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therefore, whichthe Atheift is allowed to be capable
of, though he is fo blind as not to {ee, 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, from
which they refult; yet this confcioufnefs of his
brings him under obligation to act 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 thatof
ftanding felf-approved, or felf-condemned.
" If this be not fo, I thould 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 punithable for doing or not doing, what it is
maintained he is under #o 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 publifhes the impatiently ex &ed
remainder of his valuable work, it will be acknow-
ledged a great inftance of goodnefs and condefcen-
fion, to overlook the obfcurity and Tow abilities of
the enquirer, in regard to the importance of the
difficulty.

APPENDIX

There are two arguments relating to the {ubjects
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-
- 1

fition.
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f&ot[:;w 115 may therefore be of fome fervice in this
o erly to fet them both in a true licht
Ihafl} here endeavour to do, t lat
occafion to obferve the im
or
to be of. 5

thaItttl; maintained by Dr. Clarke and his followers
ere are eternal and immueable relations, el{

' which
having bur lately had
tance they are thought

_ fential differences of things, and fitnefles refulting

from them, independently of the will of i
1 God, whic
?are obhgat\gry to z.\ll reafonable beings, anﬁete};;};
ofaézy {oﬁtwe appoiritment or declaration of the will
: o; concerning them. In oppofition to this
everal of their adverfaries, in order to cﬂabliﬂ;
\él:)gle }a‘md moral obligation folely on the will of
= th" ave argued in different forms of expreflion
3 1s purpofe: © That thofe relations and fitneffes
ft(.j, c;nnot be eternal, or independent on the will
;)b' od, fince they are confequences of the exiflence of
ings, proceeding from the determination of his
will, - And, for the fame reafon, they urge, that
n;oral obligation cannot be antecedent to the will
ob Gogl, becaufe it could not commence, till after
;i e will of God had exhibited certain relations and
tneffes in the creation, from whence morality
arifes. Now here is the plain fallacy of fubftituting
a quite different - confideration of things in the
room of that, which they pretend to OpT)ofv, viz.
partmdar. exiftences, inftead of general abfirail 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
particular exiftences were eternal, and independent
of the wnll. 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 fitneffes, they
fpeak of, are truths eternally .in the divine under-
Ff2 Sanding,
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fanding, which proceed not from any determina-
tion of his will, but are the rules, by which his will
is itfelf détermined. The antecedency they fpeak
of refpeéts only the explicit declaration of the will
of God, by the command of moral virtues. And
what can be a greater fallacy than to objeét to this,
that the will of God is expreffed in the creation, exhi-
biting thofe relations and fitnefles, from whence
morality arifes? For the will of God, as exprefled, or
rather implied in the creation, is the very fame
with that reafon and truth of things, which are faid
to be obligatory as fuch ; that is, antecedently to
any explicit declaration of the will of God con-
cerning them. If thefe writers will allow the will
of God in that fenfe, viz.as expreffed in the creation,
to be obligatory to morality without any pofitive
appointment, or explicit command, the contro-
verly would be at an end.  But if they deny this,
why do they amufe their readers or themfelves, by
feeming to oppofe their adverfaries with an antece-
dency of the will of God, when they really mean
nothing more, than'that the exiftence of creatures
capable of moral obligation is a confequence of the
detrermination of the will of God ? which is indeed
very true, but nothing to the purpofe in this de-
bate.

The other argument, which I defign here to con-
fider, is urged by thofe, who acknowledge no mo-
ral obligation, but what is founded on felf-intereft,
or a profpect of future rewards and punifbrments.
Firt they lay itdown as a poftulatum, that the fole
end of God in the creation was to communicate bap-
pinefs, and that he appointed the practice of virtue
to be the neceffary mieans of obtaining that end.
In confequence of this they argue, that man ought
to make that bis end, which God has made fo, that
a confideration of the end muft be the motive to
chufing the means, and therefore virtue fhould
only be chofen with refpelt to the recompence of re-
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ward, without which view it would neith
tiful nor ordet:ly, nor reafonable, nor ﬁlt ‘?r b
n ’I.‘h‘avt happinefs was the Jole end the creator had
in view, istoo precarious a fuppofition to be tak
for granted. Had that been fo, probably the utmgg
poffibilities of it would have been produced ; which

. does not feem to be the cafe. However, rewards

and punifbments have not the leaft pretence

fole end of God in the creation, tI;)o’ neceg')a?; tf];f\
the after government of degenerate creatures. The
very notion of reward and punifhment implies
merit or demerit arifing from a compliance with
or nggle&: of _fomc end, which moral agents were
previoufly obliged to have purfued ; fo that obliga-
tion muft be founded on fome principle prior to all
confideration of reward and punifhment, other-
wife there could be no ground for them, And why
fhoul_d God have fo over-rated virtue, as to pro-
pofe ineftimable rewards for the pradtice of it, if it
had no felf-excellence, or if it had not beer; one
great end of his creating moral agents? If an
earthly king fhould promife fome great honours
or privileges to fuch ofP his fubjects as amidft a re-
bellious people had continued faithful to him, or
would timely return to their duty ; would any one
doubt, that the king’s chief end was to preferve, or
to recover his fubjeéts to their obedience ; and
that the propofed rewards were intended as means
the better to fecure that end? And if fome of
his fubjeéts fhould profefs, that they would have
perfifted in their fidelity, or returned to it, froma
fenfe of the reafonablencfs of their duty, though
his majefty had made them no fuch gracious pro-
mifes ; would the king think them the worfe men,
or the worfe fubjects for this, or that they were the
lefs worthy of the honours he intended them? I

x This point is largely infifted on, in The Cure of Deifm,

Chap. xvi,
/\ Ff3
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dare fay nobody will imagine it. Why then fhould
not the rewards propofed by the king of heaven for
the praétice of virtue, be efteemed as meansto pro-
mote univerfal retitude ? And that contributing
each his part towards that great end ought to be
the chief view of all his reafonable creatures ?

That one defign of God in the creation was to
communicate bappinefs, fo far as was confiftent
with order and reftitude, or as it is a confequence
of them, I believe will not be queftioned. But
finte the infinitely bappy Creator is likewife infi-
nitely perfet#, 1 think. there. is as little reafon to
queftion, that ome great end he had in view was to
communicate fome degree of all his communicable
perfediions, to produce beings capable of imitating
his moral attributes, of conforming to that facred
rule of truth and rectitude, by which his own un-
erring will is always direfted; that they might be
perfect even as be is perfefr. And if this was one
defign of God in creating mankind, which can fcarce
be doubted ; then certainly they ought to have the
fame end in view; and if, in order to it, God
could give them no other law but that of moral
virtue, as thefe writers allow, then the obligation
to practife it muft arife, with virtue itfelf, from the
very nature of fuch a fyftem, not folely from a
profpeét of rewards and punifhments.

I am far from intending to depreciate a proper
regard to future retributions, as they are gracious
affiftances to the frailty of man ; but let them not
change place with that, which they were appointed
to promote ; be made fole ends, whilft virtueis
degraded into bare means; tho’ if doing right ac-
tions purely becaufe they are right, is not the proper
idea of virtue, it will be hard to fay what is ; but
aiming folely at a reward certainly is not. Where
the will of God is known, there is an additional
obligation, that ftrongly enforces the praétice of
virtue, from a defire of being acceptable to the

{upreme
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fupreme being, who wills the perfection of his
creatuses, in which their chief good confifts; and
therefore the confideration of the will of God
ought never to be omitted in any Chriftian fchemes
of morality. But neither ought moral virtue to
be eftablithed folely on fuch principles, as would

_ leave men loofe from every obligation, who are

either not fo wife, as to difcover the will of God in
the nature of things, or not fo bappy, as to be ac-

quainted With his revealed will, and the Janétions of
bis laws.

~ Thefe Remarks are, with the utmoft Deference,
inferibed to ALexanver Porex, Efq. &y an ad-
mirer of bis Moral Charaéer, '

E N D ofthe First VoLUuME.
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