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PREFACGE

H E author of the Divine.Legation had ob-
ferved, that God, in order to fecure the
-praétice of moral virtue, had been graci-
oufly plealed to bcftm on man an- inftinétive ap-
probation of right, abhorrence of wrong; to
which fome philofophers have given the name of
* the moral fenfe: That God had further eftablifhed a
real, effential difference in the qualities of human
attions, whereby fome are feen to be fit and right,
and others wrong and unfit. - But, as this author
thought, that obligation without an obliger, and an
obliger without agency, were mere jargon, he there-
fore had.recouﬁ to a fuperior will, as the pro-
per and real ground of moral obligation. For tho’
snftinit felt a difference in aftions; and reafon dif-
- €overed that difference to be founded in the nature
of things ; yet it was wi// only, that could make
compliance with fuch difference to be our duty;
whereby that, which was, before, a fitnefs, now be-
came a wvirtue. On thefe three principles, theree
- fore, he fuppofed the whole edifice of praétical
morality to be erefted, He obferved further, that
this admirable provifion for the fupport of virtue
had been, in great meafure, defeated by its pre-
tended advocates; who, in their eternal fquabbles
about the true foundation of morality, and the
obligations to its praétice, had facrilegioufly un-
twilted this threefold chord, and each (whether he
1 Az placed
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placed it falfely, in the moral fenfe or effential
differences ; or #ruly, in the will of God) running
away with the part he efteemed the ftrongeft,” had
affixed that to the throne of Heaven, as the gold-
en chain, which is to draw all unto it.

Since the making thefe obfervations, the writer
here confuted hath afforded one of the moft nota-
ble examples of the folly there condemned. He

> feemed indeed to aim at placing the foundation of

morality right!}, in the will of God: but then he
would not fo much as allow the other principles
to be even a rule, to direét us in the knowledge,
and, confequently, in the obfervance of that will,
And fec,eaxe mifchiefs of feparating what the di-
vine wifdom had united ; for, to fupport the ex-
travagance of his fcheme, he was fo to intrench
himfelf in a vile and abjeét &lfithnefs; by which

he hath not only degraded human nature, and de- -

filed moral virtue, but hath even flipped befide
his own profeflfed foundation, the will of God ; by
which mifcarriage he hath fallen, before he was

aware, into the moft impious, as well as moft ab-

furd fyftem, that ever entered inte the head of a
profefled religionift ; as may be feen by a perufal
of the following fheets.

But his anfwerer, the author of them, proceeds
with much greater difcretion ; as intent only on
the advancement of truth and . This writer,
though placing the foundation of moral virtae (I
think, wrongly) in the erernal relations of things;
yet allows the other principles all their efficacy ;

* g}c’l fo fagely fecures the interefts of practical mo-

ty. And by this means, feconded by a fine

genius and infinite fuperiority in reafoning, hath

given fo thorough a confutation of this exclufive,
exterminating fyftem, a5 is rarely to be met with
in controverfies on thefe fubjefts. Indeed, there
was little or nothing in the ‘work confated, but

: !'opluﬁxcal wrangling, and difingenuous tergiver-

fation ;

—~—
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fation; embarraffed by an underftanding more than
ordinarily condenfed with the frigid fubtilty of
fchool-moonthine. To make amends for this, you
have, in the confutation, all the clearnefs of ex-
frcﬁion, the ftrength of reafon, the precifion of

ic, and attachment to truth, which make books

of this nature really ufeful to the common caufe of

virtue and religion. T,
But after ‘all, on this fubje&t jr would not be

amifs, for difputants to attend to the advice of M.

Bayle : “ Di £uta tant qu'il vous plaira fur des
“ queftions de logique ; mais'dans la morale cons
“ tentez-vous du bon fens, et de la lumiere, que la

* lecture de I' Evangile repand dans I efprit,”

A3 RE-




REMARKS
UPON THE (i

PRINCIPLES

Conﬁdc\fable PASSAGES .

OF :
Dr. Rutherforsk's ESSAY, @,

NE, who has been accuftomed to an awful

fenfe of religious duties, as founded on the

- eternal reafon and nature of thin ; and
to confider mankind as a fyftem of foci beings,
to promote each other’s welfare, no part

for itfelf alone ; cannot, Iam perfua-

ded, without a good deal of uneafinefs, take a
view of the unamiable and degrading picture of
both, given us by fome late moralifts, - whe pro-
fefs to do honour to religion by eftablithing it on
the Joweft motives, upon pretence, that they are the
Jirongeft ;5 and to confult the happinefs of mankind,
by maintaining, that every individt\zal is cancerned
folely for his own ; that there is no fuch thing in
nature, as a difinterefted defire of the good of others;
-Sand that no man dogs, or ought to do, the leaft be.

4 neficent
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neficent altion, or has any fenfe of gratitude for
thofe done to him, without a profpeét of farther
advantage to himfelf. Thefe doctrines are fo con-
trary to the appearances, that are in the world, as
well as to the natural feelings of our own minds,
that the affertors of them are obliged to account
for all the difinterefted aétions, that feem ta be done,
and the fentiments we imagine we have of them,
by an unnatural affociation of ideas, or a far fetched
ftring of refleétions, that never entered into a be-
nevolent heart ; and which (however thofe writers
have found oyt thefe diftant fecret prings) they
will never find one virtuous man in the leaft con-
{cious of.

In this no one has laboured with more advan-
tages of learning, of plaufible argument, and all
the arts his caufe requires, than the author of a
late Effay on Virtue. The great defign of his book,
he tells us, is to lead his readers to fee, that reve-
lation. is neceffary, both to teach us how to make
ourfelves happy, and to ablige us to be virtuous :
in which 1 would heartily concur with him, but

_fee pot the neceflity of depreciating religious du-

ties, or human nature, in order to that end. Let
the God of truth, who has written bis lows in our
bearts, be honoured by the diflates of our nature,
as well as by the affiftances of revelation. s
This author is not unaware, that the moft * emi-
nent of the advocates for the obligations to virt

: : ue,
arifing from the relations and fitnefles of g

_d_o, as ftrongly as he, affert the neceflity of -
tion ; for he has taken advantage of their concef-
fions on that point to argue againft the fufficiency

infufficient, if it is not in:a;ﬁﬁeﬁung with an u&?ﬁwg

ledgment, that relevation is neceffary, why muft i
be entirely . difcarded ? Suppofing x mc::
"+ Dr. Clarke, and Mz, Balgwy. ) Lo

3 : ‘ pable

\ i 3
" the nature and obligations of virtue. 9
pable of fteddily performing their duty in a// cafes,
Without a profpect of future retributions, how does -
it follow, that therefore there is no duty in any
cafe, but what arifes from fuch a profpet? =

Or even granting the author of the Effay his
main principle, “ That every man’s own bappinefs

"« is the ultimare end, which nature and reafon teach

« Him to'purfue,” why may not nature and rea-
fon teach him, too, to have fome defire to fee
others happy as well as himfelf, or give him fome
delight in doing what feems fit and right, if thefe
things do not interfere with his own happinefs 2
‘Why indeed may ‘they not make a part of it? At
leaft, if he fiids them fuitable to a focial nature,

_and com ing his approbation, why may he

‘ot amufe himfelf by the way with fuch granfica-
‘fions /as moft of us do with very trifling ones)
without -édhﬁdcrin%whcthcr they lead direétly 1o
his 'ultimate end ? Why may he not, with the pur-
fuit of that end, join fome other purfuits not in-
confiftent with it, inftead of transforming ever
‘benevolent affeftion, every moral view, into feli-
intereft? This furely neither does honour to reli-
gion, nor juftice to human nature. But let us ex-
amine, as concifely as the fubject will allow, on
what grounds the learned author of the Effay on
Virtue eftablithes a fcheme, which appears fo inju-
rious to both. \
He begins chap. i. with'a very juft obfervation,
« That virtde, which we expeét al{ mankind fhould
« prattife, muft be fomething, which all mankind
s either are, or eafily may be, acquainted with.”
And that ‘with regard to the and illiterate,
« cominon fenfe, joined to the moft ordinary helps
¢ of inftrution, muft afford 2 more obvious notion
« of virtue, than any, that is to be met with in the
 writings of the moralifts.” And thus far I go
along with him. It is not indeed 1o be expeéted,.
that the vulgar or the illiterate thould be acquainted,
‘ . with
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with general definitions, or abftraft reafonings.

Their guides to virtue muft be fomething plain and
familiar to them ; and thefe I take to be common
fenfe, their natural notions of right and ‘wrong,
and the approved cuftoms of the foci they live
in, by which they commonly know well enough
what ought to be their practice, as particular occa-
fions offer, tho’ they have little or no notion at all
of what virtue in general is. And perhaps if this
, writer’s " way of life allowed him to be more ac-
guainted with the world, he would find, that the
efinition, which he has given us of virtue (the’
traced, as he imagines, from the common opinions
and fenfe of ind) is far lefs the ground, on
which men of low and unimproved parts a8 them-
felves, or judge of the actions of ‘than thofe
relations and fitneffes of things are, which he thinks
beyond their underftanding, nay fo unintelligible, that
* Hefcarce ventures to mention them without® maki

an apology to his readers. But let him not be a.
fraid : however abftrufe or obfcure the difcourfes of
Jearned men may have been about them, the things
themfelves are obvious, and level to moft capaci

ties; and much furcrfuidcs to the bulk of man- -

‘kind, than his own ¢ efinition, that virtue is that
quality in our altions, by which they are Sitted to do
go0d to others, or to-prevent their barm. For (be-
fides that this is far rom taking in the entire fyftem -
of virtues) there may be cafes, in which a&ions JSit-
2ed to do good, &J¢. may not be virtuous ; but in no
cafe an aftion fuitable to the relations and fitneffes
of things can be otherwife. v
However, in fup‘fon of the definition, the author
- hastaken a great eal of pains in chap. ii. of this
_work, to thew, that the name of Virtue is given by
’common confent to that fort of behaviour only, that
is fitted to do good, or to prevent harm ; expatj-

¥ Vide Page3. ¢ Pages, 12, 4 Page 6.
ating

s
L .

1be nature and obligations of virtue. 1y

ating on the good and evil confequent upon feve-
ral inftances of behaviour approved or condemn-
ed as virtuous or vicious, And truly here is field
enough to enlarge upon; virtue is, without doubr,
fufficiently fmitfgl of good, and vice of bad effects,

-to afford ample matter for declamation. But this

i f, that the whole of virtue confifts, or that
iy 3’22;,.5 Juppofed to confift, in a fitnefs to do

~good to others. Thofe, who maintain, that virtue

confifts in a&ing fuitably to the nature and relations
of thi mcan , too}: that in cvcrxinﬁanc_c of
virtue there is a fuitablenefs to certain relations,
€7c. and, on the contrary, an unfuitablenefs in
every vice, without exception; and that actions
are accordingly judged to be right or wrong, vir-
tuous or vicious, by the natural notions of man-
kind; which will more ftrongly prove on their
fid

e, L

Afk an honeft labourer, why he wears himfelf qut
with toils and cares to provide for his family, to
feed and cloath a parcel of troublefome children.
Would he anfwer, that this action was fitted to do
good, and to prevent harm? No, certainly, for he
would eafily fee, that as much good might be done
by taking care of fome other family : byt he would
readily anfwer, that truly he thoughzi’lt behoved
him to take care of his own ; that his wife and
children were very dear to him; apd who fhould
take care of them, if he did not ? Tell him again
of a jolly neighbour, who enjoys himfelf \at the
ale-houfe, drinking and playing away all he can
get, whilft his family is left to go naked and ftarve;
would he not inftantly cry out, What an unnatural
wretch is that! The very beafts take care of their
young! Thefe are the moft natural fentiments of
a well difpofed, though uncultivated mind; and
they arife directly from the relations and fitnefs of
things, and a difinterefted benevolence, which gt;lxidc
' ) m
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him to virtuous practice, tho’ he never heard of
any of thofe terms. And that moft perfeét rule of
life, To do unto all men, as we would they [bould do
unto me, which is the fum of all the focial virtues,
is plainly deduced from the natural relation of equa-
3 lity we bear to each othet, and a ﬁtncﬁrcfukmg
> from thence : yet nothing is more eafy and intelli-
gblc to common capacities, The fame might be

ewn of all'the particular virtues, and the contrary
of the vices inftanced in by this author, if my de-
figned brevity would allow me to purfue the obfer-
vation fo minutely. ;

But I am abliged to take notice of the fallacious
manner, in which he pretends to © prove, that the

Jenfualift is called vicious on account of the harm

he may do to others; not for his afting unfuitabl
to the nature and relation of things, which I thi
rather obferve here, becaufe the fame fallacy is made
ufe of in.feveral ather parts of this Effay for the like-
purpofe; changin% the terms, and ﬁtby entirely
altering the ftate of the queftion, ¢ Do we (fays he)
% dxfa{gp{ovi: the behaviour of the fenfualift, be-
“ caufe it is'co to the charafter of a man?
¢ 'Who then fhall determine what the true charaéter
 of amanis?” Really that may be pretty hard
to determine. But, pray, what moralift ever made
alting up to the charafter of a man, or afting con-
trary to it, the ftandard of virtue and vice? Cha-
rafter is too equivocal a word to be ufed in fuch an
enquiry ; and our authar very well knows, that it is
not a term ufed by any of the writers he oppofes;-
whofe arguments he fairly fets down in their own
language, but artfully changes it, when he pre-
- tends to anfwer them. In the fame manner he
goeson alittle lower; ¢ Perhaps itwould be found,
¢ that fatt and experience do not put an averfion to
% the pleafures of [enfe into the notion of 2 man.”

i ¢ Effay, p. 16,
‘ And

the nature and obligations of Virtue, 13

And who ever put averfion to the pleafures of fenfeinto -
the notion of 'virtue? ¢ I do not pemember (adds
s he) to have feen it, in any of the laboured, and
«abftract definitions of our fpecies.” Nor any body
clfe, 1 believe, ever faw it: to'what purpofe then is
it brought in? Averfion to the pleafures of fenfe is
certainly no part of the nature of man. But did
this gentleman never fee or hear, * that keeping the
fenfual appetités in fubjection to reafon, the fuperior
faeuity, is afting up to the true nature of a man?
"Does he not know, that this was what the antients
meant by living according to nature? And if the
contrary to this, if allowing the lower appetites and
to rule in oppofition to the governing prin-
ciple, unfuitably to the relation they bear to one
another, and to the nature of a reafonable being, is
what we difapprove in-the behaviour of the intem-
perate, or the fenfualift, of which he has faid no-
thing; then what does all he has here faid, (with
his charaéters and averfions, in which no adverfary .
is concerned) amount to, but mere fallacies 1o amufe
or perplex: the reader ? .
. He afterwards ¢ allows, that the temperance of

‘a man, who is thrown upon a defolate ifland for life,

may be a virtue, notwithftanding no good comes of
it to any one but himfelf :  Becaufe, fays he, the
« nature of the behavour is the very fame, that it
s would have been, if he had lived in fociety; it
« is fit to do good, and to prevent harm.” . An‘ex-
traordinary reafon indeed! This inftance might ra-
ther have fhewn him, that his definition is not agree-
able to the true, or to the general notion of vistue:
for how abfurd is it to make the virtue of 2 man,
who is always to live alone, confift in a fitnefs of his
behaving to do good /0 atbers, and to prevent their
harm? How ridiculous would it be, to fuppofe him
forbearing afts of intemperance, upon confidering

f See Dr. Batler's Sermon on human naturg. £ Effay, p. 25.
a S

of
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‘of what ill conféquence, fuch aftions might be, if
he lived in fociety ? What is that to him, when he
can neither do good nor harm to any one? If tem-
perance would be a virtue in a man, tho’ living
alone, as no doubt it would ; it muft be, becaufe
is agreeable to the nature of a reafonable being, and
to the fitnefs of things: And it will always be a vir-
tuc wherever he lives; for the very fame reafon.
The laft inftance of behaviour, this author brin,
in favour of his notion of virtue, is that of

griping ufurer *, compared with the induftrious mer-

chant, and the cruel tyrant with the true patriot. -
“ Here; *he fays, the very fame objetts are pur-
¢ fued, both by thofe, who are not vicious, u\r‘
<« thofe, who are: The merchant defires to get mo-
“ ney, and-perhaps gets more than the ufurer: the
‘¢ patriot endeavours to acquire power, as well as
¢ the tyrant; yét thefe deferve our efteem, whilft
«¢¢ the other charaéters are deteftable.” This he con-
cludes can be for no other reafon, than that, in which
he fuppofes the general notion of vittue to confift,
¢ That the merchant does good with his riches, and
s th patriot with his power; whereas the ufurer
““ doesyno good, and the tyrant a great deal of barm.”

But furely it is no lefs manifeft, that the virtuous .

characters in thefe inftances o conformably to sbe
nature, relations, and fitnefs of things, than it is, thar
they do good ; and that, oa the contrary, there is 2
manifelt difagreement in the actions of the vicious
charatters to tbe reafon and nature of things; and
in this conformity, or difagreement, confifts the virtue
and the vice of all tbe good, or all the barm they do:
For where there is not this difagreement, there may
be actions, that do barm, which yet are not vicious (as
in the punifhment, fuppofe, of a rebellious nation,
where many innocents muft fuffer) and, on the other
hand, where there is not this conformity, there may

b P31,
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be aétions, that do good, which yet are not virtuous.
So that I muft beg leave to affert, contrary to our
author’, that in the difpute, whether fome particular
actions have any claim to-be placed in the catalogue
of virtues, the firft and moit ufual enquiry is not,
whetber they do good, or prevent barm; but whether
they are conformable to the nature, relations, and
circumftances of' the agent and the objeéts,

To illuftrate this\in a particular inftance: Sup-
pofe a rich mifer, who had many years denied him-
felf the conveniences, and almoft the neceffaries of
life ; hoarding up all he could get or fave, and re-

the leaft affiftance to his neareft relations, un-
der great ftreights and difficulties, and this with'a
view of leaving all his treafure, without any regard
to the ties of nature, to found an hofpital after his
death, for the maintenance and education of a large
number of poor children. I chufe to inftance in,
this cafe, becaufe I have known it to be faét. Here °
then is an ation fitted to do good, and to prevent barm.
But I prefume the generality of mankind would,
upon the whole, perceive fuch a difagreement in it
to nature, and reafon, and fitnefs, as would not
allow them to efteem it a virtuous aétion. .

The author of the Effay * approves of the com-
mon divifion of duties, into thofe, which we owe to
God, to our neighbour, and to ourfelves; but I
think not very confiftently with himiclf. For! he
admits thofe, that are called fe/f dutics, into the ca- -
talogue of wirtues, folely on account of their being
fitted #0 do good to others; and he™ allows them to
be duties on this fingle confideration, that God bas
commanded them ; neither of which can be any ground
for accounting them duties, that we owe 10 ourfelves;
for (according to his diftinction) as virtues, they muft
be ranked among thofg, which we owe to our neigh-
bour ; as duties, among thofe, which we owe to God;

i Efay,p.34. & P:'u. P.23. ®P.s0. d
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fo that if his notion was right; no fuch thing could
ever have been thought on, as a duty we owe to our-
Jelves: and therefore, this aflowed divifion might
have fhewn him, that the generality of mankind
place the virtue of thofe, that are called the felf-
duties, in a fitnefs to promote fd{ﬁ:ﬂd, not the good
of others; and confequently, that this is not, as he fup-

fes, the only notion of virtue, that common ufe
ﬁgs eftablifhed

Our’author feems likewife to * approve of diftin-
guithing between pizty and virtue; and in this he is
confiftent enough; for fince he has reftrained the
name of wirtue to thofe aftions, that are fitted to do

00d 1o others, or to prevent théir barm, this muft, in
in : to God,

is account, effectually bar all our r ]
from havin anyfprctenﬁon to the title of 'vmu;:
But I confefs myfelf greatly prejudiced againft
diftinétion, wl}‘u‘%h; 1 fear, has had very bad confe-
es. Some have been accuftomed fo entirely to
inguifh between piety and virtue, that they have
, imagined they could be refigious without virtue ; and
~others have fuppofed might be virtuous without
religion : and therefore, I cannot bu‘t be much better
pleafed with that notion of moral virtue, which places
it in a conformity of our aftions to the nature of

them, and from the fitnefles refulting from them,.
and from all the relations we ftand in to “different

beings; for this, without much ° metaphyfical re-
Jining, unites religion and virtue, direéting uso all
the duties we owe to our Creator, as well as'to our
fellow-creatures, P
The author takes notice, in this chapter, md. in
‘other® parts of his work, ¢ That the effett, w_luch
¢ any ation has, or may have; upon the happinefs

« or miferyof the agent himfelf, is not what gives

%< the name of a virtue, or a vice to it: that the
-« moral goodnefs of voluntary aétions does indeed

; ®Piz0. ‘ViﬂeEff.p.y.

¢ Chap. iv. p. 67.
<« confift

the nature and obligations of virtut, 1y

%¢ confift in their producing good or happinefs, but
¢ then it is the good or happinefs of others, not of -
¢ him who does them.” A truth, which one would
not have expeéted to find inculcated in a book, the
chief tendency of which is to perfuade us, that there
is no fuch thing in nature, as doing good to others,
without a regard to our own happinefs. Indeed it
feems matter of w , with what view the fecond
chapter was writ; for if the doétrine of the £ffay be
true, I know not what ufe can be made of it, un-
lefs it be to conclude, that virtue is nothing but an

cmrty fpeculation ; that there is no fuch tlucgn?

\

reality as virtuous pratice ; and that the beft
tian in the world neither is, nor ought to be, 2

. wirtuous man, 'Whatever might be the intention of

the writer, this feems to be a plain confequence from
his own notion of virtue, compared with the whole
tenor of his book, as will appear to any one, who
attentively goes through it. :

At the beginning of the third chapter (which
being in oppofition to the Fable of the Bees, 1 fhall |
have little to do with, but in relation to that we are
upon;) he fays : “ As I undertook, in the foregoing
“ chapter, to determine, wherein the nature of virue
“ confifts, fome may objeét, that I ought to have
“ enquired, not what has been called, but what really
¢ a:ﬁ truly is virtue; if they, who make this ob-
“ jettion, confound the notions of wvirfue and
“ duty, 1 will endeavour to fatisfy them, when I
“ come to explain the caufe of moral obligation.
“ But if we keep thefe two notions diffins?, then 1
¢ confefs, that T know but little difference between *
“ what is really and truly virtue,and that fort of be-
¢ haviour, which by common confent is called fo0.”
And truly if we are to keep thefe notions diffini, if
virtue is 1o be diftinguifhed from duty, then I con-
fefs, that I know of no occafion we have to enquire
cither after its name, or its nature. If virtue is not
that fort of behavioury which men, 4s men, are ob-

Vou. IL B liged
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liged to, which God requires from us as reafonable
bcin%!, how are we concerned at all aboutit? In
one fenfe, as this veriter fomewhere fays, * Virtue
« can never be indifferent, for it wiﬂ always be
« fitted to do good.” But it muft certainly be in+
different in a moral fenfe, if no body is obliged
from the nature of things to practifeir, He

indeed of proving hereafter, that virtue is our duty 3
and how does he perform this? Why, by telling us,
that it becomes fuch, when God promifed to
make us happy for it. But what confiftency is there
jn faying, that a profpeél of our own bappine/s makes
f? our duty to do good to others, without any regard

o our own bappinefs, which is his own notion of vir- .

tue? This gentleman feems indeed to delight in
paradoxes, by placing the felf-duties in a fitnefs to
do good to othersy and the duty of doing good to
others, in regard to /elf-good.

RemARKs on Chap, v.
" ~THE arguments in this chapter are peculiarly
Ievelled againft Mr. Hutchefon's {cheme, which I
have no intention to defend; for tho’ 1 have a great
efteem for that i ious author’s writings, in

" which are many ufeful truths; yer I cannot agree

with Him, that a &/nd infiinf? (if that is what-he
means by a moral fenfe) or that the public affeftions
(as he calls them) are the proper foundations of virtye.
But fince the defign of the author of the Effay on

Virtue is to maintain, that there is no fuch thing as

adifinterefted affection for, or approbation of virtue,
I fhall confider what he has offered to that purpofe,

* diftin& from_the relation it bears to the particular

writer he oppefes,

Before we proceed, it may not be amifs to look
back upon the fourth chapter, which I had paffed
over, it being chiefly employed in explaining térms.

But there is a paffage in it, occafioned by a definition -

(the author gives us from Mr. Hutcbefon) of moral
' goodnefs

the nature and obligations of vinsur, vy

poodnefs, .whlch hawfng fome relation to the fubjeét
We are going upon, it may not be improper to ob-
;f:rve here the fallacy of his reafoning, independently
from aﬂ regard to the juftnefs of the definition it is
mt‘e‘ndf to confute, a “which I have no concern
“ If, fays he, moral|good was 2 quality, which
! made us defire the hzfpincfs of every one, who
‘: lhcws_rt in his condu¢t ; then, as this qua]i;y ap-
" acars in our own egndu&, our love towards oul::
;- Ives muft encreafe ; the more we pratife moral
& good, the more we muft defire our own happinefs ,
we muft grow felfith in proportion as we are vir.

% tuous, and be the more interefted, the more bene-

“ volent we are. Either, therefore 0

v ’ » f |
% moral good, and our affettion for it, dgrnoctnrfa:lf ‘
¥ to our own behaviour; or elfe the pratice of

, virtue muft be fatal to itfelf, by ftrengthenin
- that felf-love, which is reprefented by tfef: ye .
g moralifts, as the only thing, that can ftop dt;cy
. opc:muonl of the plubhc affeétions, and keep the
“ balance always inclined i
- inmc&.’): towards the fide o pri-

The felf-love, which thofe moralift
2 ¢ S fe

dangerous to the public affections, is tha:iipezrz:t 3:
mmﬂr that wrong application of it, which /o/ely’rc-
Fa x: ’gnv;tc Intereft, exclufively of al] public af-

5 or, m more intelligible lan i
re(;go‘afds elf alone, without the leaft cognt::ac%;’ f;h:ﬁt
800 any other. This is fo vicious 2 mifappli-
cation, that on the account of it, inftead of diftin-
g.ullﬂung the ufe from the abufe of ap innocent prin-

cip l;, all elf-love has been abfurdly and unnatu}r)all
:::d : crantc E agalnli;hfto,ras a x;‘icc, that ought to be entircl}}:
ted. ¢ enthufiattic writers, wh -
eh;}:; n:m el:y“ithe fcrh](;%lmen) have fallen i:to“t)fl;s

A not felf-love asa

and confequently the work of G, oV o

" % That true felf-love and focial are the fame .»

B2 But
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But this is now fo well underftood, that the fo\m':‘et
fort is come to be commonly diftinguifhed from it,
by the name of Jelfifbnefs ; a diftinétion, of which I pre-
fume the author of the Effay is not unaware, tho’ he

argues here, without taking notice of the difference,
that if we approve and love ourfelves, on account

of our moral goodnefs, we muft grow /elfi/b in pro-
portion as we are virtuous, and be the more itg-
terefied, the more benevolent we are.  But of this
there is certainly no danger, which he may eafily
fee, if he will allow us to break through the ambi-
guity of words, and to put him in mind, t.ha.t all
Jelf-love is not felfifbnefs. Thatkind of it efpecially,
which is fuppofed to arife from our approbation of
our own conduét, and to encreafe by our practice of
moral good, muft naturally incline us to continue
in that prattice, and to be the more beneficent, that
we may perpetuate fo juft a foundation of our love
- and approbation of ourfelves: Thusour virtue will
be fo tay from being fatal to itfelf by ftrengthening our
felf-love, that our virtue will in return be ftrengthen-
ed b it;

“y" Self-love thus pufh’d to focial, to divine,

« Gives thee to make thy neighbour’s blefling

¢« thine.”.

Finding thusour happinefs in that of others; virtue ‘

and felf-love will go hand in hand together, and
mutually fupport each other. We are, therefore,
fecure enough from growing felé& and intergfted, by
the practice and approbation of a difinterefted bene-
volence; and now may the better go on to enquire,
awhether there is really any fuch thing in nature.
To return then to chap. v. .

Our author begins by telling us, that ¢ the com-
< mon and ordinary feelings of mankind, the fenfes
¢« and perceprions, that are uppermoft in the human
¢ canftitution, and moft attended to, plainly diret

“ to private good, and inftru&t each individual to

% Eflay on man, Ep. iv. 3
: ¢ provide

. the nature and obligations of virtye. 2

% provide for himfelf in the beft manner he can.”
Granting this, are there not other feelings too, al-
moft as common, equally predominant in the human °
conftitution, and conftantly attended to, which as
plainly direct to the good of others? Of this I need
only mention one undeniable inftance, the natural
affetion of parents for their children, which as
ftrongly carries them to provide for the good of their
offspring, as any other propenfions do to provide
for their own. This is a dictate of nature fo obvi-
ous and fo general, that it effectually overthrows the
fole principle, upon which this whorc E[Jay is found-
ed, viz. That men weither do, nor does nature or reafon
teach them, to purfue any other end, but every one bis
own private bappinefs. : Y

In confequence of this principle, the author here
maintains, that all our a;?F?oba,tion or love of virtue
arifes from a profpeét of' fome advantage by it to
ourfelves; and in fupport of this he is fo diffufed,
puts fo many cafes and fuppofitions, and views things
in fuch various lights; that it would be impoffible
to go through the jculars, without writing a
larger book hisown. But it will be lefs tedious
to the reader, and lefs perplex him in the fearch of
truth, if we give the fubftance of what is offered,

* and felect all that feems of moft weight, or of moft |

importance to anfwer.

It has been ufually urged by divines, in proof of
the excellence of virtue, and of our natural per-
ceptions of its worth, that even thofe, who do not
pra&tife ir, fgivc teftimony to it by their approbation
and love of it in others, But this author, with a
great profufion * of words, and difplay of his elo-
quence, accounts for this love and approbation from
his favourite principle; of which the following may
fuffice for a l{)ccimcn. :

“ All that they approve (he fays) in virtue or
¥ moral goodnefs, is the natural good, that it either

¢ From p. 75, t0 99.
g' 3 7 ‘produces,
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« produces, or is fit to produce; and all their lov®
¢ arifes from the fhare, which fuppofe they
¢¢ fhould have in the happy effeéts of it, when others
« practife it. . Is not fuch a one the moft fond of
¢ virtue, when he finds it in his friend or his part-
“ ner, where he is the perfon, upon whom it is exer-
“ cifed the oftneft, and where he reaps the gwit:&
“ adv

urpofe? Very probably a man, who does not prac-
gﬁ: virtue himf'cr;f, will be fonder of the effeéis g;' ity
when exercifed to his advantage, than he would be
of the fame effeits, if others reaped the benefit of
them: and this indeed muft be placed to the account
of his felf-love, or defire of his own natural good,
But notwithflanding this, his fentiments of the vir-
tue itfelf, his appr
the-gencrofity of his friend or his

juft the fame, as if he confidered thofe virtues abe

actedly, or in any other inftances, where he had -
no concern; for our natural approbation of virtue -

is quite diftin& from, and independent of all cone
fideration of the effe?s of it. ;

: Thnugpcars evidently in that admiration and de~
light, which we are apt to feel, on hearing or read«
ing of heroic difinterefted actions, tho’ done many
ages ago, in diftant countries, where our intereft can
have nothing to do; as has been often urged on thig
{ubject. Yet even this, according to our author®,

is nothing but a reflection we make upon the delighs

it gave us, when virtue was praétifed towards our-
felves; for thus, he fays, we may love virtue at a dix
ftance, or when it is exercifed on others < juft

-(* as we love rofes in winter, or grapes whilft

¢ another is cating them. It is the pleafure, that

“ we have in fmelling the flower, or in taft-

“ ing the fruit, when they come in our way,
¢ which makes us love them: And to fay, that we
¢ love them, there is no neceflity for altually feels
*P.78,)

$ ing

es from it ?” And what is all this to the

ion of the juftice, the fidelity, -
r, will be -
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% ing this pleafure: it is fufficient that we can refle&®
¢ upon it, and know, that they will give us it. And
¢ thus when virtue is practifed towards ourfelves, it
¢« makes us happy, and we can refleét upon the de-
o h?h( it gave us, whilft another enjoys it.” We
can fo, if we have been made happy by the like vire
tues. But how does this ar.cwn't)[z;r that rapturous
ﬁhﬂure, which we feel on hearing of"Tome generous
eroic action, of which we never knew a rc?cmbli
inftance, or could poffibly have been the objeéts of ?
If oura ion, love, and admiration of virtue
on our experiéncing the happy effects of
it, how had the fi ly eminent virtues we read
of in the Roman hiftory, paffed through ages u
proved, unloved, and unadmired! For where is
man, who ever could reflect on the happy effects he
had found of ations, refembling the generaus vir-
tues recorded ¢ particularly thofe of the brave
Deciéy and the intrepid Regw/us? Can any man call
home the actions of thofe heroes to himfelf, and
recolleét the delight he found, when fuch were
ga&ifqd towards him? It is not to be imagined :
or is it the happy effefts of their virtues, that we
admire. It is not sbe good they produced, or were
JSisted to produce; it is the generofity, the magnani-
mity of the ations themfelves, that we efteem and
love ; the ftri¢t fidelity of the one, and the difinte-
refted patriotifm of both; and as it is impoffible for
us to have any view to our own advantage in fuch
inftances, our ap: ion and love muit be no lefs
difinterefted, than were the virtues we cantemplate.
And truly our author is fo kind, as to give us leave
to call it fo, provided we will agree to call our love
of ms or rofes difinterefted too. ¢ If any ene
“ (fays he ¢) that, to approve virtue, tho®
*“ on the account of the ha ; which it pro-
“ duces, whilft others praétif¢ it, fhould be called
* a difinterefted approbation, becaufe we approve
P 92,
B4 : ity
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that happinefs or
¢ not; he has my leave to call it fo: But then it
« will be neceffary for him, tho’ our loveofnga y
“ or rofesarifes entirely from the pleafure,which they
¢ give us, to call this a difinterefted affeétion too,
s fe we love them as we do vi;:uc, J;iydwut
% aftually enjoying the pleafure, which are
¢ fitted t{) produ:c‘i" Bult’why' muft this be necef-
fary? Or how will the comparifon hold ? As fond
as this gentleman feems of it, by repeating it often
for a parallel cafe, it goes entirely upon the miftake
of fuppogng, that our bation and lov;u of vir-
tue is folely on account of the bappinefs it produces, as
our likilég of fruits and flawers is‘bjnly for the fake
of theagreeable fenfations they give. He may not,
indeed,aﬂ fenfible of this miftake, fince he has no
other notion of virtue; but L am perfuaded he is
not quite infenfible, that our love and approba-
tion of virtue is of a very different kind from our
love of grapes or rofes; nor does he venture to
talk of our approbation of them, tho’ he talks a
deal about I do not know what bappinefs, that
virtue affords, which may be taken in by any fenfe, or
by all in their turns ; as if he defigned to make virtue .
appear as much an object of our fenfes, as fruits or
flowers are, that fo our love of it may feem no
more capable of being difinterefted, than our love™
of grapes or rofescan be. Yet (however he may
Jeel or fmell it out) he cannot fure be ignorant, that
virtue is an object of the underflanding ; and that we
may come to the knowledge of the worth and ex-
cellence of it, without having ever taffed or felt the

_effeéts of it; tho’ we can have no idea at all of the

wvalue of grapes or rofes, but by experiencing the
le fenfations they raife in us ; fo that our love
them in winter, or when others are enjoying them,

“can indeed be nothing clfe but a remembrance of the

pleafure they gave us, with a defire of repeating ir,
which can have no_pretenfions to be called a difin-

4 serefied

.
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terefted affection (if it be proper to call fuch likings
affeétions at all.)- Whereas we can form an idea in
our minds, either of virtue in general, a fteddy ad-
herence to truth and right; or, in particular, of 3
juft, a generous, or a grateful action, tho’ we had
never known any of them praétifed ; and when we
hear or read of virtuous charafters, or of noble
actions done a thoufand years ago, we can love, ap~
prove, and admire the retitude and magnanimity
of them, and often feel a geperous emulation of
their excellence, without the leaft reflection of any
advantage, that fuch virtues might bring tous. And
this certainly has a better right (without this gentle-
man’s geod leave) to be called a difinterefted affection,

than the love of grapes or rofes can pretend to.
Here he runs on again, for above fix pages, in
rejecting the argument commonly urged in favour
of virtue, and to prove our natural approbation of
it, viz. that even thofe, who do not praétife it,
will confefs, that they cannot help admiring it, and
that what they do is with the greateft reluétance;
and where men condemn their own practices, there
can be no room to fufpet them of partiality,
 But " there is great room (he fays) to doubt
s¢ their fincerity.” And fo gives us his conjec-
tures of the feveral reafons they may have for pre-
tending to love virtue, and to practife vice with
reluctance, when they really- feel no fuch thing ;
putting cafes, in which he fuppofes all their reluc-
tance muft be ¥ an effeit of what they fear from
their vices, and what they might bope for, if they were
virtuous. # But * as long (fays he) as the relutance,
¢ which a man pretends to feel, when he is vi-
s cious, is an allowed excufe for his being [, it is
“ no wonder, if all of this charaéter make ufe of
$¢ a plea, which will fet them right at once in the
#¢ opinion of the world, and which  they think, for
# want of knowing their hearts, can never be over-

"P.94. %P gy 5P g6
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« ruled” 1do not know what kind of cafuifts
thofe are, who allow of this for an excufe. 1 have
heard, indeed, of one on, a very noted one,
who, in the account of his life written by himfelf,

leads, in excufe for doing a wrong thing, that
L did it againft his confcience : but | never heard
that this fet him right in the opinion of the world.
Iis, I think, the general opinion of the world,
" that afting againft confcience rather aggravates
than extenuates any man’s guilt; and that there-
fore the vicious are more inclined to conceal the re-
lu@ance they feel, than to pretend to it when they
feel it not. But as this is a faét, which cannot pre-
cifely be determined without knowing their bearts,
(and I fuppofe our author has no more pretenfions
to that fort of knowledge than 1 have) we can only
refer every man to his own breaft, to obferve, if in
:Lin&mca, where he has deviated from the

of virtue, he has not fecretly approved the .

charaters of thofe, whofe conduét has - more
regular. - That this has been the cafe of all, who
have had fuch an oceafion of comparing themfelves
with others, I make not the leaft doubt; and the
confcioufnefs of every particular perfon of his own
fentiments in faveur of virtue, 1s a very probable
ground of its being a generally received opinion,
that “all men approve it, even when they do not
e virtue. e

I am perfuaded, too; that this general approba-
tion has a2 much mere extenfive influence on men’s
prattice, than the author of the Effay fuppolfes:
" And am much miftaken in the world, if (bad as
it is) there are not great numbers in it, 'who do
good, and ‘gencrous, and grateful aftions, without
any kind of interefted views. The author’s ” ad-
vice is right however, “ to try what our approba-
“ tion of virtue is owing to, and what ufe it can

¥ Page go,
T— “ lx
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¢ be of to us, by obferving how far it e 3
¢ to be virtuous ourfc:lv‘c‘;,8 if we love t?)ga bgcki:;
“ and generous ourfelves, as much aswe love to have
“ others fo.” But why will he fuppofe that- this
is no body’s cafe? Why will he imagine, * thar
* we * approve virtue in others only becaufe it
“ dogs us good, but feldom approve it well enough
“ to practife it where it-would hurt us? I mighe
“ have faid never, adds he, unlefs fome motives
“ of happinefs are thrown into the oppofite fcale,”
&e. And yet, in the very fame page, he talk’s ‘
of our being in raptures, when we receive fome
fignal favgur from one, who difireffes bimfelf to
do us fervice. 1 wonder of what fpecies taofe
tg:;ntcro_us'»i}euhx%s are, who gity;u;loical&cnc for fuch

ures! If they are a o ind, I
this gentleman has difc%avr;ed fome huntm:
of their generofity, fome remote view to their
own advantage, which would abate much of our
raptures, if we were as clear-fighted as he : but,

that appears, I muft beg leave to conclyde,
that thofe at leatt, wbo difirefs themfalves 1o give of-
Jiftance to others, have a truly difinterefted affec-
tion; and that therefore, all do not deferve the
low and unworthy opinion he endeavours \to give
us of the whole fpecies; contending to the end of
this chapter, and indeed through the whole book.
that there is no fuch thing as a difinterefted affec.
uo:é am'ouni them.

ratitude is the virtue he * has fingled
what he calls s favourite inflauce afn§ d{ﬁ:.::;'l/fg;
affetion ; and here he tells us, that our loving or
approving gratityde in other men, when they are
groteful 1o us, will never fbew our affestion to be dif-
mierefied. Who pretends, that ic will ? And yet
in fome cafes it may be fo, when no benefit can
accrue to us, from the gratitude of thofe, whom we

* Pageqi. % Page 1co.
have




N

28 Remarks on Dr. Rutherforth’s Effay on

:ed. But what does he think of gra-
g::;:bi::ggrfclvcs towards thofe, who_ have dgo‘:c
us good offices? « Why this, he fays, is the moft
« unfortunate inftance, that could hfwc been made
« choice of, for the proof of a difinterefted af-
« feftion for virtue : felfith regards are contained
« in the very notion of it. “Itis an affettion to-
« wands a charater confidered as beneficial to us.
Jeis fo, and I thought this fenfe of the word fo
well known, sand fo generally agreed in, that
there was no. need of any ® “ endeavours to fhew,
« that this name belongs to no other benevolent af-
« fedtion, or to fettle the meaning of the word grati-
« tude.” Nor can lirzoaginc l;; what pu fe, (c-x-
to difplay the author’s eloquence) eight or nine
;’;s are I:::jn);)loyc.;d in telling us, what affetions
are not gratitude; what views we may have of fu-

ture benefits in being grateful for the paft; and in

what cafes our gratitude would entirely ceafe, For
who is ignorant, tHat humanity, benevolence, cha-
rity, forgivenefs, &¢. are not gratitude? Who

knows not, that there may be joined with 2 gate- :
ture

ful fenfe of benefits an_expectati ion of

favours ? OrP:vﬁho doubu,utclxtb former kmdnelfcs
may be fo entirely cance y er ipjuries,
tha¥ no ground for gratitude wouldg::::au_l? Thefe
are all unqueftionable truths. Bnt what is all this,
and a great deal more of the fame kind, to the
purpofe ? If there is any fuch thing at all among
mankind, as grateful fentiments, and kind returns
for paft benefits, where there is no poffible expec-
. tation of future favours; then gratitude, fo circum-
“ftantiated, is a very proper infiance of a difinterefied

‘aﬁ’fﬁon, though ten thoufand otber things fhould--

be raked together, which are not.

And that fuch fentiments are natural to us, even
this author himfelf allows; for © putting the cafe,
that we had been at any time in a very diftant part

» ® Vid Eff. p. 102, 103.  © Page 107. of
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of the world, where fome of the inhabitants had
treated us with extraordinary kindnefs and genero-
fity ; “ we fhould, he fays, without doubt, fecl
* fome tender affections, when we were taking
< leave of a fet of men, that we had been fo muc%
< obliged to; and the fentiments of gratitude -
« would remain, even after we were gone from
< them, and were fettled at fo great a diftance,
“ as to put it out of their power ever todo us
¢« any further fervices.” WHhat then has he been
all this while contending againft ? Is not gratitude,
in fuch a cafe, an inftance of difinterefled affection,
notwithftanding' it is towards perfons, confidered
as having been bencficial 1o ourfelves ? < Bu ftill,
« he tells us, we might depend upon their con-
¢« ftant friendfhip, kind memory, and good of-
“ fices, though we were never to fee or hear the
<« effets of them ; and every time that we think
« of them, we might believe they were thinking
« of us.” Thefe, it feems, are, in this nice gen-
tleman’s efteem, [elfifb regards; for in feveral other
Placcs he mentions, as interefled views, our expelt~
ing, that thofe, to whom we are grateful for paft
favours, when it is no longer in their power to do
us any fervices, fhould yet continue their good
inclinations and good wifhes for us; and this part
of their charalter, he fays, is plainly the objetl. of
our gratitude. Suppofing it were fo, this would

‘not at all leflen the difintereftednefs of it : a defire

of the efteem, and love, and good wifhes, of thofe
whom we efteem, and love, and wifth well to,
when it has no farther aim, was never looked on as
an interefted or felfith view : it is a virtuous de-
fire, which it would be wrong not to have.

That 4 letter, from whence the author of the Effay
has taken the few lines quoted above (inftead of
being any thing to his purpofe) is a great inftance of

4 Mr. Pope's to Dr. Atterbury.
a pur <
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re and difinterefted friendfhip ; and he might have

;orz’xund many among the familiar lcttcrs of that great
genius and excellent man, fufficient to overthrow
all the arguments of his book, againft the reality
of difinterefted virtue: Not to infift on his generous -
friendfhip for perfons out of power, and out of eredit 5
his tender regards for his mother; his anxious con-
cern for the continuance of her life, when fhe was of
100 great an age to be any way ufeful to him ; the
fatisfaction he exprefles in having an opportunity,
by his cares and attendance, of returning 'par! of
the kind offices the had done him, and his fears qf
being too foon deprived of it; fentiments, which his
heart was fo full of, that they break out, on all oc-
cafions, to his intimates, in verfe as well as profe,

¢« ¢ Me let the tender office long engage, :

« To rock the cradle of repofing age, &e.
“This follicitude oy

«+To keep a while one parent from the fky,
with all his affeftionate regards for her, (more than
even religion required of him) give us fuch a proof
of difinterefted piety and gratitude, as is, I Lﬁink

irrefiftible. Nor are there wanting other inftances of

a like nature, though not fo fhining, or fo generall
known, as the virtues of a charaéter fo illu%hious. 4
Our author takes notice of one inftance of difin-
tereftednefs, produced by the.* noble moralift, and
without doubt, fays he, more of the fame Jort may be met
with. * But the extravagancies, into which our affe-
« Etions hurry us; will only prove, that they are our
« mafters, not that they are natural. The mixture of
¢ the kind and friendly,which, in the paffion of love

. % between.the fexes, is fometimes fo much fuperior

« to the affection of 2 vulgar fort, asto make even
¢ death itfelf be voluntarily embraced, for the fake
*¢ of the perfon beloved,” will no more demonftrate

* Epift. to Dr. Asb. f Lord Shafif, Vol. ii. p. 105,
{conti-
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continues he) that there are maturally in man any
Siﬁntcreﬂ:edly kind and friendly affections, than the
death of a Bruno, a Vanini, or Effendi, will prove

"him to have a natural and difinterefted love for

atbeifm, or than the behaviour of Felton or aClement
will fthew, that nature implanted in man a difin-
terefted defire of doing mifchief.

To all this I anfwer, that though our paffions,
our benevolent affeftions, our love of truth, and
approbation of what appears to us right and fit, are
natural, and implanted in us for good and ufeful
purpofes; yet the application of any of thefe, is not
determined by nature, but is put in our own power,
fo that we may make either a right or a wrong ufe
of them: Itis our fault, if we fuffer our paffions or
affections to be vur mafters: that indeed is not na-
tural, tho’ the affections themfelves are fo; for it
is the province of reafon to keep them in fubjeétion,
to regulate them, and to point out the fgroper ap-
plication of them. Thofe voluntary fufferings of
lovers, which the noble moralift fpeaks of, might
be virtues or vices, according as the motives to them,
were worthy or not worthy of fuch a facrifice: But
they certainly demonfirate, that there are naturally in
man difintereftedly kind and friendly affections, which
he may make cither a wife, or an extravagant ufe of.

In like manner, our natural love of truth and °
approbation of virtue may be mifapplied, if we have
taken wrong meafures in fearching after truth, or
formed our judgment of virtue by any other rules,
than the nature of things, or the revealed will of
God. This was the cafe of all thofe wretches,
mentioned by our author, whofe behaviour by no
means fhews us (as he * would fuppofe) that piety
aud truth, or that virtue and truth, are not the fame
thing; it only fhews, that men may miftake error
for truth, and vice for virtue. The refolute death
of thofe atheifts proves not, that there is in man a

¢ Ef.p. 112,
’ natural



82 Remarks on Dr. Rutherforth’s Eff2y on

difinterefted Jove for atheifm: it neithet
m:;ﬁ ﬁxdurdlgtnmm to be i{mm: or true, bu{tblg
frongly proves, that there is in man a dnﬁg:crc oy
atrachment,afor what appears to h!m tokd t;: m;
And that_this affeétion may bc.mxfappl . po
more an argument againt its being natpxl" “yhc =
lanted in man, than the abfu(d ufe, whic (lh i
ave made of their reafon, is an argument, e
reafon is not natural to man, or that it does xﬁx o
gurally lead him to the knowledge of an intellig
| of all beings.
ﬁr@[‘;?&haviour of a Felton, or 3 Clement, 1do not
take to be inftances of any dxﬁptcrcﬁed affection at
all. The young fryer. was plainly 2 weak lgnohracr;:
entbufiaft, infamed by the inveétives of the preac ‘
againft Henry 111 of France, and inftigate t:a mur-
der him, by the doétrines then in VOBUE, t lTom;
might, with a good confcience, take away thc. i 1; o,:l
a tyrant, as they reprefented that king to be: dwn :
no doubt the religious affaffin expected (“:\lnf ut
ftopping at purgatory) to be immediately tranipor-
ted to heaven for fo meritorious an ation. !
Whether Felton, the murdcrcr'o_f the duke o
- Buckingbam, was a political or a religious enthufiaft,
is not fo plain from whatis Known of his charatter ;
but his faying, that he had acted folely from t}l:; n;;
pulfe of bis own conftience, makes it probable, t! he
“too expetied a heavenly reward for having facrif ;
his life, in doing what he judged an important er=
vice to his country.

4
Thefe are no inftances of difintereftednefs, but, on

the contrary, of highly interefied profpeéts, upon
falfe notions of piety and virtue: Miftakes, whlgﬁ.‘,)l
fuppofe, no one will deny, that man may fall into,
notwithftanding any principles naturally implanted
in“lim; fince all allow he has itin hxs.powcr, etghex'
to fuffer them to run wild, or to cu}uvatc and_ im-
prove them; and therefore, it can n;ver'bc.fzud, as
this author fuggefts, « That every thing is piety and

¢ virtue
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* virtue in‘a man, which he has perfuaded. himfelf -

“ to look upon in that light.” Ne= will it i ex-
% cufe the perfons concered in the Jrifb rebellion,
« the maffacre of St. Bartholomew, &¢c.” that they
were perfuaded deftroying hetetics was doing God
good fervice. Thefe, too, were religious enthufiafts,
who had departed from all the properrules, by which
they thould have judged of their duty, to follow
their %‘J‘ides with an implicit faith. They ought to
have known better, what [pirit they were of; they
ought to have known, that God had forbid them s\
do evil, that good may come of it; they fhould not
have fuffered themfelves to be perfuaded, that what
was contrary to the common fentiments of humanity,
and to that univerfal rule of equity, doing unto all
men, as we would they fbould do unto us, could be ac-
ceptable to God. His written word, and their own
natural notions, left them without excufe, in giving
the facred names of prety and virtue, to the moft in-
famous treachery, and the moft favage barbarity.
I do not know how far fuch inftances as thefe
may affett the principles of thofe moralifts, who

found virtue folely on benevolent affections, and an .

infiinétive fenfe of right and wrong; for if thefe may
be worn out, or unattended to, or mifguided, vir-
tue muft pe left on a very precarious foundation,
which I leave them to defend as well as they can.
I am only concerned to maintain, that a difiriterefted
benevolence and approbation of virtue are natural
toman, and given him as proper excitements togood
actions; that tho’ thefe may be mifapplied or mif-

i guided, he has it in his power to regulate them,

by the obvious relations and nature of things; (for I
take our confcioufnefs of right and wrong to be the
refult of fome perception, that every rational mind
neceffarily has of the effential difference between
good and evil,) and therefore, when we are careful

A Vid. Eff. p. 113.
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not to be mifled from thefe natural perceptions of
the underftanding, the moral [enfe, arifing from
_ thence, has a real right to influence our actions, is
" a proper caufe & ground of obligation. However, I
allow, that fince it may be extinguithed, or mif-
guided, it is too precarious to be efteemed the Jfole
caufe or foundation of moral obligation. And in-
deed 1 fee no reafon, why any one principle fhould
be looked on as fuch, fince there are certainly fe-
veral principles in the nature of man, which all con-
cur to direét hirn.to the practice of virtue: And if
eachof thefe were allowed a fhare in obliging him to
it, this would no way weaken the force, or leffen
the importance of any other principle, but rather
contribute to ftrengthen it. ‘
I do.not know what idea fome late writers can,
have.of moral obligation, that they are fo zealous for
excluding every principle from being in an‘y degree
a ground or foundation of ity except their favourite
one, a profpect of future rewards and punifhments.
But the author of the Effay on Virtus (who has dif-
tinguifhed himfelf among them) feems to think,
that the caufe of obligation (as his term is) fhould
be fomething in a manner irrefiftible; for the reafon
he gives ' why an inftinctive approbation of virtue
. cannot ke made the caufe of moral obligation, is, that
"« this inftinct is fo much too weak to reftrain us,

& that we can, with a fenfe of the beauties of virtue

« gpon our mind, and under the full influence of
¢ our approbation of it, not enly_negle¢tto com-
¢ ply with its dictates, but even act direétly againft
¢ them.” Butif this be a good reafon for exclud-
ing our appfobation of virtue, from being 4 caufe of
moral obligation, 1 am afraid the fame reafon will
exclude every other principle from being fo too ; for
I know'of none ftrong enough to reftrain free agents,
when they give a loofe to their paffions and appetites,

-

-

-

1P 114

the nature and obligations of virtue, 4%

ihftead of attending to the obligations they are un-
der of fubduing them. F uturc:g rctﬁbﬁtigxs af?ﬁA
lowed by all to be confiderations of great impor-
tance, and generally moft effectual to influence the
bulk of mankind; yet: it is notdrious, that great
numbers, with a full convition upon their minds
of the reality of the fanctions of God’s laws, nof
only negleét to comply with their diftates, but even alf
direétly againft them. So that if our author’s reafon-
ing hold, here would be an end at once of all moral
obligation. o

_ But rather than fet mankind free from every ob-
ligation, bLecaufe none is ftrong enough to force
them, I beg leave to conclude, that it is not the
Jirength of any principle, but the fendency of it, and
the right it to influence men’s practice, that
makes it a true ground of moral obligation. And
that the perception we have of the effential difference
of things, with the fitneffes and unfitnefles refulting
from thence, and our confcioufnefs of right and
wrong, have a tendency to direét us to virtue, and a
right to influence our practice, feems to me as cleaf’
and certain, as it is, that we are reafonable beings,

- and moral agents ; and that therefore they are both

true caufes or grounds of moral obligation. For,
“ By obligation I underftand, fuch a perception
“ of an inducement to at, or to forbear alting, as
¢ forces an agent to ftand felf-condemned, if he does
“ not conform to it.” A definition, which, Ithink,
all the contending parties on this fubjet might agree
in; for no ftronger reftraint can be laid upon a free
agent, even by the commands of God, and the fanc- *
tions of his laws, than that of forcing him to ftand
Jelf-condemned, if he chufes to hazard the confe-
quences of difobeying them. So that if this defi-
nitition were acquiefced in, there could no difpute
remain, unlefs it be, whether wecan counter-aét our
plain perceptions of good and cvil, fit and unfic,
hnCz- right




3.4/ Remarks on Dr. Rutherforth’s E/Jay ont

not to be mifled from thefe natural perceptions of
the underftanding, the moral [enfe, arifing from
thence, has a real right to influence our actions, is
a proper caufe o ground of obligation. However, I
allow, that fince it may be extinguifhed, or mif-
guided, it is too precarious to be efteemed the fole
caufe or foundation of moral obligation. And in-
deed 1 fee no reafon, why any one principle fhould
be looked on as fuch, fince there are certainly fe-
veral principles in the nature of man, which all con-
cur to direét hirn.to the pratice of virtue: And if
eachof thefe were allowed a fhare in obliging him to
it, this would no way weaken the force, or leflen
the importance of any other principle, but rather
contribute to ftrengthenit, |
I do not know what idea fome late writers can
have of moral obligation, that they are fo-zealous for
excluding every principle from being inan degree
a ground or foundation of ity except their avourite
one, a profpect of future rewards and _punifhments.
But the author of the Effay on Virtus (who has dif-
tinguithed himfelf among them) feems to think,
that the caufe of obligation (as his term is) fhould
be fomething in a manner irrefiftible; for the reafon
he gives why an inftinétive approbation of virtue
cannot be made the caufe of moral obligation, is, that
« this inftinét is fo much too weak to reftrain us,
« that we can, witha fenfe of the beauties of virtue
« gpon our mind, and under the full influence of
« our approbation of it, not only negleét to com-
¢ ply with its di@tates, but even aék dircétly againft
« them.” . But if this be a good reafon for exclud-
ing our appfobation of virtue, from being 4 caufe of
moral obligation, 1 am afraid the fame reafon will
exclude every other principle from being fo too ; for
1 know of none firong enough-to reftrain free agents,
when they give a loofe to their paffions and appetites,

-

PP.114.

inftead -

the nature and ézligatiam of 'mi;tae.' 35

ihftead of attending to the obligations they are un-
der of fubduing them. Future retributions are al-
lowed by all to'be confiderations of great impor-
tance, and generally moft effettual to inflience the
bulk of mankind; yet. it is notorious, that great
numbers, with a full conviction upon their minds
of the reality of the fanétions of God’s laws, nof
only negleét to comply with their diftates, but even alt
direétly againft them.  So thatif our author’s reafon-
ing hold, here would be an end at once of all moral
obligation. :

_ But rather than fet mankind free from every ob-
ligation, bLecaufe none is ftrong enough to force
them, I beg leave to conclude, that it is not the
Jfirengeh of any principle, but the fendency of it, and
the right it has to influence men’s practice, that
makes it a true ground of moral obligation. And
that the percegltion we have of the effential difference
of things, with the fitnefles and unfitnefies refulting
from thence, and our confcioufnefs of right and -
wrong, have a tendency to direét us to virtue, and a
right to influence our practice, feems to me as cleaf
and certain, as it is, - that we are reafonable beings;
and moral agents ; and that therefore they are both,
true caufes or grounds of moral obligation. Fot,

“ By obligation I underftand, fuch a perception
“ of an inducement to aét, or to forbear alting, as
“ forces an agentito ftand felf-condemned, if he '
“ not conform to it.” A definition, w}Ti-ch, Ithink,
all the ¢ontending parties on this fubjet might agree
in; for no ftronger reftraint can be laid upon a free
agent, even by the commands of God, and the fanc-
tions of* his laws, than that of forcing him to ftand
Jelf-condemned, if heschufes to hazard the confe-
quences of difobeying them. So that if this defi-
nitition were acquiefced in, there could no’difpute
remain, unlefs it be, whether wecan counter-at our
plain perceptions of good and evil, fit and unfic,
e right
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right and wrong, without ftanding felf-condemned ?

Which perhaps would fcarce bear a queftion.
The three or four laft pages of this ti:;?ter are a

train of Jopifis, founded uponan equivocal ufe of the

terms reluftance, affelion, approbation, Ee. If

« (fays he) the  fuppofed natural approbation, from
« whence the unwillingnefs to give up virtue is faid
« to arife, was all that obliged us to prattife it, we
thould, upon the fame principles, be as much obliged
1o be vicious; for no vicious man ever gives up a
« vice without relu@tance: and fuch a reluétance
« muft, in one cafe as wellas in the other, be ;fmark
¢ of his naturally approving what he parts with{o un-
« willingly.” Poor fophiﬁry! is there no fuch thing
then as a reluétance of inclination? No. difference
between a reluétance to part with what we Jike, and
a relufance to part with what we approve? A man,
who gives up his vices, does not approve, tho’ he
may love them; 2 man, who gives up his virfue may
approve, tho’ he does not love it. The reluétance
on one fide proceeds from an affeélion to praétices,
which he perceives to be wrong; the reluétance on
the other, from perceiving praétices to be right, for
which he has no affeftion.  Are thefe the fame prin-

-

«

ciples ? Or can they have an equal right of obliging

us? No matter for that, approbation is affection, or
affection approbation; a reluétance of the judging

faculty, and' reluétance of the fenfual appetites, the -

fame thing, whenever this gentleman’s argument re-
quiresit. Butlet thefe things be rightly diftinguifhed,
and all his mtangli»ilgueria are refolved. 7To thofe,
therefore, 1 fhall only anfwer in’general ; if our na-
tural confcience, moral fenfe, or whatever that fa-
culty in us may be called, which judges of our ac-
tions, and approves or condemns them, if this is in
its own nature fuperior to mere appetite, and

penfions; then 2 reafon will appear, why we ﬂ'xgur?&

&P, 114, :
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ive the preference to our approbatio.n of virtue,
ather than to our fenfual inclinations; why we
ought to reftrain thefe, whilft it is our duty to im-
prove the other. And without looking farther, we
may find a reafon in the approbation itfelf, why it
fhould be cfteemed a #rue, tho’ not the fole caufe of
our obligation to virtue.

REMARKS on Chap. vi.

IT is a painful tafk for a plain fearcher after
truth, to have to do with an author fkilled in all the
arts of wrangling in the fchools; which may be of
ufe there, to try the fagacity of young ftudents, in
detecting the fophifms, cavils, and fallacies of an

* opponent ; but can oply ferve to puzzle and nhiflead'

an ingenuous reader, who expetts to be inftructed
by fair reafoning and folid argument; to which if
the author before us had confined himfelf, his book
would have been reduced to a much lefs compafs,
and his readers been lefs perplexed in going through

it.

The great point to be proved in this chapter js,
that no eternal and neceffary differences, no Jitnefs or
unfitnefs of things, can be the caufe of moral obligation.
The two authors', whom in “this ke chiefly o
ppfcs, have eftablifhed, upon immutable founda-
tions,” the obligation of all reafonable beings to act
agreeably to the effential differences, nature, rela-
tions, z}nd fitnefs of things; and this with eat
fimplicity, and dire %x;i‘:mcnt, free from all the
bewildering arts. But the author of the Effay has
attacked them in a very different manner ; falla-
cies, cavils, a multitude of puzzling queftions,
wrong fuppofitions, and putting unfimilar cafes,
are the arms he makes ufe of ; and againft fuch
random fhots, what poffibility is there of making

! Dr. Clarke, and Mr. Balguy.
3 sy
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any regular defence ? We muft look about us, and
turn and return as well as we may.

He ™ begins with taking notice of 3 conceffion
thofe authors have made, of the neceflity of call-
ing in the hopes of a future ftate, to fupport men
in the pradtice of virtue, when it would expofe
* them to death or mifery here ; which he thinks
gives him great advantage againft them. But I

{s it over now, becaufe this fingle point, upon
which he fuppofes the whole difpute might very fafely
“be refted, will foon come more than once in our
way again, And we have here in the mean time a
notable argument to encounter, by which he be-
gins his % endeavours to prove, that the reafo_ns' for
“ practifing vistue, which flow from™ the diffe-
s rences and relations of things, are not only too
s precarious to deferve the title of obligation, but
« farther, that they afford us mo reafon at all for
¢ being virtuous. Let us attend to thefe worthy
¢ endeavoyrs,” .

« There is, without difpute (fays our author )
¢ a natural difference between one thing and ana-
¢ ther: good and evil, or happinefs and mifery
¢ are certainly not the fame thing.” 1 belicve,
indeed, no body ever difputed this. ¢ And fince
« moral good or virtue confifts in doing good to
“ others, or in taking care not to make them
¢ miferable; and moral evil or vice in the con-
¢ trary ; onaof thefe muft differ as much from
« the other, as happinefs does from mifery.” In-
difputable again. “ But from this difference, there
“ cannot arife any obligation to the prattice of
¢ virtue; for to fay, that moral good or virtue is
* our duty, becaufe it differs naturally and effen-
v _tially from vice, is to make it our duty for fuch
'¢¢ a reafon, as would equally have proved the

¢ very reverfe: vice or moral evil muft be as much .
“ our duty upon the fame principle, fince it dif-

= Page119. - ® Page 120,
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« fers naturally and effentially from moral good.
s¢ All that can be gathered from this difference is,

¢¢ that between virtue and vice there is room for)

« choice.” Excellent! But pray, who ever gave
for a reafon, that moral good or virtue is our du-
» barely becaufe it differs naturally and effentially
rom vice? It is not becaufe it differs from vice, but
becaufe their natural difference is fuch, as makes
one fit to be chofen, and not the other ; which is
a very different propofition. Certain fitnefles and
unfitnefles arife from the effential difference between
virtue and vice, which makes it our duty to practife
one, and avoid the other. But does this gentleman
really think, that nothing more is méant by the natural
and gflential difference between happinefs and mifery,

~ or between moral good and evil, but that they are not

the fame thihgs? If hedaes, he muft fuppofe the great
writer he contends againft, to have trifled egregi-
oufly in oppofing Mr. Hebbs’s principles, by infift-
infg on the immutable nature and eflential difference
of moral good and evil; for even Hobbs himfelf,
abfurd as his principles were, was never abfurd
enough to maintain, that jult and unjuft, fidelity
and treachery, Kkilling an innocent pérfon, and
faving his life, were tbe fame things. That which
he maintained \ was, that none of thofe aftions,
which are called morally good or evif, were in their
own nature better or worfe than another, till they
were made fo by pofitive inflitytions. What then
muft his oppofers mean by afferting the natural
and eflential difference of good and evil, right and
wrong (if they meant any thing to the purpofe)
but that one of thefe was, in its own nature, ante-
cedent to all pofitive appointment, better, more

valuable, or fitter to be done, than its contrary ? |

And that they did mean this, is Flain from the
whole tenour of their reafoning. If by the natu-

ral and eflential difference between happinefs and-

mifery, this author really means nothing more
Cs than
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than that they are not the fame thing, then, by his
own argument, as this gives no preference of one to
the other, it cannot oblige us to either. He would do
well then to tell us, what it is that obliges us to
chufe happinefs rather than mifery; for I fear it
will be difficult to find it out, if it be not the nasy-
‘val difference, or that whick diftinguifbes it from
mifery. For what is the natural difference of hap-
pincczfrom mifery, but that the firft is fuitable to
our nature, defirable, and fit to be chofen : mife-
ry, on the contrary, unfuitable, hateful, and unfit
to be chofen? And this is the very cafe, the only
meaning to. the purpofe, of the natural and effen-
tial difference of right and wron ,\virtuc and vice,
“or moral good and evil : one of thefe is in its own
nature, or in that which difiinguifbes it from its

oppofite, better, more fuitable to a reafonable be- .

ing, and fitter to be chofen than the other. °If
virtue (as this author owns) muft differ as much
from vice, as happinefs does from mifery ; then
their difference not only acquaints us, that between
them there is room for choice, but plainly directs
us where that choice ought to be placed ; informs
us, that virtue, as well as happinefs, is fitter to be
chofen than vice or mifery ; and till he can fhew

o Upon this fubje&, the great author of the Divine Legation
hvingpgﬁ', that the contenders for the natural effential diffe-
rence of things have mifiaken it for the moral difference; 1 an-
fwered in fome remarks formerly publifhed, ** That they plainly
“ faw thefe were diftinét things, but they faw too, that one
“ was {o dependent on the other, that when they had clearly
“ demonftrated the former, they needed not give themfelves
“ much trouble to prove the latter” This I really then took
to be the cafe of the writers, who maintain the natural and ef-
{ential difference of things : but the fallacious ment of the
Effay writer having given me occafion to confider this matter
ﬁ.rga, 1 find there was more ground for that great author’s ob-
fervation, than I at that time imagined. The truth is, thofe
writers fcarce take any notice at all of what may be ftriétly called

the matural difference of things, if by that is only meant, thatvir- .

tue and vice, juftice and injultice, fidelity aad treachery, &e.
. us
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us in what that natural difference confifts between
happinefs and mifery, virtue and vice, which gives
no preference of one to the other ; this formidable ar-

gument, by which he thinks we have juft now \™

feen, that the effential difference of good and evil
can be no caufe of obligation, can no more oblige us
to virtue than to vice, and that therefore we may be
Jure there is [ome fallacy in the argument ; this will
itfelf appear to be but a mere fallacy, and the na-
tural difference of things, the natural preferablenefs
of virtue to vice, with the fitnefles arifing from
thence, remain an unthaken ground or caufe of mo-
ral obligation. :

The fallacy our author imputes to a ? favourite
writer Wpon this fubjet, confifts in his 'ufing good
#0 be done, and reafonable to be done, as expreffions
of the fame fignification, on which he expoftulates
as follows : “ And if becaufe we muft grant, that
% virtue, from the very nature of it, is good to
“ be done, it was therefore reafonable to be done,
“ and fo our duty, &% But good to be done 1
“ fignifies either good for him who does it, or
“ good for others: and this ambiguous meanin
« of the words feems to have been made t@o muc

e ufe of. For as every body will allow, that what

are mot the fame things : this, I prefume, they could not miftake
for a moral difference, but it isa trath {o obvious to every one,
that it would have been trifling to have folemnly afferted, and
formally proved, whatno body pretended to deny. Their
meaning zheufore‘\@iuﬁ be, that e is paturally and effen-
tially fuch a difference in things, as made one preferable, or
fitter to be chofen than another ; which is much the fame as to
fay, that moral gocd and ewil are fuch in their o nature, with-
out any pofitive appoi . This is well known to be their
dotrine ; and if they called this a natura/ difference, a litde at-
tention may convince any one, that this implies in it a moral dif-

JSerences i. e. thatone is fitter to be chofen gy an agent than
other: the want of which attention may be an’excufe for the
fallacious confequence drawn from that expreflion, by the au-
thor of the Effiy on Firtue.

F Dr. Clarke. 4§ Page 121.
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“ im happy, who does it, is fitto be dqne
* mkga}t}t:ﬂl?lcepymd becaufe it will be readily
« granted farther, that virtue is good to be done,
« it is concluded, that virtue muft thq’eforc be flt
« and reafonable. Whereas in granting, that vir-
“ tue is good to be done, we do not mean, that. it
« is in its own nature good for him who does'it,
« but good for others: for if we go no farther
« than the nature of it, then this is the only fenfe,
¢ in which virtue appca\rsh felf-evidently to be
o .” Thus far eur author. ‘
%ou(:dhc might have known, that the favourite
writer, referred to, dealt in no fuch ambiguities, oF
trifling propofitions ; that he never thought of
" fuch a thing as good to be done, w\nc.h yet was 7ot
gé0d for bim who does it 5 of virtue being in its own

-

nature felf-evidently good, though not good for .

, that is to fay, virtue confiffing itg doing
do‘:dd‘;? others is in itsy own nature feli-evidently
good for others. He talked not at this rate in-
‘deed ; this would have been ftrange language to
him, who thought, that the practice of virtue, or
good to be done, was without any ambiguity good
for bim who does it, as it is more fuitable toa rea-
fonable being, more perfective of his nature, and
makes him more approved to his own mind than
the pradtice of vice: he thought, too, that atting
agreeably to our own nature, and to the feveral
relations we ftand in to other beings (in which, ac-
cording to his doctrine, the entire nature of virtue
or moral good confifts) was fif and reafonable, there-
fore good to be done, good in him that does it,
and fo our duty. Nay even according to this au-
thor’s own notion of virtue, imperfeét as it is, is
" not doing good to others a good aétion in him, who
does it ? Is he not a better man than one, who does
nothing but mifchief ? Suppofing then all confe-
quences to the agent perfectly equal, that he was

' -neither

the nature and obligations of virtue. 43

neither to be a gainer nor a lofer by his virtue ;
would it not in that cafe be more fit and reafomable
to make all in his power happy, rather than to.

make them as miferable as he ‘could ? Surely no\
one can think otherwife, that has not thrownoffall \

fentiments of humanity. And if what is fir and
reafonable is our duty, as this author feems here to
own, I hope he will own too, that the practice of
virtue may be fit and reafonable, and fo our duty,
in cafes, where we can do much good without. hurt-
ing ourfelves, though we had no profpe& of any
particular advantage by it. *

However we are told, that thofe writers, who
found the original obligation to virtue on the rea-
fon and nature, and fitnefs of things, antecedent
toall pofitive appointment, and to all expeétation
of reward or punithment ; do yet own a neceflity
of the belief of a future ftate, that God will take
care, that we fhall, upon the whole, be no lofers by .
our virtue, to fupport the pratice of it in the
world; and that in extraordinary cafes, it would
be unreafonable to expect, that men, by adhering to
virtue, fhould part with their lives, or even all the

~ comforts of life, if thereby they eternally deprive

themfelves of all poffibility of receiving any ad-

- vantage from that adherence. ‘This the author of

the Effay thinks is * giving up their whole caufe
* is plainly not fo much fupporting this fort of
¢ obligation, as introducing another quite diftin@
« from it: thewill of the Supreme Being is called
“ in, not to {‘i\rcngthcn an obligation, which we
“ fhould have been under without i, but to pro-
“ duce an obligation, where there was none be-
# fore ; and-to make the prattice of virtue reafon-
“ able, where it would not have been fo other-
“ wife.” But this is quite mifreprefenting their
lenfe, as well as the truth of the cafe : the obliga-

¢ Page 119, 12~,
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tion to virtue arifes always and invariably from the
reafon, nature, and fitnefs of things: the pra&igc
of virtue, that is, acting agreeably to juftice, equi-
ty, goodnefs, and truth, muft always be fit and
reafonable. Yet in fuch a world as this, men may
be, in fome extraordinary cafes, fo circumftanced,
that, by ftriétly adhering to what they unavoidably
judge to be their duty, they muft bring upon
themfelves fach fufferings, as it would fcarce be
poffible for them to fupport themfelves under,
without a regard to the providence of God, and 2
full perfuafion, that he will not allow his creatures
.~ to be finally lofers by fteddily praétifing thofe vir-
tues, which the nature he has given them requires
from them, and which therefore muft be approved
by him. How is this calling in the will of the fu-
preme being, to produce an obligation Yshere there was
none before? Is not the fole ground of hoping for
a future recompence plainly fixed on that percep-
tion, which we unavoidably have of a prior obli-
gation ? If we did not perccive the praétice of
virtue to be fit, and reafonable, and our duty, and
that its natural tendency is to produce happinefs ;
upon what ground could we expect (without reve-
lation) that God fhould interpofe to make virtue
and happinefs finally infe e? But if virtue is
acknowl%dgcd to be the natural duty of mankind,
or a duty arifing from their very nature, and de-
figned their chief good ; then, from the frequent
impediméhts it will meet with, and the various
fufferings, that fometimes attend it bere, the ftrong-
eft argument may be deduced, that natural reafon
can difcover, for the certainty of a future flate : fo
that calling in this hope for the fupport of fuffering
virtue neceflarily prefuppofes our obligation to prac-
*tife it; prefuppofes it fit and reafonable in itfelf ta
be done fince otherwife we could have no ground to

expet a recompence for it. ;
With
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With this view Dr. Clarke urges the neceffit
the belief of a future ftate, to fgpport the prag:tigg
of virtue in fucha world as this, in that very * Dif-
courfe, where be was more immediately engaged in the
defence of bis darling fcheme of morality (as the author
of the Effay calls it) and not, as is* fuggefted, when

bis thoughts were turned another way. For that great.

mafter of reafoning well knew, that bis Jecheme, and

- a profpelt of future rewards and puniffments, are,

by placing the obligations of morality antecedent to
that profpeét, the ftronger fupports of each other.
But t(I) %o on wi[t: our author. ‘
“ 1 fee not therefore (fays he) the great ufe of
“ this fanciful account of our duty, f%ppoﬁnc it
“ could be defended : For if in the more exalted
“ inflances we muft have recourfe to the will of
“ God, and can allow it in them to be a proper
« foundation to aét upon ; why may not we fubmit
“ toit, and entertain the fame opinion of it in the
“ lower inftances? Why is this the only rational
“ fource of obligation, in cafes of the greateft im-
“ portance ; but a wrong and unreafonable one in
“ cafes, where we meet with few or no temptations
“ to be otherwife than virtuous?” [ am forry to

find an account of our duty deduced from'the ef.

_fcntial'diﬂ'crcncc of good and evil,and the immu-
table nature and relations of things, called by a
grave divine and philofopher, .@ fanciful account
but I am at a lofs to know, whofe fancies he is here
oppofing : For it is certain the writers he had men-
tioned have no concern in them they have always
allowed the will of\Gad, which is ever direéted by
the reafon and truth of things, to be 2 proper foun-
dation to al upon, in all inftances high or low:
yet they have never faid, that this is the only ra- '
tional fource of \obligation, even in cafes of the

f Evidence of Natural and Revealed Relizion
¢ Vide Effay, p. 122, Sk

greatelt
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importance ; much lefs that it is a wrong
f:? gzajofaob[e one in “any cafe. Let thofe, w}gﬁ
fancies thefe are (it; ox;r atl;wthor knows where to
) fwerable for them.
thcg:],t ];)cc:}?aps the will of God is (fut here for Ll;c
]{tmﬂiom of bis law.;;l ({'_?llacic; :m) Ya:b;g:‘:u;stha;
unufual with this author : i
cna%c? ol:c is out in his reafoning; for though thdi
writers he profeffes to oppofe, allow future rrwa_:;‘ ‘
and punifbments to be confiderations of dir“t i ’
portance, and highly neceffary to keep gl‘m:nhéc
Jity-of mankind to the praétice -of virtue ; ( onda~
* he may, if he pleafes, call them 4 prop;lelr fm:i 5
tion to alft upon) yet they are never Iiowg o{
thofe authors, to be the fource of moral ob gathx:n‘;
that which makes virtue to be our duty. T thcut]
is ever fuppofed prior to all confideration Of:bc aglw;
though without that fupport men might not g
or willing to perform it in extraordinary m‘_cs,
but in all cafes, the duty arifes from tth :)g;
and nature, and fitnefs of thmgs; for by thefe _
declared will of God is itfelf directed. .

" But our author fees not the great ufe of this fan-
¢iful account of our duty, if in the more exalted l,-ln‘
Jiances we mufi have recourfe to the will of God. uf:
has not, it feems, confidered a very obvnoqs
of it in one cafe, viz. where the will of ng is not
exprefsly revealed. A great part of mznkmdh;vc
no other rule to govern their actions by, bqt w a:'
‘they muft deduce from the nature and relations of
things, and their own unavoidable perccpnonsdo
good and evil, right and wrong. Thefe, by adue
ufe of their faculties, may lead them to know the
will of their creator, and to a probable cxpc&atlon
of a future flate, if they fuffer bere by doing what
they perceive to be right and fit. ~This is one
great tfe of the fcheme be calls fanciful.  But what
necd of it, he may fay, where the will of God is

known? Why here again it is of excellent ufe, to

con~ :

thé hatare and dbligatiois of virtue. 4>
convince the mind of the reafonablenefs, the fit-
nefs, and retitude- of all the commands of God.
The man; who fees, that they are founded on the
effential difference of good and evil; and that they
require nothing of him but what was his duty to
do as a reafonable being, though it had not been
commanded ; muft, in all likelihood, be better
difpofed to acquiefce in the will of God, and to
acknowledge the goodnefs and equity of future re-
tributions, than he, who confiders God’s commands
as arbitrary things, which he would have had no
obligation to perform, if they had not been re-
quired ; and who thinks his only bufinefs here is
to purfue his own happinefs : for why might not
he have been left to feek happinefs direétly, by
gratifying his moft preffing inclinations and appe-
tites? Why muft he go fuch a round about wa
to his end, as to fupprefs, his own natural defires,
and force himfelf to do good to others, when he
has no natural difpofition to benevolence, and nei-

. ther of thefe would have been fit or reafonable, if

they had not been commanded ? This proceeding
muft feem a little tyrannical to fuch a one, and
thefe fentiments upon it be the moft natural pro-
duct of our new darling [elfifb fcheme of morality.

I muft therefore fay, 'in ‘my turn, 1 fee not the
reafon, or ufe, of the great zeal fome late writers
have thewn to eftablith it. If mankind are by na- .
ture fo felfifb as thefe gentlemen fuppofe, and if
religion requires them to be divefted of that difpo-
fition, or to aét contrary to it ; why do they labour
fo much to. encreafe it, by pérfuading them, that
nature and reafon teach eery one to purfue nothing
but his own happinefs ; zﬁxd that it would not be
fit or reafonable to have the leaft regard to the
good of others, if we were not ourfelves to be gain-
ers by it? This feemsnot to be the readicft way to
promote the practice of \virtue or _true religion, in
the world 5 for moral obligation and true religicn

4 are
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‘nternal principles, that affeé the conicience,
:;ic‘l,:‘ cxternfl mogvcs can never do. Hopes of re-
ward, or fears of punilhmct)t, may mqecd excite
to good attions, or reftrain from cv.ﬂ-, but of
themfelves, without a fenfe of duty arifing either
from the fitnefs of ating fuitably to the nature,
which God has given us, or of obedience to his
will, they can never make a virtuous or a religious
man. Let it be confidered then of what fervice it
can be to religion, to decry, as fanftful, and void
" of all obligation, a principle, by which, as St. Paul
fays, thofe, who bave not the law, are a law unto
themfelues 5 which, where the will of God is known,
neceflarily coincides with it, and which equally car-
ries our views: to a future ftate, and upon furer
grounds, than the fcheme of thofe, \(l}o allow no
coufe of duty or obligation, no not the will of God
itfelf, -without a profpeét of rewards and punifh-
ments. Thofe gentlemen would do well to confi-
der too, how wantonly they fet loofe, not _only
Atheifts, but all mankind, who have cvgr_bccn
without the knowledge of God’s revealed will, and
the fanétions of his laws, from owing any duty to
him, or to their fellow creatures; and w!lcthcr this
is not_contrary to that gxprcfs declaration of the
Apoftle, juft now quoted. ‘

EI‘ he mithor of tﬁc Effay having endeavoured to
prove, by the fallacious argument we have lately
examined, chat the natural difference of things pro-
duces no obligation to the pra&ipc of virtue; comes
next to confider”, * Whether it does not produce
« fuch a fitnefs or unfitnefs, in the application of
« different things one to another, as will make
« fome forts of behaviour evidently wrong, and
« fuch as reafon will difallow ; others right, and
s fuch as reafon cannot but approve?” Whether,
for inftance (in the words of a judicious writer)

v Page #23.
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. % To give pain without caufe to a fenfible crea-

¢ ture is not an action felf-evidently wrong, as be-
« ing directly repugnant to the nature of the ob--
¢ jett, and the circumftances of the agent?”—
One would think, this a queftion, that could hardly
bear difputing : But our author has found means
to difpute it through fixteen pages, by all the arts of
puzzling without convincing. Chicane, fophiftry,
captious queftions, arguing upon wrong gxppoﬁ-
tions, ora falf e fenfe of words, are the fure means
to perplex a plain reafoner, unufed to wrangle;
who, though he knows the dires road to truth well
enough, may be at a lofs how to come at it by the
windings of a maze of words. This author- is fo

fearful ® of our being mifled by a doubsful fignifi-

cation of the words, agreeable or repugnant to na-

- ture, that he\has taken care to fix fucha meaning to

them, as the author he oppofes could not poffibly
intend : ¢ I cannot grant (fays he) that an action,
« which gives pain to a fenfible being, is repugnant
¢ 1o nature, if by this is meant, that fuch an aétion
* ufes it otherwife than its nature has fitted it to be
“ ufed: Yor nature, which gave it perception,
“ made it as it (by which he means as capable) to
“ receive pain as to receive pleafure,”——Now
could he fuppofe any writer of common fenfe to
mean, that to give pain toa fenfible being)is wrong,
becaufe fuch an aétion ufes it otherwife than its na
ture has made it capable of being ufed ? For how
could pain be given to any being;, which nature had
not made capable of reteivingic? or, in our au-
thor’s new phrafe, fiszed it to be o ufed, by which
that he means made it capable of being foufed, is plain
thro’ his whole argument ; nay a little lower he
E;ves us his fenfe in that very expreffion. After

ving told us, that giving poifon to a man is ufing
him as nature has\ fitzed him to be ufed, fince the
poifon is asfure toKill him as wholefome food would

v 1bid,
Vor. 1L D have

-
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: :(h him; he goes on, at the fame
have bectr:i Ct:n ;‘2’:’& }:1m“ Hegis capable .}ndectd oc())f
rate of ¢ efs. butthen he is capable of mifery %
: happl}l:c sv’vho makes him miferable, ats up

« and - as he does who
« much to the natue of things, n to mifery,

i ; for the averiion t :
:: rr}a:;:;s(;l lbrgnl:sl:pt)},\;tfﬁavc perception, uha: n_a;:;
.z /s their defire of happinefs, and he v;_l ongun) e
o« :ll:cm pain, becaufe the have :u;l a:'!::;s it
i e ?at‘sjr:hc?; “élfzfu; bécal’ufc they
i lve Ny - - -
‘: thl::;:: : ini‘:\gotogit.” What mamfc{: foghxﬁrynm / :x
llthis ? How well it thews what wc{)_r ?nwords! e
: ke with a falfe or ambiguous fenfe e
nllss:a;c of wrangling (for 1 would ntp Aw:fo%in -
:uthor B p;_)ﬁng hlfm?ld;l)%n\f?agc 0r‘x-or infli¢tion
St > : ‘
Zlfloxl:gg:lclitcz, ::'il‘s), fenfible bcirt:%s;:lré cgaﬁl: of:
ir nature ; becauic, :
ggtsbtcorg‘ug;zt tit‘,an;l;z:enhas Sfitted them forl;;b“i {oerf:
of treatmn’x[;-, {o that plcafure' and paﬁi, atlt)clrjalto
d mifery, lifeand death, being equally 7 e
tzl?cm muft of confequence be :gually agre: ele
their ’rmture that is, are made capab 'iu :,hcnd
ther. But "have not all fair reafoners i
nt by any thing being agr:eable to tb;m na i
m&:ﬂr}i’bk being, that it tends cxt_hcr to the gpby oo
:h{ rfeftion, or the prefervation oth-,’anH iy o
pugs.:m toits nature, ::k " d}i{;‘& ;‘ﬁmc 2 n(,i bty
i es hi > ir
dclcg)?garg‘u?\':i’ o?-rrgalfon in nature for the %ﬁo?’gg
of his aétion, for nature has made him ;af; el
ing killed, or bein mifcraplc; but fu o
g%nt is not the lefs fclf-evidently leyg:‘a‘st 0
jeéts i commonly rftoc
::axg‘:ellzo{w‘cl:i‘ ;g;f v;f ‘tll‘xotft:mwords, as deftructive qf

its being, or its happinefs.

We have next a train of * queftions, that n.my‘

s P, 125. ‘ puzzlc

-
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puzzle better heads than mine to frame anfwers to
them, being either formed upon wrong fuppofi-
tions, that lead us from the purpofe, or aiming at
no body knows what. Let us attend to fome of

them. < Who are thofe fenfible beings, thatare -

*“to be humoured in their inclinations ? To whom
- is it felf-evidently wrong to give pain becaufe
“ they diflike it?" Are not the agents fenfible be-
“ ings as well as the obje@ts? And muft it not
* therefore be felf-evidently wrong for the agents
* to give themfelves pain?” No doubr it is, if

. they have no reafonable caufe for it; but I believe

we are feldom in danger of that. But to oo on:
¢ Nay, is\it not felf-evidently righe upon thé%: prin-
“ ciples, to give themfelves pleafure ? I mean, to
“ make themfelves happy. ~ What then is to be
“ done, when we can make our felves happy by
“ being vicious; or muft fubmit to ain, by per-
“ fevering in our virtue ? Are we ob iged in thefe
“ circumitances, to negle@ virtue and to purfue
“ vice?  If not, why I%ould we give a preference

“ to the fitnefs between happinefs and our fellow-' -

*.creatures, rather than to the fame fitnefs, between
* happinefs and our felves ? Why riiay we make an
“ unfit application of mifery to a fenfible being in
“ our own cale, in order to avoid making it where
* others are concerned ?”—Truly, I'cannot guefs
what the author aims at here, but muft anfwer ar
random ; that I know of no Jitnefs in making either
our felves, or our " fellow-creatures happy, by be-
ing vicious; nor of any unfit application in giving

them, or ourfelves pain, in order to preferve their .

virtue or ourowa : this is not giving pain without
caufe, forhere is a very important caufe for it.
The next enquiry is: “ Are we to judge of the
“ importance of thefe fitneffes, or unfitnefles, by
*¢ the quantity of happinefs and mifery, which a fen-
“ fible being will feel from our behaviour, and fo
¢ to look upon itas a duty to make that applica-
D2 ¢ tion,
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“ tion. which will produce the greater happinefs;
« :;)crl! : avvvlc:i‘;l;hat, }:vhich will producc the fgl'ez\tet
¢« mifery? But the approved judgmrent o n_mq‘
« kind does not form itfelf upon thefe pn]?c‘l'c
« ples.” No, certainlzi, Porr.hi?c Ierl:;l;i“rics‘;v fzr,'
iudements are concerned 1n 2 ‘
ﬁﬁirding to the fcheme our author fhould herc::
oppofing, duty, or moral fitneffes, were nalcvcr P E
tended to be meafured” by mathematic p;opc;r_
tions ; but by the fuitablenefs of attions to ;.1 ;: ihc
~ cumftances of the agent and the object. the
queries, therefore, and con‘glqﬁons, made up;m th -
wrong [uppofition, are nothing to the purpofe, wxrte
regard to that fcheme; or to any other Purpol't:
that I can find out ; but fome of .thcﬁ\ are not .alx
tle furprizing, in refpeét of his own p?lnfﬂp es.
« Suppofe (he fays)a man fhould do himfelf more
« good than he does others harm by his vice, 1s’
« he at liberty to be vicious in thefe circumftances?
« If he is not, then balancing the quantity of {nE
« fery,. produced by an unfit application, a.gmnﬁ
« the quantity of happinefs, that refults from a fit
« one, is not the method, b?' wigu:h we determine
« whatour duty is: But if he is atliberty, _then
« how poor a principle of obligation mutt this be,
« which will recommend virtue to us only where
« it is not againft our intereft, and will dxfcour.a%c'
« vice only where we can get but little by it
How poor a principle indeed! but this feems an
unlucky obfervation, from an author, who has writ
a large volume to prove, that intereft is-the Jole caufe
of dbligation s and I would advife him to apply it
where it will be more proper, The excellence and
> sworth of virtue may, upon that principle, be (as he
fpeaks) greateft of all, when it advances our intereft
the maft 5 but upon the principles, which were to be
confuted in this chapter (though he often feems. to
forget them) the excellence of wvirtue confifts in the

‘rellitude

4

- muftappear as wrong to give them pain,, as to give

_ ings, we are manifeftly ﬁéierior to them; and
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reiZitude of it, and is neither greater nor lefs when it
advances our interefts, or when it does not.

The author of the Effay * feemsto fuppofe, that
¢ what he has urged againft their opinion, whot,
¢ contend, that fitnefs of application is a motive,
« which obliges to virtue, will fhew, that it is not a \\,

rational motive in any cafe, nor indeed any mo- ™~
tiveat all.” But growing a little diffident, he
adds; ¢ Orif this has not been made appear al-
ready, (we have feen at what rate it has been made
appear, for his arguments areall of a piece,) * let
« them canfider farther, why it fhould be lefs a
“ breach of duty to give pain tobrutes than to our
“ own fpecies, What caufes pain, is as difagreeable
“ to their nature as it is to ours : And if this unfit-
“ nefs bf application is not felf-evidently wrong,
¢ then neither is that fo, ‘which gives pain to our
« fellow-creatures.” Thisis a cafe, that may have
fome difficulty in it, even with fair minds, who fin~
cerely feck truth; and therefore is indeed worth
confidering. -

If we regard ourfelves only as fenfible beings, the
brutes are upon 2 level with us ; and in that cafe it

it to any of'our own fpecies : But.as reafonable be-

though this ‘implies no right to give them pain 2
without a caufe, which muft'in all cafes be felf-evi-
dently wrong ; yet from that fuperiority, and the
differences between their nature and ours, a caufe
may arife, that'will make it fit and reafonable to

‘treat them in 'another manner, than would be fic

from any of us to our fellow-creatures.  The gene-
ral pratice of mankind, of fuftaining their lives by
animal food, except a few philofophers, who fcru-

led it upon a fond notion of the tranfmigration of
Eumm fouls into the bodies of brutes; this almoft

D3 univerfal




§4 Remarks on Dr. Ratherforth’s Effay on

univerfal pradice muft be derived, either from an
original grant of the great Creator (who has an un-
doubted right to difpofe of thelives of all his crea-
tures as he thinks fit) or elfe from the agreement of
it with the common fenfe of mankind, and their
obfervations on the nature of things. They would
foon perceive themfelves to be the chief inhabitants
of this earth ; that there were no other beings here
le of living in fociety, or entering into-mutual
compagts 3 that all men being .equal by nature, it
was reafonable, that every onefhould do unto others
what he would have them do unto him; but that
brutes being incapable of fuch rccitﬁroml obliga-
tions, itwas impoffible to live upon the fquare with
them : And as they are manifeftly inferior to man,
and yet are endued with many faculties, that may be
-made ufeful to him, itmignt well be concluded, that
fuch of them, as could be fitted for his purpofes,
were defigned by nature, or, to fpeak more pro-
perly, by the God of nature, for his fervice. It was
obvious likewife to obferve, that a large part of the
animal creation do, by natural inftinit, fecd upon
others of a different fpecies, that, in fome refpeéts,
are their inferiors ; and fince the author of thatin-
ftinét thoroughly knows the nature of all beings, it
muft be fuppdfed, that, on fome account or other,
the moft proper means of fupporting the lives of
fuch animals is by other living creatures of a lower
rank; and that therefore the §1ing cannot be unfit
in itfelf, or contrary to nature. This was fuffici-
ent to fatisfy men, if animal food was the moft
nourifhing and ftrengthening for them, that it muft
be fit and reafonable, and that they had the permif-

fion of their Creator, for the fupport of their own.
Jives, to take away the life of creatures fo much iz~ .

ferior to them, and of fo much lefs importance.
'And now let our author confider, whether a reafon
can be found, * of exaltly the fame [ort, to vindicate
* Vide Efay, p. 129.

. us
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us in giving pain to,or in taking the life of, our fel-
low-creatures ; - and whether this, though it fhould
appear fit and reafonable, with refpeft to brutes, may
not yet, contrary to his conclufion, be /felf-evidently
wrong, with refpeft toour own [pecies.

- We need not wonder, that a writer, who could
undertake to deny, as we have feen, that giving pain
10 & Jenfible being is repugnant to the nature of the ob-
jeft 5 fhould carry on his oppofition to the fame
author, by denying, that it is contwary to the nature
of the agent, which may not feem fo glaringly odd.
The argument he oppofes, which is to prove, that

- vice is repugnant to reafon, he gives us, as it s fta>

ted, « by the moft ‘candid, the cleareft, and moft
« judicious writer, that ever undertook the defence
« of this fcheme of morality.” And it were to be
wifhed he had been as juft to the reafoning, as he is
here to the charatier of that fine writer. He has fet
down the argument at large, but, according to my
defigned brevity, I fhall only take fo much of it, as
is neceffary to fhew it in its whole ftrength.

« We * are, certainly informed by our fenfes,
« that pain is a natural evil : herens therefore a
¢ plain and fpcrp.ctual reafon reafon againft the in-
« fli¢tion of it, when no ftronger intervenes to
« to make it requifite. ® To give pain to a fenfi-
« ble being muft be wrong in a rational or moral
“ agent, having no-caufe or reafon to give pain, if
it be morally unflt.  And that it is morally un-
« fit, feems to me as plain and evident as.any pro-
¢ pofition can be. It is contrary to the nature

of the objeét;\ it is contrary to the nature and
¢ circumftances of the agent ; becaufe he being ra-
tional muft aét unnaturally, whenever he aéts
« unreafonably ; and he muft aét unreafonably,
 when he aéts both without and contrary to reafon.

3 Balguy's Tradls, p 75-
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¢« Now he is fuppofed to have no reafon for giving
« pain, and yet mult fec 2 good reafon for not giv-
« ing it; for where there is no reafon for pain,
« there is alwaysa good reafon againft it, arifi
« from the nature of the thing itfelf.” This,
confefs, feems to me an unanfwerable demonftra-
tion, that to give pain, a known evil, having no
caufe or reafon to give it, is contrary to the nature
of a rational agent ; for what can be more unnatural
in fuch a being, than to aé both without and contrary
toreafon ? But how does the author of the Efay
confute this argument? Why, juft at the ufual rate;
he wrangles, and cavils, and objeéts to every thing,
but neither proves nor difproves any thing. * Firft,
-he lays hold of the expreflion of acting without rea-
[on 5 but to a& without reafon, he tells us, is not

in all cafes, contrary to our duty, as in chufing

one, between two things, quite indifferent, or pre-
ferring white wine to red, only for whim: who
(fays he) would think it a violation of his duty to
get up and walk, when he might have fat ftill ?
And what is 3ll this to the purpofe ? If in trifles or
things quite indifferent, where reafon has nothing to
do, there is no crime in afting without reafon ;
does it follow, that in cafes of importance, as in the
inftance of infli¢ting a known evil, where réafon
ought to interpofe, t%cre will be no violation of duty
in alting witbout m:{in ? But the writer he oppofes
had urged farther, that an agent, in giving caufelefs
pain to a fenfible creature, afts unreafonably and
therefore unnaturally, fince he aéts both without and
contrary to reafon. This pur author takes notice of
too; this, he fays, is indeed alledged. And what
does he alledge againft it? Truly nothing, though
this was the main point to be difproved. ~But that
writer having before faid, that pain being a natural

evil, there is a plain and perpetual reafon againft the

¢ Efay, p- 132,
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infliction of it, when no fironger intervenes to make it

requifite 5 he runs off from the prim@jpal point to
atk: “ And what* is that ftronger reafon, which

¢ may intervene ? Does it depend upon the inter-
« eft.of the agent;” heis fure to fix upon what \
he knows is not the cafe ; and here he could not but
know, that, according to the principles he is oppo-
fing, the intereft of the agent can never be urged asa
reafon for giving pain, or any way injuring a fellow-
creature ; becaufe this is contrary to the fitnefs of
things, contrary to that relation of equalits, which
fubfifts between them. This is a reafon, which
could only be allowed in Hobbs's fate of nature,
where every one might be doing mifchief to another
for hisown intqrcﬁ, till all were deftroyed: YBut
let the judge, who condemnsa criminal, the furgeon, -
who cuts off a limb, or the prudent parent, who
correéts his child, be afked what it is that makes it
fit and reafonable in them to give pain to a fenfible
creature ? Their motives’ will acquaint him (if he
wants to be informed) that the fafety of the” pub-
lick, of the life, or the virtue of the objeét, and
fuchlike, is that fronger reafon,which may intervene,

- and which in no cafe depends upon the intereft of the

agent, But our author feems todelight in putting
wrong fuppofitions, only to fhew his art in objetting
againft them, whilft he fights without an adverfary.
Well then; <¢ If that ftroriger reafon does not de-
¢ pend upon the intéreft of the agent ; then tell me.
¢ (fays he) why the agent, by neglecting to give
<« a pleafure to himfelf, or by chufing to give

* ¢¢ pain to himfelf, does not a¢t as irrationally as by

¢ giving pain to others ?” 1 believe no body de-
nies, that this would be irrational in any agent, un-
lefs fome fEronger reafon intervenes to make it requifite
to forbear pleafure, or to give himfelf pain.  But fo
he goes on, repeating the fame kind of expoftula-
tions, and the queftions we had a little “before,

¢ Pou3s.
about
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about the agent’s having perception as well as the

objects: “ Whyisnot it a duty to give pain to -

« them, if by that means he can avoid fuffering it
« himfelf ? Andwhy is it not irrational to give pain
« to brutes? Is it becaufe the advantages we re-
« ceive from their pain is a ftronger reafon, which
« intervenes? Thenwhy is not this reafon from in-
« tereft, which keeps us clear of any crime in kil-
.« ling or in hurting them, fufficient to make the
s fame behaviour towards our own fpecies neither
< jrrational nor wrong?” This gentleman feems
to have no juft notion of the fcheme he oppofes, by
making fuppofitions, and queries, quite inconfiftent
with the nature, relations, and fitnefs of things; and
indeed he gives frequent grounds toapprehend, that
he does not know the true meaning of thofe terms.
But all the queftions here, which are only repeti-
tions, have been confidered * already, fo far as their
aim couldbe gueffed at, and I hope fufficient fatis-
fation given, particularly with refpeét to that dif-
ference of the nature of brutes from ours, which
may make the fame behaviour fit and reafonable to-
wards them, that would be irrational and wrong
towards our own fpecies, who are all by nature
equal. Butlfind we fhall have occafion given
us hereaftér to confider this fubjeét farther; yet
here I would obferve, that to give pain unneceffa-
rily, even to brutes, out of a cruel humour, or
wantonly only for fport, is contrary to ‘nature and
reafon, and morally unfit, tho’ perhaps not fo much
attended to. as it ought to be.
* We have next a heap of / cavils at particular
parts of the argument he was to confute ; sputting
imaginary fenfes upon words and propofitions, when
the true fenfe was the moft obvious ; then wrang-

ling againft his own fancies, and repeating a great

' ¢Inp. 53, 56—7. of thefe remarks,
From p.134,t0 138,

deal

-
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deal of what we had before, about nature having
Jfirted fenfible beings to receive pain as well as plea-
fure, E:g’c. which would be tirefome to the reader
to go over again, or to examine his cavils minutely:.
and indeed it is needlefs, for thereis not fo much as

. an attempt to confute the argument, by which the

writer he oppofes had proved, that /0 give pain 104
[enfible creature, without caufe, is contrary to the na-
ture of a rational agent. He only tells us, that he

. does not perceive the felf-evidence of this propofi-

fion, and that the demonftration, which follows,
does not makeit much clearer to him, viz, Whas-
ever is cogtrary fo the mature, or truth of Vhings} is
wrong: fuch an aition, as gives pain to a fenfible objelt,
without caufe, is contrary to the nature of things, as
bas been juft proved. ¢ But what (fays our author)
“ had. been juft proved? That fuch an aétion is
* contrary to thenature of the fenfible being, which
“ feelsit, notthat it is contrary to the nature of
“ the rational agent, which produces it; for this

.- latter point was to be made good by the demon-
¢ ftration.” Here he feems to be miftaken; this’

latter point was made good before gnor was the de-

~monftration intended for a new proof of it. But

the judicious writer having enlarged upon hisargu-
ment, and urged the glaring “difagreement, which a
rational agent muft perceive between fuch an aflion
coming from bim, and fuch an object y in cafe his
propofition fhould not be ftrictly felf-evident, puts
the proofs he had given of it before, into the clofer
form of a fyllogifm ; a method, which certainly has
nothing in it unworthy of an ingennous writer. ~ But
It was not to be \expected, that our author fhould g0
back for proofs, which he had at firft flipped over
unnoticed : it was a more compendious way to §
affirm roundly, that “ When this writer fays, he
“ had juft proved fuch an action to be contrary to
* the nature of things, he means, that it is contrary
EP, 138,
L to
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« to the nature of the objeéf 3 and that this in truth
< was all that be bad proved.” But it-does not
follow (continues he)  that every action is a breach
« of duty in a rational agent, by which he gives (]‘:a.m
« toothers. To have fupported fuch a conclufion,
« it ought to have been fhewn, that itisas con-
“ trary to the nature of the agent to give i, as it con-
« fefledly is to that of the patient to receive it.”
And, pray, what was the whole purpofe of the ar-
gument we have been confidering, butto fhew this?
“‘Whether it has been fufficiently fhewn, muft be left
to the judgment of the reader, who has the argu-
ment before him. One would think “there needed
no great {kill in l6gic to prove, thatitis contrary to
the nature of 2 rational agent to alt unregfomably :
the art lies in evading proofs, and not feeming to
fee fuch, as cannot be confuted.  However, let it be
abferved, that our author is here at laft (o fincere
as to own, that giving pain toa fenfible being is con-
felledly contrary to the nature of the patient who re-
cerves it 3 -notwithftanding all his cavils and objec-
tions to perplex a propofition, which otherwife, by
a plain underftanding, might have been thought
felf-evident. .
And now, fince we are f{till likely to ramble and
wrangle on for a while, left the reader fhould be at
a lofs to kngw what we are about, it may not be
amifs to put him in mind, that the defign of the
chapter we are upon, is to confute that fcheme of
morality, which deduces our obligation to the prac-
tice of virtue, from the nature, relations; and fit-
nefs of things ; and therefore he is to confider all
the cavils he meets with, as having fome how or
other a view to that end. But truly I am afraid, the
very next, that occurs, will be found to have noview
at all, unlefs the mere pleafure of difputing. )
The fame judicious-writer, whom we have been
jult now defending, not having the fear of a cavil-

. ling
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ling anfwer before his eyes, had faid, that ® there :

is an agreement between the ideas of dounty and
gratitude, that they tally to each other with great ex-
alinefs 5 omitting to particularife that bounty, which
a man’s felf had been the object of. But though he
fometimes ufes a general cxgreﬂ'xon,_ probably for
brevity’s fake, and becaufe his adverfary had “ufed

"it; yet in that very place, he much oftner fpeaks

in the more limited terms, of the fuitablenefs of
gratitude to the mind of 4 perfon obliged ; of re-
ceiving benefits being a good reafon why the 7e-
geiver fhould be grateful ; that a man ought to be
grateful to bis benefactors being equivalent to a

. felf-evident propofition, &. all which our author>

muft know, and thérefore could not think any
other bounty was meant here, than that, which the
grateful perfon had been the objeét of ; befides, that
gratitude is always underftood to relate to no other
bounty or benefits, but what has been conferred on
a man’s felf. 1 cannot gucfs, therefore, to what
purpofe he lays hold on this expreffion, to argue
againft no body: ¢ * That it is not the agreement
“ between the notions of gratitude and beunty -
¢ (meaning bounty in general) which-obliges us to
 be grateful ; for then we fhould have been as
“ much obliged to be grateful towards the bene-
< fattor of another perfon, as fowards our own,
“ fince the fitnefs of thefe two notions to each
“ other would be the fame in both cafes;” with
more of the like nature, which I pafs over as quite
infignificant. Might he not, without all this ca-
villing, even as well have begun where he ends?
which is by obferving, that if any fitnefs obliges
us to be grateful, when we have received a favour,
it muft be an agreement between fuch a bebaviour,
and the relation we fland in to our benefaitor. This

b Balz. Trals, p, 109,

i Ibid p. 110, 112, 114.
¥ Efup, p. 139

will,
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will, no doubt, be allowed him, and he may, if
he pleafes, obferve too, that an agreement between
thé ideas of gratitude, and of bounty, or benefits
received, is the very fame thing in other words ;
for what is this, but an agreement between the
ideas of a fuitable bebaviour in the perfon obliged,
and of the relation he ftands in to his benefator 2
Well; but if gratitude is our duty, becaufe it is
agreeable to certain relations; “ from hence, he
¢ fays, it would follow, that every behaviour, which
s« is expreffive of (he fhould have faid agreeable t0)
< the relations we bear, muft be our duty.” We
t it, and what then? Why then our author
an argument at hand to prove, that #bis rul
will oblige to vice as muck as to virtue; and cut off
at once all pretenfions to make virtue confift in
alting agreeably to relations. This would be news
indeed, and what the reader may think muft be
worthy his attention, if he is not, by this time,
enough acquainted with him to fufpeét fome falla-
cy. Let us fee what we can make of it.

« If, ' fays he, this agreement was the true
¢¢ reafon, why our behaviour is fit and right ; then
« it muft, in every inftance, be fit and rightto a&
« agreeably to our relations, and wrong to coun-
« teratt them. But the relation between a tyrant
¢ and his vaffals is as clear, as that between a
« king aid his fubjeéts ; and either of them are
¢ fuch, .as may be expreffed by behaviour. Is it
¢« therefore the duty of a tyrant to behave like a
« tyrant ? If it is, then relations may indeed ob-
¢« lige, but they oblige to vice as much as to
¢ virtue : if it is not, ther there may be a fitnefs
¢ between behaviour and charaéler, or behaviour

“ may be agreeable to relations, and yet at the
“ fame time be wrong: and therefore fit, in this
¢ fenfe, does not mean the fame as right, and it

! Page 140,
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s« would be a falfe conclufion, that an aton is
« right, becaufe it has this fitnefs, or is expreffive )
s of the charater and relation of him, who does
¢« jt.” It would be a falfe conclufion indeed ; for
an aftion may be very wrong (and perhaps have
no fitnefs-in it) that is exprefive of the charaiter of
him, who does it. But why does this author change
his terms, when he pretends to anfwer, and give us
fuch, as are never made ufe of by any of the mora-
lifts he oppofes > We apprehended a fallacy, and
this is the very fame, which I took notice of once
before.  Charaéter is put here, as if it fignified the
fame with relation; and exprefive of, for fuitable or
agreeable to it; but I muft beg leave to tell him,
that an ation may be agreeable to a man’s charaser,,

" or expreffive Yf it, that is very unfuitable to all the

relations he ftands in to other beings: when a ty-
rant behaves like a tyrant, he aéts agrecably to his
own charatter, but very unfuitably to the fitnefs of
things, or to the relation between him and his
vaffals, To them he is related as @ man, and as
@ governor; by the firft relation he is obliged to
that equitable behaviour, which men, being all equal
by nature, have a right to from one another, do- .
ing unto them what, in the fame circymftances, he
would have had them do unto him. By the fe-
cond relation ‘he is obliged to proteét and defend
them from all injuries and oppreffions. In becom-
ing a tyrant he has violated all the duties flowing
from thofe relations, but the relations ftill fubfift;
and what new relatigns has he acquired ? That of

-an injurer and oppreffor. Now if all relations ob-

lige to act agreeably to them, the queftion here will
be, what behaviour is fuitable to this relation. Is
it the duty of a tyrant to continue to injure and
opprefs ? That cannot be, for it is contrary to all
the previous relations he was engaged in, and which
he cannot diveft himfelf of. How then muft he
act fuitably to this #ew relation ? Truly 1know of

nothing




AT

64 Remarks on Dr Rutherforth’s Effay o#

nothing fo fuitable, as to get out of it as faft as he
can, by redrefling and repairiug all the injuries he
has done, as far as it lies in his power: this is the
only duty, that can be incumbent upon one, who
is engaged in relations, fhat arife from bis vices.
And here if I fhould fay (what every good man
will fay) « that ™ fuch relations as are expreffed by
« yices, ought not to be engaged in ;” how would
this be giving up the caufe, as our author pretends?
Why he tells us, if @ man may cngztge in fome
relations, but may not engage in others, the
« notion of crime and duty muft be previous to
« thefe relations, and fo cannot be owing to them.”
What a confequence is this! May not the notion
of crime and duty refulting from all poffible rela-
tions, be previous to cnga«ing in thofe relations,
and yet the crime or duty owing to its agree-
ment or difagreement with them ? The notion of
gratitude, as due to a benefaétor (the particular vir-
tue our author chufes to inftance in) may cettainly
be previous to engaging in the relation of perfons
obliged 5 but the duty can be owing to nothing elfe
buc the fitnefs of aéting agreeably to that relation.
We have here a good deal, but little to the
purpofe, about the different fignifications of the
word fit : it may fignify decent and proper, of
right and reafonable ; and then we are afked,
« How does i follow, that gratitude is a duty,
« becaufe it is fir and right only in one fenfe, when
« what is a duty is fit and right only in another ?
« If cither gratitude was felf-cvidently decent and
“ }arcpcr,‘right and reafonable ; or if whatever be-
¢ haviour is conformable to any relation, that we
« bear to mankind, was apparently a duty ; then,
« and not till then, the conclufion would be rightly
« made: but the former of thefe is the very point

« in queftion ; the latter has been fhewn not to 1

w Efley, p. 142.
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t be true.” That gratitude is felf-evidently decent
and proper, right and reafmble,fone wouldb think
fhould be a point quite out of queftion ; for what
difpofition of mind can poflibly be thought of fo
decent, proper, right, and reafonable, as gratitude
40 a benefalior ? It is indeed too plain to admit of
any proof, nor can any one, who underftands the
terms, make the leaft doubt of it. Gratitude then
muft be fi# and right, not only in one fenfe, but fit
in all the fenfes, which this author has imagined to
perplex the meaning of that word : and fince the
allacies of his reafoning about aéting agrecably to
relations have, 1 prefume, been clearly removed
the conclyfion he-would evade muft appear to be
rightly made ; viz. That the duty not only of grati-
tude, but of all other virtues, arifes from the fitnfs
and relations of things. For, from what has been
faid, a pehavgour conformable to any relation we bear
to mankind, rightly underftood, muft be apparently
a duty 5 and the arguments, by which he pretends,
that this bas been fhewn not to be true, will be found
no other than an artful piece of fophiftry, by the
help of a fallacious ufe of terms, and putting a
falfe fenfe on the duty of ailing agreeably to relations.
Nay,-'notht%:ﬁanding all this gentleman’s art $a
contending againft fo plain a principle,“as that it
muft be our duty to aét agreeably to the feveral
relations we bear to other beings; .he fometimes
appears fenfible himfelf, that virtue ‘confifts in this
conformity. < If, fays he,” a man afks what his
¢« duty is, .who knows béforehand that virtue in
:‘ general is; he fhould be direfted to confider
“‘ what good his circumftances point out to- him
s to be done : here o/l bis different relations are 10 -
be examined.” "And even when he feems afraid
of being thought to have afferted here fomething,
which he had oppofed before, he cannot explain

» Page 143.
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i i ; ¢ when ° I fay, continues h_e.
,::St‘l.f: ;Lg?gni,w:gu we bear to thofr: about us, will
< teach us what virtue is to men in out: ccxlra_lm-
< ftances, I do not mean, t!mg any fort of r ha.ngrﬁ_
< are the mark or charafleristic of virtue (W |cdc
« any body means, 1do not know who can }ma;i
« ftand) but only that, from a view of our ”chnd
¢ relations, we may learn to pra_&lfe' vmu;:. o
pray how can we learn to pr‘aftxfc.vmuc :gl‘ -
view, unlefs virtue c;;nﬁfts l?hzérhfr},x% ulgeallowythis

lations? But if our authc ould 2

g:)(i)ﬁ,reit would ftill gcc a qucﬁ;on with him, whe-

it - duty to be virtuous. ;
the“:.‘;{;t;u;lld,uijavs he, which thefe relations teach
¢ us, the great queftion is ftill unanfwered ; why
« are we obliged to be virtuous? Why is it ox;,r’
« duty to do good, and to avoid doing\harm &
This svould feem a ftrange queftion to a plain Yc l;
meaning man, who had been accuﬁorped to ;om
upon wirtue and duty as the fame thmgé a;xmr Ea

think, that doing good, and avoiding to d.‘o e,
were practices, that carry their reafon wi }; em :
to tell fuch a man, that aftions fuitable to his a?g-
ture, circumftances and rel?nons, are wthu;m: ; -
ons, would be the fame thing as to tell him they
are his duty. But our new fyftem of morality as
not only taught us to diftinguifh between duty da:xe
wirtue, but would have us learn too, that neither
, the nature, rcafon, relations, or ﬁtnc(s of things,
" from whence viftuc arifes, can make it qur duty
to be virtuous. Virtue, according to thefe mo::(;
lifts, is a very good thing, thatis, to thofe, w

are the objeéts of it 5 but is quite indifferent, h!z:se no
goodnefs or worth in it to the agent; until lﬁ
fecure to be a gainer by it; and'then, and not ti
then, it becomes his duty.

* Page 144.
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In fupport of ‘this doctrine, the author 6f the
Effay goes on in his way of proving, that Sfitneffes
arifing from relations produce no obligation. To
make this appear, he chufes an inftance, frequently
urged on the other fide; which he gives us in the
words of Dr. Clarke: “ It is as certainly fit, that
¢ men fhould honour and worthip, obey and imi-
* tate God; rather than the contrary, as it is cer-
“ tainly true, that they have an entire dependance
“ upon him; and not only fo, but alfo that his
“ will is as certainly and "unalterably Juft, and
* equitable, in giving his commands, as his power

is irrefiftible in requiring fubmiffion to it.” The

fitnefs therefore (as our author remarks) * of wor-
“ thipping God, is owing to our dependance upon
\:‘ him, and to the juftice and equity of his com-
¢ mands.” Rightly obferved. ~ And yet in the
very next line_he ? fuppofes this fitnefs ro confift
-only in its being axpreffrve of the relation between the
creature and the creator, though there is no men-
tion here of thac rélation at all; but from this fup-
pofition he takes occafion to urge, that “ fuch a
* fitnefs has been fhewn in other inftances to pro-
“ duce no obligation; and in this inftance, he
¢ fays, it will appear fo, to as great advantage as
*“ in any of the reft.” By what JSallacy~this was
pretended to be fhewn, has been fo lately confi-
dered, that the reader may ealily recollet it.  But
we have here a fairer and more plaufible argu-
ment, which proceeds thus :  For would not this
“ relation fubfift as well between the evil principle
“ of the Manichees and <his creatures, as between
* the good and gracious God of the Chriftians and
“ his? And yet very few can think it 2 duty to -
* worthip a malevolent creator : they in particular
* certainly thought 6therwife, who, to make out
“ the duty of worfhip, added the confideration of
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« God’s commands being juft and equitable. But
« if every fitnefs of behaviour to exprefs a relation
& makes a duty, why is not it aduty to worfhip

our creator, whether he is juft and good, or un-
« juft and cruel? Will nothing but benevolence
«’in him give our worfhip fuch 2 fitnefs, as to
« make it aduty? Then that behaviour, which has,
« in it conformity to relations, is not always de-
« cent, proper, and right. But does not this
« very inftance fhew us what ‘makes an action

"« fit in fuch 2 manner as to be proper and right?

« 1t is fit to honour and obey 2 benevolent creator
« only. And what is a benevolent creator? Is
« not it fuch a one, as provides for the good and
« happinefs of his creatures? Therefore, as far as
« we are perfuaded, that it will be the better for
« us to obey fuch a mafter, fo far it is fit, fo far
« itis right, and our duty to obey him.” This
is the fubftance of the argument, though I have

taken the liberty to fhorten it a little, and muft »'

now beg leave to reply. ; s
Creation is the ground of fo many benefits to
fuch a being as man, that'we have been accuftomed
to confider creation itfelf as the chief of them, and
to deduce all the duties we owe the deity from the
relation of a creature to its creator. Blg ﬁrié:llly
{peaking, exiftence is of itfelf no bencfit at all,
mt& ard to_the manner of it; and if it were
attcndedrceith inevitable mifery, would be the
greateft of injuries. Could we fuppofe a creator
to have brought creatures into being, on purpofe
to make them miferable, nothing could be due
from fuch creatures to their creator, but hatred
and deteftation ; not only on account of the evil
he had done them, but on account of the malig-
nity of his own nature, his having no regard to

< reftitude, juftice, or equity. Worthip could not

be due to fuch a creator : he. might compel indeed

te obedience and external worllip; but the true

worfhip
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worfhip of the mind, honour, veneration, and
Jove, he could not force, nor would it be in their
power to give, where the objeét was fo unworthy
of it. To make out therefore the duty of worfhip
and free obedience, it is abfolutely neceffary to add
to the relation of a creator that of a bemefedior;
and likewife to confider him as a being of perfeét
rectitude, whofe commands muft all be jult and
equitable. So that it is undeniably true, that iz is
fit 1o bonour and obey a benevolent ¢reator only. But
notwithftanding this conceffion, the conclufions our

author would draw from it will not be allowed
him : it does not follow, thet a bebavionr, which bas
in it conformity to relations, is not alway! proper and
right. Itonly follows, that the fame behaviour,
which is conformable to the relation of a benevolent
creator, and theiefore fit, proper, and right, would
not be conformable to the relation of a melevolent
creator, and therefore neither fit, proper, nor right.
Creation confidered of itfelf, abﬁmfgecdl‘y from the
nature and manner of exiftence of the beings created,
produces no meral relation, and confequently no
fitnefs of behaviour refulting from it: the relation
and fitnefs arife from the nature and manner of the
creature’s exiftence. The relation therefore between
the evil principle of the Manichees and his creatures;
(whom we muft fuppofe created to mifefy) would
not be tbe fame, as that between the good and gra-
cious God of the Chriffians and his:-one is the re-
lation of creatures highly benefited, the other of
creatures deeply injured : corifequently tbe fame be-
baviour could not bc-;{u’xfablc to both relations,
but the different behaviour conformable to each
would always be proper and right. Neither can I
agree to the other conclufion our author would -
draw from the fitnefs, to0 bonour and obey a benevo-
lent creater onky ; therefore, fays he, as far as we
are perfuaded, that it will be the better for us to

obey fuch a mafter, fo far it is fit or proper, fo far
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it is right ; and our duty to obey him. The duty
of honouring and obeying a benevolent creator,
arifes, as has been obferved, both from the perfec-
tion of his nature, and the benefits he has beftowed
upon his creatures. If he is a being worthy of ho-
nour and veperation, it muft be fit and right ta
-pay him that worfhip, which is due to his perfec-
tions : if he has given us many excellent faculties,
and valuable enjoyments, gratitude and obedience

would be fit, right, and our duty, in return of

thofe benefits we have received, independently of
any perfuafion, that this will be the better. for us.
Suppofing our creator had given us no affurance of
a future , can it be faid, that we fhould be un-
der no obligations to him, for all the bleflings of
our prefent exiftence ? Or can it be made appear,
that no returns are proper, fit, or due, for favours
received, unlefs we are perfuaded, that more are to
follow ? It is fufficient, that we are certain from the
rectitude of his nature, that our djvine benefactor
will never deal otherwife with us than is juft and
equitable. This undoubtedly gives him a right to
our worfhip .and obedience, both in acknowledg-
ment of his fuperiar excellence, and of all the be-
nefits we are at prefent poflefled of, though we
fhould have no expeftation of bettering our condi-
tion by it.

Our auqxor tells us9, he fhall trouble the reader
with examining only one more of thofe writers ar-
gumcngs he is’here oppofing ; but it is one, fays

e, which has as many ambiguities in it, as any
they make ufe of. The ambigyities muft be then
of his own making, by imagining fenfes the ay-
thors never thought of ; for none ever was freer
from them than that * plain and fair reafoner he
here quotes, whofe words are thefe: ¢ That the

¥ fame reafon of things, with regard to which, the

. 9 Effay, p. 148. Dr, Clarke.
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s¢ will of God always, and neceflarily does deter-
« mine itfelf to a¢t in conftant conformity to the
« eternal rules of juftice, equity, goodnefs, and
« rruth, ought alfo conftantly to determine the
« wills of all fubordinate rational beings to govern
« all their aétions by the fame rules, is very evi-
¢« dent.” The reafons given for this, our author
has not thought fit to examine, and, as if none
had been given, anfwers by afking, ¢ But what
« obliges us to make that the rule of our actions,
¢ which God has been pleafed to make the rule of
« his? Why is it our duty to follow the fame law,
“ that beL{rom the beginning hath [zt bimfelf to work
« Jy, if the reafon of that law fhould either be un-
« known to us, or be fuch, as we are no way con-
« cerned in 2" If this gentleman had confidered
on what grounds we are aflured, that the will of God
always determines itfelf to aét in conformity to the
eternal rules of juftice, equity, &f¢. he wouid have
feen, that the reafon of that law, which God from
the beginning bath [et bimfelf to work by, canneither
be unknown to us, nor be fuch, as we are m way -
concerned in.  Let him confider, that the common
adminiftrations of providence can give us no cer-
tainty of the perfect retitude of God's govern- -
ment, but would rather furnifh us with objeétions
againft it. It'is from the moral perfetions of the
deity, which are deducible from his natural attri-
butes, that this muft be demonftrated. Now we
can have no knowledge, that thofe are moral per-
fections, which we afcribe to the deity, but from
our own ideas of the)effential difference of good
and evil, right and wrong, and of the agreement
of juftice, equity, goodnefs, and truth, with the
reafon and nature of things; from whence we con-
clude, that acting in, contormity to them muft be
fittef and beft for a reafonable being, and that
thercfore God himfelf makes this the invariable
rule of all his actions. From this brief déduction
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it will be eafy to fee, that the reafon of that law,
which bé bath fet bimfelf to work by, cannot be un-
known to rational beings, if they make a right ufe
of their faculticss and that it is fuch as they muft
have a very great concern in : for the very fame ar-
guments, which I have but juft hinted at, as they

ferve to convince us, that God does always act in,

conformity to the rules of equity, goodnefs, and
truth, muft fhew us likewife, that all fubordinate
rational beings ought conftantly to govern their
altions by the fame rules, as moft fuitable to the
‘nature of intelligent and moral agents, to the per-
ceptions of their own minds, and to the reafon and
r:mlions of things; as well as moft’ conformable
to that perfe¢t pattern, which God\ himfelf has
fet us. )

To this laft reafon our author objects‘ : ¢ This
¢ is putting obligation upon a very different foot-
¢ ing from what was intended ; it is deducing it
¢ from the authority of God’s example, not from
¢ the reafons and relations of things.” But in
this he is miftaken; it is not the authority of
God’s example, but the perfeition of the pattern,
that obliges us to imitate him. We are obliged to
govern our a&tions by the fame rules, to which the
will of God is always conformed, becaufe they are
fuch, as muft oblige all reafonable beings, whom
he has made fo far like himfelf, as to be ca;
of diftinguithing good and evil, and of chufing
one and refufing the other. And fince we are fure,
that God does this in the moft perfect manner,
knowing with the greateft exaétnefs all ‘the diffe-
rent natures, circumftances, and relations of things;
therefore, {o far as we can trace him in the wifdom,
goodnefs, and rectitude of his conduét towards his
creatures, fo far we are to fet his example before
us for our imitation; as one, who would acquire
any art, endeavours to imitate the moft perfet ma-

‘ f Page 149, ;
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fter in that art, which, I prefume, is never called
acting upon tbe autbority of the example.

But our author goes on in objecting :  ‘And in-
« deed, continues he, unlefs thefe reafons and re-
« lations are otherwife explainedthan we commonly
« find them, it will be difficult to fhew, that our

“ behaviour is even agreeable to them, whenwe °

s« practife the virtue of benevolence in imitation of
« the goodnefs of God: For if the relations be-
¢ tween a creature and its creator are different
¢ from thofe between beings of the fame kind, the
“ fame conduét cannot well fuit with both, or be
“ expreffive of relations fo very unlike. If doing

~« good to his creatures fuits with the notion of a

s creator, one would think, that the famg beha;
« viour could not exprefs the relation, which a crea-
s ture bears to thofe of his own fpecies.” I don’t
know what explanation this gentleman requires ;
but he feems indeed, both by his former argu-
ments, and the prefent, and by the terms he ufes,
not very well to underftand, what is meant by aéting
agreeably to the reafons and relations of things. The
fame rule of behaviour may be fuitable to all intelli-
gent beings, though the very fame behaviour is
not: acting in' conformity to the rules of juftice,
goodnefs, and truth, muft be /fuitable to all rela-
tions, (1 do not fay expreffive of them, not knowing
what that unufual phrafe may ihport) but the ap-
plication of thefe rules,in different circumftances and
relations, may require very different actions. When
God gives rain and, fun-fhine in their feafons, he
alts agreeably to the relation of a benevolent creator
to his creatures. In this we cannot imitate the ac-
tion of God ;| but when we beftow part of the pof-
feflions he has given us, to relieve thediftrefles of our
fellow-creatures, “in this we imitate the goodnefs
of God, aét agreeably to that reafon and nature of
things, with regard to which his will is always de-
termined 5 yet fuitably to our own circumftances,

rg _and
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and tothat relation we bear to thofe of our own fpecies,
1 hope this language will not be altogether unintelli-
gible to the author of the Effay on Virtut ; and thathe

will excufe my not ufing the peculiarities of expreffi- .

on, which he has brought into this fubje¢t ; fome of
which I have dropped, even in quoting him, becaufe
I think the accuftomed terms of the authors he op-
pofes, more expreffive of their fenfe, without fallacy
or ambiguity, and I have no delight in wrangling.
The next argument we meet with, is in oppofi-
tion to the reafon given for concluding, that God al-
ways acts agreeably to goodnefs, juftice, and truth;
and that we ought to govern our actions by the fame
rule. This, it is urged, is beft and fitteft to be done,
and that the will of God, being under the guidance
of infinite wifdom, cannot but chufe ts do what is
fitteft and beft to be done. Thefe propofitions have
been lirgely proved, both from the effential diffe-
rence and neceffary relations of things, and from
the natural attributes of God, Yet our author has
thought fit to contend againft them (as if no fuch
proofs had been offered) in the following manner :
“ ThatGod fhould * govern the world by the rules
of juftice, goodnefs, and truth, is, without all dif-
“ pute, moft agreeable to the nature of his crea-

“¢ tures, and therefore it may, in refpeét of them, be

s¢ called beft and fitteft : But as far as infinite wif~

v “ dom is concerned in the guidance of his will, he

“ muft be ufierringly direéted to do what is beff and
“ fittef for bim to do, or what is moft agreeable to
# bis ownnature.” And is not this the very thinF,
which the great writer ¥, he pretends here to oppofe,
has clearly and ftrongly proved, viz. that ating in
conftant conformity to thofe ‘eternal rules, as itis
" beft, upon the whole, for the government of the
creatures, is abfolutely beft and fittef for God to do,
and moft agreeable to his own nature? But our au-

t Effay, p. 151. v Clarke, Bayle's Le€ures.
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thor goes on: ¢ So that after all, this queftion re- -
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« mains to be detérmined ; Is it moft agreeable to the
« nature of God to do that, which it is moft agrece-
- « able to the nature of his creaturesto defire he fhould
“ do?” Then he determines the queftion himfelf,
« Ifhe is a benevolent being, it is ; if he is 2 ma-
* levolent one, itis not: And thus (fays he) whar
« is called a"demonttration of the goodnefs of God,
“ has, from an ambiguity in the words beft and fir-
“ teft, theap ce of one; but leaves us juft
« where we fet out, and teaches us no more than
« this, that his wifdom will dire& him to a& ac-
“ cording to the rules of goodnefs, if he is good,
“ .but to aét otherwife, if he is not.” , What would
this gentleman be at ? Who is it, that teaches us no
more than this, that if Gid is good, he will aét ac-
cording to the rules of goodnefs? Where are we: to
find thae ambiguous ufe 'of the words beft and fitteft,
which has given us only an appearance of what is
called a demontration of the goodnefs of God 2
And by whom was his queftion left undetermined,
about the manner, that is moft agreeable f0the nature
9/God to deal with his creatures? I really don’t -
know what to make of all this, but am very certain,
that the writer, whofe arguments he pretends to be
here confidering, has no concern in any one word
of it *. He has not left it doubtful, whether God is a
benevolent or a malevolent being, having plainly de-
monftrated the goodnefs, and all the other moral per-
fections of the fupreme being, 4 priéri, from his na-
tural attributes ; he has fhewn, that it is moft agree-
able to the nature of a reafomable being, always to a&t
according to the rcafo‘nf)t' the thing, and the truth of
the cafe; and wherever he fpeaks of atting in con-
formity to the eternal rules of equity, goodnefs,
and trut_h, as beft and fitteft to be done, his plain
and obvious meaning conftantly is, beff and fttejl
for the daer. 1f there 1s any ambiguity in the words
itmuft have been occafioned fince by thofe, whe
* See Clarke, Boyle's LeSlures.
have
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ied them to an unufual and very trifling
f}':\'f:aptgllcw;aéhcc of virtue, they .fay, or domhg
good, i beft and fitcft only for thofe, who are the
obicés of i, thof, to whom the good i donc , cha
is, it is good and fit for peopleto bz'xvlgm.d ?ouo;ama.-
A very inftruétive propofition! This fet ool
lifts can have no notion, it feems, how the alilmﬁt !
of virtue, or rectitude of action, can be at or
for the doer. What then do they mean by
gosdnefs ? 1f it is any thing more thar;_ .a'm;r‘;
abftratt idea, there muft l}): fome d{:b]eg cc:&_;to 5 o)
it belong to? Not to the obje ;
:xl:pgf?thofc, :.g whom good is done: it muft bc;
long to the agent then, and if xtxsnot.glc;)cod‘{(:d
him, I hope it will be allowed, at leaft, to be g
in him. However, the author of the Effay, ze
find, has at laft been faught, thatif God is ng," s
mfd’om will diret bim to aft according to the rules of
goodnefs. And by what means, 1 pray, are ;c
taught this? Is it not by perceiving, that it is fit-

i i aét in

eft and beft for a wife and good being, to 3
::onﬁant' conformity to the moft perfect rule gf equi
goodnefs, and. truth? There is no other way
g’lmrn it that I know of : Yet our author, un-

willing to perceive this, goes on, as if ftill umsaught

i ing: * And if we donot know what infi-
:E, nf:?; ngfdom can difcover, in doing good, wh}d:
« fhouldrmake it beft and fitteft for the doer of lt..(
‘What would he know more, than that infinite w;‘;
dom difcovers reftitude of aftion, or atting by l:cﬁ
moft perfeét rules, to dbc abrg(l)lutely h;tcih ?:ivould
an intelligent and moral agent?
{fr:ow, Iprcfugme, why this is fit, 'u:'bm the agnlrt
~ can bave no advantage by it. ‘To which I can (h:‘nt y
anfwer, that it is itlelf abfolute good, and ’ -
fore worthy the choice of fuch a being. If he oz;s
not fee this, if he fees no goodnefs in doing good,
nothing better in doing right than in doing m
ncfthing fitter in making creatures happy i

- the nature and obligations of wirtue. 27

tnaking them miferable ; better and fitter, I mean
in the doer of it; if he will fee nothing of all this,
I can no more convince him of it, than 1 could
prove, that there is day-light in the world when the
fun fhines; to a man, who with his eyes open thould
deny it. But I beg the author’s pardon for inter-
rupting him, who proceeds thus: "« However fure
“ we may be, that it is beft and fitteft for the in-
« finitely wife God, by feeing, that he always does
“ good; however fure we may be by what we feedl
“ in ourfelves, that it is beft and frtteft for thofe,
“ to whom it is done; yet when eut of duty we
“ imitate God, we are virtupus upon no other

. principle but that of an implicite conformity to>
“ his cxamp)e. This, if he does not require it,
“ would be no better than enthufiafm in us = If he
“ does require it, but does not defign to make us
“ happy for obeying his authority, it would be ty-
* ranny in him : Bat if he does both expeét it, and
“ intend to reward us for it, then is this the very
“ priﬂn’ciplc of duty, that I would endeavour to efta-

“ blifh.”

The knowledge, that God requires us to imitate -
him, and intends to reward us for ity-is unquefti-
onably a very folid principle of duty : But fuppo-
fing this not to be known, fuppofe we knew no-

 thing more of the matter, but thit God is a good

and wife being, and is always doing good to his
creaturés ; if from thence we fhould conclude, that
fince this is fitteft and beft for fupreme wifdom, it
‘muft be fic and reafonable, and thercfore the duty
of all fubordinate beings, who are capable of dif-
tinguithing good and evil, to imitate their great
benefactor, by doing all the good they can to their’
fellow-creatures, agreeably to their feveral circum-
ftances and relations ; where, 1 befeech you," would
be the entbufiafm of this ?
On the other hand, fuppofing God had reguired
of all his reafonable creatures, to imitate him in his

goodnefs
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{s and equitable dealings towards them, by
Eoot?g;:t?y obfcn?ing the rule of equity, and by do-
ing good to their fellow-creatures as occafions offer ;
without acquainting them of any defigned reward
for their conduct ; where would be the zyramny of

this ? It they were confcious, that his commands

were fuch, as their own minds could not but ap-:
prcc:vc, as tending to promote the good of the

whole, and confequently of every individual, where

would be the hardfhip put upon them ?  Might not

fuch creatures fay, when they had done all, we arc.

table [ervants, we bave done what was our
Zf;‘qtf do. {“.nd how it would be tyranny in God
to require a condudt, which is right and fit -in itfelf,
and neceffary for the natural good of the fyftem,
though no pofitive rewards were appointed for it,
1 confefs I cannot fee. We do riot reckon it ty-
ranny in a magiftrate to re2u1rc a ftrit obfervance
of his laws, if they are vifibly calculated to pro-
mote the publick good : this is commonly thought
a fufficient reafon for obeying his authority, and
even for punifhing thofe, who do not pay obedience
to it, though no particular reward is affigned for
thofe that do. And why would not the fame rez
fon acquit the fupreme governor of the world from
tyranny, in requiring all mankind to imitate him,
by conforming all their aétions to the rules of
equity, gdodnefs, and truth, upon no other confi-
deration; than that this conduét is the fitteft to pro-
cure the welfare of the whole, and of every parti-
cular, if ftri¢tly adhered to? Nay would not this
confideration zlone be fufficient to make every good
man think the practice of virtue to be his duty, tha
*he might contribute his fhare towards the natura
and moral good of the fociety, to which he belongs,
though he had no views beyond his prefent exift-
ence? :
Extraordinary cafes may indeed be fuppofed,

where virtue may expofe a man to great fufferings,
2 cven

the naturé and obligatiins of virtué. %9
even for the fake of his virtue; and then it is not
to be ¢ted, that he could perfevere in it, with-
out the fupport which natural religion might afford
him, ofa full perfuafion, that God would not allow
him to be finally a lofer, by a condué, which he
had made him unavoidably judge to be his duty.
But thefe cafes are in faét very rare, and, in the ge-
neral courfe of things, virtue certainly bids fairer
for that meafure of happinéfs, that is to be attained
in this life, than vice can do. The tumultuous

pleafures, which the intemperate and the debauchee -

are tranfported with, attended as they are with the
diforder of their faculties, and the anxiety and dan-
gers to which they are expoled, by breaking in up-
on the honour and- peace of families; cannot, fure,
by a found nind, gc thought preferable to that
calm delight, that folid lafting fatisfaction, which
the virtuous man enjoys without alloy. And yet
this fet of moralifts reafon, as if all the natural ad-
vantages were on the other fide, as if vice was in iz-

Joif far more eligible than virtue ; fince, according -

to them, nothing can make it fit or reafonable, or
be any motive to practife virtue ; it would be en-
thufiafm in man, and tyranny in God, to expe it
in imitation of him, without an immepfe reward';
whilft vice, it thould feem, may be reafonably fol-
lowed for its native charms, if no punifthment was
to enfue. A difcovery, which I could wifh had
been left to the minute philofopbers. *Tis furpriz-
ing to find the author of the £ffay on Virtue perpe-
tually linking virtue and mifery, vice and bappine/s
together, as if they were the fame things, or at
leaft conftantly fo united in this world: And yet.
he has himfelf ¥ given us a defcription of very con-
fiderable advantages in being virtuous; and many
inconveniencies to be feared from bein vicious;
fufficient, I fhould have thought, to have fctcrmincd
our choicein favour of virtue, if nothing more than

Y Effay, p. 230.
the
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‘ es of both were to be confi=
mtur%;:tnf?;;n cof any bribe to follow her,
whofe ways are WAy of pleafantnefs, and all ber
paths are peace ?

" Brief REMARKS 01 Chap. vii. viii. and ix.

or of the E on Virtue, having l)x-
thcr'mt;c ::ctll"tcd his arts,ﬂi? attempting to demolifh
the fchemes of others, which yet, 1 Prcfumc, :u;
main unhurt, begins now to eftablith his own;
in the four following chapters endeavours to gtrhovc,
that narure and reafon teach us to purfue nothing
but our own happinefs ; and that we can be \:ﬁndfcr
no obligation to practife virtue, till we firft fe-
cure, that itwill make us happy. Chap. vnb is
wholly employed in fhewing, that all men f'eek hiap:
pinefs; a point I intend not to difpute vntl;k‘m‘,
but cannot pafs by an obfervation he there makes %
« That there is in all of us a great unwillingnefs to

« confefs, that the principal end, which we havein

« view, is tomake ourfelves happy : that allman-
« kind are taught alike, either by fear or fhame,
« to conceal the motives, which influence their be-
« haviour, and todeny, that they have any defign
« of :

don’t know among what fort of people this author
has made hissremarks; but by all my obfervation,
1 cannot find, that mankind have learnt any foch lef-
fon. Men neither pretend to be regardlefs of their
ownintereft, nor expeét, that others fhould be fo of
theirs. Many, indeed, profefsa difinterefted pur-
fuit of the publick good, and fome perhaps not
very fincerely : but if any one fhould pretend, that
hcrlad a great defire to promote the happineis of
others, but had no concern at all for his own ; he

would be laughed at for fo unnatural an exclufion,

i ‘rather

omoting their own happinefs at " b

Vo IL F
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rather than admired for his difinterefted benevo-
lence. Itis, Ithink, allowed by all, that every
man’s firft care fhould be for his own good. Cha-
rity begins at bome, is a maxim, not only of fad,
but of right, implying, that it ought to do fo.. But
then, if charity ends at home too, this indeed men
are unwilling and afhamed to confefs, and with very
good reafon, firft, becaufe it is not true, that men
are generally unconcerned about every body’s hap-
pinefs but their own; and next, becaufe it is a very
blameable felfithnefs, where this is the cafe. Yer
unwilling as mankind are to confefs this, afew late

moralifts have (no body knows hows or why) got
the better of all difinterefted profeffions, and own,
without cither fear or fbame, that they would not
ftira foot, or give themfelves the leaft trouble,'to
do the greateft good to their country, their friends,

_ or neareft relations, unlefs they were fure of being

gainers by-it themfelves. And let them keep to
themfelves the honour of their prudent refolution,
I am perfuaded, mankind will not readily acquiefce
in a principle fo contrary to their natural feelings
and propenfions : as long as there are any fuch
things as affectionate parents and children, bro-
therly love, generqus friendfhips, or publick fpirit,
in the world, ’till thefe are no more, mankind will
affert: @ natural difinterefted benevolence ; and yet
they will confefs, that nature teaches every man to
purfue bis own happinefs. Thefe things are by no
means inconfiftent, and notwithftanding all the
pains fome writers take-to feparate them, they will
very frequently be unit¢din the fame breaft. ¢ There
“ need not our author’s * comprehenfive views of
“ the means, by which the good of each particular -
¢ is clofely conneéted with that of all mankind.”
Men feel their own happinefs fo involved with, and
dependent on that of others, that they purfue both

* Ibid.

together,
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together, even without refleting on the connec-

w Uo?&.nd in the fame manner they pratife virtue in
every other inftance, without conljxdenpg wl".c:thf:r
it will make them happy : they find fomething in

" jt fit and right, worthy of their approbation and
choice, fomething, which they cannot counteradt,
without ftanding felf-condemned. If it does not
‘make them happy, they find it at leaft a fine qua
non : nothing can (whilft they continue reafonable
beings) make them happy without it. Itis a fun-
damental error in this fet of -writers, to place the
whole. happinefs of man in fenfible good, which is
what they always appear to mean by natural.good:
this may make a confiderable part of \our happi-
nefs as we are fenfible beings ; but fure there is
fome different kind of happinefs belongs tous as
reafonable beings 5 for what gratification can reafon
find in any of the pleafures of fenfe? Our fuperior
faculties muft have a good proper to them, fome
object, which they can reft in as an ultimate end.
And what objects can be imagined fo fuitable to our
reafoning and elective powers, as tr;utb and virtue?
‘Why may not thefe be allowed a right to our pur-

fuit, as parts of the natural happinefs of rational be- .

ings, evenupon the grand principle of this Effay,

. that men are obliged ‘to purfue nothing but their own
T bappinefs? = 2 Sl
Chap. viii. leads us through the various opinions

of the old philofophers, inorder to fhew, that they

all agree n making happinefs, or felf-good, the
ultimate end of ation ; againftwhich I have nothing

to objeét. But when the learned author was thus
engaged, and found among that wifer part of man-
kind, that reafon teaches us to purfue felf-good, or

our own happinefs ; ’tis ftrange he fhould not learn

from them another truth, which reafon taught them |

too, that virtue is the good of a reafinable being.
‘I'he Stoics would indeed have carried him teo f;r,
' oF
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for fenfible beings ought not to overlook fenfible
good; and that this gentleman muft allow was their
cale : whether they were wrapped up in admiration
of moral good for its felf-excellence, or as their only
natural good, it was ftill in regard of fenfible good, and
was fo underftood by the ingenious » writer he dif-
agrees with on that point. But this only by the way.

The Peripatetics kept more within the bounds of
nature and truth ; who by maintaining, that virtue
is our greateff good, and yet allowing the advan-
tages of body and fortune to be good foo, and the
want of them an evil, might have helped our au-
thor to fee (with the better lights he now enjoys)
that virtue may be ‘an effential part of the happi-
nefs of fuch a compound creature as man, neceffary
to the perfetion of his nature, arid therefore his

- duty, though it fhould not be fufficient to make

him completely happy in the prefent ftate of things,
where the fenfible part of him is liable to many
evils, which itis not in his power tofecure himfelt
from, either by the praétice of virtue, or by any
other courfe of ation, :

But far from feeing this, our author having in_
chap. ix. rambled ‘through all the various difap- -
pointments, that men will meet with in the purfuic
of happinefs withiout a2 guide ; concludés, that vir-
tue cannot be their happinefs, and confequently
not their duty, fince it does not fecure them from
many externzl calimities, by which they may be
very miferable, notwis!lﬁanding the moft perfeét
rectitude of their conduét. I need not be parti-
cular on this chapter, which has more of declama-
tion than argument in it, or oppofes principles, that
I have no concern to fupport Bur it would be
doing the author wrong to pafs by, unnoticed, a
fpecimen he there gives of his ufual art of difputa-
tion,

b See Effay, p. 208.
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Some writers having faid, that thc.happinefs of
all beings confifts in the perfection of their nature;
and that a rational being is moft perfeét, and con-
fequently moft happy, when its attions are perfeétly
rational. Our author applies© this to a mechanic,
who works by the exaét rules of mathematical rea-
foning ; and amariner, who navigates his fhip with *
perfect art ; who, if acting rationally was their fove-

* reign good, muft, he fays, be happy whilft they

thus aét, though one fhould be under the torture
of the ftone, and the other find, that, in fpite of
all hisfkill and labour, he muft be wrecked within
fight of the harbour. ~ As if any moralift, in fpeak-
ing of the perfection and happinefs of {mora'l being,
could be fuppofed to mean, by aéting rationally, any

. other kind of aétions than fuch as are of a moral na-

ture. Yet upon this fallacy he triumphs, as if he had
defeated his adverfary, and proved, that man’s ha
pinefs cannot confift in affing rationally, tho’
makes not the leaft mention there of the praétice of
virtue, the only fenfe of that expreffion, which any
moralift (even a free-thinking one) could intend:
And in that fenfe man’s happinefs might confift in
atting rationally, i. e. virtuoufly, though it did not
in the fenfe of rightly navigating a thip, or making
a watch by the exaéteft mathematical rules. But
this was only to fhew hisart in managing ambiguities;
for, to giye%nim his due, he labours abundantly elfe-
where to prove, that virtue cannot be the happi-
nefs of man, This is one of the great defigns of
chap. ix. which in general is to convince us, that
we want a guide to teach us what our happinefs,
and what our duty is. On this I fhall take the
liberty to expoftulatea little, and fo leave it.

No Chriftian can be infenfible of his advantages,
in having an infallible guide, to teach him plainly
the way he fhould chufe, and the end, to which it

¢ P. 220,

.
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Aleads : but what ﬁ'l_u& thofe' do, who happen to be
fct_oug upon the journey of life where no fuch
guide is to be had ?  They can only confider what
courfe of ation their nature direfts them to, as
moft likely to bring them fafely to the end t,hcy
were defigned for. If in this fearch they fhould
obferve, with the author of the Effay, that virrue
cannot _fecure them from various external calami-
ties, by which they may be very miferable; fhould -
they then refolve to quit virtue and purfue vice
that I prefume would no better fecure them ﬁ'orr:
any of thofe accidents, which he has reckoned up as
allays to the virtuous man’s happinefs ; or, if t%e
aim at riches, power, or honours, thefe would ftill
be liable to the fame objeétion : even thefe, how
fuccefsfully foever - purfued, could not c;cempt
them from .fuﬁ'enng by the tortures of a gout or
fone, the difloyalty of a wife, or the mifbehaviour

- of children. What then is to be done ? Muft the
purfue none of thefe things, fince they may be mi):
ferable in the full poffeflion of them all? Or is vir-
tue only to be deferted on that account ? This would
fure be too partial a judgment, and yet this feems
to be our author’s conclufion, for he does not direct
men to purfue virtue as they do other defirable ob-.
Jects, togetall the' good by it they cans-and take
their chance of the evils, that may attend it; but
tells them plainly, that nothing can make it fit or
tcafonabl_e f_or them to pra&tife virtue, unlefs they
are certain it will make them, happy: Not all the
natural advantages it bids fair for, not the ufeful-
ncfs of it to mankind,-yor the fuitablenefs we per-
ceivein it to a rational nature ; not even the hopes
we may deduce from thence, that it may be itfelf, or -

lead us to our final good 5 though he ¢ obferves that
inall other purfuits, 'men conftantly a& upon bare
probability 5 nothing lefs, it feems, than certainty of

4P.235. .
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the event can reafonably determine men to the pur-
fuit of wvirtue; which is not to be had without an
exprefs revelation.

However the philofophers he has been lately tra-
velling with, were neceffitated to go on in their
journey, without any other guide but nature and
reafon, to teach them what their happinefs, or what
their duty was; and thofe Gentiles, of whom St.
Paul fays, thefe baving not the lew, are a law unto
themfelves, were in the fame cafe; yet fome of them
found out, that virtue was -their duty, and others
judged it to be their fovereign good. Had our author

Tived with them, he would, no doubt, have affured
them, that they were all miftaken ; that nature and
reafon taught them-to purfue nothing but their own
happinefs ; that virtue is plainly not their happinefs,
and therefore it could not be their duty td’Purfuc it
fince it cannot fecure them from being miferable by
bodily pains, and other calamities in this life, and
they had ro certainty of being rewarded for it in
another. Thefe are the principles he labours through
the whole Effay to cftablith; and therefore, we may
prefume them to be the doétrine he would have
taught the Peripatetics, and thofe Gentiles St. Paul
fpeaks of ; in whofe name I take the liberty to offer
what probably would have been their fentiments
~upon it.

We would readily, fay they, purfue whatever is
moft likely to procure us happinefs; but if we look
for it in the gBods of body and fortune, .a fmall re-
fleCtion will-fervé to inform us, that our fovereign
good is not to be found among them; and that
whatever degree of good may be in them; it is in
no man’s power to fecure to himfelf the poffeffion of
them. Virtue we perceive to bé a good of a fuperior
kind to any of thefe, more agreeable to the nature
of a rational being, more perfective of it, and the

only good, which man has in his own power, This

therefore we think muft be our greatef good, and
‘ that

.l (o2,
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that which nature and reafon teach us to purfue.
Virtue, it is true, will not prevent our being ex-
pofed to pain, and many calamities incident to man;
but neither will any other conduét of life fecure us
from thefe. The fupreme governor of the world
feems to have referved to himfelf the difpofal of
all external good and evil, which he difpenfes when
and where, and in what meafure he fees fit, fo that
no man can afcertain to himfelf any portion of the
one, nor by the greateft caution avoid the other.
Virtue is the only good, which he has put in our
power to acquire, without danger of difappointment,
if we are fteddy in the purfuit of it. This, there-
fore, we conclude, muft be the part he has allotted
us: the nature he has given us requires it ; the judg-
ment of our minds unavoidably approves it, and
condemns us, if We negleét it; we find from it a

. Jef-approving joy, which nothing elfé can give, and

which is our only fupport under afflictions. By
thus confulting nature, we are affured, that the
practice of virtue is acceptable to the author of na-
ture ; that it is the end he has formed and fitted us
for; and if it fails of making us happy here, this
gives us great ground to hope, that there will be
fome future ftate of things, where we fhill find o
account in it, and ample amends be made.to thofe,
who have fuffered by adhering to what we muft
perceive to be our duty, fince the very frame of
our nature direéts us to it. e 2

If it fhould be objected, that the moral refletions
of the philofophers did not Jead them to the know-
ledge of a future flate ; thisis very well accounted for,
by the great author of ;’ be Divine Legation, from
their ftrong attachment to their falfe metaphbyfics.
But that did not hinder them from fecing, that vir-
tue was fo agreeable ‘to their nature, that it muft
be, though they know not how, the greateft good
of a reafonable being.  And 1 appeal to the com-

mon fenfe of mankind, whether the foregoing re-

F 4 flections
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flefions are not more juft and fuitable, to unpreju-
diced perfons, under the influence of natural reli-
gion, than any author’s fcheme could fuggeft.
He would do well to confiders to what purpofe
. our wife creator (who certainly does nothing in vain)
has beftowed on man, a judgment to difcern the
effential differences of things, with a confcioufnefs
of right and wrong, if he did not defign, by our
" patural refietions, to lead us to the knowledge of
our duty? Thefe faculties are utterly ufelefs, if they
are not direétions to us, what courfe of action the
author of our nature has fitted us for, and requires
of us. We could, without them, have been taugh,
that if we obey the revealed will of God here, he
will make us happy hereafter; and if thofe, who
have never been taught this, cannot, witb them,
difcover, that virtue is their duty; then 3od has
formed all mankind with perceptions and faculties
adapted ro moral things, of which (according to

our author’s fcheme) a great part of them have 7o .

need, and the other part can have no ufe.
The defign of chap. x. is to fhew, that virtue
becomes our duty, when revelation has informed us,

that God will make us finally happy for it in a life |

after this. But firft the author leads us to confider,
whether we can difcover the will' of God in this
particular, by our own reafoning upon what we fee
now. And here he runs into various views and re-
fleCtions on the works of creation, in order to ob-
ferve, that the creator had, in all of them, -the
happinefs of his creatures in view. But it is not
our bufinefs to purfue him through his large excur-
fions; it is fufficient, if we attend him, when in his
way he touches upon the principal fubjeét.

The firft return I meet with of this kind, is af-

ter having © obferved the influence, which the mo-

ral world has upon the good of the natural world,

< Eflay, p. 247.
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« That the practice of virtue is the only channel,
« through which God conveys his bleffings, in the

- % ordinary courfe of providence, to many of his

« creatures; that through our neglect, what was
« ordained for good, may fail of accomplifhing it,
« and, by our perverienefs, the beft inftitutions
« may be made to produce evil, Thus, adds he,
« in one fenfe, the virtuous act agreeably to the
« will of God, for they comply with that rule, by
¢ which he wills to aét himfelf.” One would

think the moft natural cenclufion, that could be -

drawn from this obfervation, fhould, be, that man
was defigned by his creator, to praétife virtue, in
order to carry on the gracious courfc of his provi-
dence.. But quite the contrary ; it is only made
here to introduce the bld queftions, ¢ Are we *
« obliged to purfue the fame end, that he pur-

"« fues ? Is the law, which he expeéts we fhould

s obey, the fame, that he has fet himfelf to work
« by ? Though we may be fure, from the confti-

« tation of things, that the pratice of virtue is -

« doing what God wills to do bimfelf; can we
« from thence conclude, that this practice is do-
¢ ing what he wills we thould do ? Such a conduét
« ‘may be the law of bis nature, without being the
« law of ours,” &¢c. 1 have ¢ before given an an-
fwer to his queries of this kind, and fhall only add
now, that if the law, which God has /e to bimfelf
to work by, were of an arbitrary nature, depending
merely on his will, and changeable at pleafure,
there might be room for fuch doubts as thefe: we
could not in that cafe know by what law God go-

verned his own aétions, nor confequently, whether-

he expetted, that we fhould obferve the fame : buc
fince the law, to which he conftantly conforms, is
immutable, and founded on the nature of things ;
it cannot be peculiar to the divine nature, but muft

t Sce p. 71. of thefe Remarks.
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neceflarily oblige all reafonable beings; and there-
fore we may be certain, that God expeéts we
thou)d guide our attions by the fame rule, that he
direéts his : having made us fuch creatures as we
are, he could give us no other law, but the law
of virtue, as fome of the writers on that fide have
themfelves afferted.

However, our author ftops not long here, but
runs immediately off to another point, which feems
to have no conneétion with that we have juft left.
“ Man, he fays, is fometimes vain and partial

“ enough to imagine, that the care and favours of

“ his creator are confined to him algne,” This
ferves to introduce a beautiful defcription from
our late great poet, of the care, by which God and
man provide for the brute creation: A paffage de-
figned, I fuppofe, to relieve his readers; for' I fee
not, that it is any w:;y elfe to his purpofe. He
takes indeed occafion from it, to renew his-former
expoftulations in favour of brutes, with large ad-
ditions ; and though we have already confidered
their cafe, we will not refufe it a review, fince it
is laid again before us.

s

Having fhewn us, in the poet’s fine words, that

God has worked for the good of all his creatures ;
our author expoftulates thus : <« Will b any one fay,
“ after this view of things, that we afe therefore
“ obliged to be virtuous becaufe God is good ?
“ Does reafon aflure us, that what he does in the
“ natural world, is the meafure of that behaviour,
“ which he requires from us in the moral one ?
¢ 1 would afk, why our duty does not, upon thefe
“ principles, extend to brutes, as well as to men.

-

“ If you go on with this reafoning, you will find

“ yourfelf forced to confefs, that our duties reach

“ as far as the relations and fitnefs of things would

“ have carried them ;, and that our obligations to-

)

b Effay, p. z50—51,
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« wards all fenfible beings whatfoever, are exaétly
« the fame with thofe towards mankind.  For if
« you prove from God’s having worked for the
« good of-man, thathe could have no defign in
“ creating us but our happinefs, you may prove,
by the fame argument, that he could have no
defign but the happinefs of brutes in creating
them : and then you muft conclude, that the:
behaviour, which tends to prevent their mifery, -
“ and to promote their happinefs, is what God
“ requires of us, and will reward us for. Why is
“ not it, therefore, as criminal to warm ourfzives
« with the fleece of our fheep, as with the Seege of
the fatberle)s ? Why,is killing a man one of the
blackeft crimes, bucto kill an ox no crime at
all > Though I am not difpofed to allow,
much lefs to prove, that God could have no defign
in the creation, but the happinefs of his creaturess
yet as there is no occafion to difpute that point .
here, and I deny not, that God has worked for the
good of all his creatures; let us fuppofe the truth
of the principle, and confider what will follow from
thence, and fromwour being obliged tg_act for
fame end, and by the fame rule that God does.
“ We fhall be forced to confefs (our -author fays)
“ that our duties reach as far as the relations and fit-
“ nefs of things would have carried them ; and that
*“ our obligations towards 4ll fenfible beings are ex-
“ aétly the fame withhofe towards mankind.” Ex-
altlythe fame! How fol unlefs our relation to them all
is exaftly the fame ? What is meant here by our du-
ties reaching as far s relations and Jitnefs would carry
them, 1 really do not know. Bur 1 hope it does
not mean fo abfurd a.thing, as that the brutes ftand
in the fame relaticn "to us, that mankind are in to
one another ; or that the fitnefs of things requires
exactly the fame behaviour towards irrational be-
ings, as towards thofe that are rational. Thefe
are fuppofitions fo evidently falfe, that I would not
fuppole
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fuppofe they could be intended. "But (as our au-
thor argues) God has worked for the good of brutes
as well as for the good of man, and therefore if we
are obliged to aft for the fame end that God does,
«« Why * ought we not to have the fame regard,
« in every inftance, for the happinefs of the crea-

<« tures below us, as we have for the interefts of |

« thofe, which are placed in the fame rank with
« ourfelves ?” If we have the fame regard for the

* creatures below us that God has, I hope it will be

thought fufficient ; and I believe it will. be pretty
difficult to thew, that God has had an egual regard
for their welfare in every inflance; as tor that of
mankind, though we may conclude, "he has done
for them as well as for us, what is beft upon the
whole. It is evident enough, that the ufes we
make of them is really to their advantage ; they
are much better provided for, and even thofe we
kill are longer lived, than they could have been
without our protection, or if we did not lay up
winter ftores for them.
our author -has quoted, might have inftruéted him
in, of which the following lines are a part, and
which he much miftakes, if he thinks it in favour
of his argument:

¢« Man cares for all : to birds he gives his woods,
« To beafts his paftures, and to fifh his floods.

¢¢ That very3life his learned hunger craves

« He faves from famine, from the favage faves ;
¢ Nay feafts the animal he dooms his feaft,

¢ And till he ends the being makes it bleft.”

Thus we fee it is by our means, that God pro-
wvides for a great part of the lower rank of crea-
tures, which, if we had no occafion for them,

would be far lefs happy than they are. Our com-.
mon creator, in giving to brutes faculties, thar

! Page 250,
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would be ufelefs, if we did not employ them, and
to man a capacity of difcerning and training them
up to the purpofes they are fitted for, has plainly
fhewn, that he intéended them for our fervice; and
this makes it our duty to be careful of their inter-
efts, as far as is confiftent with our own. In
making them our food, we are directed by a pat-
tern, which God himfelf has fet us ; for natural in-
Jiinét is the work of God : by that he has licenfed
feveral fpecies of animals to feed upop others, whom
they excel cither in ftrength, or fwiftnefs, or cun-
ning ; and certainly man excels the higheft rank of

_brutes, by fo much a greater proportion than they

can exceed One another in, as may well entitle
him to the like privilege. If we make flaves of
fome of them, they are generally. treated with
much lefs hardfhip than thofe wretched flaves of
our own fpecies, who differ from their mafters in
nothing but complexion.
beafls, as are employed by fportfmen, it is well
known, that they are frequently ufed with more

tendernefs and care than the rational part of the -

family. Thus ih defigning the brutesfor the fer-
vice of mankind, God has provided better, upon
the whole, for their happinefs, than if they had
been left to themfelves. £

And now, will any one fay, after this view of
things, that, « if the * end, which God works for,
“ is the meafure, by\which he expeéts we fhould
¢ regulate our condu&, we muft find out diffe-
“ rent forts of food, of clothing, and of diver-
“ fions from what are in ufe at prefent.” There
is certainly no kind of reafon to doubt, that sne
end, which God had in view, in the creation of
brutes, was their ‘ufefulnefs to man, to feed, to
clothe, and to affift him in his labours. As for his

‘diverfions, 1 have not much to fay ; let thofe, who,

* Efiay, p. 234
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fuppofe they could be intended. "But (as our au-
thor argues) God has worked for the good of brutes
as well as for the good of man, and therefore if we
are obliged to aét for the fame end that God does,
« Why * ought we not to have the fame regard,
« in every inftance, for the happinefs of the crea-

<« tures below us, as we have for the interefts of '

« thofe, which are placed in the fame rank with

-« ourfelves ?” If we havé the fame regard for the -

creatures below us that God has, I hope it will be
thought fufficient ; and I believe it will be pretty
difficult to fhew, that God has had an egual regard
for their welfare in every inflance, as- for that of
mankind, though we may conclude, he has done
for. them as well as for us, what is belt upon the
whole., It is evident enough, that the ufes we
make of them is really to their advantage ; they
are much better provided for, and even thofe we
kill are longer lived, than they could have been
without our protettion, or if we did not.lay up
winter ftores for them. This the beautiful paffage
our author has quoted, might have inftruéted him
in, of which the following lines are a part, and

which he much miftakes, if he thinks it in  favour

of his argument:

¢ Man cares for all : to birds he gives his woods,
“ To beafts his paftures, and to fith his floods.

¢ That very life his learned hunger craves

« He faves from famine, from the favage faves ;
¢ Nay feafts the animal he dooms his feaft,

¢ And till he ends the being makes it bleft.”

Thus we fee it is by our means, that God pro-
vides for a great part of the lower rank of crea-

tures, which, if we had no occafion for them,

would be far lefs happy than they are. Our com-

mon_creator, in giving to brutes faculties, that

-1 Page 250,
A
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would be ufelefs, if we did not employ them, and
to man a capacity of difcerning and training them
up to the purpofes they are fitted for, has plainly
fhewn, that he intended them for our fervice; and
this makes it our duty to be careful of their inter-
efts, as far as is confiftent with our own. In
making them our food, we are direéted by a pat~
tern, which God himfelf has fet us 5 for natural in--
Jinét is the work of God : by that he has licenfed
feveral fpecies of animals to feed upon others, whom
they excel either in ftrength, or fwiftrefs, or cun-
ning ; and certainly man excels the higheft rank of

“brutes, by fo\much a greater proportion than they

>

can exceed one another. in, as may well entitle -

him to the like privilege. If we make flaves of
fome of them, they are generally treated with
much lefs hardfhip than thofe wretched flaves of

our own fpecies, who differ from their mafters in.

nothing but complexion. And for fuch of the
beaf's, as are employed by fportfmen, it is well

known, that they are frequently ufed with more .

tendernefs and care than the rational part of the
family. Thus in defigning the brutes for the fer-
vice of mankind, God has provided better, upon
the whole, for their happinefs, than if they had
been left to themfelves.

And - now, will any one [ay, after this view of
things, that, “ if the*end, which God " works for,
“ is the meafure, by!which he expeéts we fhould

¢« regulate our condu&, we muft find out diffe-

“ rent forts of food, of clothing, and of diver-
“ fions from what are in ufe at prefent.” There
is certainly. no kind'.of reafon to doubt, that sue
end, which God had in view, in the creation of
brutes, was their ufefulnefs to man, to feed, to
clothe, and to affift him in his labours. As for his
diverfions, 1 have not much to fay ; let thofe, who,

k Effay, p. 234.
for
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for fport’s fake only, divert themfelves by giving

weedlefs pain to fenfible beings, acquit their con-

duct of immorality if they can; I am no advocate
" of theirs. :

But this I muft fay, that fuppofing men were
ever fo much in the wrong as to their ufage of in-
ferior creatures, or that their practice could not be
fhewn to be confiftent with the principles, which
the author of the Effay oppofes ; this would only
prove, that men may miftake in the application
of their principles, and by too great a partiality
for their own fpecies, not extend their duties fo far,
as the fitnefs of things, and the end of God in the
creation, would have carried them ; but it would by
no means follow, from fuch miftakes, either that
the principles themlfelves are not the rule of our du-
1y, or not agreeable 19 the [enfe of mankind ; as this
gentleman fuppofes. So that he has beftowed a

vaft profufion of words, and laid a mighty ftrefs

upon an argument, which, if granted him, would
conclude nothing for his purpofe. However, as
he had the ohjection, the anfwer, and replies in his
own management, which he has taken' care fhould
be fuch as he might beft deal with, it would be
hard, if he could not bring them to what conclu-
fion he pleafed. ¢ Thus, fays he!, the only me-
¢« thod of fhewing, why brutes may be treated in
« a different manner from men, will bring us to
< the very conclufion, that I wanted to eftablifh.”
And what is that? Why, that ¢ we do not ufe to

¢ determine what God requires of us by knowing -

« what he does himfelf, but by knowing what
¢ he will make us happy for.” But I prefume it
has now been fthewn, that our treating ¢he brutes
in a different manner from men, is founded on
reafon, and the nature of things, on the appoint-
ments of God, the pattern he has fet us, and the

! Effay, p. 258.
ends
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ends he defigned them for, diftinét from all confide-
ration of his rewarding or not rewarding us for it.
Once more we are happily returned to the prin-

cipal fgbjeé‘t, which we will now purfue to the .
end, without running after any digreffions we may .

meet with. ¢ The will of God (argues ™ our au-
« thor) .declared to us at firft by oer nature and
“ conftitution, and fuggefted to "us again by the
“ voice of reafon, cannot differ from that will, by
“ w}n’ch he gaverns the world : and as the forpher
“ dire(ts us to purfue happinefs, the latter

~ “cannot be fuppofed to dire@t us to purfue

“ virtue, till we know, whether it' will make
“ us happy or miferable; for before we can
“ Fcll what courfe he would have us follow, it
“is neceflary we fhould be fatisfied, that it
¢ leads to the end, which he has taught us con-
“ flantly to endeavour after.” Wery well; but if

the will of God, by the voice of nature and rea=

fon, direCts us to purfue virtue as wellas happi-
nefs, -a direction, which the wifeft of the Heathens
well underftood, then what will hecome of this
fine reafoning ?. However, let us go on with it:
“ So that inftead of faying God requires us to be
“ virtuous, therefore he-will make us happy for
“ it; we fhould reafon) the other way, and fgould
“ have fome grounds for belicving, that he de-

i c M
figns to make us happy for our virtue hereafter, -

“ before we can determine, that he requires us to
‘ practife it, when it makes .us miferable at pre-
“ fent.”  Poor virtue'always appears, to this gen-
tleman, joined with mifery ! But even if that was

‘ the cafe, what poffible grounds can we have (fup-

pofing no revelation) for believing, that God de-

figns to make us happy for our virtue hereafter,

without a clear perception, that virtue is the law of

our nature, and that therefore it muft be the will

of him, who gave us that naturc > This once ac-
= Page 25q.
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knowledged, it may be. reafonably inferred, that
whatever we fuffer for it here, will be recompenfed.
hereafter. But take away this natural judgment of
the human mind,. this fenfe of right and wrong,
of moral good and evil, and of our duty to prac-
tife one, and avoid the other; take away this,
and you deprive mankind ‘of the ftrongeft proof,
that reafon can- difcover, of a future ftate of re-
wards and puhithments 5 which is no fmall objec-
tion againft this author’s inverted {cheme, that feems
to turn religion and morality topfy-turvy, with the
wrong end uppermoft, and the feamy-fide with-
out.
He cannot fee any force ina proof, which is
founded on a fuppofition, that men may perceive
virtue to be their duty from its agreeablenefs 1
nature and reafon ; nay, he often argues”, as if no
fuch proof had been offered. Why, fays he?,
« do we hear of an unequal diftribution ofy things,
« of fuffering virtue, and ‘of profperous vice? Is
« the juftice of God at all concerned to make men
« happy for what he did not require of them?
« Can they be entitled to any future recompence
« for having made themfelves milerable by their
« adherence to virtue, if it was matter of their
« own free choice; and what they might have le
« alone ; - if nature did not perfuade it, nor reafon
¢« di@tate it, nor God command it.” I do nat
know what this reafoning tends to confute, ex-
cept the author’s own principles ; for certainly
thofe, from whom we bear of an unequal diftributior
of things, as matter of complaint, ora ground for
future expeétations, have either proved before-
hand, or thought it clear enough to be taken for
ranted, that virtue was #9/ a matter of free choice,
and what they might have let-alone : they plainly
{aw, that nature did perfuade, and reafon dictate, and

» See page 268—69.  © Page 266
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God, By the wvoice of both, require it i
gound it is, that we hear of] Juffering 'vgt]i:n ;?13
a qafp_cﬁo_w vice, as the general complaint of man-
u,{; , till it leads them to the hope of more equi
: le diftributians in a future ftate. But zhiscq:r:-
:::n:ﬁw T;lgft cg:&d: invert the common orde? o;' :
ey r ns, and begin where they ufed

« Teach me, fays he®, t r wi
:: after put me inypoﬁ'cﬂio'::sf{n nyzyc %cmrgzgc]i sy
Y tc;n Ic);:crimg?‘l beliave, whilft I am here }_005;
S e him; “and then, from the ’
% éb::xg:’,, I can fatisfy myfclf,/th'at virtZ:Ii’;r emaf
o u ays And why cannot he fatisfy himfelf of
this, as well before he is taught what his
intends to do with him, as after ? The by
:ib::g:,' from which he owns he can fatisfy hilx‘;;'cl;
1hmc'vl;l;?c 1ls1 his duty, is, I prefume, juft the
Butef (:;‘c ¢ knows, that Ged will recompenfe
o cording to his behaviour here, as it is when -

- dnpws this. Why then will he not 7 dedu
s duty fro_m thence, that he may, with a bet »

Eﬂ:ﬁ? lc:;)quu'c aftera reward ? But ‘whatever c;c(;

et 11: fic.to begin at, this is a plain conceffion

el ;Ir:::z dl::;w fgz; tll:e nature of things, that
: 2 W how pre 18 i
g:iﬁ}? :r;cn ;19 ll]f:;:m h:v}it Goz[i) myzﬁjzoﬁit}: ;tbett:

» which he not taught them, (I n
where there is no revelation) andgnot -
2; cham what be requires tbc)m to do b:ge,al l;l)xct}iue}x;

’ ma:?:sg};; tt}l‘:c?:- 2& th‘c‘ngturc hc;f things, and the

n minds, that havi

liwllr3 they may be a law unto tbmjel'ce;.: ’l s

headu't what can be expected from an author, whofe

a3 is fo turned }Vlth the notion, ¢ T har ’wc are

% :)ncapab.lc of being obliged to any thing with-

Ut a view to our own happineis,” as to be (.:a-

P Page 267.
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pable of faying?, that « even God’s authority will

% have little weight, where our compliance with it
« does not forward the purfuit of our ultimate
« end; for the caufe of our obligation to pratife
« yirtue is not fo much his will to have us prac-
« tife it, as his will to make us happy for it.”
Modeft and pious! The maintainers. of this doc-
trine, we fee, are for making a fure Q:rgaiﬁ. Let
their duty appear ever fo plain in the nature of
things, or let God command as he pleafes, what is
that to them ? Not a foot will they ftir, till they
are certain what they are to get by it.  Sentiments
very fuitable to the principles, from which they are
deduced, wiz. That every man’s own happinefs
is the only end he is obliged to purfue ; that moral
good is no part of that end 5 and that there is no-
thing in the nature of it, or in the nature of man,
that can oblige him to purfue it, till God has af
fured him, that he will make him happy for it
Thefe are principles, which run through the whole
Effay on Virtue, and are the foundation of a great
many wrong conclufions, and falfe reafonings, dif-
fufed through every part of it. A minute exami-
nation of thefe would be a tedious and unnecef-
fary labour: they muft fall with the principles they
are founded on, which need only be fet in a jul
light to fhew their deﬁcicncfy.
To fuppofe a fyftem of focial beings, that is,
beings fitted to live together, to have a mutual

dependance, and their happinefs to be unavoidably-

interwoven with each others; and yet that eves
one of them, as if made for himfelf alone, was de-
figned folely to purfue his own private happinefs,
is a contradiftory idea. Again, how abfurd is it
fuppofe moral agents, that is, beings capable of
rceiving good and evil, right and wrong,
_of chufing or refufing cither; yet quite unco¥

9 Page 260, _
cernel

. tures ? If he fags (as upo rc,;hls principles, I think, he
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cerned about them, having no confci -
obligation to purfue moral goo?l:‘f;;oiﬁ; fsgg(fdar:g
t!xcm, or to trouble themfelves, whether they chufe
pght or wrong? Once more, if there is nothine
in the nature of virtue or moral good, tha: can
oblige us to chufe it, then there is no cﬂ:umi"fl1
difference between moral good and 'moral evil ;
A juftice and fidelity are no better than fraud and
treachery, tilf God ‘has affured us, that he will re-
::rrcd tﬁzec’xa‘l)ddpémlm the other; fo that we have
ode i 7
it i rfc e rsprmcxplcs of the Leviathan re-
But if virtue has no effential worth -fe

blenefs to vice, that can oblige us to ch(u).xrfcpirtd:\rn:ﬁv
the will of God is not the caufe of our oblig’a'ion
to.plja&d'c it, as is here maintained ; I fear .thc
principles of this Zffay will fall very fhort of prov-
ing virtue to be our duty at all. The pxomifcikoff\a |
rcw;rd will make it our intereft indeed ; but intereft
and duty are very different things, which ought
not to be confounded, The firft i§ an exernal mo-

 tive, that can only affet us as fenfible beings ; but

duty becomes us as moral agents, and i
from a confcioufnefs, cither of th«':,ﬁtm:fsn.']x::i!l rzc[g‘-:
tude of an. a&xon,_gr’of the abedience due to an
authority commanding it. Where neither of thefe
1bs(,) dihcrc can bc no foundation for duty ; and fince
L [hihcfc principles are excluded by the author
g hEﬂbJ_v on Firtue, all that can be collected
bl?!?: the prmcxﬁlc he has fo much laboured to efta-
» 15, that though neither the law of nature
‘r}or reafon, nor the will of God, can make it ou;
buty to be virtuous, he has made it our intereft
¥ X;&mlﬁng Ito mu:il(;e us happy for it. '

now 1 would afk the author of the Z/ay
:)hit:l:: ;gd mcah}ung this promife, he_fuppofes g(fd’
o efly in view fenfible good, or mo-

good, the happinefs, or the virtue, of his crea- \

muit
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muft fay) that God’s chief defign was to make his
creatures happy; then certainly he cannot fuppofe,
that God will make any of them miferable for the
negle@ of virtue, which he efteems of inferior
confideration. And what a fing encouragement is
here to libertines, who imagine they may find their
happinefs in their vices! for though, God com-
mands them to be virtuous, he cannot, »théy may
think, ‘be very angry with them for preferring
happinefs, which he is fuppofed himfelf to prefer
to virtue. But if, to avoid this, aur author ould
chufe to fay, either that the chief defign of God
was to make men virtuous, or that virtue is {o ne-
ceffary to the happinefs he defigned them for, that
one is not attainable without the other; then I
muft have leave to conclude, that in cither cafe

God muft have originally defigned man to purfue

virtue, either as the end, for which he was created,
or anecefJary means to that end. And if fo, whatever
doubts this author may fuggeft, about our being
obliged to_purfue the [ame end, that'God purfues
(which, by the way, he has not attempted to dif-
prove, nor given any anfwer to the reafons al-
ledged for that obligation) certainly no -one can
pretend to doubt, that we are obliged to purfue tke
end, or the nece means to that end, for which
God created us, and to which be bas fitted our nature.
Now by whatever means this can be difcovered,

it muft oblige us to the pratice of virtue, though
there was no explicite command or reward, ap-’

pointed for it. ‘

I hope nothing has been faid in thefe i?cm,
that can be fairly conftrued in favour of the pre-
judices, which the author of the Charatteriftics ex-
%rcﬁ‘es againft any regard to future retributions.

0 body, I am perfuaded, can have a deeper fenfe,
vhan | have, of God’s goodnefs and comccnﬁon
in affifting our weaknefs by fuch affurances, and

appainting, for our imperfeét performances, the

reward
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reward of an exceeding weight of glory. Y.
forry fo juft caufe of oﬂ"enége f}u{;llgd gvc b:zrf ;;?—l
ven to the difciples of that noble author, by run-
ning into the other extreme, as is done in this
@y, and by the preceding writers on the inter-
efted fcheme. There feems to mé fomething
ftrangely abfurd in the notion, that God dcﬁgneﬁ
the reward of our duty fhould be the [ole motive
to it. 'Who can doubt,. that it will be more ac-
ceptable to him, who reguireth truth in the imward
parts, if we acquit ourfelves of our feveral duties
to him, to our-neighbour, and to ourfelves; from
an awful fenfe of the homage due to him, from a
confcioulnefs of the fitnefs of promoting ‘the wel-
fare of our fellow-creatures, and of fubjecting our
paffions and appetites to reafon ; with an humble
acknowledgment.of God’s goodnefs, ,in defigning
to reward unprofitable fervants, who had done what
was their duty 0 do? "Under the influence of thefe
principles, who would not appear ‘before his judge
at the laft day, with more affurance, than if he
could only fple:ad, that he had done what God had
gq;n}ed of him, and had direéted others o to do,
- ufe he had promifed to make them happy
dc:r what otherwife they need not have t'houghz
emfelves og:}ged to perform ? For my own part,
}vcre it my cale, 1 fhould 5rcatly fear to be an-
g\ov:z:l; x’naﬁzutb mt;.t you did it mot in regard to
o b m:xt s and righteoufnefs, you did it not in
In the three laft chapters of the Effay, th
lt‘haor plr;:pofcs to thew, that all the rcwg:{i,ons.,c t:l’:;t
have been made to mankind (which he divides
= frc}c periods) enforced their obedience to the
I'l of God, by the g{(t’mif“ of happinefs in 2
';jc'ef after this, The of thefe periods is that
clore the law of Mofes was given, which begin-\
ning with the ftate of innocence, he, at firfk fet-

G 3 ting




102" Remarks on Dr. Rutherforth’s E/fay on
ting out, contradi@s himfelf, by * fuppofing the

promife made to Adam to enforce his obedience,
was the continuance of the happinefs he then en-
joyed in Paradife, and not that of a life after this,
The fecond period is whilft the law of Mpfes fub-
fifted ; and here he engages a wolunteer in the un-
accountable oppofition to a noble defign of turn-
ing the objeétions of infidels againft Mpfes, to
proofs of his Divine Legation; and to a curious
differtation, which fets the command to Abrakam,
of facrificing his fon, in fuch a light, as difpels all
the difficultiés ‘it was environed with ;  either of
which, one would think, none but unbelievers
could have agy concern to oppofe. It is certainly
of no confequence to the defign of “the Effay on
Virtue, whether obedience was enforced under the
Mbfaic difpenfation, by the hopés of a future life,
or by the promifes of temporal happinefs only ; for
it the promifes of God to make men happy, are
the fole ground or caufe of duty, asit is the whole
purpofe of the Effay to maintain, they are equally
fuch, whether they refpe& this life or another;

and therefore the author had no call here to de-

clare for the oppofition: Neither is it of any more
confequence to the caufe I am defending ; for whe-

ther the fantions of God’s laws are temporal or

cternal, it is equally true, that they are nor the
proper caufe or ground of duty. Moral obligation

muit arife from the reafon and nature of things, _

not from external motives, whether prefent or fu-
ture. It is therefore no more incumbent upon me,

than it was upon the author of the Effay, to enter -

into that debate ; and I have lefs inclination to go
a volunteering. This part of the work fhould
have been wholly unnoticed by me, had not an
( extraordinary * paffage called upon me to give the
“yeadera further opportunity of confidering, whether

r Page 2482 Chap. xi p. 281,
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this author’s definition of virtue can be a true one,

" or agreeable to the common fenfe of mankinll, in’

confequence of which he has advanced the follow-
ing odd, and, I believe, fingular notions :
« If virtue, fays he, was from the very nature
of it, from its own beauty and excellence, the
¢ ultimate end of man, then virtue itfelf fuffered
“ po damage by the fall, and man fuffered but
« Jictle.  For though we became mortal and un-
“-happy, yet virtue fill retained the fame charms,
that it had before ; and we loft nothing, tharwas '
of any confequence ; fo inconfiftent 75 this fcheme
“ of morality with the Mofzic hiffory of man’s
« origin and fall; fo vain, it it was true, would be
the penaity inflicted upon man for his difobe-
“ dience! The haughty Stoic would have fmiled
¢ at the empty threats” of his creator, and would,
“ in his own heart, Plavc triumphed at the thoughts
of lofing nothing, which he cared for, ‘What is
“ it to him, that his life is to be full of pain and
“ forrow, who-dees not defire any thing but vir-
“ tue?” Againy “ What if man loft his happi-
“ nefs, not by parting with his virtue, but by
tranfgrefling a pofitive command ? It his hap-
pinefs, before he difobeyed that command, con-
fifted.in being virtuous, as difobeying that com-
“ mand would have left him in pofiefiion of his
“ virtue, it is impoffible it ﬂ'xoukiJ have deprived
“ him of his happinefs.”—* Virtue itfelf, he fays,
fuffered no damage by the fall ;—virtue {till retain-
¢ ed the fame charms, that it had before.” This may
be allowed of virtue in the abftraé?, whichis nothing
to the purpofe; for it is not the idea, but the
praélice of virtue, in which happinefs is fuppofed
to confift. Bur who ever thought, till now, that
virtue in the concrete, that Adam’s virtue, Juffered na
damage by the fall? Or had this difobedicnce lefz
bim in poffeffion of - bis virtue? Had the haughty
Staic been as well acquainted with his creator, and
G4 ' thg
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the advantages of the ftate of innocence as Adam
was, he would have been confcious, that difobeying
even a pofitive command of his great benefattor,
was a moral evil, which he could not be guilty of
without departing from his virtue ;. for the §teic’s
notion of virtue (as this author very well knows)
was not that partial and imperfeét one, to which his
definition has reftrained it. Fitnefs, reftitude, agreea-
blenefs to nature, to relations, &c. werey in their
language, the charateriftics of virtue ; and every
one of thefe muft be violated in difobeying the
known will of God, though in an inftance, which,
of itfelf, might have no immorality in it. * So that
the Stoic could never have dreamt of man’s poffef-
fing his Virtue when he loft his innocence. Inftead
of {miling et his creator’s fentence, as empty threats,
he would then have perceived, that amidft the ca-
Jamities, to which ﬁ: was going to be expofed,
virtue would be no more fo uniformly practifed,
or with fuch perfeftion, as to make his happinefs
compleat ; yet that this did not hinder virtue from
being fill his duty, ftill felf-eligible, and the great-
eft good a reafonable nature can be capable of.

For want of knowing the Mefaic biftory of the

fall, the Stoics were indeed a little too felf-fufficient ;-
- otherwife-their fcheme of moralily was no ways -
confifient with that hiftory ; for it is by the .f{cddy

. prattice of virtue, that man muft recover, as faras
in. him lies, the happinefs he loft by deviating

from that principal of moral virtues, the obedi-
ence due to his benéficent creator. How little con- _
fiftent with that hiftory, or true in itfelf, our au-
thor’s fcheme of morality muft- be, who fuppofes
man to have retained his virtue, when he w-
ing‘i difobeyed the command of his God, is, I .
think, pretty apparent, He.feems to have given
us‘here an inftance of the juftnefs of an obfervation
_ of his own, p. 64. where he fays, * This is the
y¢_great danger of ufing words, even after we have
e ’ ¢ defined

&

the hature and obligations of virtaé. 10§

« defined them, in a fenfe different from their
« common one; that when we have found out
« confequernices, which are true, whilft the words,

"« gre ufed ih our own fenfe, we are very apt to

« think them true too in their more ufual accep-
« tation.” Now it may perhaps be true, that
Adam retained his virtue, in this author’s fenfe of
the term virtue : but whether this is agreeable to
the common notions of mankind, or whether (to
ufe his own words) * it wll be unfair to extend
« this confequence to Virtue, in the fenfe, which
< common ufe has given it,” let the judicious reader
judge: : = i
: And now I promife myfelf I fhall have his leave
to conclude, that the Effay on Virtue has neither
given us a juft account of what the nature of vir-
tue confifts in, nor affigned the true groundy of
our obligation to prattife’it, fince all internal mo-
tives are excluded.( Hé may remember, that I
have fhewn all the author’s arguments, againt any
obligation arifing from the cﬂgcntial difference and
relations of things, to be mere fophifms; and 1
perfuade myfelf, “that not a few will, by confulting
their own breafts, and their obfervations of nature,
agree with me, that in denying to mankind all
difinterefted benevolence, and to ‘the duties of reli-
gion or virtue any foundation but the profpest of
@ reward ; he highly injures and difhonours both.
This laft point I have greatly at heart, it feeming
to me effential to truevirtue, and AAncere religion, that
they ‘proceed from a confcioufnefs of what is fit and
right,and, on that account, acceptable to God. With-
out this, whatever good works may be done, or ex>.
ternal worfhip and obedience may be paid to the
governor of the world, they will never make a vir-
tuous or religious man. God certainly requires us to
alt from an internal principle, 1o approve things
that are excellent, Phil. i. 10. What elfe can be
meant by worthiping him iz fpirft and in truth,
S by
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by being fubject not only for wrath, but alfo for con-
Jeience fake ? Rom. Xiii. 5.

And now we are appealing to Scripture, it is
of importance to obferve, that in delivering par-
ticular precepts, the infpired writéxs frequently re-
fer us to the example of God, forgruing one another
even as God, for Chriff’s fake, bas forgiven you,

Eph. iv. 32. If God [0 loved us ;. we ought alfo to

dove one another, 1, St, John iv. 11. Or to the rea-
fon of the thing; Speak every one. truth with bis
zeighbour, for we are members one of another, Eph.
iv. 25. And this fufficiently fhews, that thofe
principles, which.the £/fzy moft ftrenuoufly labours
to exclude, the imitation of God, and the relations of
things, are true grounds of duty or obligation; tho'
enforced, as became 2 divine commiffion, by the
authority of God, and the fanctions of his laws.
Betor@ I take leave of Dr. Rutherforth, 1 would
defire him to obferve, that there is an infuperabic
difficulty attends the doftrine he is fo zealous to
eftablith 5 which I do not find has been obviated or
anfwered by any of thofe moralifts, who found all
obligation to the practicé of virtue, folely on the
promife of God to make us happy for it. I fup-
pofe it is agreed on all hands, that whatever part
of mankind have, in any ages of the world, lived
-under the law of nature, they were accountable to
God, and will be punithed at the laft jodgment

for' their immoralities, or their negleét” of moral

virtue. Now this certainly fuppofes them under
fome obligation to prattife it ; f‘c))r how can perfons
be accountable, or juftly punifhable, where there
is-no duty, no obligation incumbent upon them ?
Either therefore thefe authors muft conclude, that
thofe, who have known no other law but that of
nature, will #0¢ be punifhed at the laft judgment for
the moft immoral lives ; which is contrary to the
_general opinion of the Chriftian world, and leaves
the Heathens in a jafer condition than thofe, who
4 M
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have had the benefit of revelation. Or elfe they
muft allow, that duty arifes from ‘that perception,
which we have of the effential moral difference and
fitnefs of things,. that law, which God has written
inour beartsy They muft allow, that he expetts we
fhould attend to it, fhould confider it as flowing
from the nature of fuch beings as we are ; and con-
fequently the will of him, who gave us that nature.
Upon this principle, and upon this only, it may
be reafonably concluded, that Heathens, and even
Atheifts, are juftly punifhable for the negle@t of
moral virtue, But if, according to the principles
of the Effay, virtue was not their duty, for want of
knowing, that God defigned to make them happy
forit; I fee not how the author can do lefs than
fec them free from punifbment, for the negleét of
what, by his doftrine, they could not be under
any obligation to purfue. Or if, rather than yield
them -fuch an advantage, he will chufe the other
part of the dilemma, the publick may be willing
to accept fo ealy a refutation of his elaborate
Effay. '
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