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SECOND
REMAIRKS
ESSAY

Humane Underftanding,

Ina Lerrer addrefs'd to the Author.

S IR,

T the End of your Reply to the
Lord Bifhop of Worcefter, 1 have
met with your Anfwer, as you are

pleas'd to call ir, to my fhort Re-
marks ypon your Effay, and am very much
furpriz’d to find it writ in fuch an angry Style,
and with {uch undeflerved and ill- grounded Re-
fleCtions. I writ to you with Civilicy and Re-
{pe&t, and I dare appeal to any Gentleman, if
there be any thing unbecoming or provoking

n




(2)
in the Style or Expreflions of my Letter. If
you made a falfe Surmife to your felf, thar a
Storm was coming, as you phrafe it, and 2 Des
fign hatching to run down your Book ; As
there is no Storm, I'm fure, in my Letter, but
every Line calm and peaceable, fo I proteft I
never heard of any fuch Defign, never had

Communication with any, about the confuting

or oppofing your Book: And asto thefe Two
{hort Papers of Remarks, ’Tis more than I

krow if any Perfon in the World (befides my
{elf) knows me to be the Writer of them. So
far was [ from defigning any thing by them
but my own Satisfaction, and to know the trye
State of Your Principles, that I might the bet-
ter judge of their Truth, and of their Confe-
quences. And whereas you (ay, If it was for
my own Information, what need of putting my Doubts
in Print 2 | thought that the beft way, thac your
Anfwer might give Satisfaion to others (as
well as to me) who probably might have the
{ame or like Scruples. And as to your felf, I
thought I had done you a Kindnefs, by giving
you an Opportunity of explaining or vindica-
ting fome of your Principles, which were like-
ly, I thought, to fall under the Cenfure of In.
quifitive Perfons.  Then, as to the Crime of
concealing my Name, which is another thing

objected,

(3)

objected, I think, of all Men I know, Mr. Lock
had the leaft Reafon to make that Criminal,
He, who hath writ fo many Books without faut-
ting his Name to them, and {ome in confuta-
tion of the Principles of other Men.
Turpe eft Cenfori, cam——

But you have invented a ftrange Reafon for

my concealing my Name, with a black Accu.

fation contain’d in it, In thefe Words: I cannot Anfw. p. 3.

much blame bim in another refpec¥, for concealing his
Name. For, I think, any one who appears among/t
Chriftians, may be well afham'd of his Name, when
be raifes [uch a Doubt as this, viz. Whether an inf.
nitely Powerful and Wife Being, be Veracious or no?
unlefs Falfhood be in [uch reputation with this Gen-
tleman, that he concludes Lying to be no Mark of
Weakne[s and Folly. This Infinuation is the more
inexcufable, becaufe to bring it in, you have
mifreprefented and perverted the Senfe of the
Author. The Queftion there is not, Whether
God be Veracious ¢ but, Whether, according to
your Principles, he can be prov'd to be fo:?
‘The Reflection which falls upon your Princi.
ples onely, you would have thrown upon God,
and very unjuftly fuppofe thac the Remarker
calls in queftion the Divine Veracity, whereas
he onely calls in queftion the Truth of your
Principles : which, 1 think, is a very different

B 2 thing
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thing from the Divine Veracity, In the Pages
you cite, the Remarker fays, Peracity, according
to His Principles, may be prov’d to belong ta
the Divine Nature, as being a Perfection 3 buc
tells you at the fame time, that you make no
ufe of that Argument, nar vouchfafe to give us
any Account or Idea of Perfection, tha’ you do
of many other Terms and Notions of lefs im-
portance. You may fee by this, that Falfhood
and Lying (as your grofs Words are) are nat in
reputation with this Gentleman, f{ecing he loaks
upon them as Iuperfetbions inconfiftent with the
Divine Nature. Now let every impartial Reader
judge, whether there is lefs of the Chriftian in
the firft Objeé&ion, or in the pretended Anfwer ;
and whether of thefe two Perfons hath more

reafon to be afhamed. You add in the fame

Place, that you have more than once fpoke of the
Goodnefs of God, another Evidence of his Veraci-
ty. Beit fa; Butwhere have you provd the Di-
vine Goadnefs ¢ Or how can it be prov’d, from
your Principles 2 The Queftion is not, as] rold
vou befare, Whether God be Goed and Veraci-
ous, &¢. nor whether you think fo, (for I do not
enter into your Thoughts) but onely, Whether
you have provd thefe Attributes, or laid dawn

apy Principles by which they may be prov'd.
Next, you proceed to what concerns the Ma-
the-

(5)

thematical Demonfbration of Morality : where 1 de-

fired to know how it could be tfounded on your
Principles. In anfwer to this, you tell me, my
Judgment does not feem of that Confequence, that
any one [hould be in hafte to gratifie my Impatience.
Sir, 1 did not prefume to defire to know the
full Syftems of your Morality,but the Bafis up-
on which you would build ic: And you having
declar'd more than once, That from Grounds and
Principles 1aid down in your Book, Moraliry
might be Mathematically demonftrated, 1 thought it
would give no offence to enquire which Ground
or Principle you pitcht upon for your Foundati-
on. 1thoughr, 1fay, That would have given na
offence, efpecially feeing I was willing to {up-
pole, That “twas nat the deficiency of your Princi
ples, but my own [hort-fightednefs, that made me at
a bofs, Buv however, if this Enquiry, how mo-
deftly (oever proposd, be look'd upon by yau
as prefumptuous, I beg your Pardon, it thac
will (adisfie at prefent ; And we {hall have oc-
cafion hercafier to fpeak more at large con-
cerning the Grounds of Morality ; where, tho’ you
be {o referv'd in declaring yours, I {hall not be
{o in declaring minc.

After this, you make a Remark upon what
I had (aid concerning the Knowledge of our

Duty, and concerning the Grounds of the Di-
vine

Pag. 4.

Remarks,
|
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vine Law : And you exprefs it in thefe Words ;
And fince he thinks the illiterate part of Mankind

(which is the greateft) muft have a more compendi

~ous way to know their Duty, than by long Deduéti.

ons, (you fhould have faid, long and obfcure
Deductions, it you had truly taken the Words
of the Author) He may do well to confider, whe-
ther it were for their [akes be publyfl’d” this Que-
Jhon, viz, What s the Reafon and Ground of the
Divine Law 2 I fuppofe thisis mentioned as con.
taining  fomething inconfiftent or incongru.
ous; but I fee no fuch thing in the Words ci-
ted. May not the illiterate parc of Mankind
know their Duty by Natural Confcience, and
the Revealed Law of God, and yet that D:-
Vine Law have a Reafon or Ground ? 1 can fee no
incerfering in this, nor any Incongruity.

But this is a gentle Reprimand or (intended)
Reflexion upon me, in comparifon of the
next, which flies as high as the imputation of
Malice and Ignorance; in thefe Words: 4 Man
that infinuates, as be does, as if 1 held, that the di-

Jhnction of Vertue and Vice was to be picked up by

our Eyes, our Ears, or our Noftrils, fhews fo much
Ienorance, or fo much Malice, that be deferves no
other Anfwer but Pity. Malice and Ignorance!
Thele are fuch vulgar Topicks of Railing
amorgft angry and ill-bred Writers, that me-

thinks
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thinks it fhould be below the Genius of a Gen-
tleman and a Philofopher, to make ufe of
them. Do you find thefe hard Words in the
Writing you criticize ? [ know that is no Rule
to you ; but however, the World will confider
thele things (whether you will or no) to judge
of the Temper of a Perfon, who treats another
at this rate, that us'd him with Refpect, and in
civil Language. But let us confider the Mar-
ter it {elf.

You call this an Iifimuation of mine, not a
thing direGtly expreft; and you have reafon
for this diminution of it: But this allo will
make it more difficule to find out the particu-
lar Paffage you underftand here. The furlt
Paffage in the Paragraph to which I fuppole
you refer, is this: Jour general Principle of pick-
mg up all our Knowledge from our Five Senfes,
1 confefs, does not fit eafily in my Thoughts, tho' you
join Reflexion to help us. Now if this be the
Sentence you mean, furely you ought not to
have omitted Reflexion, and to have charg'd this
only upon the Five Senfes, which you (ee 1 do
not. There is another Sentence in the {ame
Paragraph, which poflibly you may refer to;
and s this: As z0 Morality, we think the great
Foundation of it is, The Diftinftion of Good and
Evil, Vertue and Vice, Turpis & Honelts, as they

are
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are wfually calld: and 1 do not find that my Byes
Ears, Noftrils, or any other outward Senfe, make an;
Diftinttion of thefe Things, as they do of Sounds
Colours, Scents, and other outward Objelts ; nor ﬂon;
any dea taken in from them or from their Reports
am 1 confcious that I do or can conclude, that tber;
is fuch a Diftinttion in the Nature of Things. In
thefe two Paflages I thought 1 had raken in
enough to comprehend your Senfation and Re-
flexion, which you make the Principles of all
our Knowledge, Natural or Moral, and confe-

quently of the Diftin¢tion of Good and Evil,

Vertue and Vice. But we fhall fee further in-
to this Matter, and into your Senfe, when you
have further explain’d your Moral Notions, and
let us fee what you make Vertue and Vice, Good
and Evil to be, according to your way. ’

But I muft not forget to {peak a few Words
to the Charge it {elt, Malice and Iznorance. Ma-
lice 1s againft a Perfon: Now God knows, I
ncver had either Malice or Envy againft yo,ur
Perfon: And wholoever reads that Paper of
Remarks, 1 believe, will think {o; for “tis writ
n a courteous Style, and with favourable Ex-
preflions to you, from frft to laft. As to the
Impucation of Ignorance, I am not fo much
concernd to clear my felf in that Point, If je
be my Ignorance in general thar you pity, I

acknowlcdgc
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acknowledge your Kindnefs, and own your
Picy well plact: But if it be my Ignorance of
your Principles that you pity, as it {eems to be,
That may be a Weaknefs in me, I confefs, but
I hope no mortal Sin, nor any thing that re-
quires much pity. But however, if you pity
my Jgnorance of your Principles, and yet will
not inftrut me in them, nor help me when I
beg your Charity, thac Pity is but a Mock-pity,
and deferves no Thanks.

Now we come to the laft Head of Inquiries
you are pleas'd to take notice of, The Immortality Pag. 5, ¢.
;f the Soul. And for a Proof of this, you re-
er me (whether ludicroufly and farcaftically,
or no, you beft know) to the Lord Bilhop of
Worcefter's Arguments, taken from your Princi-
ples. Then you add, But if that will not  ferve
bis turn, I will tell bim a Principle of mine that will
clear it to bim ; and that is, The Revelation of Life
and Immortality by Fefus Chrift through the Gofpel.
I write it Immortality, for fo I know it was in-
tended ; tho’, by an unlucky {lip of the Prefs,
'tis printed there Inmorality. “Lhe Revelation
of the Gofpel is no doubt an happy Confir-
mation of the Immortality of the Soul; but

~we are fpeaking of Proofs to be made by the

Light of Nature, and particularly by the Prin-

ciples of Humane Underftanding, as you have
C repre-
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rc}Prefented them. And before you make ufe
of Revelation in this Point, you fhould refolve
the other Point objected to you, viz, How you
can prove the Truch of Revealed Religion, ac-
cording to your Principles.

Sir, 1 have now done with your Anfwer, as
you call it; but I can find neither Anfwer nor
Explication in it to thofe Doubts I propofed.
You may have fome particular Reafons for
that, which you beft know: But 1 know no
good Reafon you can have for writing in fuch
2 {nappifh and peevith way. If you affect
the Character of a Captious Difputant, I do
not envy it you, I think you have taken the
ready way to gain it, by your way of Writing,
both here and elfewhere.  If you have been fo
treated by other Pens, as to make you angry
and out of humour, you ought not to take
your Revenge, or eale your Spleen upon an in-
offenfive Pen : And you will be lefs pitied,
when roughly handled by others, if you treat
them rudely that treated you civilly. “There is
nothing, ’'m fure, in my Words or Exprefli-
ons that could offend you: It muft be in the
Senfe, by touching, it may be, upon fome ten-
der Parces of your Effay, that would not bear
prefling without giving Pain. If you concluded
with your felf, that the Writer of thofe Re-

marks

(1)

marks was fome mean contemptible Thing,
with whom you were not bound to obferve the
Meafures of common Civility ; yet methinks,
even in that Cafe, it had been better to have
wholly negle¢ted a Perfon of whom you had
fuch an Idea, than to have given an Anfwer
without giving any Satisfaction to his Doubts,
or any Vindication of your Principles.

As to the Storm you fpeak of, preparing
aganft you, | know nothing of it, as | told
you before ; yet I can blame none that defire
fuch Principles of Humane Under ftanding as may
give them Proofs and Security againft fuch a
Syftem as this, Cogitant Matter, a Mortal Soul,
a Manichean God (or 2 God without Moral
Attributes, ) and an Arbitrary Law of Good
and Evil. How far your Principles are con-
cern’d in thefe Things, or lead to Scepticiim in
thefe and other material Poins, is left to your
Confideration. This however I know, The
ready way to prevent any fuch Storm, is to give
fuch a plain Explication of your Principles,
without Art or Chicane, as may cure and re-
move any Fears of this Nature.

After all, notwithftanding this imperfe& and
angry Anfwer, I will not be difcourag'd from
{olliciting once more a further Explication of
your Principles upon the Three grand Points,

C 2 The
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The Tmmortality of the Soul, Natural Religion, and
Reveal’d Religim. And whereas you feem to
fay, Thofe that do not like your Principles, or
think them falle or defe&ive, let them find
out better : We cannot tell how good or how
bad, how full or defe¢tive your Principles are,
till we know the true State of them, and their
Conlequences, in reference to Moral Things :
And for that reafon we defire a further Expla-
nation of them upon thofe Heads.

I am apt to believe, many of your Readers,
if not the generality, do not fo far underftand
“your Principles, as to fee what Confequences
they draw after them ; and poflibly you did
not refle€t upon it your felf. Your Readers
may eafily be amus'd in 2 Multitude of Names
and Notions, and Signs of Notions: They’re
led into 2 Wood of Ideas (Simple and Com-
plex, and Complex-collective ; Abfolute, Rela-
tive, Real, or Phantaftical, ¢c.) and there they
are loft; pleafantly indeed, amongft Lighes
and Shades, and many prerty Landskips ; buc

they know not where they are, nor fee to the

end of the Wood. You know what Philofo-
phers (Ancient or Modern) your Principles are
{aid to imitate ; but I do not defire to make
ufe of Names, one way or other, but to argue
cvery thing fairly and upon the [quare, as far

as
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as Reafon will go. And let thofe that are un-
concern’'d and impartial; judge what is fairly
objected, what fairly anfwer'd, and what not.
But if in thefe things, which concern Religion
and Morality, you will give us no further
Light or An{wer, I may reafonably conclude,
that 1 have not miftaken your Senfe, and that I
have truly calculated the Elevation of thofe
Principles. Wherein, notwithftanding, 1 fhall
be always willing and defirous to be fet right,
if I have committed any Errour. But let us
proceed to the Matters under debate.

As to the Immortality of the Soul, In your An- Pag.74, 75.

{wer to the Lord Bifhop of Worcefter, you ac-
knowledge the Deficiency or Limitation of
your Principles as to the Proof of its Immate-
riality: buc however, you do not freely tell us,
what you make the Soul to be,  You fay in-
deed, tis a Thinking Subftance ; but fo you fay
Matter may be made, for any thing you know.
Then the Soul may be Mortal, for any thing
you know, or any thing we know, by your Prin-
ciples. Do you think the Soul to be a perma-
nent Subftance, diftinét from the Body: or a
Modification or Power of the Body 2 or Life
onely 2 or a certain Influence from without,
aling in Matter fo and fo qualihed, or in {uch
and fuch Syftems 2 Which Difpoficions or Sy-

{tems,
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ftems, when they come to be diffolved or de-
{troy’d, that Power ceafes to a& theres either
perithing, as a Flame when the Fewel is fpent ;
or returning to its Fountain, what{oever it was,
‘This Notion feems to me to fuit beft to the
general Air of your Difcourfe about the Soul,
and with feveral particular Paffages relating to
it. As when you make Cogitation in us to be
like Motion in Matter, which receives its Moti-
on from external Impreffion. And when you
[peak about the Sleep of the Soul, or the Sufpen-
fion of Cogitation when we fleep ; the Body
not being then receptive of the Thinking Influ-
ence. You fay, the Soul hath no Extenfion,
nor, at certain Fits,any Cogitation : What can
the Soul be then, but a certain Power adting in
the Body, when the Body is prepar’d for the
exercife of it, and ceafing to a& when the Bo-
dy is indifpofed 2 But whether that be a Supe-
riour Divine Power, diftinét from Matter, as a
vis movens ; or a Power faftned, 1 know not how,
to the Body, or upon fuch and fuch Syftems ot
Matter : Whether, I fay, of thefe two Suppofi-
tions better agrees with your Doétrine, | cannot
certainly tell ; but either of them deftroys the
Immortality of the Soul, upon the Diffolution

of the Body.

Further-

(15)

Furthermore, this feems to be the Suppofiti-

on you go upon, when you queftion, whether p.44, 45. &
) Lib.2.c 27.

a Man waking and (leeping (without Thoughts
be the fame Man. It there be ftill] fleeping or
waking, the {ame Soul, the fame permanent Sub-

ftance, 1 fee no room for that Queftion or Doubt

which you make ; and your making of i,
would induce one to believe, thac it is a Difh-
culty that arifes to you particularly, and upon
that Principle, That the Soul of Man is not a
permanent and diftinét Subflance, but an extrinfick
or intrinfick Power, that aéts or is fufpended
according to the Difpofitions or Indifpofitions

of the Body. Accordingly, I do not fee by

your Difcourfe, how St. Peter, {uppole, at the pag. 150,
Reflurrection, will be the {fame Man, unlefs he ¢ ¢

have the fame Body, or the fame Organization
of Parts; tho” his Soul be the (ame, with the
fame Difpofitions and Habits: Nor how our
Saviour, now in Heaven, is the {fame Man that
was crucified at Jerufalem ; or that He that was
crucified at Jerufalem, is the fame Man that will
come again to judge the Quick and the Dead.
But I do not love to walk in the dack, and
therefore I refer thefe things to your further
Explication, if you fo pleale. Your Doérine
of the Sou! feems to me obfcure and ambigu-
ous: Men write, I think, to be underftood é
an
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and 1 hope 1 may, without offence, ufe the fame
Sentence to you, which you have ufed to
others, Si nonvis mtelligi, debes negligi. Howe-
ver if you pleafe to let us into the Secret, if
there be a Secret, I {hall make no other ufe of

it than to give ita fair and free Examination.
| proceed now to another Difhiculty in your
Doérine of the Soul, which I mentioned for-
merly, You think the Soul, when we are
afleep, is without any Thoughts or Percepti-
?ns. | am i;cill a; a lofs, 1 confefs, how to
rame any ldea of a thoughtlefs, fenfelefs, life-
lefs Soul. This Carcafe 0% a/So£ f[ [cam{ot
underftand : If it neither have Cogitation,
nor Extenfion, as you {uppofe, what Being or
manner of Being it hath, I am not able to
comprehend. It muft be 2 Subftance, and a
particular finite Subftance, and yer without
any Mode.  If you fay you have no Idea of
it, why then do you affirm or introduce a
new and unintelligible State of the Soul, where-
of neither you, nor others, can have any Con-
ception? However, you ought to tell us, how
you bring the Soul out of this unintelligible
State. What Caufe can you affign able to
produce the firft Thought at the end of this
Sleep and Silence, in a total Ecclipfe and inter-
miflion of Thinking? Upon your Suppoficion,
That

(17)

That all our Thoughts perifh in found Sleep,
and all Cogitation is extinét, we feem to have
a new Soul every Morning. If a Flame be
extin@, the {ame cannot return, but a new one
may be made. If a Body ceale to move, and
come to perfect reft, the Motion it had cannoc
be reftord, but a new Motion may be pro-
duc’d. If all Cogitation be extinct, all our
Ideas are extinét, {o far as they are Cogitations,
and feated in the Soul : So we muit have them
new impreft; we are, as it were, new born,
and begin the World again. If you fay, the
Ideas remain in the Soul, in that State of Si-
lence and Infenfibility, and need only 2 new
Excitation ; Why then, {ay I, may not Infants
have innate Ideas (which you {o much oppole)
that want oaly Objeéts and Occafions to excite
and actuate them, with a fic difpofition of the
Brain 2

Sir, I am forry my Apprehenfion fhould be
fo flow, or your Docrine about the Soul lo
{haded and coverd, that I cannot, without
further Light, come to know your Meaning ;
or, which | moft delire, fee how it is confiftent
with Reafon and Nature. To gratifie your
Readers with a clearer Explanation of your
Principles in this Particular, feems to be a Debe

due to them, which I {hall take however as an
D Obligation :
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Obligation : But if you be otherwife minded,
for Reafons beft known to your felf, I fhall ufe
no further Entreaty or Importunity.

Another Head wherein 1 defird your further
Explication, was in reference to Reveal'd Reli-
gion 3 that we may fee what Ground we can
have upon your Principles for the Certainty of
it. 1t we cannot in your way be aflurd of
the Immortality of the Soul by the Light of
Nature, or by Revelation, you leave us no
certain way to know it. Now if you do not
make that Revelation certain in it felf, it can-
not make us certain of any thing. You feem
therefore the more oblig'd to give good Proof
of the Certainty of Reveal’d Religion, by how
much you make the Aflurance o% our Immor-
tality to depend upon its Teftimony. [ told
you formerly, why I thought your Principles
would not reach to the Proof of a Certainty
in Reveal’d Religion ; namely, becaufe they do
not prove, nor give us Grounds whereupon we
may prove the Moral Attributes of God ; upon
which, and not upon Infinite Power and Know-
ledge only, depends the Satisfaction and Affu-
rance we have of the Truth of a Revelation.
‘The Divine Peracity is the particular Arttribuce
upon which it mainly depends; and that we
think may be prov'd from the Divine Perfe&ti

on.
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on: But you have given us no Idea of Perfe.
éhon, unlels you refolve it into Power ; where-
of indeed you have given a large Account, but
that will not reach and decide the Cale in que-
ftion. However, 1 will wait your Pleafure and
Leifure, to fee if you are minded to give us
any more Inftruttion in this Particular. The
truth is, There is a Paffage in your late Reply
to the Bifhop of Worcelter, (p. 95, 96.) which
would incline one to believe, That you think
there is no Certainty in Reveal'd Religion, fee-
ing you do not allow the Certainty of Faith, but
look upon that Expreffion as Jargon, or next
to Nonfenfe. To talk of the Certanty of Faith,
{ay you, feems all one to me, as to talk of the
Knowledge of Believing: A way of [peaking not
eafic to me to underftand.  Faith, methinks, muft
either be Certain or Uncertain; and if you re-
fufe the one, you muft take the other. But
this, I fuppofe, with what follows there, will
fall under the Examination and Cenfure of a
better Pen : 1 will therefore init no more
upon It.

I proceed now to the Third Head, That of
Natural Religion and Morality. This you think
is demonftrable from your Principles, Mathe-
matically demonftrable. 'This indeed would be

an happy Performance, and of great ufe to
PEy D 2 Mankind.
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Mankind. But I cannot difcern from what
fure Foundation, or in what Method you can
make out this Demonftration. If you make
Natural Religion and Morality to depend up-
on Future Rewards and Punifhments, as I think
you do, then they muft depend upon the ba-
mortality of the Soul ; And if they depend upon
That, and that be only Probable by the Light of
Nature, then neither can the other by the Lighe
of Mature be Mathematically demonftrable.
I {hould argue thus, If Morality ftands upon
Future Punithments and Rewards, and Future
Punifhments and Rewards ftand upon the Im-
mortality of the Soul, and the Immortalicy of
the Soul be only Probable, then Morality can-
not be Mathematically demonftrable.  This is
fomething like your Indian Comparifon. If the
Earth {tand upon an Elephant, and the Ele-
phant upon a Tortoife, then what fupports
the Tortoife ?

Thus far we are clear; There ought not,
I'm lure, be more in the Concluficn, than was
in the Piemiles.  You allow, 1think, a Law
of Nature, with or without Revelation ; a na-
rural Confcience to diftinguifh Good and Evil,
Virtue and Vice. This is generally underftocd
by Morality and Natural Religion. And this
Morality, 1f T underftand you arighe, is what

you
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you fay is Demonftrable by your Principles. But
if you ufe that Word Morality in another fenfe
than what is generally underftood by it in com-
mon Convcr%ation, or by Ancient and Modern
Authors, you (who blame others fo often for
an uncertain ufe of Words) oughe to fix and
declare your peculiar Signification of thac
Word, that we may know your Meaning. If
by Morality you underftand the Praétical Pre-
cepts of the Chriftian Religion, who doubts but
That Morality may be known clearly and evi
dently 2 We have no need of your Mathema-
tical Demonftration in That Cale, if you mean
onely that you can prove Morality from Scrip-
ture,  Befides, if chat were required,you muit
firlt give us a Demonftration of the Veracity
of the Revealer from your Principles, before
you can demonitrate Morality in this Senfe.
But if you undeiftand Natural Morality, as
others do ; We think, and fay, you cannot give,
by your Princip es, a Demonftration of ic.
After all, Whatloever you underftand by
Morality, you {eem to ground your Demonftra-
tion upon Future Punifhments and Rewards,
and upon the arbitrary Will of the Law-giver:
And | do not think thefe the firft Grounds of
Good and Ewil, Vertue and Vice. 1 do not think

they are confticuted by Punifhments and Re-
wards,
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wards, not by the Will of God onely, if you
take that Will for an Arbitrary Power > And I'll
give my Reafons for it. If things were fo,
there would be no fixt Notion of Holinefs, and
God might be the duthor of Sin: | mean, of
what we call §in, and judge Sin, and for which
Sinners are punifht. But in reality (according
ro this Principle) there is nothing Sin to this
Almighty Being, nor any fixt Notion of Holi-
nefs. For if his Will be the Original Rule of
Good and Evil, and that Will go by no Rule,
there is no Rule of Sin to him : All things are
Indifferent, till he declare This or That to be
Sin, according to his Pleafure; nor is there any
Rule of Sinto us, but that Revealed Pleafure.
This Confequence, 1 believe, will be granted,
admitting the Suppolition. But you will fay,
it may be, After God hath declard f{uch and
fuch Things to be Sin, they are fo, and he can-
not be the Author of them. And why nor, I
pray 2 [ delire to know, what binds him to his
Word ? to this Order or Declaration he hath
made ¢ It muft be fomething antecedent to his
Will, and, in that refpeét, fuperiour: Which
it you allow, we have all we defire, An Ori-
ginal Standard for Sin and Hlinefs ; namely,
the Divine Nature and Effential Perfetions :
A Law from which the Divine Will can ne-

V€I
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ver deviate ; nor we, without Sin, ever tran(-
grefs.

Then, on the other hand, as to Holinefs,
What Definition or Idea can you give us of it,
according to this Principle ? Is Holinefs onely
a due Care and Concern for our Intereft and
Happinels, prefent and future # That's a2 good
thing, and very neceflary ; but ’tis rather Pru.
dence or Wifdom, than Holinefs, in the proper
Senfe of the Word. Suppole then you fay,
Holinefs is a Conformity to the Will of God:
That alfo is very true ; for the Divine Will is
never contrary to the Divine Nature : Bue this
is not the Original Notion of Intrinfick Holi-
nefs, into which ’tis ultimately refolv’d ; This
is not the Archetype. Intrinfick Holinefs is a
Conformity to the Divine Nature, according to
our Capacities ; being like to God, and Parta-
kess of his Perfections; Pure as He is Pure, fo
far as the Meafures of Humanity will permic.
This, I think, is clear in Realon, and I'm fure
"tis confirm’d by good Authorities ; That of
Revelation, and alfo that of the beft efteem’d
Philofophers that have writ about Morality.
And furthermore, How can we know (antece-
dently to Revelation ) what the Will of God
is, or what he hath appointed to be Good or
Eyil, Sin or Holinefs? { fay, How can you

know
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know this, if you do not know it from the
immutable Nature of God, and the immura-
ble Differences of Good and Evil ¢ And there
will be the fame Difficulty to know or afcer-
tain Future Punifhments and Rewards, with.
out, or with a Revelation: For tho’ you have
a Revelation, if there be no immovable Rules
of Good and Evil, Juft and Unjuft ; nor any
fixt Rule of Right betwixt God and his Crea-
tures, you can never be affuc’d of Performance,
whatfoever is promis’d or threatned. There
may be a Reveal'd and a Secrec Will, for any
thing you know : And we may follow one,
and the other be finally executed, according to
a Secret Intention; which will lay a2 Ground
for an incurable Scepticifm.  But 1 have noted
before, how thefe Principles, upon another ac-
count, render the whole Future State uncertain,
and therefore profecute it no further at prefent.

I think you fhould tell us alfo, What is the
Love of God (the Fountain of Vertue and Piety)
according to your Principles; and how it s
diftingmth'd from Self-love : Which, in your
way, 1t feems to be in the laft Refolution of ir.
We love God ; but why? Not for his fake,
but for our own fake ; becaufe he will reward
our Love and Obedience. Without this Mo.-
tive, you feem to leave no Argument to love

Him,
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Him, or Vertue, or Piety: We may fear and
admire an Eternal, Almighty, All knowing Being :
But if he have no other Artributes, as | do not
find you have provid any more, you lay no
Foundation for the Love of God, nor for the
Love of Vertue and Piety. Thofe Verfes ex-
prefs my Senfe in this Particular :

Oderunt peccare Mali, formidine pence :
Oderunt peccare Bons, Virtutis amore.

But your Principles turn the latter Verfe
another way ;

Oderunt peccare ‘Bom', mercedis amore.

How, pray you, upon thele Principles, do
you preferve the Diftinétion (that good old Di:
ftinction, which it may be you defpile) of Bo-
num WUtile ¢ Honeftum ¢ In your way, eicher the
Parts are coincident, or Bonum Utile is {uperior
to Bonum Honeflum. “Tis an open and free

Saying of Tully's, but was always thought to pe fin. Bon.
have good Senfe in it, Per/picunm eft, nifs equi- & Malc.i8

tas, fides, juftitia, proficifcantur a narura, & fi
omnia hac ad wutilitatem referantur ; Virum bonum
non poffe reperiri. Many, you know, of our

beft Authors in Morality have {poken things
E to



(26)

to the fame fenfe. In like manner, the Di-
{tinction of Pofitive Laws, and INatural or Moral
Laws, {eems to be confounded , if you make
both to depend upon the arbitrary Will of God.
At leaft, thefe things need a further Explication,
if, according to this new way, you make them

both to have the {ame Ground and Meafure.
Give me leave to add one Conlfideration
more: Asthe Reafons of Good and Evil, fo like-
wife of True and Falfe, feem to be unftable
and unfettled , according to thefe Principles.
For, if the Difference of True and Fulfe be im-
mutable, or not determin’d by the arbitrary
Will of God, I fee no realon why we {hould
not make the fame Judgment as to the Diffe-
rence of Good and Evil ; or why Moral Truths
fhould not be as fixt and umalterable as any
other. Let us take a Propofition in Mathema-
ticks, and another in Morality : Suppole, in
the former, That which is often made ufe of,
that the Three Angles of a Triangle are equal
to Two Right ones: And in Morals, that it is a
wicked thing for 2 Man malicioufly to kil his
Friend, or his Father, or any innocent Perfon.
The Truth of this feems ro me as clear, eter
nal, and unalcerable, as the other. There is a
Rectitude and Obliquity in Actions, as well as in
Lines, a Congruity or Incongruity. Tis true,
Moral
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Moral Cafes are commonly more Complex,
and {o not {o eafily ftared ; but in thofe that
are Simple and General) or clearly ftated, Pro-
pofitions about them are as certain as other
Truths. In every Moral A&ion or Moral
Cafe there is a Right and a Wrong, as much as
every Number is Even or Odd, or every Line
Straight or Crooked. And the Relations of
Moral Things feem to me as neceflary, as the

Relations of Figures and Numbers, I am allo

apt to believe, That the Differences of Good
and Evil, Juft and Unjult, Turpis <& Homefk,
would be as fenfible to us (in Nature pure) as
Phyfical or Mathematical Differences ; as fweet
and fowr, fraight and crooked ; if Intereft, Ap-
petites, Paffions, and Lufts did not deprave our
Tafte and Judgments in thofe Intelletual
Things. Which Prejudices and bratifh Incli-
nations take no place, you know, in Phyfical or
Mathematical Speculations.

Sir, If you pleale to let us know your
Grounds of Morality (Mathematically demon-
ftrable) as plainly as [ have dane mine, ’ts all
that I defire as to this Particular.  And in all
other things, I think, 'tis enough to exprefs our
Thoughts clearly, with our Reafons for them.
More is not needful amongft Perfons that have

E 2 no
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no other Deflign than to find out Truth, by
comparing the Opinions of others with their
own, and weighing the Reafons on both fides,
For 2 Man toattend to his own Thoughts and
Conceptions, and the beft Light he hath; not
to {fpeak by roar, and blindly follow either
new or receivd Opinions, is fo far commen-
dable. But whether his Principles and Con.
clufions are juft, and proportionate to the Na-
ture of Things, is a further Queftion and
muft beleft to Time and Trial. Every Man
would be willing to know the Senfe of the
Authors that he reads, the Scate of their Prin.
ciples with their Confequences (efpecially as to
Moral things ) that he might make a fure
Judgment of them. I am fenfible that when
Men have a different Set of Ideas and Firft Prin-
ciples, they may be eafily miftaken in judging
of one anothers Meaning, or in drawing Con-
fequences from one anothers Principles: But
that, methinks, ought to give no offence ; but
rather to be gently re&ified (without ill Lan
guage) by the Authors themfelves, who beft
know their own Mind. And as I find that you
fay you are often at a lofs in underftanding the
Lord Bifhop of Worcefter's Remarks upon %omc
of your Notions, fo 1 hope you will not think

1C
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it ftrange if 1 am fometimes at a lofs alfo how
to underftand l)rour Writings ; which, we may

reafonably prefume, are not more clear, either
as to Senfe or Words.

You tell me in your Anfwer, That 1 pretend Pag. 2.

to have wric that Letter to be iform'd: And fo
1 did; buc withal gave you fome Reafons for
my Doubts. Will you not allow a Learner
to defire his Mafter to explain himfelf, when he
does not underftand his Dictates? and allo to
Fropofc Objections, when his Teacher’s Senfe
eems to him contrary to Reafon? We are

taughe by your {elf, not to give up our Aflent to Efy, P4os.

the Authority of others,without good Evidence ;
and you make it one great Caule of Errour,
To relie blindly upon the Opinions of others.

I hope therefore I have obey’d your Precepts

in this, as I am ready to do in all other things
that are reafonable, I can truly and fincerly
fay, That I do not write out of any Spiric of
Oppofition, nor for any By-ends whatloever ;
but for my own Inftruction and Satisfaction,

“and for the Difcovery of Truth in thofe great

Points. When I doubt of your Senfe, if you
pleafe to diret me; and when I make Obje-
étions, if you pleafe to an{wer them, I have
my Defign ; and defire onely that the Merics
of the Caufe may be {poken to on either hand,

without
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* No bodies yithout courfe Langua%c, and Perfonal Re-

Notions, I . . : .

think, are the flexions > which ) [ thin y 15 your own Ad-
better or tru- _ - ¢ *

er. for ill- YIC T

manners

joined with vben ; and I conclude, your Lordfbip, who fowell knows the different
Caft of Mens Heads, and of the Opinions that poffefs them, will not think it il
Manners in any onc, if his Notions differ from your Lordfbig's, and that he owns
that Difference, and cxplaing the Grounds of it & well & be can: I have always
thought, that Truth and Knowledge, by the ill and over-eager Management of Contro-

verfies, lofe a great deal of the Advantages they might receiye from the Variety of
Conceptions there 5% in MensUnderftandings. Could the Heats, and Paffions, and ill

Lanpuage be left ot of them, they would afford grear Improverncents o thofe whe
could feparate them frovs By-interefts and Perfonal Prejudices.  Anlwer to the Bi-
thop of Forcefler, p. 222.

In your Conclufion you tell me again of

my Fault, in not fetcting my Name to my Pa-
per, in thefe hard Words ; To conclude, Were
there nothmg elfe m it, I [hould not think w fit to
trouble my Jelf about the Queftions of a Man, which
be bimfelf does not think worthy owning. To
which I an{wer, Tho’ in fome Cafes I think
the Senfe is more impartially confider’d (with-
out Favour or Prejudice) when the Author is
unknown ; yet if that will fatishe you, Do
you put your Name to all the Books and
Pamphlets you have writ, and I will put my
Name to this ; how unufual foever ic is, to
put 2 Name to fuch {mall Papers.

S IR,

Your Humble Servans.
FINTIS.



