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REMARIKS

-UPON AN

ESSAY

CONCERNING

Humane Underftanding.

SITR,
Am always beft pleas’d with that Philofophy:
~ and thofe Speculations, that have the fairelt
Afpe&t upon Morality and Religion, and fo
I know you are. You know alfo, that Prin-
ciples, not inconfiltent with thefe Sacred Things,
may yet fall thort, or lay no good Foundation
for the Proof of them. I fhou'd be very willing
to be convinc'd that the Principles of Humane On-
derflanding, as you have reprefented them in your
ingenious Eflay, are not of this Nature. I know
they are not {o intentionally 5 but according to
the beft Improvements that I can make of them,
l da not find that they will reach fo far, as to
A 2 give



(4)

give us a firm and full Bafis for Morality, the
certainty of Reveald Religion, and the Imwmortality of
the Soxl of Man. 1 fay, I do not find : for it does
not follow from thence, that the learned Author
cannot make better Dedultions from them than I
can, and extend them farther, and with mqre
Force. 1 know, and {ee by daily Experience, that
a Perfon that hath a particular Genius and In-
clination for fuch and fuch Principles, or fuch an
Art or Science, can carry it farther than another
that has not that Talent. If I had all the Tools
and Materials fit for making a good Watch, I
cowd not make it like an Artift : And therefore
I never judge of another Man’s Abilities by my
cwn, but by the Proof he gives of his Art and
Judgment.

Your general Principle of picking up all our
Knowledge from our five Senfes, I confels does not
{it eafily in my Thoughts, tho” you joyn Refletion
to help us. I think the illiterate part of Mankmd
(which is far the greateft part) muft have more
compendious ways to know iheir Duty, than by
long and obfoure Dedultions. But that is not
the Bufinefs of this Letter. My Intention, at prefent,
1s only to be informed how far all the Principles
- of that ingenious Effay taken rogether, will give
us a fure Foundacion for Morality, Revealed Religi-
on, and a futwre Life, As to Morality, we think
the great Foundation of it 1s, the Diftindtion of
Good and Evil, Virtue and Vice, Turpis & Ho-
nefti, as they are ufually call'd : And I do not find
that my Eyes, Ears, Noftrils, or any other outward
Senfes, make any Diltintion of thefe Things, as

they
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they do of Sounds, Colours, Scents, or other out-
ward Objelts 5 nor from any Idea’s taken in from
them, or from their Reports, am I conlcious that
I doconclude, or can conclude, that there is fuch
a Diftinction in the Nature of Things s or that it
confilts only in Pleafure and Pain, Conveniency
and Inconveniency. lallow that you may infer from
Obfervation and Reafon, that fuch a Diltinétion is
weful to Society and Governments: but fo the Poli-
titians fay,and that this is the only Bottom of Morali-
ty and Religion. Both Divines and Philofophers,
you know, make a more immutable and intrinfick
Diltin&tion, which s that I cannot make out from
your Principles. If this Diftin&tion be a Delufion
to us, ‘tis fuch a one as I cannot help or difco-
ver : This I am fure of, that the Diftinttion, fup-
pole of Gratitude and Ingratitude, Fidelity and
Infidelity, Juftice and Injuftice, and fuch others,
1s as {udden without any Ratiocination, and as
fenfible and piercing, as the difference I feel from
the Scent of a Rofe, and of Afla-feetida. 'Tis not
like 2 Theorem, which we come to know by the
help of precedent Demonftrations and Poftulatums,
but it rifes as quick as any of our Paffions, or as
Laughter at the fight of a ridiculous Accident or
Object. But [ will leave this to your farther Ex-
plication : And you having fignified, in feveral parts
of your Treatife, that you think Morality as ca-
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pable of Demonftration, as Mathematicks y this gives Pag. 514,

me reafon to fufpet that it is not the deficiency %a's'
of your Principles, but my own fhort-fightednefs, §. 5.

that makes me at a lofs, how to difcern that Evi-
dence, or make out that Demonftration, from your
Groands.
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You allow, I think, Moral Good and Evil to be
fuch antecedently to all Human Laws : bue you
fuppofe them to be fuch (if I underftand you
right) by the Divine Law. To know your Mind
farther, give me leave to ask , What is the Rea-
{fon or Ground of that Divine Law ? Whether the
Arbitrary Will of God, The good of Men, or
the ntrinfick Nature of the Things themfelves
[t T knew upon which of thefe three Grounds you
wou'd build your Demonftration uf Morality, I
could better make a Judgment of it. You féem
(p- 192. §. 5.) to refolve all into the Will and
Power of the Law-Maker: But has the Will of
the Law-Maker no Rule to go by: And is not
that which is a Rule to his Will, "a Rule al(s to
ours, and indeed the Original Rule >—But [ can
proceed in this no fariher ‘till 1 fee more ially
- what your Notion of Morality is, and in what
Method you purfue it to a Demoaftration.

As to Revealed Religion, my Difficulty is only

this, how it can be prov'd from your Principles,

that the Author of the Revelation is Feracious.
The Truth of the Revelation, you know, depends
npon the Veracity of the Revealer, and this I
think our outward Senfes cannot tell us, nor an

reflection upon their Idea’s. You will fay poffibly,
- that Miracles and the completion of Prophefies,
are {enfible Effetts which accompany the Revela-
tion 5 and from thefe we infer that the Author of
them and ir, is powerful and knowing. [ allow
the Inference fo far as it gaes, but how do we
know from thefe Effetts, That Being to be Vera-

cious
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cious as well as Powerful and Knowing ? Iean
Veracious in all things propos’d to usin this
way, and in all the Parts and Promifes of the
Revelation.

To confider and propofe this Matter more at
large, *Tis not enough (as I judge) for our fa-
tisfga&ion, and to eftablith the certainty of Re-
veal'd Religion, that we know the Phyfical or
Metaphyfical Attributes of the Divine Nature: we
mult alfo know its Moral Attributes, as I may {o call
them 3 fuch as Goodnefs, Juftice, Holine(s, and par-
ticularly Veracity. Now, thefe [ am not able to
deduce or make out from your Principles. You
have prov'd very well an Eternal, All-powerful,
and All-knowing-Being : but how this fupreme
Being will treat us, we canunot be aflur'd from
thefe Attributes. 1f you iy we know that by
Revelation, then the Queftion returns, How do
we know the Truth of that Revelation ? We muft
not take it from the Report of that Revelation
it felf, for then wearguc in a Circle: And it muft
be colleGted from {ome otner Attributes, than the
bare Power and Knowledge of the Revealer,

If you fay Veracity 1s a Perfeltion, and con-
fequently muaft belong to the Nature of God: 1
think (0 too according to my Principles: but [ do
not find that yon make ufe of that Argument,
nor do 1 remember, amongft thofe many Idea’s
and Significations of Words, which you have fta-
ted and defin’d, that you have aay where told us
what Perfedfiorn is 5 what.its Idea or Definuion.
If ic be from this Head tléat you wou'd dedu;e

2 the
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the Veracity of God, 'tis neceflary you thou’d tell
us what is to be underftood by Perfefion in your

Way : how it is deriv'd from the Senfes, and how
1t includes Veracity.

Where you mention the perfedtions of God,
you take no Notice of Veracity. And in that
long Catalogue of Idea’s, you have given an Ac-
count of, I'do not perceive, as I faid before, that you
have any where told us what is the Idea of Per-
feftion, what it contains, or how it is formed :
though it be a Name and Notion generally re-
cetvd,and of more Importance than many of thofe
Idea’s you have fo curioufly anatomiz’d.” And to
add that in the laft place, not only the Truth of
Revelation, but alfo of our Faculties in other
Things, depends upon the Varacty of their Author.

The Immortality of the Soul, was a third Thing
which T cou'd not clear to my felf, upon your
Principles.  You fuppofe that the Soul may
be fometimes abfolately without thoughts of one
kind or other 5 and alfo that God may, if he pleafes,
(for any thing we know by the Light of Natute)
give, or have given to fome Syftems of Mat-
ter, a Power to conceive and think. Upon thefe
two Suppohitions, 1 cow’d not make out any
certain proof of the immortality of the Soul, and
am apt to think it cannot be done.

As to the Firlt : T wonder how you can obferve
that your Soul fometimes does not think 5 for when
you do obferve it, you think. If 2 man coud
think and not think at the fame time, he might

be
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be able to make this Obfervation. But how{oe-
ver that be, 1 do not underftand how the Soul,
if fhe be at any time utterly withour Thoughts,
what it is that produces the firft Thought again,
at the end of that unthinking Interval. You fay
Matter cannot produce a Thought 5 and you fay
an unthinking Subftance cannot produce 2 Though:t:
and 1 know nothing in ( unthinking ) Man, but
one of thefe two. What 1s it then that lights the
Candle again, when it is put out? Befides, I am
utterly at alofs how to frame any Idea of a dead
Soul, or of a Spirit without Life or Thoughts,
What s the Soul when fhe does not think ? what
Idea or Definition can you give of her in that State?
(he muft be actually {fomething if {he exift. She
muft then have {ome Properties whereby (he may
be defin’'d or defcrib'd 5 fomething whereby fhe 1s
diftinguifh'd from Nothing, and from Matter. Then
after all, What Security can we have upon this Sup-
pofition, that we {hall not fall into this Sleep at
Death ? and fo continue without Life or Thought ?
And bare being 1s but the immortality of a fencelefs
Stone. You think alfo whichis more furprifing, that
Angels fleep by fits. If Angels have Bodies, there may
be fome pretence for this : but if they have no Bo-
dies, they can have no Fumes or Vapors that
caufc Sleep, nor any waft of Spirits to be recrui-
ted. Befides, according to your Opinion we know
nothing of Angels but by Revelation, and where
does that Revelation tell you that thefe adive
Spirits tleep or {lumber > or dream, as you and
I do fometimes. And after all, the common Dif-

ficulty {till returns 5 How they awake, and how
C they
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they pafs from their unthinking State, to a thinking
State again ; which is always to be confiderd.
You compare Cogitation in a Spirit, to Motion
in a Body, and fo Ceflation from Thought in a
Spirit, muft an{wer to Reft in a Body. Now,
when a Body is 1n Reft, there muft be fome
Caufe to put it into Motions I enquire therefore
what that Caufe 15, which in the quietifin of a
Spirit ( Humane or Angelical) or State of Non-
cogitation, brings it to Thoughts again.

But whatfoever you fancy concerning the Sleep
of Angels, or of the Soul, 1 am fatisty’d that i¢
1s no f{ufficient Argument to prove that we have
no Thoughts in our Sleep, becaufe we do not al-
ways remember them 3 for the fame thing happens
to us often when weare awake. If we fhou'd
obferve Pythagoras his Rule, to call vur felves to
an account every Evening, for the Aftions and
Thoughts of that Day, 1 believe we fhou'd find
many vacant Spaces within the compafs of a Day,
which we cou'd not fill up with Thoughts, nor
call to mind what we did or musd upon every
Minute or Hour. Many fleeting Thoughts pafs
through the Soul without Obfervation, and leave
no Trace or 1dea behind them ; and accordingly
we forget fometimes in a trice what we had
done jult before. I'm fure in one Inftance this
often happens to me, I often go to wind up my
Watch again, when 1 had wound it up not ten
Minutes before. And the fame thing may be ob-
(erv’d in many other Inftances. Nay, even in
Matters of immediate fenfation, we fometimes do

not
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not pcrceive that which plainly 1s expos'd to our
Senfes 3 we overlook a thing that lies before our
Eyes, and we feck for that which we hold in
our Hands. What does not {trike us with fome
Brisknefs, we little mind when prefent, and lefs
remember when paft and abfent. If while we arc
awake thefe things happen to us, methinks it can-
not be expelted, that we thou’d attend and re-
member all our {leepy Thoughts, when the Im.
preflions are more dull and faint: The Thoughts
wandring, fortuitous, and commonly inconneéted
one with another. When the Impreflions happen
to be {trong, fo as to excite Pain, or Pleafure, or
any Paflion, we remember them, and many times
they awake us. But if they are weak, as general-
ly they are in Sleep, we think no more of them.
Buat yet it often happens that next Day, or fome
Days after, fome Accident or Difcour{e brings to
our Mind f{uch a Dream 3 which, without that
Occafion, wou’d have quite {lipt our Memory,
and wou’d never have been recalld or thought
of again. This fhews that we maydream of ma-
ny things that we do not remember, without
fome particalar Occafion. The Brain in Sleep is
moift, fomething like that of Infants or Children:
And you wou'd put a Child to 2 hard Task, to
tell you at Night, all that had pafs'd that Day in
his Play or his Talk, and much more in his
Thoughts. So Ifhould think you a hard Task-
Mafter, if you fhou'd put us to count to you all
the childith Thoughts we had tn the filent Night,
and in a found Sleep.

C 2 But
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But to return to the Soul and its Immortali-
ty, which is our great Concern. Whether the
Soul be, or be not, a diftint Subftance from the
Body, I do not perceive that her Immortality can
be prov'd by your Principles. If the be not di-
{tint from the Matter of the Body, when that is
corrupted and diflolv’d, tis manifeft (he muft be
difiolvid alfo. And if fhe be a Subftance, di-
{tin& from Matter, however you fay fhe is fome-
times without Thoughts, or any manner of Operati-
on; why then may fhe not be fo ("according to
this Doltrine) after Death, thoughtlefs and fence-
lefs, and {o without Life ? 'Tis fome comfort in-
deed that we fhall at length return to Life at
the Refurrettion: but I know not how you ex-
plain that 5 nor how far you allow us to be the
Jame Men, and the fame Perfons thenthat we are
now : If cur Bodies be chang’d, from what they
are now, both as to Particles, Shape and Confi-
{tency : Unlefs, I fay you will allow the fame Soul,
with the fame Habits and Difpofitions, to be the
{fame Man, the fame Perfon, whether its Body be
the fame or no, I know not how you conceive
the Refurretion. But I confefs I do not under-
{tand what that Difcourfe about the Identity or
Non-identity of the fame Man, f{leeping and
waking, and about Caftor and Pollux, what I fay,
1t aims at and tends to. You feem to be very
nice and {chiolaftick, about the Notions of Homo-
neity, as I may fo fay ; Perfonality, and indivi-
dual Identity or Non-identity : but not feeing

what
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what that Difcourfe drives at, I fay no more of
it till 1 have farther Light.

I proceed now to the fecond Suppofition, which
I think weakens the Proof of the Immortality of
the Soul : when youfay God may give and may
have given, for any thing we know, a thinking
Power to Matter, or Perception and Cogitation
to fome Syftemes of Matter. If this may be done,
How do we know that it i3 not done? or that
our Scul 1s not Matter ? If Matter be capable of
fuch a Power, [ donot fee why it fhou’d not have
it, that every thing may be improv'd according
to 1ts beft Capacities. And by this means, thac
Order of Beings, which we call Spirits, wou'd be
fuperfluous, feeing Matter alone may perform all
their Operations. That a Spirit of higher or lower
Degree, may think in Matter, all will grant : but
that Cogitation fhou’'d be a Property or Modifi-
cation of Matter it felf, that is to me unconceivea-
ble. Ican conceive nothing in Matter (at prefent)
nor any other finite Being, but Subftance, Modes,
or Relations 3 and how Cogitation, or vis Cogi-
tans, thou'd be (in Matter) any cf thefe, I can-
not apprehend, according to the Idea 1 have, ei-
ther of Macter or Cogitation,

But there 1s ftill a farther Doubt or Difficul-

-ty in this Cafe, even as to the Nature of God

and his Immateriality. I’m afraid the Materia-
lifts will profit too much from that Notion or
Conceflion, that Matter may think : For, fay they,
if Matter be capable of thinking, it may havle

D Will
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Will and Underftanding, and any other Faculty
of a thinking Subftance, and in any Degree of
{piritnal Perfetion, and confequently may be God 3
at leaft we have a fair Chance for it 5 what it is
capable of, it may have fatally, or it may be con-
nate for any thing we know 5 there being no
Contradiction in the Cafe. You feem to think
that Matter is as truly capable of Cogitation, as
of Notion : and if one be connate, as we think
it may be, the other may be {o alfo.

They will furtaer argue with you thus. You
{ay you have no ldea of the Subftance of Mat-
ter, nor know what Properties may flow from
it : you do not know then, whether it includes
Cogitation, or excludes it ¢ So we have, fay they,
again a fair Chance for it, feeing you acknow-
ledge that we have no ldea of the Subftance of
Matter that excludes Cogitation, and confequent-
ly the fupreme Cogitant-Being may be Matter,
for any thing we know.

Upon the whole, as you feem to acknowledge
that your Proof of the Immateriality of the Soul,
does amount no higher than Probability 5 {o I’m
afraid your Proof of the Immateriality of God,
or any Proof that can be deduc’d from your prin-
ciples, will rife no higher than Probability. Tho’
I think you fome where fay, that you have de-
monftrated that God 7 immaterial. 1 heartily
wilh it, and that the Doubts I have {uggefted on-

ly to provoke a clearer Proof, may be cffeftual-
ly fatisfy’d.
Sir,
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Sir, Thefe are fome of thofe Refle®tions I made
in reading your learned Treatife, and if 1 have
miftaken or milreprefented your mind in any
thing, ’tis, I'll aflure you, not willingly, nor for
want of Refpelt to the Author,

SIR,

Memorandum, I slway:
cite the Third Edition,

Your moft Humble Servans.

FINIS.




