an abfurdity, but the higheft
irreverence, when applied to the fupreme being;
and therefore ought in prudence to be avoided.

The truth which this author thould, and which
perhaps he did mean, has been afferted by the beft
writers on thefe fubjeéts; but then they did it with
decency and dignity. They did not fubject the fu-
preme being to rule his actions, by imaginary felf-
exiftences, that have no dependence on him: acting
in conformity to moral truth is, with them, acting
in conformity to bimfelf, in whom all effential truth
exifts, And I think, it can no way derogate from
him to affert, that the perfection of the divine nature
obliges him to a&ing conformably to the effential dif-
ference of things, becaufe ating contrary to them
would be an imperfe@ion: it is the fame as acting
contrary to goodnefs, juftice, truth, or, in one word,
the rectitude, which every one, who allows the im-
mutable nature of thefe things, readily owns to be
inconfiftent with abfolute perfection.

And if the fupreme being may be thus obliged by
his own effential perfections, to act conformably to
the immutable nature of things, on the fame grounds
it is maintained, that every rational being muft be
obliged to alt fuitably to his perceptions of thofe
things; becaufe, in doing otherwife, he muft fall
fhort of that degree of perfeiZion, and confequently

; of
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of happinefs, which belongs to his nature: For the
happinefs of every being is dependent on, and in
proportion to the perfection, which belongs to it.
This confideration leads me to refleét, that the
writers on the other fide, who maintain, that nothing
can induce moral obligation, but rewards and punith-
ments annexed to the law of a fuperior, can only
mean, that if there was no fuch expectation, fhould
men difregard the perfection ofsthejr nature, fall
from their moral character, and forfeit the happinefs
of rational beings, by chufing to a& contrary to
the reafon and truth of things, they may do it with
impunity. And that indeed is very true. But does
it follow, that there is nothing wrong in fuch a
choice? Is it not unfuitable to, and unworthy of fuch
a being, and inconfiftent with the true happinefs of
a reafonable nature? And is virtue nothing but mete
aiming at reward, or a care to avoid punifhment?
I do not know what notions the partifans of that
doétrine can have of virtue and moral goodnefs,
whilft they talk of it as nothing but a regard of in-
tereft.  Could they think any one a virtuous and
truly good man, who would willingly counteract
his fenfe of right and wrong, and all the di¢tates of
his reafon, from the nature and fitriefs of things, if
he might do it with impunity ? I am perfuaded they
could not; the natural fentiments of their hearts; I
doubt not, get the better of their artificial {chemes;
and whilft they contend, that nothing can ob/ige
them to do juft or kind actions, but the profpect of
a reward, they feel the charms of reétitude and
benevolence determine them to aét independent of
other views, with all the force of moral obligation.
Eternal truth! inftruct us fo to learn thy perfect
will, in the effential difference of good and evil, that
afpiring to perfect our nature bere, by a conformity
thereto, we may be qualified for that bleffed ftate
bereafter, which thou haft promifed as the reward,
and which is itfelf tbe perfeiiion of virtue.
Remarks
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Remarks on fime paflages of the firf} book of the
- Divine Legation of Mofes,

INCE I drew up the foregoing remarks, I
S have met with the fecond edition of the Divine
Legation, in which I find agreatdeal upon the found-
ation of morality and of obligation, which either was
not in the firft edition, from whence I have quoted a
juit obfervation relating to thofe fubjects, or I did
not then advert to it. Otherwife the fentiments of
fo great a writer would not have been the laft in
my confideration: but I cannot allow myfelf now to
omit taking notice of them, and it may ke no im-
proper conclufion of thefe papers.

This penetrating author with great judgment ob-
ferves aﬁCthe extremes, into which the contenders
about the true foundation of moral virtue h§ve run,
whilft each would advance his own favourite prin-
ciple upon the ruins of others. But tho’ he judi-
cioufly avoids all their extravagancies, fome of which
have been taken notice of in thefe remarks, I am
forry to find, that, in eftablifhing morality and ob-
ligation on the will of a fuperior, he too atts upon
the exterminating model, will not allow, t.hat a moral
difference of things, or obligation to practice, can be
deduced from either of the other two prmcxglcs, .the
moral fenfe, or the eternal relations and effential diffe-
rence of things. g | |

If the important point he is proving; required his
argument to be carried thus fal.', I thould very un-
willingly oppofe it: Bt there is no need of it: he
has ftrongly proved, throughout the courfe of this
learned work, the abfolute neceffity of religion to
focicty ; and particularly, in oppofition 8 to Mr,
Bayle, the infufficiency of the moral fenfe, ?nd the
knowledge of the effential difference of things, to
influence fociety to the practice of virtue. Againft
this I am far from contending. My only purpofe

¢ From p. 53, to 58. ¢his
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Is to plead, that thefe principles have fo far g right
of obliging, that whofoever is not influenced by
them, deferves blame and punifhment, tho’ he knows
nothing of a fuperior will with power to infliét it.
The contrary notion feems to give the Atheifts a
greater advantage, than Iam perfuaded was ever
itended them by an adverfary, who had attacked
them in their ftrongeft holds, and turned their
own artillery againft them, with abilities equal to his
arduous undertaking. I beg leave therefore, to cx-
amine the grounds, upon which this great author
maintains, “‘That an Atheift is not under any obli-
“ gation to act agreeable to right reafon,” i. ¢ to
praétife virtue.

And firft he urges, that an Atheift cannot arrive
at the knowledge of morality properly fo called:
that tho” he may have a knowledge of the natural
effential difference of things, this does not induce
the knowledge of the moral difference: » That this

" In order to judge of this point, let us fuppofe of a fociety
of Atheifts, one fallen into a pit, where he multnevitably perith
if unafliffed ; and another of them happening to travel that
way, who could with great eafe relieve him. Wil thefe two
perfons perceive nothing, but the natural eflential difference be-
tween leaving a man te perifh in a pit, and hel ing him out of
it? Would not the diftrefied confider one of thefe as an inhuma-
nity to be detefled, and the other as a good action deferving
grateful return? Might not the traveller be too confcious, that
one of thefe ations would be better than the other, have a
goodnefs in it more to be approved? Yet we will fuppofe fome
bufinefs or pleafure he is intent upon, ftifles this confcioulnefs angd
prevails with him, to leave the diftrefled to his miferable fate ;
and that he afterwards relates to the reft of the fociety, how
he had hurried from the melancholly objeét, in purfuit of his
inclinations. Can it be imagined, that they would coldly con-
fider this ation, only as not agreeable to reafon? Or would
they not rather judge it to be wrong, inhuman, and worthy of
deteftation. Itcannot, [ think, be doubted, that fucha focicty
might be capable of thefe fentiments. And what is this but to
perceive the moral difference of things, tho’ they have not dif-
covered a fuperior awill to enforce the obfervance of them? O
tho' they may think the guilty fecure from that punifhment,
which they muft be confcious fo great an immorality deferves

diftinélicn
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diftin&ion has been much unobferved, the contenders
for this principle, as well as their adverfaries, being
under the fame prepoffeffion, that ore inferred the
other: But that it is a miftake, for nothing but wil/,
or the law of a fuperior, can conftitute the morality of
acions. This in fhort is the fum of what is infifted
on in feveral pages’. To which, with fubmiffion
I reply, that which properly conftitutes the morality
of an action, is the free choice of the agent, judging
it to be right or wrong, praife or blame.worthy.
The law of a fuperior does not make an action
morally goed or evil; itonly declares what is fo, or
reftrains and incites by the fanctions of punifhment
and reward, (I fpca{ not of pofitive duties, the
morality of which depends folely on the law of a
fuperior.) Neither do I find, that the contenders
for the matural effential difference of things have *
miftaken it for the moral difference ; they plainly faw,
that thefe were diftin@ things, but they faw too,
that one, was fo dependent on the other, that when
they had clearly demonftrated the former, they
needed not give themfelves much trouble to prove
the latter: For perhaps this great author is the firft,
who, acknowledging the natural effential difference,

has denied, that the moral difference was deducible

from it.

« The natural effential difference of things, he

« fays', if we mean any thing by-the terms, hath
« this.apparent property, that it creates a fitnefs in
s the agent to at agreeably thereto: As the moral
« difference, of things creates, befides this fitnefs,
« an obligation likewife.” But what is this fitnefs
and unfitnefs, that refults from the natural effential
difference? Not indeed the fame with that, which
creates it,-but furely the very fame with the moral
difference; or elfe 1 know not what we mean by ei-
ther. An a&ion fit or unfit, made the object of

i See pag. 42, 46,52. X Sce pag. 52. © ! P. 44.
choice
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choice, is morally good or morally evil. And there-
fore it is maintained, that fitnefs creates an obligation,
becaufe it implies, or is the fame with moral diffe-
rence, from which our judicious author allows, that
obligation is infeparable.

He further argues, ¢ that the effential differences

_ % of things are the adequate objeéts of the under-

¢ ftanding; and for this reafon, the underftanding
¢ is neceffjtated in its perceptions, but the,will is
« not neceflitated in'its determinations: For inftance,

‘¢ that three are lefs than five, the underftanding is

< neceffitated to judge ; but the will is not neceffi-
tated to chufe five before three: Therefore the
< effential differences of things are not the ade-
¢ quate objects of the will; the law of a fuperior
“ muft be taken in, to conftitute obligation in
s¢ choice, or morality in ations.” But if this rea-
foning holds good, it will prove too, that tbe law of
a fuperior is not the adequate object of the will;
for neither does fuch a law neceffitate the determina-
tions of the will: if it did, there would beno longer
any choice, and confequently no morality in actions ;
ob}tzgation would then differ nothing from compulfion.
But all theneceffity that a free-agent can be laid under,
either from the law of afuperior, or from the effential
différences of things, is that of ftanding felf-con-
demned, if he chufes to do what he cannot avoid
judging, and in the cafe of another, would pro-
nounce to be unfit, wrong, and deferving punifh-
ment. This judgment of his therefore brings him
equally under the ftrongeft of obligations, upon what-
foever principle it is founded, or how inconfiftent
foever it may be with the abfurd notions of an atbei/-
tic fatalift.

It is urged in the preceding page, that obligation
in general neceffarily implies an obliger. And elfe-
where®, that, < upon the difcovery of a fuperior

/_\'“ Page 46,  » Page37. :
<« will,
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<« will, and not till then, human ations became thé
« fubjeét of cbligation.”” To this I anfwer, that, in
the common acceptation of the word; obligation
- implies only a perception of fome ground or reafon,
upon which it is founded, but not neceflarily a fupe-
rior will. 'When we fay a man is under an obliga-
tion to be grateful to a benefattor, we mean; that
the relation interceding between them requires it of
him; and fo that he is obliged to do to others, as
he would have them do to him, implies an equity in
the thing, that brings him under fuch an obligation.
Again it is urged, « That the od/iger muft be diffe-
< rent from, and not the fame with the obliged. To
<« found obligation upon reafon is an abfurdity, be-
< caufe reafon is only an attribute of the perfon
< obliged: To make this then the obliger, is to
« make a man oblige himfelf.” Very tiue, but it
is juft the fame, whatever principle we fuppofe ob-
ligation to be originally founded on a free-agent
muft be always the immediate obliger of himielf:
‘Whether he judges, that the will of a fuperior is to
be the only rule of his actions; or that he ought to
aét conformably to the neceffary relations, and effen-
tial differences of things, or to his confcioufnefs of
right and wrong ;_or thata profpeét of rewards and
punithments fhould folely influence his actions; in
either cafe it is equally the perception and judgment
of his own mind, or his reafon, that obliges him to
a& accordingly ; and this is fo far from being an
abfurdity, that it is eflential to moral choice and free
agency.

But it does not follow, becaufe that a man’s own
reafon has a right in this fenfe to oblige him, that
therefore be may relinquifb that right. That maxim,
which Mr. Warburton © fays, ¢ is an unexception-
« able rule of right reafon, that whoever acquires
« 3 right to any thing from the the obligation of

o P.4s5.
< another
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*t another towards him, may relinquifh that right,”
takes place I fuppofe in thofe rights along, that are
acquired by voluntary compaét, not in thofe, which
are deduced from the nature of things. But it is
the nature of things, the effential differences, which
is maintained to be the original ground of obliga.
tion; over which reafon has no power, tho’ by its
perception of them it becomes the immediate obliger
to act fuitably thereto.

This great writer farther argues®, that ¢ from
< the nature of any aftion morality cannot arife,
¢ nor from its effeéts: Not from the firff, becaufe,
“ being ‘only reafonable, or unreafonable,' nothing
¢ follows but a fitnefs in doing one, and an abfur-
¢ dity in doing the other: Not from the fecond, be-
< caufe did the produétive good or evil make the
«¢ action moral, brutes, from whofe actions proceed
¢ both one and the other, would have morality.”
To this laft I reply, that from the effefZs of an ac-
tion, where there is no choice, or free-agency, (of
both which brutes are fuppofed incapable) no mo-
rality can arife: But where thefe are, morality does
arife from the effef7s of an a€tion Tade the objeéts
of choice. To the firft I reply, that if from the
nature of an ation follows a fizuefs, from fitnefs fol-
lows obligation, and confequently morality, in ac-
tions.

This methinks our judicious author thould rea-
dily affent to, as agreeable to his own principles;
for tho’ he founds obligation on the wi/l of God, he
difclaims the error of thofe, who place it folely on a
view of rewards and punifhments. < The true
«¢ principle of morality ¥, he owns, fhould have the
¢ worthieft motive to enforce it; and the legitimate
¢« motive to virtue on that principle is compliance
¢ with the will of God. It is a miftake’, he fays,
¢ that will could not oblige without happinefs ;

~

~

PAEAT, q P, 38. r P. 49.
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« will could not indeed oblige to unhappinefs, but
~« jt would oblige to what fhould produce neither
¢ one nor the other, tho’ all confiderations of the

« confequences of obeying or difobeying were
« away.” Nowif this be fo, (and one would fcarce
imagine it could be denicd) this obligation to obey,
independent _of all confequences, which our author
juftly contends for, can be founded on nothing but
a fitnefs refulting from the relation of a creature to
his creator and benefector. To argue from hence,
that therefore it is fitnefs, which obliges, and nat will,
is indeed a metaphyfical quibble, and, as * this author
bas reprefented it, not a little abfurd, fit only, as
he defigned it, to divert the reader. But I think it
may with great folidity be concluded, that if the
will of God obliges from a fitnefs, that arifes on ac-
count of the relation of a creature to his creator,
whatever fitnefles arife from other relations, and the
effential difference of things, will likewife oblige in
their proportion. :

This great writer * urges, indecd, ¢ that the fit-
« nefs, that a creature, who depends entirely on his
« creator, fhould obey him, is infinitely different
« from any other fitnefs, that arifes to a fuppofed in-
« dependent being, from the comparing and per-
« ceiving the relations between his ideas.” But if
thefe relations, or our perceptions of the effential
difference of things, are, as he farther argues’, the
rule, that God hath given his creatures to bring them
to the knowledge of his will, then it muft bea rule
to all his creatues, whether they confider it as hiswill
or not; and therefore, as reafonable beings, the fit-
nefs of obeying the creator’s will muft be fo far from
being infinitely different from the fitnefs of comply-
ing with a man’s perceptions of the neceffary rela-
tionsfand difference of things, that, fuppofing all
confideration of the confequences were away, there

£P, 50,4 -t Pogto . ¥ P53,
muft
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muft be an equal obligation to either i
the opportunities of difcovering th,::r:;t :Cor%?ﬁgdz‘:
that without a regard tothe right, and reafon, and
equity of the cafe, whatever mens acions ma’y‘be
there is no virtue or real goodnefs in the perfon that
;_loes f;lhem : the nature and reafon of things there-
x?xfrali?;ld feem ta be the genuine prinq'plc of true
That the knowledge of the efential di
things would not alone be gcg;rally e;{i‘qﬁlg tﬂ{
influence a fociety of Atheifts to the practice of
virtue, I readily grant. But that is no more an
objection againft the truth of the principle, and its
right to oblige, than it is againft the ricrh’t, which
the willof God has to oblige, independent 3[ its confe-
quences, that the knowledge of it would not be ef-
fetual tokeep the bulk of mankind to the-practice
of virtue, without enforcing it by the fanétions of -
reward and punithment. “Tis neverthelefs true
that there is an indifpenfable obligation to obey the
will of God, though all confideration of the confe-
quence of obeying and difobeying were away, as this au-
thor juftly maintains: "And the fame obligation
there is without confideration of the confequence
to act fuitably to that fitnefs, which refults from the
effential dl.ffercnce, and relations of things; and to
;lg; unavoidable %udglment of our own n?inds, that
ions are accordingly righ g .
reward or punifhme%t?, RAOT e e
Now an Atheift is undeniably capable of thefe af-
fections of the mind, by which this great author ¥
accounts for men’s being difpofed to place morality
in the eflential difference of things, viz. ¢ that
¢ fenfe of right and wrong fo ftrongly imprefled, as
¢ to be attended with a confcioufnefs, that the one
¢ deferves reward, and the other punithment, even
s though there were no God.” ‘This conicioufnefs

w P.ér,
Vor. L Ff therefore,
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therefore, whichthe Atheift is allowed to be capable
of, though he is fo blind as not to fee, that that very
fenfation is the plaineft indication of will; though,
from the eternal truths which he perccives, he is
fo abfurd, as not to difcern an efernal mind, trom
which they refult; yet this confcioufnefs of his
brings him under obligation to a¢t fuitably to what
he does fee, to do, or to forbear what he unavoid-
ably judges to be right or wrong; for no ftronger
obligation can be laid upon a free-agent, than that of
ftanding felf-approved, or felf-condemned.
~ If thisbe not fo, I fhould be glad to be informed,
whether we are to fuppofe, that an Atheift is not
accountable in a future ftate for any enormities he
may commit here? Or if this be too great a pri-
vilege to allow him, upon what principle he can be
juftly punifhable for doing or not doing, what it is
maintained he is under 7o obligation to do or to for-
bear ? If the author of the Divine Legation is pleafed
to take occafion of giving an anfwer to this quef-
tion, when he publithes the impatiently expected
remainder of his valuable work, it will be acknow-
ledged a great inftance of goodnefs and condefcen-
fion, to overlook the obfcurity and fow abilities of
the enquirer, in regard to the importance of the
difficulty.

APPENDIX

There are two arguments relating to the fubjects
of the foregoing Remarks, that feem to be of great
weight with the oppofers of Dr. Clarke, being fre-
quently infifted on, and repeated by the beft wri-
ters among them ; though one of them is a mere
fallacy, (which perhaps themfelves are not aware

_of) and the other at leaft a very precarious fuppo-
‘s 1 fition.
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ition. 1t may therefore be of fc ice i
ome fervic i
foa;rlcl)\;lcrfy to fet them both in a trye irgle]:e l\:}h:’:l:
i ere endeavour to do, having but Jn;cly had
alion to obferve the tmportance they are thought

It is maintained by Dr. Cla i
2 rke and his fol]
that there are eternal and immuteable ]rlcla(t)io(r)]:vcg':

. fential differences of things, and fitnefles refulting

::;om btll)em, independently of the will of God, which
Mea : igatory to all reafonable beings, antecedons
o Gy f)qﬁtwe appointment or declaration of the will
: o; concerning thcm.. In oppofition to this
everal of their adverfaries, in order to eﬁabliﬂ;
éll':;]e and moral obligation folely on the will of
: oh,_ have argued in different forms of expreflion
{:’ this purpofe: * That thofe relations and fitnefles
of% c;nnot be eternal, or independent on the will
o od, fince they are confequences of the exiflence of
185, proceeding from the determination of his
will, And, for the fame reafon, they urge, that
moral obligation cannot be antecedent to the will
o{ Go§i, becaufe it could not commence, till after
;i ¢ will of God had exhibited certain relations and
tneffes in the creation, from whence morality
arxfes: qu here is the plain fallagy of fubftituting
2 quite different - confideration of thinos in the
room of that, which they pretend to Op}c;of(‘, viz.
partmdar_ exiftences, inftead of general abflrait ideas,
and the will of God, as expreft or implied in the crea-
tion, for the will of God explicitly declared by the
command of moral virtues, And who is con-
cerned in this argument I know not, for furely -
Dr. Clarke or his followers never pretended, that
pamcula'r exiftences were eternal, and independent
of the WI“. of God ; or that the eternal reafon and
truth of things were obligatory to reafonable crea-
tures, before the will of God had brought any fuch
into exiftence. The relations and fitnefies, they
fpeak of, are truths eternally | in the divine under-
Ff Sanding,
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