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THIRD

REMARKS

UPON AN

ESSAY

CONCERNING
Humane Underftanding.

S IR,

Have not yet receiv’d the Favour of your Anfwer to my
Second Letter or Second Remarks upon your Effay about
Humane Underflanding. You ruffled over the Firft Re-
marksin a domineering Anfwer, without giving any Satis-
fattion to their Contents : but the Second being more full
and explicit, I was in hopes you would have been more con-
cerad to Anfwer them, and to Anfwer them more Calmly
and like a Philofopher. You beft know the reafon of your
Silence 5 but as it will be underftood in feveral ways, fo, it
may be fubjeft to that Conftruction amongft others, That you
could not fatisfie thofe Objections or Queries, without expofing
your Principles more than you had a Mind they fhould be ex-
pofed. You know there is a Se& or Party of Men among us,
whom we have muchado to bring to a fair and diftin&t Account
of their Doftrine and Principles : They cannot or will not
fix their Notions, and declare them freely to the World, that
A 2 they
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they may be impartially examin’d. I hope you do not ap-
prove that Method, nor think it worthy of imitation. Yet if
to find out Truth, be the End and Defign of your Writing, as
I behieve itis, it mult be firft known what you Affirm, and
what you Deny, before the Matter can be examin’d ; efpe-
cially as to thofe grand Points that are of common Concern,
and which I have made the Subject of my Enquiries : I mean,
the Grounds of AMorality and Religion. And in Profecution of
the fame Argument, that we may have a little more Light into

your Dofrine, 1 now defire to know what Natural Confcience
1s, according to your Principles?

I told yon in my former Remarks, That I thought it was
Neceflary as a Ground for Morality, to allow a natural diftin-
¢tion betwixt Good and Evil, Right and Wrong , turpe &
honeftum, Vertue and Vice. And this diftin&ion, I thought,
was manifefted and fupported by Natural Confcience : whether
amongft thofe that have or have not External Laws. This, I
think, is taught us plainly by the Apoftle of the Gentiles, when
he fays, Thofe that were without a Law were a Law to them-
felves, doing by nature the things contained in the Law, which
Jhow the Law written in their beartsy Their Confciences bearing
witnefs, and their thoughts accufing or excufing them. The Gen-
tile Philofophers and Poets have faid the fame things concer-
ning natural Confcience, as you cannot but know ; And that
you muft go againft the beft Authors, Divine or Humane, if
you deny to Man natural Confcience, asan original Principle,
antecedently to any other Colletions or Recolletions.

I do not deny that you allow fuch a Principle as Confcience
in fome fence or other ; but confider, pray, how you define
it, or what you fay is to b¢ underftood by it. Conicience, you
fay, is nothing elfe but our own Opinion of our own Altions, But
of what fort of Aéions, I pray; and in reference to what rule
or diftin&ion of our A&tions? whether as Good or Evil, oras
Profitable or Unprofitable, or as Perfe& or Imperfett: Or of
al! promifcuoufly, of natural Actions and about things of in-
differency as well asothers. As for inftance, whether we have
play’d well in a Game at Chefs, ot in a party at Tennis, is
this matter of Confcience ? yet we make a judgment of our
Adlions in thefe cafes as well as other. But tho’ they were
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im})erfe& in their kind, or not well managed, we feel no Ac-
cufation or Remorfe of Confcience for it. Surely therefore
that Principle ought to be better defcribed and diftinguifh’d
than by fuch a loofe Charater of it as makes all our Actions
indifferently the Objeéts of Confcience. 1 take Confcience to
relate to our AMoral Adions only, and to the diftin&tion of
moral Goad and Ewvil, and fuch other Differences : Accufing,
excufing or juftifying us according as we have obferv’d, neg-
lefted or contemn’d thofe Differences. This we underftand
by natural Confcience, and take it to be the Foundation of 74-
tural Religion, as that is of Revealed.

Now 1 do not remember, that, in this fence, youhave once
nam’d natural Confcience in your Book : tho’ you had a fair
opportunity for it in your large Difcourfe about Prattical Prin-
ciples, in your Third Chapter, Book1. But it may be, you think
there is none truly natural in this Acceptation : However,
fecing you own natural Religion, let’s confider what you un-
derftand by it, and how you can make it fubfift without natural
Confcience, in that Sence and notion we have given of it. You

place natural Religion, 1 think, in the Belief of the Being of 4 pag.2y7
God, and of Obedicace due to him. This is good fo far as it §. 23.

goes, and is well fupported. But the Queftion is, what Laws
thofe are that we ought to obey, or how we can know them
without Revelation, unlefs you take in natural Confcience for
a diftin&ion of Good and Evil, or another Idea of God than
what you have given us. That Principle of Confcience, and a
true Idea of God with Moral Attributes, being admitted, we
have a Foundation for natural Religion : But not being admit-
ted, 1 do not fee by what ratiocination you can colle¢t (ante-
cedently to Revelation) what the Will of God is, what his
Laws are, how Promulgated and made known to us; And
confequently what we have to direét our Obedience, if we
do not know wherein that Obedience confifts. I may know
there is a King, and that I am bound to obey him; yet
if I do not know his Laws, nor what his Pleafure is, I can-
not tell when I plcafe him or difpleafe him, obey him or dif-
obey him; if Iknow not, I fay, in what particulars my Duty

and Allegiance are to be exprefs’d and prais'd.
Neither can we think Natural Religion a matter of {fmall
concern or confequence, fecing, In virtue of that Prin_c;]ple;
witiou
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without any External Laws, fo far as we know, Noab, and 705,
not to mention more, have been accounted Fust and Uprighe
in the fight of God, and mark’d as the particular Favourites of
Heaven, by one of the Prophets. ( Ezek. xiv. 14.) If they
had no other Guide or Motive to Vertue and Piety, than your
I1dea of God and of the Soul, with an arbitrary difference of
Good and Evil, I wonder how they could attain to fuch a de-
%ree of Righteoufnefs as would bear that eminent Charadter,

rom God and his Prophets. Upon this occafion alfo we may
refle® upon Natural Faith, and the Nature of it. You know
how it is defcrib’d by the fame Apoftle of the Gentiles, He that
cometh to God, must believe that he isy and that be is & Rewarder
of them that diligently feck him. And without this Faith, he fays,
tis impoffible to pleafe him, Heb, xi.6. Now how fhall a Man
in the ftate of Nature have juft grounds of this Faith, if he have
no other Idea of God, than that he is an All-powerful, All-
knowing and Eternal Besng 2 How from this can he prove, that
he will be a Rewarder of thofe that feek him? If Goodnefs and
Juftice belong to his Eflence, as well as thofe other Perfetions,
he may from theIdea of God have a good foundation and fup-
port of his Faith ; and confequently of his Vertue and Piety.
But without thefe, he is left in the dark, as to his fate, or fu-
ture Reward in another ftate.

Laftly, As to Providence, we cannot tell, from your Prin-
ciples, how far it will extend. We fee Provifion is made for
the Subfiftence of Creatures here, that the World may be kept
upon the Wheels, and ftill going : But as to their Happinefs, aswe
fee it uncertain here, {o we cannot prove, from the bare Power
and Knowledge of their Maker, what it will be hereafter.

So much for Natural Religion. We return now to Natural
Confcience, and to what you call Prattical Principles ;, whereof
you difcourfe amply in the foremention’d Chapter. As to that
Controverfie about Natural Principles, 1think it may turn either
way, according as they underftand the Terms of the Queftion;
which, in my mind, you have not fairly reprefented. If by
Principles, you underftand diftinél Knowledge, that is, di-
ftinct Idea’s, and diftinét Propolitions ; we do not hold innate
Principles in that fence. Yet fo you feem to reprefent them
and their Idea’s ; and you call them Charaéiers, fair Charatters,
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indeleble Charafters, fampt, imprinted, engraven in the Mind 3
for all thofe Expreflions you ufe upon that occafion. Now all
thefe Expreflions feem to fignific clear and diftinét Reprefen-
tations, as Pictures or Sculpturcs reprefent their Originals.
Docs any one affert that there are fuch exprefs Idea’s, cxprefs
Propofitions in the Mind of Man, and an exprefs difcernment
of their connexion or inconncxion before the ufe of Reafon, or
as much beforeit as after it ? 1 fay, «s much before it as after it 5
for the fulleft, cleareft, and moft diftinét Knowledge that we
have after the ufe of Reafon, cannot be more amply exprefs’d,
than to fay it is imprinted or engraven upon the Mind, in fair and
sndeleble Charaélers. You exaggerate the matter, and fet the que-
ftionat what height you pleal%, that you may have the fairer mark
to fhoot at. If you had refle¢ted upon that common diftinction
of Knowledge, as clear or obfcure, general or particular, diftinit
ot indiftinét, whercof we have daily Inftances in the Life of
Man, you might have reprefented more foftly, and more eafily
conceiv’d thofe Natural Impreflions : which indeed compar’d
with perfe&t Knowledgz, are but general, obfcure, and indi-
ftin&t Notices, and yet fufficient for the Purpofes to which they
are defign’d. When a Child feels the difference of bitter and
{weet, he knows and underftands that difference in fome kind or
degree 5 for it hath its Confequences, and becomes a Principle
of Aftionto him. Now, whether you pleafe to call this Prin-
ciple, Knowledge, or Sm/g., or Inftintt, or by any other Name,
it ftill hath the efle¢t of Knowledge of fome fort or other ;
and that before this Child hath the Name of Bitter or Sweer,
Pleafant or lnpleafant : much lefs can he define what either of
them is. We fuppofe thefe original Impreffions to be like
Gold in the Oar, that may be refin’d ; or rough Diamonds,
that by polifhing, receive a further luftre: or, to come nearer
to your fimilitude, like AMonagrams or Sketches, that want their
full Lines and Colours to compleat them ; and yet one may
difcern what or whom they are made to reprefent, though im-
perfeftly drawn. 1 fay this only by the bye, that the Queftion
may be better ftated ; for my Defign, at prefent, is only to
fpeak of Pradtical Principles, or what I call Natural Confcience,
in reference to the diftin&tion of Moral Good and Evil. Ac-
cordingly, I underftand by Natural Confcience, a Natural Sa-

gacity to diftinguifh Moral Good and Evil, or a different per-
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ception and fenfe of them,with a different affe@tion of the Mind

arifing from it; and this {o immediate as to prevent and anti-
cipate all External Laws, and all Ratiocination. And whenl
fay Moral Good and Evil, I meanitin contradiftinétion to Na-
tural Good and Evil, Pleafure or Pain, Conveniences or Incon-
veniences, which are things of another order and charater:
This inward Senfe we fpeak of, is fimple and irrefpeftive as

to thofe Natural Evils or Goods, They are not its proper Ob-

je&ts 5 They may be frequently in conjuntion, but not neceffa-
rily. By thefe Rules and Marks, I think it appears fufficiently
what | mean by Natural Confcience, and I wifh you would as
freely and fully tell us your Notion of it, fo far as it is oppofite
ordifferent from this; that by a juft ftate of the Queftion, we
might come more eafily to the difcovery of Truth. For there
are fome Queftions that are harder to ftate clearly and di-
ftin&tly, than to refolve, when fo ftated.

You will not now fay, I bzlieve, That if there was fuch a
Natural Principle in the Soul of Man, Infants or young Chil-
dren would be able to diftinguifh Moral Good and Evil : For
you might as well expet, that in a Seed, there fthould be Leaves,
Flowers, and Fruit ; or that in the rudiments of an Embryo
there fhould be ali the Parts and Members of a compleat Body,
diltin@ly reprefented ; which, in continuance, are fafhioned
and brought to perfection. This is the cafc wereprefent : Such
a Principle as Natural Confcience, we fay, is feated in the Soul
of Man, as other original Principles are ; which fhew them-
felves by degrees, in different times, and differently according
to other circumftances. Whether you will call this Principle,
Knowledge, or by any other name ( as we told you beforeg is
indifferent to us ; but ’tis a Principle of diftinguifhing one thing
from another in Moral Cafes, without Ratiocination 3 and is
Improveable intomore diftinct Knowledge. Wemay iiluftrate
this from our Outward Senfations: We can evidently diftin-

guith Red and Yellow Colours, and yet are at a lofs how to define

either or them, or to exprefs their difference in words. And
fo in Taltes, Odours, Sounds, and other fenfible qualities.
We are differently affcéted by their Impreflions, and fois a
Child, before any Refle&tion or Ratiocination : though neither
of us can give an Idea of the Affe&tion we fecl, nor of the
particular Modification and A&ion of the Objct whengief it
arics,
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arifes. ‘This fhews os, that there may be a power in the Soul
of diftinguithing one thing from another, without Ratiocina-
tion : And if in Senfible Qualities, why not al{o in Moral and
Intelle@ual Relations, fuch as Good and Evil, Trie and Falfe ?
As our Outward Senfes are fufficient ( without diftinét Idea’s
and Propofitions) to give us notice of what is convenient or
inconvenicnt to the Body : So thofe Inward Senfations were
defign’d to dirett us as to what is agreeable or difugreeable,
good or hurtful to the Soul. And as inour Speculations we
have an obfcure and confufed Knowledge of what we feek after,
or a kind of Prefentation of the Truth, before we arrive ata
clear and diftinét perception of it : {o this Principle of difcern-
ing Good and Evil, is at firft obfcure, and rifes by degrees
iato a clearer light ; and according to the Improvement that
is made of it, into a fuller fenfe of thofe Moral Differences.
Now, if this Account of Natural Confcience, or what you
call Praétical Principles, be troe ; there are, in my opinion, in
your Third Chapter, mention’d before, feveral Defetive
Reafonings, or Ill-grounded Suppofitions. One I have {poke
to, «sz. That you reprefent this Natural Light, or Natural
Confcience, like our Idea’s or Propofitions in Mathematicks,
clear and diftin&. 1 do not confider or apprehend it fo, but
yet fufficient for a general Diretion of our A&ions and

Lives. Youfay your {elf, 7 deny not that there are Natural Ten- 1bid, §. 3.

dences imprinted on the Minds of Meny and that from the very
firft snftances of Senfe and Perception, there are fome things that are
grateful, and others unwelcome to them o fome things that they en-
cline to, and others that they flie.  Grant us in the Soul fuch a
like Principle, which we name Natural Confcience, as a Spring
and Motive of our Aftions (for that Virtue you give there to
your Principle) in reference to Moral Good and Evil: Or,
which I fuppofe iszall one, as a Rule or Dire&ion to our
Adtions ; Grant this, I{ay, and we defire no more : Give that
Principle what Name you pleafe, {o it have the fame Effect in
the Dire&tion of our Aftions. Whether it appear fooner or
later, and be more or lefs prevalent, rhar will not exclude it
from being a Natural Principle : *Tis {o in Reafon,and Paffions,
and in our diftinguithing fome Sen(ible Qualities, and in what
we call Pudor Naturals  yet thofe Principles are by all ac-
counted Natural,

B But



Ibid. §. 2,
fﬂpo Qe

( 10)

But to proceed to another of your Suppofitions: You fcem
to make account, that if Confcience was an Innate Principle,
1t (hould be snvincible and ipextinguithable, and usniverfally rew
ceived without doube or queftion, Then ta prove that it is not fo,
you bring in feveral barbarous or femi-barbarous People as
your Witnefles 3 Aengrelians, Tonoupinambo’s, and fuch others,
Gentlemen that are not of my acquaintance : Thefe are your
Witnefles, to prove that there are no pra&ical Innate Prin-
ciples or Nataral Canfcience in Mankind. This is like fearch-
ing Gaols and Prifons, to find Witneffes for a bad Cauft.
But Texcept againft your Witnefles, as Perfone Infames, whofe
Teftimony is of no force or validity. *Tis as if a Man fhould
produce two or three Monfters, or Men of monftrous fhapes,
and from them pretend to prove, that the Shape of Man is not
naturally regular. In the mean time, Sir, as your Plea is
weak, in my opinion, fo methinks you have an ungrateful
Ofhce, To rake up all the dirt and filth you can from barbarous
People, to throw in the face of Humane Nature. This, fome
will think an Indignity caft vpon Mankind, and a piece of
Ingratitude to our Maker. But as to this Principle of Natural
Confcience, or Natural Light, whereof we are treating, we
do not conceive it fuch a Light as may not be dim’d, or, it
may be, extinguifh’d in fome People. If there was no other
Principle in Humane Nature, than Natural Confcience fingly,
all Mankind would be more uniform in their A&ions and Prin-
ciples : But feeing Man is made up of various Principles, and
fuch as often interfere one with another, what wonder is it to
fee fome following this, fome that, fome better, fome a worfe.
There is aLaw of the Members, as well as of the Mind, and
thefeare at war 3 and fometimes one gets the vi¢tory, fometimes
the other. Who knows not, that both the Light of Nature
and Revelation may be over-power’d by contrary Principles,
Appetites, Paflions, and prefent Self-intereft ? You might
bring fuch Arguments againft Chriftianity, and pretend that
there is no fuch Law given by God, becaufe multitudes of Men,
that bear that Charalter and Denomination, do nct live ac-
cording to its Rules.

Now if you fay further, That there are not only rude and
barbarous People, but alfo civiliz’d Nations that have had
Praltices and Cuftoms contrary to what are call’d the Laws of

Nature,
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Natute, or Natural Confcicnce 5 I think this alfo is no fuff-
cient Argument againft that Principle. You inftance in fome
Praftices of the Grecks and Rom.ns : But were thofe Pradtices
commended or approved by the gencrality of Mankind, or
by thofc Nations themfelves, according to their Laws and
Inftitutions ? Exorbitant Praices againft Natural Confcience,
are no Proof that there is no fuch Principle : As a wicked
Rebellion in a Kingdom or State, is ho good Proof that
there are no Laws againft it. Nor becaufe there are Bandite
or Buccantérs, or Commonwealths that are Pyratical, can we
infer that there arc no Rules of Common Juftice. As on the
other hand, 1t is a ftrong Proof of Natural Confcience, as
the Supremc Law, if we find Inftances and Adtions in thofe
Heathen States you mention, the Greeks and the Komars,
tranfcendent or contrary to the Intereft of State, and yet re-
ceiv’d with gencral Applaufe and Approbation. As when a
fecret Project was offercd to the Athenians, how they might
make themfelves the greatclt People in Grecce, the Motion
was referr’d to be Examin’d and Confider’d by Ariffides, and
he made this Report to the Scnate ; Mi7e AvarTerssecgy amlu
drpgZiv, pnt Ldnwriegy %) ¢ Never was propax’fi a more Pr?ﬁmble
Project, nor a more Difbonest. Upon which Report it was
unanimoufly Reje@ted : The fenfe of Vertue prevailing more
than of Profit and Advantage to their State. In likc man-
ger, when it was offer’d to Fabricius, the Roman General, to
take off Pyrrhus (a dangerous Enemy, and then in War with
Rome) by Poifon, He nobly abhorr’d the Propofal ; and
inftead of giving the Phyficiah, who was the Undertaker, a
Reward or Recompence, as he expected, He fent Pyrrhns Notic:
of the intended Treachery, that the Traitor might receive
condign Punifhment from his own Prince.

Thefe and fuch like A&ions have always been accounted
Honourable amongt Men, and leave a fiveet Odour and Fra-
grancy to all Ages in the Names and Memories of their Au-
thors, as of Excellent Perfons, and great Examples. There
are Two forts of Tempers and Adtions amongft Men, which

enerally bear that Character of Homonrable : Firlt, When we

eny our private Intereft, whether of Lifc or Fortune, for

the Good of the Publick: Sccondly, When wc deny both for

the fake of Confcience, or for tthlove of Truth and V‘exguil.
2 n
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And if the firft of thefe be callld Heroical, the latter
may be call’d Divine.  As on the other hand, Nothing is
more odious or difguftful than a perfidious Man, or a dry
Knave, whether he alt mercly for his own Advantage, or
that of his Society, without refpe@ to the Rules of Vertue
and Honefty. And if thofe Rules be negleted more or lefs
by Men, or appear little amongft fome People, this is no
good Proof that there are no fuch Principles. As it is no
fufficient Argument that there is no Sun in the Firmament,
becaufe his Light is obfcured in Cloudy Days, or does not ap-
pear in Foggy Regions. ’Tis enough to prove there is fuch a
Luminary, if he fhine clearer in other Climates, or by fits,
though he be fubjedt to Clouds and Eclipfes as well as the
Light of Nature.

So I do not fee any neceflity of Univerfal Confent, or Uni-
verfal Uniformity, to declare a Principle to be Natural
How many are there, amongft all forts of Men, who fay, they
tan make no diftinétion of Mufical Sounds, or of Concords
and Difcords? They fay all Compofitions for Voices or In-
ftruments are equal to them, as to Pleafantnefs or Unpleafant-
- nefs; only fome are more Noifie than others, or of quicker

or flower Time. Yet, I think, no Man will deny the Senfe
of Mufick to be Natural to Mankind, without Ratiocination.
So alfo, for Beasty. I do not mean that of Faces only, or
Colour, but of Order, Proportion, Uniformity, or Regularity
in general. This is very different in different Perfons, and
fome fcarce appear at all affe@ted with it. Yet who does not
think that fome Notion or Idea of Order and Regularity, and
of their Difference from Confufion or Diforder, is Natural
tous? Even the Power of Reafon, feveral Paflions, a propen-
fion to Langh at ridiculous Objeéts or A&ions, are more and
lefs, and appear fooner in fome than others. And this may
be obferv’d in Children, of whofe Weaknefs you make great
ufe, and frequent mention. If you allow thefe other Prin-
ciples to be Natural, and born withus, 1 know not why yon
fhould make fo much a-do about the word Zuzare. 1 fhould be
glad to know if you allow any Powers or Principles to be Znnare,
in your fence of the word. If you allow none at all, not thefe
laft mention’d, nor fo much as willing or nilling this or that, the
Controverfie will be chang’d ; and I defire to know, what

Idea
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Idea you can form of a Soul, or of a Spirit, without any
Powers or any Acdtion. I wifh that may not be the Suppo-
fition that lies at the bottom of your Philofophy, Thar the Soul
of Man is no diftint Subflance from God or the Body : but either
a Divine Influence, or the Power of the Body. This hypo-
thefis, I confefs, may lead you to deny both innate Idea’s and
praltical Principles.

To proceed a little further, you have an odd Exception in
your 12th. Paragraph, to fhow that the Diftates of natural
Confcience are not Trurhs, becaufe they are not form’d into
Propofitions ; And to make them capable of being affented to as
Truths, they muft have the word Duty join’d to them. But,
{ay you, what duty is cannot be underftood, without a Law : nor 2
Law be known or fuppofed without a Law-maker , or without Re-
wards and Punifbments, This to me is but Chicanry about
words. But let us fee how far thefe things make for you or
againft you ; Do we not preferve our felves, Do we not make
n%e of Reafon, without the formality of a Law, telling us, *Tis
our Duty to do thefe things? Or in the cafe of natural Con-
fcience, have we not the Marks and Senfe of our Duty, and of
the Will of our Maker from an inward Teftimony, approving
or difapproving our Altions, according as we obey or difobey

that Principle in the diftin&ion of Moral Good and Evil? On
the one hand,

Occultum quatiente animo tortore ﬂageﬂnm.
On the other, Hic murus abenens efto,
Nil confcire ﬁbi.

Thefe were both the Savings of Heathens, that had no other
Law than the Law of natur2l Confcience, And fo their Apo-
ftle fays, They were a Law to themfelves, by help of that
Principle. When you offer a Child Bitrer inftead of Sweer, he
turns away his Head and makes grimaces, when he has no
Law or Duty prefcrib’d to him : nor any other Logick than
what was born with him, or what he fuck’t from the Breafts
of his Mother. Then as to Punithments and Rewards, thereis
a Prefage of them from natural Confcience, and they are fur-
thermore deducible from the Nature of God, if you allow him
Moral Attributes, as we do. Indeed in your way, upon 3;3111‘

ca
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fdea of God, and your uncertainty of the Immortality of the
Soul, I donot fee how poflibly you can prove future Rewards
and Punifiments without a Revelation : nor confequently give
us a Foundation for Morality and natural Religion.

I muft tell you again, that you bring fuch Arguments againft
Natural Confclence, as you might bring againft Chriftian Reli-
gion. In your next Paragraph, put but Chriftianity in the
room of imnate Principles, and your Argument will be as good
or as bad againft either of them. The fum of your Argument js
taken from the Topick of Univerfal Praétice, as conformable or
not conformable to the Rule. You fay,it is impoffible that Men fhould
without (hame or fear confidently break a Rule, which they conld not
but evidently know that God had fer. up, and would certainly punifl
the breach of, ( Which they muft if it were innate: Put in this
place, Which they muft if they were Chriftians) ro 4 degree to
make it a4 veryill Bargain, tothe Tranfgreffor. Does not this hit
the Chriftians as well and as manifeftly , as thofe that abufe
natural Confcience ? Then you fay again, But let any one fee the
fanlty and the Rod by it, and with the Tranfgreffion 2 Fire
ready to puniflh it 5 A Pleafure tempting, and the Hand of the Al
mighty vifibly beld up, and prepared to take vengeance, ( For this
must be the cafe, where any Duty is imprinted npon the Mind :
Put here 3 For this muft be the cafe, where our Duty, as Chri-
ftians, is manifeftly known and acknowledged) and then tell me,
whether it be poffible for People, with fuch a profpect, fuch acertain
ﬁnomlea;jg: as thisy wantonly and without fevuple to offend asaint 4
Law which they carry aboxt with them, in x'mﬁl:'ble C'bam&.;'.r, and
that ftares them in the face, whilst they are breaking it. Might not
this, to our forrow, be urg’d againft Chriftians ? Or to prove
that the Law of Chriftianity is not known to them, or believed.
Neither ought you to be offended that we transfer your Argu-
ment to Chriftians, feeing you your felf, to prove that there
is no Natural Confcience in our fence, have argued before
from the Practice of Chriftians, as well as Heathens. You al-
ledge the Practice of the Mengrelians : You inftance in Duels
and bloody Wars, &c. amongft Chriftians. You might have
applicd all thefe things particularly to Chriftians ; but ftill we
fhould have thought it no good Proof that there is no Chriftian
Law, no more than itis, that there is no Natural Confcience.
Do we not fee Men, every day, in fpite of Laws, External or

Intcrnal,
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Internal, Divine or Humane, purfue their Lufts, Paffions, and
vitious Inclinations ? Though they have not only the Terrors
of another Life to keep thein in awe and order, but fee before
their eyes, Gaols, Gibbcts, Irons, Whips, Racks, and Tor-
toring Engines ;5 Examples alfo of mifcrable Creatures fuffering
a&ually for thofe very Crimes. If all thefe united Forces and
Reftraints cannot keep them from extravagant Evils, can we
think it ftrange, that the fingle Principle of Natural Confcience
fhould be fupprefs’d or fuffocated by the Stupidity or Vices
incident to Humane Nature.

In your next Se&tion, you call for a Lift of the Laws or Prin- §. 14.

ciples of Confcience : And fo the Papifts do for a Catalogue of
Frxndamentals, And it would be eafie to give them one, if there
was but one Fundamental, (as a certain late Author fuppofes.)
As to the Ditates or Principles of Natural Confcience, (call
them Laws of Natire, or what you pleafe) we fay, in general,
that they are for the diftinétion of Moral Good and Evil : But
the Cafes are innumerable, (as in other Cafes of Conicience)
wherein there may be occafion for their Exercife. The general
Rule is, Appeal with Sincerity to your Confcience for your Dire-
&ion : If that be obfcur’d, perverted or fear’d, we cannot
helpit. So your great Topicks or Demands of Univer{al Con-
fent, Univerful Praltice, Jnvincible Evidence, are not to be
found in this mifcellancous World, and under all the corrup-
tions of Humane Nature. Thefe Principles of Confcience, are
Seeds, as we faid before, that may die, or may thrive, and
fpring more or lefs, according to the Soil they are fet in, and
according to the care and culture that is had of them.

This minds me of your Dilemma inafollowing Se&ion, which
you propofe as very powerful or conclufive, in thefe words;
But concerning Innate Principles, 1defire thofe Men to fay, whether

they can, or cannot, by Education and Cuftom, be blurr’d and blot-
tcj' out, Ifthey can, we must find them clearest and most perfpi-
cuons, nearest the fountain, in Children, and illiterate People who
have receiv’d least impre[fion from foreign Opinions.  Let them take
which fide they plmj{r they will certainly find st inconfiftent with
vifible Matter of Fall, and daily Obfervation.

The Clofe, you hear, is in an high Tone. But for trial of
this Argument, let us ufe the fame method here, which we did
before : And as then we put Chriftianity in the room of Jnnate

Princsples,
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Principles, fo put now in their place the Power and Principle of
Reafoning :  So the Sentence will run thus 5 Bur concerning this
Power or Principle of Reafoning, Idefire thefe Men to fay,” whe-
ther it can, or cannot, by Education and Cuftom, ( or cox’ltrary
Principles ; for that we muft take in, if we fpeak of Natuyral
Confcience ) be blurr’d or blotted out. 1f they cannot, fays he
they muft be alike in all Men.  If they can, they muft be cleareff
in Children before they are corrupted. We fay, neither of
thefe will follow: Thefe Powers may be weak in Children
and may be blurr’d or blotted in feveral Perfons, and yet be
Natural Principles 3 as we fee it isin the Principle of Reafon
or Reafoning.

All Men will diftinguifh betwixt a Power, and the A&ual and
Prevailing Exercife of that Power ; which may be hindred by
various Circumftances ; and tho’ Natural to Ratlonal Creatures
may be weak in fome, and ineffeCtual in others, by contrar;
Principles, or other Impediments. I fee this word Jmnate is
ftill a Stumbling-ftone: And we nfuft ask again, whether you
allow any Powers to be Junate to Mankind ¢ We fay, thofe
foremention’d Rowers are Inzate 5 but the Exercife of them,
more or lefs, 1s Conditional, and depends upon the Difpofition
of the Body, Culture, and other Circumftances.

Thus much I have faid, in defence of Natural Confcience,
and Natural Religion. I muft now ask leave to refle& upon a
Paffage in my laft Letter. I there told you, ThatI writ as a
private Perfon, without conference or cont’ederacy with any
other, (any more than I fuppofe youtodo.) But I told you
alfo, That I could not blame any other, whofoever they are or
may be, that defire fuch Principles of Humane Underffanding as
may give them good Proofs and Security againft fuch a Syftem
as this, Cogirant Matter, a Mortal Soul, 4 Manichean God, ( or
a God without Moral Artributes) and an Arbitrary Law of Good
and Evil. As to the Arbitrary Law of Good and Evil, I gave
you my Thoughts againft it, in that Letter : And what is now
faid about Natural Confcience, tends to the fame effe@®. Asto
a Manichean God, if he have no Moral Attributes, we cannot
tell, from your Idea of him, but he may prove fo. Then for
the Jfmmortality of the Soul, you fcem now to have declar’d
your fclf uncertain of it, without Revelation. Lattly, for
Cogitant Afarter, this you propofe as a Problem, which you
are unablc or uawilling to decide. 1do
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I do not willingly difpute about what is Poffible or Impoflible
to God, ( for we cannot comprchend an Infinite Nature)
but rather what is Conceivable ot Unconceivable to us. And
I will not aflert any thing Poffible, that is Unconceivable, unlefs
I have pofitive Affurance, Divine or Humane, that it is Poflible.
Now you bring no pofitive Evidence of this Poflibility of Co-
gitation in Matter ; and I think it unconceivable, according
to our Faculties and Conceptions, that Matter fhould be ca-
pable of Cogitation, as a power of Matter, cither Junate or
Impre[fd. My Reafons are thefe ; That Unity we find 1n
our Perceptions, is fuch an Unity, as, in my judgment, is
incompetent to Matter, by reafon of the Divilion or Diftin-
&ion of its Parts. All our Perceptions, whether of Senfe,
Paflions, Reafon, or any other Faculty, are carricd to one
Common Percipient, or one common Confcious Principle. Tor
we compare them all, one with another, and cenfure them
all, which cannot be done without one Common Judge or
Percipient. Pray then tell us, what part of the Body is that,
which you make the Common Percipient : O, if that be too
much, tell us how any onc part of the Body may or can
be fo. If you fay they are many ; then let us know how they
conferr Notions, or tell one another what they have perceiv'd
in their feveral Diftricts. Still they muft come, however, to
one Common Percipient, either by Conference, or at the firft
Perception ; and you are oblig’d to aflign this part of the Body,
that we may examine whether it be capable of fuch a Function,
or no. I know it hath been attempted by fome Perfons, but
not fo (if I underftand them right ) as to make that Cor-
poreal part the Percipient, but the Soul exercifing her Fun-
&ions there. But if the Body be Cogitant, fome one part
muft be the Grand Cogitant, or Common Percipient. Now
feeing this Percipient, what or wherefoever it is, confifts of
many Parts or Particles, itis obnoxious to the fame Excep-
tions we made before; and is ftill, upon the fame grounds,
incapable of performing that function.

In one part of your Effay, you fcem to have ratified this Pag.3¢s.
Argument, and apply it to Aderion. You fay, In a Syftem §.17

of Matter, *Tis impoffible that any one Particle fhould either know
its own, or the Motion of any other Particle, or the whole knomw

the Motion of every particular.  Put Cogizarion now in the place of
C Motion,
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Mation, and the fame Argumentation holds good : Asthus, *Tis
impoflible that any one part or particle fhould know the Cogita-
tions of any other Parts or Particles, or the whole know the Co-
gitations of every particular. Therefore there muft be fome
other Common Percipient (that is not material) both for the Re.
gulation of the Motions of the Body, and for the recolletting and
judging of the feveral different Perceptions that come to the Soul.
I may further add, That not only the different Perceptions that
-ome to the Soul from different Parts and Motions of the Body,
but alfo the different Operations of the Mind or Underftanding :
Simple Apprehenfion, Judgment,Ratiocination,muft all lie under
the Profpect, Intuition and Correion of fome one Common
Principle ; and that muft be a Principle of fuch a perfet unity
and fimplicity, astheBody, any part of the Body, or any par-
ticle of Matter is not capable of.

And as Matter is not capable of the Operations of the Under-
Sfanding, fo far as we can judge; fo neither is it capable of
the Operations of the Wil. ’Twere an odd thing, to fanfie
that a piece of Matter fthould have Free W:ll, and an abfolute
Power like a little Emperor on his Throne, to command, as
his Slaves about him, all other Parts of Matter. Say to one
come, and he cometh ; to another, Go, and he goeth; and to
a third, Do this, and he doeth it ? Yet fuch a Liberty of Will,
and fuch a Dominion we experience in our Soul, namely, a
Power of commanding or countermanding her own Thoughts,
and the Motions of the Body. Now fuppofe this Power trans-
ferr’d to Matter ; A Power, firft, to determine its own Mo-
tions, and then to determine its fuppofed Cogitations. As to
the motions of Matter, The general Rule is, that it moves
always in a ftraight Line, till it be determin’d otherwife by
fome external Agent or impulfe. But if it have a Power of
determining its own Motions, it may move in a Curve line, or
any fort of Curve, of its own accord, without any external
Determination. If this be admitted, al} our rules in Philofophy
or Mechanicks are in vain, and we muft affert things whereof
we have no Idea or Conception. And what is faid of Motion
may alfo be faid of Figure or Situation. A Globe may change
it fclf into a Cube, or a Cubc into a Pyramid , or any other
figure, by itsown Free Will, For we find the Soul hath that
Power of changing the Conformation of the Eye, for inftance,

or
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or of the Hand, or other Parts. But if you fay, That Power
indeed is not granted to zll Matter, but to certain Syftems of
Matter 3 ftill feeing thofe Syftems are compos'd of common
Matter, wemuft judge their Powers to be the fame with thofe of
common Matter, till the contrary be made out by Pofitive Evi-
dence. However you muft fix this Self-moving Faculty to fome
one part of that Syftem (forevery part hath not that Power ar}d
Free Will, upon any Suppofition) and when you have affign’d
that Divine Self-moving Part or Particle of the Body, we fhall
examinz the Powers and Capacities of it. .

Thus much concerning the capacity of Free Will in matter
with refpet to (Vfatian. As to our Cogirations, (which have
been partly fpoken of before) we find that the Determination
of them lies under the command of Free Wil in a great mea-
fure; we turn our Thoughts from one Objedt to another, we
recall paft Thoughts, and retrieve loft or half-loft Notices
And we conlider and deliberate about our A&ions, which i<
beft, and then make our choice. Upon thefe accounts, there
muft be a common Percipient and a common Vo o.lcm in Conjun-
&ion ; for thefe muft communicate, and be in one and the
fame Subje®. What then is faid before to prove that no Part
of the Body is capable of being the common Percipient, is
now ftrengthen’d , when we add FPolitior to all the other
Operations it muft be confcious of. For the more the direlt
Operations are that muft be united in one and the fame Sub-
je&t , and the more reflex Operations are fuperadded upon
thofe dire&, ftill under the Cognizance and Dijudication ?f
the fame Principle, the greater unity and fimplicity is requir’d
in that Principle or the Grand Cogitant | that performs them
ell, and receives them all without confufion. And you fay
your {elf, Unthinking Particles of Matrer, homfocver put ragfrber,
van have nothing thereby added to them | but a new relation of
Pofition, which *tis impoffible fhould give Thonght and Knowledge
to them, Upon this it may be faid, If being put together ina
Syftem, add nothing rew but a new Poﬁnqn; then, as 1t does
not add Thought and Knowledge, fo neither does it add a
mew capacity of Thought or Knowledge. But enough, hath
been faid concerning the Incapacities of Matter (whet_h?r in
or ot of a Syltem) to perform the Fundtions of a Spirit; I

- will only add this asto Free Wi/, If Matter be capable of it,

C a If
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If it can deliberate, confult, chufe or tefufe, theh Matter is
capable of Pertite and Vice, Duty and Religion, Merit and De-
merit, and alfo of Punifhments and Rewardss Which Hypothefis
about the Powers of Matter, 1s to the Will, would pervert
all our rules in Moral Philofophy : as the former about the
Underflarding, all in Natural.

Neither do} fee a Capacity in any Part of the Body for
Memory or Remembrance, cfpecially as to fome Idea’s. Take
what part you pleafe to be Cogitanr and Reminifeent, (1 fuppofe
twill be fome part in the Brain,) all our new acquir’d Idea’s
muft work fome change in that Part, and leave fome Marks
there for a foundation of Memory. But we have fome Idea’s
that have no Corporeal Marks in the Braintas thofe of Rels-
tsons, Proportions, univerfal and abftraft Notions; Yet of thefe
and fuch like, we have both Perception and Memory : And
as to thofe Objects which leave fome Impreffions upon the
Brain, ’tis ftill unconceivable how thofe Impreflions , what-
foever they are, fhould be fixt and continue fo long as our
Memory does : in a piece of fluxile Matter, that wafts,
fpends, and changes day after day. And vet this is not all
that is in Ademory, for there is a Relative Senfe befides, where-
by we perce;ve that we had formerly percesv’d the fame thing,
Which reduplication of the A& and relative Perception the
Brain bears no partin, nor hath it any Mark there, but muft
be the Adtion of another Subftance diftin@ from it, and from
all Matter.

To thefc RefleGtions upon the Nature of our Faculties, and
the Powers of Matter, It would not be fair, nor fatistaltory,
to give us a fhort Anfwer and tell us, Every thing is poflible to
God. ’*Tis true, every thing that is poflible , 1s poffible to
God; but we muft alfo conlider the Capacities or Iacapa-
cities of the Subj:&. Quicquid recipitur, recipitur ad modum
Recipientis.  And what you {fuppofe peffible may be fuppos’d
actual,  Poflibili pofiro sin altu ) nibl fequitur abfurdi. Pardon
thefe old Axioms by which you are oblig’'d to vindicate the
attual exiftence of fuch Powers and Properties as we are trea-
ting of , from abfurdity; and to make them intelligible if
you would have them receiv’d.

[ formerly mentioned (in the firft Letter) a general Confi-
Jderation which might juftly inducc us to believe that Matter

is
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is not capable of the Powers of Cogitation. For if it were,
the exiftence of Finite immaterial Spirits would be fuperfluous ;
fecing Matter alone, or certain parcels of Matter (with this
Power or Imprefs) would be able to perform all their Ope-
rations. But I leave that to your further Thoughts. How-
ever I concetve fuch a Power alting in Matter, or imprefs'd
upon it, could not be call'd the Power of Matter, no more
than Motion is the Power of Matter. In Motion, you know
properly {o call’d, befides the change of Situation, there is a
Vis movens, which is not the Power of Matter, nor any Modi-
fication of it ; but the Power of a Superior Agent alting
Matter. In like manner, If there was a #3s cosirans in the
Body, or in any other Matter, it would not be a Power of
Matter, nor any Modification of it, any more than the 773
movens is. Suppofe Light piercing and illuminating a tranf-
parent Body, that Light is not the Power of the Body, but of
the Sun or fome other Luminary. The Body is only Paflive,
whereas Power always fignifies fomething A&ive. |

We can diftin&®ly conceive the Mechanical Propertics of
Matter, and what refults from_them ; but as Cogitation can-
not be any of thofe, nor an effe of any of them, fo neither
can I any more conceive the Power ot Intelleétion or Ratio-
cination com:municated to certain Syftems of Matter, than I
can conceive Penetration of Dimenfions communicated to certain
Parts or Syftems of Matter; or a Power of being in feveral
places at once 3 Both which, you know, are by fome made com-
municable to a Body. If we grant fuch Arbitrary Powers
whereof we have no Idea or Conception, to be communicable
to Matter, there will be no end of imputing Powers to Mat-
ter, according to every one’s Fancy or Credulity. Let us take
another inftance about Occulr qualities 5 fuppofe one fay, That
certain Stones, which he knows, have an attrafive or expul-
five Power, at a Thoufand Miles diftance, without any con-
talt or preflure (mediate or immediate) upon the Bodies they
attralt or expel; we muflt take the liberty to disbelieve or
diffent from this Vertuofo, as afferting a thing unconceivable
to our Faculties. For if we do not bound our Philofophy by
fome Rules, and give fome Reafon or Ground for what we
afirm or deny, we do but ramble in a Wildernefs thRc:ltlJ:
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Rule or Compafs : and what we call Science, is nothing but
Conceit and imaginary Suppofitions.

As to the ftate of that Queftion, How far Cogitation is
communicable to Matter? We allow that a Spirit may a&
and Cogitate in Matter, and be fo united to fome Syftems of
it, that there may be a reciprocation of Aé&ions and Paffions
betwixt them, according to the Laws of their Union. But
ftill all thefe Cogitations are the Powers of the Spirit, not of
the Matter. Suppofe in Voluntary Motion, which proceeds
from the Wil, 1t that Will may be the Power of Matter, then
it may have the Power of Motion, or of the Determination
of Motion. And it feems to me an eafier Suppofition to make a
Vs movens communicable to Matter , (which I think cannot
be allow'd) than a Pus cogitans, If they both be the Powers
of Matter, Innate or Superadded, God and Matter are the
whole of the Univerfe, without particular Spirits or Spiri-
tual Subftances, permanent and diftin& in their Individu-
ation.

And this, under favour, I cannot but think is the Myftery
ain’d at all along, but conceal’d fromus. Nor do I find any
cafier Key to decypher this Philofophy, and to make it con-
fiftent one part with another, than to take that Suppofition,
That God and Matter are the whole of the Univerfe, as a general
Ground of it. And efpecially of thofe Parts that I have had
occafion to reflett upon, or fuch others as depend upon them.
It I have miftaken your fence in this, *Tis owing either to my
want of Difcernment and Penetration, or to your Refervednefs
and Ambiguity of Expreflion. But however you may eafe us in
either cafe, by declaring frankly what your Sentiments are as
to this grand Point. Which if you pleafe to do, as I know the
Opinion is not new or unheard of before, (aknown Se&t of
the Fews, and another of the Arabians, befides fome Greeks and
Romans having been noted forit;) So I fhall not load it with
Odium, but only examine it fairly according to the beft Light
I have, for afurther Difcovery or Confirmation of the Truth.

"This Notion that One Infinite Mind and Matter make up
the Univerfe, feems to me, I fay, the common Centre wherein
the great Lines of your Difcourfec meet and tcrminate. And
this fame Notion I take to be the Root of Philofophical Deifm,

properly
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properly fo cal’d, (for I do not oppofe it here to Chriftia-
nity or Reveal'd Religion) which as it {prings up, fpreads it
felf into feveral Branches. You difown and very well refute
the Materialift, who would have but one fingle Subftance in the
World, namely Matter. But as to the Philofophical Deifts,
who are more confiderable and moderate, holding two Prin-
ciples , Matter and univerfal Mind, 1 do not find that your
Notions do at all difagree with that Hypothefis. Nay, if I
be not miftaken, this is the common fource from whence they
rife, or the common Receptacle into which they run.  Let us
compare them a little, if you pleafe, to obferve their Agree-
ment or Difagreement.

The grand Principle of that Deifm we {peak of, I conceive
is this ; There’s one Infinite univerfal Spirit that aGuates Mat-
ter always; and according to the different difpofitions and
Syftems of Matter, it exercifes different Operations, Ratin-
nal, Senfitive, or Vegetative. Soas thefe are not the Powers
or Operations of particular and individual Spirits, diftin&
from the Univerfal, but the feveral Influences and Effeéts of
the univerfal Spirit, as the different Compofitions and Ma-
difications of Matter will permit. This Doétrine Virgil is
th:;xg,ht to have exprefs’d, and makes Anchifes among the
Dead ,

to deliver it as an Arcanwm to his Son efEneas , in
thefe words,

Principio celum, ac terras, campofy, liquentes,
Lucentemqs, ¢lobum Lune , Titaniague aftra
Spiritus intus alit, totamgqy infufa per artus
Mens.agitat molem, & magno fe corpore mifcer.
Inde Hominum pecudumgy, genus, Vireq, volantim,
Et que marmoreo fert monj%m Jub equore Pontus,

This, you fee, takes in both rational and irrational Crea-
tures, as he had done before in a like Defcription 3 but our
concern is only for rational Natures and the Soul of Man.
And if the Soul of Man be nothing but an influx from ano-
ther Principle, not a diftin® permanent Subftance, and the
Principle of its own Adions, whofoever goes upon this Prin-
ciple, I do not wonder if he cannot allow snnate Jdea’s, or

proctical

Zneid. 6,

Georg. 4
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prattical Principles in the Soul. For thereis no permanent Soul

or diftin® Subftance to imprint them upon; They are the

Operations of another Being, and exerted according to the
Difpofitions of the Body, or may be wholly intermitted when
the Body isaflecep. This, I think, they fpeak coherently with
the former Pofition. Moreover upon that Hypothefis, The

Soul cannot be faid to be Jmmortal, or to alt and operate af-

ter the diffolution of the Body; for the Body then is no fur-
ther capable of thofe Influences.

Furthermore, in confequence of this Principle of Deifin
and the Mortality of the Soul, great Doubts and Difficulties
muft needs arife to them about the Refurreffion. How it can

be the fame Man or the fame Perfor that rifes again 1 when
I

both the Body and the Soul are »ew. And this would bring
on nice Difputes about the Notions of /dentity and Diver-
fity. Which accordingly we find difcufs’d at large in the

B.2.c27. Effzy, for their Satisfalion, 1 fuppofe, that go upon thofe

Principles.

I will mention another Doubt or Difpute, which arifes
from that Principle, viz. That the Soul is nor a Subftance di-
ftin@ from God and Matter. From this Pofition a Queftion
fprings up concerning the Powers of Matter, or whether Mat-
ter be not capable of Cogitation. If the Soul be not a Sub-
ftance diftinét from God and Matter, then all our Cogita-
tions are either the Operations of God, or the Operations of

Matter ; there being no third Subftance to be the Subjet of
them. This being the cafe, They chufe (as of two inconve-

niences the lefs) to make Matter the Subjelt of them, rather

than God ; adding this temperament, That Matter hath not

this Power of Cogitation from it felf, but as imprefs'd or

communicated to it from God. Neither do they pofitively

affert (fo far as I know) this Power of Cogitation in Matter,

either innate or imprefs’d ; but leave that as a floating Pro--

blem, which they will not determine either way. But fee-
ing this Controverfie takes its Original only from their Prin-
ciples, they are bound to decide it, or declare which part

they will take, o
I have noted thofe Dofrines, you fee, which chiefly relate

to the Soxl of Man, and are found agrecable to, or confequential
upon
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upon the Principles of the Deifts. If they be further try’d up-
on the Jdea of God, as you have given it without Moral Attri-
butes, only as a Supreme Being, Eternal, All-knowing, moft
Powerful; no Deift, of one fort or other, will be excluded by
this Idea, nor any party of Men, except meer Atheifls, if yet
there be any fuch Monfters amongft Men. So that ftill; inall
thefe Principles (and thefe are the chief Principles to be de-
pended upon, in reference to Morality and Religion) thereis
nothing, fo far as [ can obferve, higher than Deifm ; neither
do 1 know the fcope or occafion of fome Difcourfes in this
Effa , upon any other Suppofitions than thofe we have men-
tioned.

But I fpeak this with due regard always to better Informa-
tion, and muft take it at prefent for a kind of Rationale to that
Jearned Work.to fee the dependance of one part upon another:
However, I will take the liberty to fay, that the Author can-
not, upon thofe Principles, give us (as is pretended } a De-
monftrative Morality, as clear as Mathematicks. He may give
us a fett of Prudential Maxims for the Conveniences of Life,
or a kind of Political Righteonfnefs, but will never reach what
is moft Sacred and Divine either in Morality or Religion. I
wifh him, however, good fuccefs, that it may not be faid,
Parturinnt Montes,

SIR, If you pleafe to declare your Thoughts more freely
concerning thefe things, elpecially as to the Nature of God, and
the Sosl of Man, you may ftate the cafe more diftinétly, and
bring it to an iflue, which isall Idefire. T fhall only give it
a Friendly Confideration ; and accordingly I requeft that you
would manage it with calm Reafon, without Wrath or Bit-
ternefs. |

Diis proximus ille est,
Quem Ratio, non Ira movet.

I am, SIR,
Your Humble Servax:.

D POST-
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POSTSCRIPT.

TH E Epicurean Philofophers have given us a Merhed of Sci-
ence, without any other Principles than what are colleted

from Senfe and Experience ; which 1 take to be the famein effe&t

with your Method. And it may be ufefol indeed within its
Sphere : to make Men attend to their Evidence that it be real,
and to beat out of the Schools fome empty Notions or Notio-
nalities. Butas it does not reach the firflt Criterion, or the
firft Difcriminations we make of True and Falfe fo alfo in
reference to Good and Evil, thofe Principles fall fhort and will
not bear, when they cone to lay a Foundation fer Morality and
Religion, They can earry us no highgr than Epicurss’s Ethicks,
ftill within the compafs of a Temporal Felicity, and provifion
forit. Thefe Authors muft either go upon a Principle of Prs-
unte SelfePrefervation for the Bafis of their Adorals, or of the
Prefervation of Society; They have no higher Principle that I
know, feeing they make no Inerinfick and Effential Diftinction.
of Good 4and Evil : nor include Goodnets, Juftice, and other
Moral Attributes in'the Idea of the Divine Nature. Nor can
prove the Immortality of the Soul, or a future ftate of Punifh-
ménts and Rewards; And their Notion of Confeience, of Vertue
and Vice, Good and Evil , (without diftin&ion of Natural and
Moral) are © lax and general, and have fo little Sacred in
them, that they ftem to me to ftand wpon the very fame level
with the reit. Buat if others can deduce better things from
thofe Principles, 1 fhould be glad to fee it done.

Yet I do not account the Epicurean Philofophers to be A«
theifts, but rather a fort of Dgifts: for there are, feveral forts
of Men under that denominatiod. Thofe that.are meer Mate-
rialifts, and own no Deity diftin& from Matter, are the very
worlt Deifts, and fcarce deferve that name or title, tho’ they
pretend to it. Others that own an Immaterial Deity, and that
Matter is not the only S«bffratum of all things, are yet diftin.
guifhable into differcnt Parties, both in refpect of their natural
Principles and Religious. Some of them will own not only an
immaterial Dcity, but alfo particular, finite, immaterial Spi-

£its,
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rits, diftintt Subftances from the Deity, but will not own Re-
veal’d Religion. Others, on the contrary, will own both na-
tural and reveal’d Religion, but not that the Soul of Man, or
any finite Spirits arc permanent Subftances, diftin® from the
Deity 3 But think them only tranfient Irradiations or Effluxes
of the Deity in certain Syftems of Matter ; which hold as long
as thofe Syftems of Matter continue, and no longer.  Such the
de:!ftceu were among the Jews, and fo I'm afraid not a few
arcin the prefent Age. I confefs thefe have a more plaufible
Plea that,l the reft, in my Opinion, and better deferve to be
confiderd. We will if you pleafe, for diftin&tion fake, call
them Semi-Deifts : or if they like that title better, Semi-mare-
rialiffs, And my Bufinefs hath beento fhow, that upon thofe
foremention’d Principles, which I take to be theirs, meither
Ratural nor reveal’d Religion can be Eftablith’d. 1add reveal’d
Religion, feeing it is manifeft that the truth and certainty of 3
Revelation as to us, depends upon the Goodnefs, Juftice, Faith-
fulnefs and Veracity of the Revealer. Which are Attributes

they do not mention, or do not to
of God. ? prove to belong to the Idea

SIR,

S to the [etting or not fetting a Nuame tomy Remarks, Ihave

\. gwven Reafons before, and have this to Juperadd, I/) you had

writ a civil Anfwer tomy firft Remarks, as they were a civil and
f:fjre&ful Enguiry into the Senfe and Confequences of your Principles
sn reference to shofe Heads I had mention’d, I ﬂ:au}i’ have [ent yo;:
wry Second with my Name to thems,  But yor made fuch an Anfwer
with an overtopping Arrogance or Contermpe, that it was not decent

for me (whether you would think it fo asto your [felf, 1 know not )

that the Writer ﬂaoxld be farther known, No Man iz willine to be
made the Subjelt of injurions Speeches 4 bow wnderferv’d foever,
Write fairly, and clojj? to the merits of the Canfe, and you (hall
bave a feir and juft Asfwer. For I do not write for Contention

fakey nor for any other Inteveft than thar of the difcovery of Truth
sn & Matter which I conceive to be of great Exrem{;nd C‘?m{m. o

FINIS.
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