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FOREWORD

The seventeenth century witnessed what has been called the “heroic”
period in the development of modern natural law theory.! Beginning
with Hugo Grotius, Protestant thinkers began to experiment with scho-
lastic natural law ideas to produce a distinctive and highly successful
tradition of natural jurisprudence that would come to dominate Eu-
ropean political thought. Viewed from the eighteenth century, the suc-
cess of the tradition could be, and often was, taken for granted, but such
retrospective views could often conceal the extent to which the early pi-
oneers faced real challenges in their attempts to reconcile natural law
ideas with the rigors of Protestant theology. In this context, Richard
Cumberland is perhaps one of the great unsung heroes of the natural
law tradition. Cumberland’s De Legibus Naturae constituted a critical
intervention in the early debate over the role of natural jurisprudence
at a moment when the natural law project was widely suspected of het-
erodoxy and incoherence.

Hugo Grotius’s work undoubtedly generated a great deal of interest
among Protestant thinkers, but it also occasioned a critical response that
threatened to undermine the whole project. The most dangerous writer
in this respect was Thomas Hobbes. Hobbes simultaneously adapted
and subverted the new jurisprudence, producing a theory that would
become notorious for its apparent atheism and absolutism. As a result,

1. For discussion of the “modern” theory of natural law, see Tuck, Natural Rights
Theories: Their Origin and Development (1979), and also his “The ‘Modern’ Theory
of Natural Law” (1987), 99—122. For more recent discussions of the same tradition,
see Haakonssen, Natural Law and Modern Philosophy (1996); and Hochstrasser, Naz-
ural Law Theories in the Early Enlightenment (2000).
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early natural law writers were dogged by accusations of Hobbism, the
charge that behind their attempts to forge a new tradition lay the re-
duction of moral and political obligation to self-interest alone. Cum-
berland’s De Legibus Naturae, with its sustained assault on Hobbes’s
ideas, constituted one of the most important and influential responses
to this damaging accusation. Cumberland not only produced one of the
most effective critiques of Hobbes’s ideas, but he also used the oppor-
tunity to propose a new and distinctively scientificapproach to questions
of moral and political obligation. Cumberland’s achievement was to
provide a much-needed defense of the natural jurisprudential project
while laying important theoretical foundations for the work of such later
writers as Clarke, Shaftesbury, and Hutcheson.?

Richard Cumberland (1632-1718)3

Cumberland was born in London, the son of a Salisbury Court tailor.
He attended St. Paul’s School, and in June 1649, barely five months after
the execution of Charles I, he entered Magdalene College, Cambridge.
AtMagdalene, Cumberland supplemented his regular studies with arich
diet of natural philosophy, developing the scientific knowledge that in-

2. For Cumberland’s contribution to the natural law tradition, see Parkin, Science,
Religion and Politics in Restoration England: Richard Cumberland’s “De Legibus Na-
turae” (1999), especially ch. 7; Kirk, Richard Cumberland and Natural Law (1987);
Haakonssen, “The Character and Obligation of Natural Law According to Richard
Cumberland” (2001), pp. 29—47; Schneider, Justitia Universalis (1967), pp. 166—75;
Darwall, The British Moralists and the Internal “Ought” (1995), pp. 80—108; and
Schneewind, The Invention of Autonomy (1998), pp. 101-17. For Cumberland’s in-
fluence upon Scottish Enlightenment thought, see Forbes, “Natural Law and the
Scottish Enlightenment” (1982), pp. 186—204. See also Forbes, Hume’s Philosophical
Politics (1975), pp. 18—26; Moore and Silverthorne, “Gerschom Carmichael and the
Natural Jurisprudence Tradition in Eighteenth-Century Scotland” (1983), pp. 73—88.

3. The main source for Cumberland’s life is a short biography written by his son-
in-law Squire Payne: “Brief Account of the Life . .. of the Author,” prefaced to
Cumberland’s Sanchoniatho’s Phoenician History (1720). Linda Kirk has produced the
best modern account in “Richard Cumberland (1632—1718) and His Political Theory,”
Ph.D. diss., University of London, 1976. Kirk’s discussion forms the basis for ch. 1
of her Richard Cumberland and Natural Law. Some additional information is pro-
vided in Parkin, Science, Religion and Politics, Introduction.
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forms almost every page of the De Legibus. Cumberland’s interest in the
new science was crucial to his natural law theory; the union of natural
philosophy and natural theology created the basis for his science of mo-
rality and his logical demonstration of divine obligation.

Cumberland left Cambridge after receiving his master of arts in 1656,
becoming rector of the small Northamptonshire parish of Brampton
Ash in 1658. This rural posting might have marked the end of Cum-
berland’s significance, but in 1667 he became a client of, and possibly
domestic chaplain to, Sir Orlando Bridgeman, formerly lord chief jus-
tice of the Common Pleas and now in 1667 newly appointed lord keeper
of the Great Seal.“ An ex-Magdalene man himself, Bridgeman employed
a number of Cumberland’s colleagues, including Cumberland’s friend
Hezekiah Burton. It is likely that Burton’s recommendation secured
Cumberland’s new and politically important patronage.

The connection with Bridgeman placed Cumberland at the center of
English politics in the later 1660s and led directly to the publication of
De Legibus Naturae. During this period, Bridgeman sponsored Heze-
kiah Burton and another of Cumberland’s friends, John Wilkins, in
their attempts to construct a religious compromise with Presbyterian
nonconformists. Although the negotiations ultimately failed, the dis-
cussion of the role of natural law in such a settlement formed the im-
mediate political context to Cumberland’s work on the subject. In 1670,
Bridgeman established the newly married Cumberland in comparatively
affluent livings in Stamford, enabling him to complete De Legibus Na-
turae. Burton supervised the publication of the work, which was dedi-
cated to Bridgeman. The book was published in the spring of 1672.

The same year would see Bridgeman resign in protest at Charles IT’s

4. The lord keeper of the Great Seal was the judicial officer appointed in lieu of
the lord chancellor. As well as being the head of the legal side of the governmentand
the senior judge in the Court of Chancery, the lord keeper authorized grants of of-
fices, privileges, and royal charters. Virtually indistinguishable from the office of lord
chancellor in theory and practice, the post was abolished in 1760. See G. E. Aylmer,
The Crown’s Servants (2002), p. 18.
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decision to issue the Declaration of Indulgence, suspending the penal
laws against Catholic and Protestant dissenters. Cumberland appears to
have survived his patron’s fall, devoting himself to his parochial duties.
In 1680 he proceeded to a doctorate at Cambridge University. His thesis
maintained (against the Roman Catholic position) that St. Peter had no
jurisdiction over the other apostles and (against the nonconformist po-
sition) that separation from the Anglican Church was schismatic.” In the
1680s, Cumberland produced two works. The first was a pamphlet ded-
icated to his school friend Samuel Pepys, by this time president of the
Royal Society, entitled An Essay Towards the Recovery of Jewish Measures
and Weights (1686). The Essay, originally designed as an appendix to a
new edition of the Bible, was widely respected for its scholarship. During
the same time, Cumberland also produced Sanchoniatho’s Phoenician
History in manuscript. This work claimed to find the sources of Roman
Catholic idolatry in the Phoenician corruption of sacred history. The
anti-Catholic bias of the work was such that, on the eve of the Glorious
Revolution of 1688, Cumberland’s publisher felt that the manuscriptwas
too inflammatory to be released. The book appeared posthumously, in
1720.

In the wake of the revolution, Cumberland was called upon to replace
the nonjuring bishop of Peterborough, Thomas White.® Cumberland
was consecrated in July 1691, at age fifty-nine. From this time until his
death, Cumberland administered his diocese diligently but with declin-
ing efficiency as old age took its toll. He attended the House of Lords
regularly until 1716, a loyal Whig supporter of Archbishop Tenison. In-
tellectually, Cumberland busied himself with studies in ancient chro-
nology. He died after suffering a stroke on October 9, 1718.7

5. Squire Payne, “Brief Account,” p. ix; Cambridge University Library Grace
Book, Supplicats 1677-80.

6. The nonjurors were the eight bishops and some four hundred priests who,
because of their belief in the divine right of kings, continued to see the Stuarts as
the legitimate monarchs and hence refused to take the oath of allegiance to William
and Mary.

7. Payne, “Brief Account,” p. xxvi.
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De Legibus Naturae

De Legibus Naturae was a theoretical response to a range of issues that
came together during the later 1660s. The immediate political circum-
stances were English debates over the toleration of religious dissent.
Cumberland’s Latitudinarian friends sought to reach an accommodation
with moderate nonconformists based upon an appeal to natural law
ideas.® If the nonconformists could accept that the magistrate had a nat-
ural right to regulate adiaphora (religious ritual not prescribed by Scrip-
ture), intractable theological disputes might be avoided, which would
open the way for accommodation within the church. The negotiations
failed, resulting in the rise of more strident demands from dissenters for
a pluralist, toleration-based settlement. For some Latitudinarian Angli-
cans, notably Samuel Parker, such demands were unacceptable. For
Parker, natural law required nonconformists to submit to the legal re-
quirements imposed by the sovereign for the common good. Parker’s
illiberal use of the natural law argument soon attracted accusations that
he was following the arguments of Thomas Hobbes. Notoriously,
Hobbes’s political theory had appeared to pay lip service to the obliga-
tions imposed by natural law, whereas in practice vesting all practical
authority in the hands of an arbitrary and absolute sovereign. Although
Parker and others attempted to demonstrate that they were not Hobb-
ists, their attempt to justify extensive sovereign power appeared to un-
dermine their avowed commitment to natural obligation. By the time
Cumberland began to write De Legibus Naturae, there was a clear need
to separate the Anglican use of the natural law argument from Hobbes’s
account. Such a project required a decisive attack upon Hobbes’s sub-
versive natural law theory, but it also provided an opportunity to dem-
onstrate the character of the obligation to natural law. Cumberland
sought to do both in De Legibus Naturae.

The question of moral obligation lies at the heart of Cumberland’s
treatise, and it was a question that created profound difficulties for Prot-

8. Foradiscussion of the political context, see Parkin, Science, Religion and Politics,

ch. 1.
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estant natural law theorists.” Protestant thinkers were skeptical about
Grotius’s appropriation of scholastic ideas. John Selden in particularwas
scathing about the Dutchman’s apparent assumption that conclusions
of reason alone could have the force of law. A law was properly the com-
mand of a superior, in this case God. How, then, could it be shown
naturally that the conclusions of reason or empirically observed norms
were the will of God and thus properly obligatory laws? Hobbes made
the same criticism: If the laws of nature are simply rational theorems,
then they are not properly laws at all and need the command of a su-
perior to give them obligatory force. Hobbes’s deeply skeptical answer
was that providing such obligatory force was the role of the sovereign,
a position that potentially ruled out the possibility of divine moral ob-
ligation altogether.

Cumberland accepted the force of this critique but rejected Hobbes’s
destructive conclusion, turning instead to a solution indicated by Selden.
Selden preferred to sidestep the problem by arguing that God had spo-
ken directly to Adam and Noah; the natural law precepts delivered were
handed down within the rabbinical tradition. His second, rather un-
derdeveloped, suggestion was that individuals might be capable of ap-
prehending God’s will more directly, but he was understandably reluc-
tant to develop a theory that blurred the distinction between reason and
command. Like many readers of Selden, Cumberland was less con-
vinced by the first solution, but he saw the potential in the second
argument.'?

Cumberland’s optimism about Selden’s hint derived from two related
sources. The first was the revaluation of man’s rational capacity en-
couraged by such Cambridge thinkers as Benjamin Whichcote and
Nathaniel Culverwell, both of whom soughtan enhanced role for reason

and empirical observation in Protestant natural law discourse.!! The sec-

9. Ibid., ch. 2.

10. See below, Cumberland’s “Introduction,” sect. III.

1. Parkin, Science, Religion and Politics, ch. 2, especially pp. 72-87; see also
Haakonssen, “Moral Philosophy and Natural Law: From the Cambridge Platonists
to the Scottish Enlightenment” (1988), pp. 97-110.
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ond major influence was Cumberland’s conviction that science might
offer a more effective means of demonstrating both the contents and the
obligatory force of the law of nature. At a time when Hobbes’s work
appeared to suggest that the appliance of science undermined rather
than supported the idea of obligatory natural law, Cumberland’s De Le-
gibus would recover a godly role for natural philosophy.'?

To this end, Cumberland deployed the latest scientific evidence to
reject Hobbes’s narrow emphasis upon self-preservation as the beginning
and end of natural obligation. Cumberland used evidence from “the
nature of things” to show that an awareness of self-preservation is merely
the starting point in developing an awareness of the natural duty of
sociability. The logical consequence of such evidence is to reinforce the
idea that individuals are bound, both by their limitations and their po-
tentiality, to a common social good. Given that the pursuit of the com-
mon good results in a greater fulfillment of human nature than the nar-
row pursuit of individual self-interest, the pursuit of the common good
presents itself as the logical priority for individuals, given that their own
interests will be best served as a result. Such a proposition offered the
prospect of a handy summary of the law of nature in one universal for-
mula: Man’s proper action should be an endeavor to promote the com-
mon good of the whole system of rational agents.

Although Cumberland had derived this practical proposition from a
scientific examination of the nature of things, he still needed to dem-
onstrate that such a proposition could be considered the will of God.
His solution to this problem, discussed at length in chapter 5 of De Le-
gibus, is Cumberland’s most distinctive theoretical move. Cumberland
argued that it was possible to identify the sanctions attached to the law
of nature, namely the structures of reward and punishment that God
had ordained for the observance and dereliction of the law of nature.
Punishments take various forms, ranging from the traditional scourges

12. For discussion of Cumberland’s science, see Parkin, Science, Religion and Poli-
tics, chs. 4-6; Forsyth, “The Place of Richard Cumberland in the History of Natural
Law Doctrine,” pp. 23—42; Stewart, The Rise of Public Science: Rhetoric, Technology
and Natural Philosophy in Newtonian Britain 1660—1750 (1992), pp. 37-39.
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of conscience through to the state of war, a natural punishment for un-
reasonable, Hobbesian behavior. Rewards include simple happiness
through to the benefits of peace, prosperity, and security. Cumberland
stressed that such sanctions are not in themselves the causes of moral
obligation. They are merely clues indicating that the practical proposi-
tion concerning the common good is indeed the basic principle of God’s
justice. The knowledge that such a proposition is God’s will gives the
proposition the force of law. Cumberland’s theory of obligation risked
the suggestion that God himself is bound by the laws of nature, but
Cumberland avoided the implication by arguing that an essentially free
God binds himself to the observance of the regularities in his creation.
Although notan unproblematic solution, Cumberland’s scheme allowed
a reconciliation between natural law and the requirements of Protestant
theology, one of the many reasons for Cumberland’s profound influence
upon later writers in the tradition.

The practical implications of Cumberland’s solution are scattered
throughout the book but particularly in chapter 9, where the political
implications of his argument are made clear. Having clarified the dif-
ferences between Hobbes’s natural law theory and his own, Cumberland
attempted to show that his position sustains a more durable account of
sovereignty justified by the common good. The magistrate’scompetence
extends “universally to things divine and human, of foreigners and
fellow-subjects, of peace and war.”'? Cumberland’s sovereign possesses
extensive civil and ecclesiastical jurisdiction, all warranted by divinely
ordained natural law. Paradoxically, one of Cumberland’s majorachieve-
ments was to demonstrate that an almost Hobbesian sovereignty could
be part of an orthodox natural law theory.'*

Reception

The reception of De Legibus gives some indication of its impact upon
the natural law tradition. Cumberland’s thesis was particularly impor-

13. Ch. 9, sect. VIII.
14. Kirk, Richard Cumberland, ch. 4; Parkin, Science, Religion and Politics, ch. 1,

pp- 48-55.
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tant for Samuel Pufendorf, whose De Jure Naturae et Gentium was pub-
lished in the same year. Pufendorf was accused of Hobbism and in re-
sponse deployed Cumberland’s arguments in his own defense. The
second edition of De Jure Naturae (1684) included no fewer than forty
references to De Legibus, reinforcing Pufendorf’s anti-Hobbesian cre-
dentials but also adding weight to his theory of obligation.!> In England
itis perhaps no surprise to find Samuel Parker freely adapting the central
argument of De Legibus in his Demonstration of the Divine Authority of
the Law of Nature (1681). James Tyrrell, who had urged John Locke to
publish something similar, produced an English abridgement of the
work (with Cumberland’s approval) under the title A Brief Disquisition
of the Law of Nature (1692). Cumberland’s combination of positive the-
ory and anti-Hobbesian critique ensured that the work would continue
to find an audience until the early eighteenth century. After that time,
Cumberland’s ideas were developed by writers like Samuel Clarke; An-
thony Ashley Cooper, third earl of Shaftesbury; and Francis Hutcheson;
but the waning of the Hobbesian threat and Cumberland’s outmoded
science made the book itself less urgent and rather dated to an audience
that had become used to more sophisticated treatments of natural law.'°

Editions

The original Latin edition was published by the Little Britain bookseller
Nathaneal Hooke and seen through the press by Hezekiah Burton; but
as Burton admitted in his address to the reader, the job was not well
done."” The text is littered with transcription errors allegedly perpetrated
by an unnamed youth who did the typesetting. The first edition was

15. For discussion of Pufendorf’s critics, see Palladini, Discussion: Seicentesche su
Samuel Pufendorf (1978), pp. 99-122, and Haakonssen, Natural Law and Modern
Philosophy, pp. 43—46. For Cumberland’s influence, see Kirk, Richard Cumberland,
ch. 5; and Parkin, Science, Religion and Politics, ch. 7. For another view, see Palladini’s
discussion in Samuel Pufendorf: Discepolo di Hobbes (1990).

16. For Cumberland’s impact upon these writers, see Kirk, Richard Cumberland,
chs. s and 6. For Cumberland’s place in the wider tradition, see Darwall, The British
Moralists and the Internal “Ought”; and Schneewind, The Invention of Autonomy.

17. A translation of Burton’s “Alloquium ad Lectorem” (Address to the Reader)
is reproduced as an appendix to this edition.
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licensed by Samuel Parker on July 25, 1671, and the work was advertised
in the term catalogues in February 1671/72. As Linda Kirk has estab-
lished, there are two variants of this edition, with slightly different def-
initions of the law of nature at the beginning of chapter 5.'® The possible
significance of these differences is discussed in this edition in the notes
to that chapter. A second edition of the Latin text was published in Lii-
beck and Frankfurt a.d.O. by Samuel Otto and Johann Wiedermeyer
in 1683, followed by a third in the same places in 1694. A fourth edition
of the Latin text, based upon the 1672 edition, was published in 1720 by
James Carson in Dublin.

In terms of translations, Cumberland’s text was, as we have seen,
adapted by Samuel Parker and James Tyrrell, whose Brief Disquisition
went into a second edition in 1701. Cumberland’s work would have to
wait until 1727 for a full translation into English, by John Maxwell, the
text used in this edition. Maxwell was prebendary of Connor and chap-
lain to Lord Carteret, then lord lieutenant of Ireland. Maxwell’s preface
makes it clear that his intention was to produce a full translation for the
first time, given that Cumberland’s original Latin text was both difficult
to acquire and complicated to read. Cumberland’s anti-Hobbism may
have appealed at a time when Bernard Mandeville’s Fable of the Bees
(1714, 1723) appeared to revive central Hobbesian arguments. Maxwell’s
project was probably also occasioned by discussions of natural law in-
spired by Francis Hutcheson’s work. Hutcheson headed a private acad-
emy in Dublin during the early 1720s and developed his own natural
law position in his Inquiry into the Original of Our Ideas of Beauty and
Virtue (1725), a work critical of some aspects of Cumberland’s project
but with clear debts to the argument of De Legibus. Maxwell was familiar
with Hutcheson’s work and saw the latter’s project as a supplement to
Cumberland’s own."

Whatever the gains Maxwell hoped for, his Treatise of the Laws of
Nature also registers considerable anxieties about the text. The transla-
tion comes with two introductory essays and lengthy appendixes by

18. Kirk, Richard Cumberland, ch. 2.
19. Ibid., ch. 6.
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Maxwell, all of which are designed to head off wayward readings of
Cumberland’s work.?® The opening essays, in particular, qualify Cum-
berland’s use of pagan philosophy, both by rejecting deist assumptions
that might flow from such sources but also by asserting the importance
of revelation in guiding the use of natural reason. The appendices carry
out the same task with lengthy extracts from Samuel Clarke’s defenses
of the immateriality of a thinking substance and Maxwell’s own essay
on obligation, which reinforces the orthodox character of Cumberland’s
theory of obligation. Cumberland’s work, so advanced for its own time,
contained rather too many hostages to fortune to be published on its
own in the very different world of the 1720s.

The next major translation of Cumberland’s work produced what is
undoubtedly the best edition of De Legibus, Jean Barbeyrac’s Traité Phi-
losophique des Loix Naturelles, published in Amsterdam in 1744. Bar-
beyrac was able to obtain a transcript of Cumberland’s manuscript al-
terations, together with Richard Bentley’s corrections,? and these were
incorporated into extensive notes, together with commentaries on the
text and even on Maxwell’s English translation. Asa critical edition, Bar-
beyrac’s work is an astonishing feat of scholarship, an essential starting
point for a modern editor.

The last edition of Cumberland’s work was produced in Dublin in
1750 by John Towers. Towers produced a new but rather wayward trans-
lation and annotation inferior to Maxwell’s earlier attempt. Towers also
included considerable ancillary material, including translations of pref-
atory addresses that Maxwell had left out. These pieces have been in-
cluded in appendixes 1 and 2 of this edition.

20. Maxwell borrowed most of this material from Richard Brocklesby’s An Ex-
plication of the Gospel— Theism and the Divinity of the Christian Religion (1706). On
some copies Maxwell acknowledged his debt to the obscure Brocklesby on the title
page, but the most common state of the work lacks any reference to the earlier writer.

21. Cumberland’s son Richard had supplied Bentley with his father’s interleaved
copy (Trinity College, Cambridge, MS. adv.c.2.4), containing Cumberland’s own
revisions for future publication of a corrected Latin edition. The project never came
to fruition. For Barbeyrac’s account of how he came by this material, see his 77aizé
Philosophique des Loix Naturelles (1744), pp. v—viii.



A NOTE ON THIS EDITION

The current edition reproduces Maxwell’s complete text, together with
additional material taken from Cumberland’s copy of De Legibus, Bar-
beyrac’s Traité Philosophique, and Towers’s Philosophical Enquiry. The
only substantial changes to Maxwell’s text are to the footnotes. Maxwell’s
footnotes use a variety of conventions, but they are unnumbered and in
the introductory essays and appendixes consist usually of very general
abbreviated references that provide hardly any guidance for a non-
specialist modern reader.

For ease of reference, Maxwell’s footnote callouts (normally asterisks)
in the text have been silently deleted and replaced by arabic-numbered
footnotes for each essay or chapter. In some instances multiple references
occurring close together have been rationalized into one note. In Max-
well’s supplementary essays, the notes have been expanded to include
the full title of the work referred to and, where it can be identified, the
edition used. Book, chapter, page, and section numbers have been left
in the form of the original note. In his supplementary essays, Maxwell
often both loosely paraphrases his source and quotes it verbatim in the
original Greek or Latin; in those cases, the quotation is left out and only
the reference is retained.

In the translation of Cumberland’s text, Maxwell supplemented
Cumberland’s brief textual references (mostly to Hobbes’s works) with
notes of his own. Maxwell’s comments are identified in the notes to this
edition, as is material taken from Barbeyrac’s notes and Cumberland’s
manuscript. Additional information is the work of the current editor.
In order to facilitate comparison, references to appropriate modern edi-
tions of Hobbes’s major works have been used.
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A
TREATISE
OF THE
LAWS of NATURE.

By the Right Reverend Father in God,
RicHArRD CUMBERLAND, Lord Bishop of Pezerborough.

Made English from the Latin by JouNn MaxweLL, M. A.
Prebendary of Connor, and Chaplain to his Excellency
the Lord CARTERET, Lord Lieutenant of [reland.

To which is prefix'd,
An Introduction concerning the mistaken Notions which the
Heathens had of the DEITY, and the Defects in their MORAL-

1TY, whence the Usefilness of REVELATION may appear.

At the End is subjoin’d,
An Appendix, containing two Discourses, 1. Concerning the Im-
materiality of THINKING SUBSTANCE. 2. Concerning the
OBLIGATION, PROMULGATION, and OBSERVANCE, of the
LAW of NATURE, by the Translator.!

LONDON:

Printed by R. PriLLIps; and Sold by J. KnapTON, in St. Paul’s Church-
Yard, J. SENEX, over against St. Dunstan’s Church, in Fleet-Street, E.
Favrawm, at the South-Entrance of the Royﬂl—Exc/mnge, J. OsBORNE, and
T. LONGMAN, in Pater-Noster-Row, and T. OsBORNE, by Gray’s-Inn-
Walks. 1727.

1. In some copies the following variant text replaces “by the Translator”: “the
Introduction and latter part of the Appendix being chiefly extracted out of the writ-
ings of the learned Mr. Brocklesby, by the translator.” Richard Brocklesby (1636—
1714) was the author of An Explication of the Gospel— Theism and the Divinity of the
Christian Religion (1706). Maxwell makes liberal use of Brocklesby’s text, particularly
books I and V, adapting, paraphrasing, and sometimes plagiarizing the text without
reference.






TO
His EXCELLENCY,
JOHN,
Lord CARTERET,
Lord Lieutenant of /RELAND.!

May it please your Excellency,

When I was to publish the following Sheets, I knew not under the Authority of
what great Name so properly to introduce them to the Publick as your Excel-
lency’s, and that for several Reasons.

The Design of the Work, is, to enforce the Obligation of the Dictates of Rea-
soN, and the Necessity of REVELATION, the Practice of VIRTUE and RELIGION,
to Mankind; which could, with no Propriety, be address’'d to a Person of an
exceptionable Character.

How I have succeeded in my Performance, no one is a better Judge than your
Excellency, who have made the Authors of Antiquity, which I have made use of
in the following Work, the Diversion and Improvement of your retir'd Hours.

The Relation also, which you bear to my native Country, which is happy under
your Excellency’s Administration, was another Inducement to my taking the Lib-
erty of this Address, to which I was the more embolden’d, by having had the
Honour of being receiv’d into your Excellency’s Service.

That your Country may long enjoy the Advantage of your Example and your
Counsels; that you and your Family may be long Happy in one another; and
that, after a long and prosperous Life here, you may receive an eternal Reward
of all your Labours hereafter, is the sincere Prayer of him, who is, with the pro-
foundest respect,

May it please your Excellency,
your most devoted, and
most faithful humble

Servant and Chaplain,
London March
8th, 1726—7. JoHN MAXWELL.

1. John Carteret (1690-1763), 1st earl of Granville, but more commonly known
as Lord Carteret, was lord lieutenant of Ireland between 1724 and 1730. Maxwell was
Carteret’s domestic chaplain.
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The Original of MORAL OBLIGATION, and the fundamental Principles of
Laws Divine and Human, of SOCIETY, of VIRTUE, and of RELIGION,
are Points, which, in my Opinion, best deserve our Consideration, of any,
which the Mind of Man can contemplate. "Tis to these we chiefly owe all
the Happiness we enjoy here, or hope for hereafter. "Tis from Enquiries of
this kind, that we learn our Duties of every sort, to God, our Creator and
supreme Governor, our Fellow-creatures, and Ourselves; that we learn that
unerring Rule and Standard of right Reason, by pursuing whose Dictates
we regulate our Passions, and preserve them in a due Subordination. Whilst
we preserve them under the Conduct of that governing Principle in the Mind
of Man, which they were formd to obey, they are our chief Instruments of
Happiness; as, when they grow exorbitant, headstrong, and irregular, they
are the Causes of all our Misery.

For these Reasons, being led as much by Inclination, as in pursuance of
the Profession which I have undertaken, I was willing to inquire into what
those Authors had offer'd, who had treated upon this Subject, among whom
Bishop CUMBERLAND seems to me, to have handled it in the most masterly
and rational Manner, and to have gone farthest in the Argument, of any I
have had the good Fortune to meet with. But at the same time that I own
myself an Admirer of his Reasoning in the main, I cannot but acknowledge,
that his Periods are very perplex’d and intricate, and that his Language is
too Scholastick and Philosophical; which have deterr’d many from reading
him, and have been the Occasion of his valuable Work's not being so uni-
versally known as it deserv'd. His Book labourd also under another Dis-
advantage; his Manuscript was transcrib d for the Press (as he himself says)
by a Person unskillful in such Matters, whose Performance was, in conse-
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quence, very incorrect;' and the Author, living in the Country at a distance
from London, where the Book was printed, left the Care of the Edition to
a Friend, who was not at sufficient Pains, to see that it came out correctly,?
as whoever examines the Original with attention, will perceive in every Sheet
of the Book, in which many of the Errata are more than literal Mistakes,
or Mispointings, and disturb the Sense extremely, which are a grear Hin-
derance to the Reader, especially in an Argument otherwise intricate. This
Fault has not been corrected in the subsequent Editions, but in the last greatly
increasd.> His Paragraphs also, in many places, are not divided in such a
manner as to give the most Light to his Argument, sometimes joining them
where they should be divided, and dividing them where the Reasoning re-
quires that they should be join’d. All these Circumstances conspire to make
the Reading of his valuable Work, a laborious Task, which, therefore, few
Readers will be at the Pains to do. This I thought well deserv'd a helping
Hand, to which I have, therefore, contributed what lay in my power.

In order to remedy these Inconveniences, I thought it would be no dis-
service to the Publick, to publish his Work in English; Morality and the
Law of Nature being Subjects, which many, who don’t understand Latin,
would willingly inquire into; and the Poison, which Mr. Hobbes and other
Writers of his Stamp, have spread far and wide, subversive of the Principles
of all Morality and all Religion, having strongly infected many, who don’t
understand that Language; beside, that many, who are conversant in other
Latin Authors, don’t care to be at the Pains of reading CUMBERLAND.

In my Translation I have us'd my utmost Endeavours, throughout, reli-
giously to preserve my Author’s Sense, and at the same time to free him from
as many of his Scholastick Terms as I could, without hurting the Sense,

1. In the errata to the first edition of De Legibus Naturae, Cumberland blames the
inaccuracies upon the youth who did the typesetting.

2. Cumberland lived in Stamford in the early 1670s and left the printing in the
hands of his friend Hezekiah Burton. See also Burton’s “Alloquium ad Lectorem,”
reproduced as appendix 2 to the current volume.

3. Maxwell refers to subsequent editions of the Latin text; slightly improved sec-
ond and third editions were published in Liibeck and Frankfurt by Samuel Otto and
Johann Wiedermeyer in 1683 and 1694. The problematic fourth edition, based upon
the 1672 edition, was published in Dublin by James Carson in 1720.
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explaining such of the rest as seem d most to require it, altering and increasing
the Breaks into Paragraphs, where it seem d necessary, and giving the Heads
of each Section at the Beginning of it, in order to render more clear the
Connexion of the Author’s Reasoning, and his Transitions; for which purpose
1 have likewise frequently made use of “inverted Commas” and a differ-
ence of Character, adding ar the End a particular Analysis of the whole
Work, and a copious Index. In the Notes at the Bottom of the Page, I have
endeavour’d, either to explain, illustrate, or confirm, what the Author has
advanc'd, and in some places where I differ'd from him, to give my Reasons
for it, which are submitted to the Judgment of the Reader, with all due
deference to the Character of so Judicious and Learned a Writer. I have
added, likewise, at the End of most of the Chapters general Remarks, with
the same View.

The Appendix which I have added, consists of two Parts. The Author,
in the Beginning of his second Chapter, which is concerning the Nature of
Man, where he comes to touch upon the Distinctness of the Soul from the
Body, refers, for the Proof of it, to Several Authors, DEs-CARTES, MORE,
DiGBY, and WARD, whom the Reader may, perhaps, not have at hand, nor
Leisure and Inclination to consult ‘em, if he had:* And, as that is a most
important Point in the present Inquiry, and has, in my Opinion, been set
in a clearer and stronger Light by Dr. Clark, than by any other Writer I
have met with, I have reduc'd into as narrow a Compass as I could, the
Substance of his Controversy upon that Head, with an Anonymous Adver-
sary; as to which, I dare venture to appeal to both the Gentlemen themselves,
whether or no I have not fairly represented their Arguments.> The second
Part of the Appendix is a Discourse concerning the Promulgation, Ob-
ligation, and Observance of the Law of Nature, in which I have en-
deavourd to supply what seem d to me wanting in CUMBERLAND s Scheme,

in order to render it more compleat.

4. René Descartes, Henry More, Kenelm Digby, and Seth Ward. For the works
referred to, see ch. 2, n. 2.

5. Maxwell’s piece summarizes the arguments that emerged from Samuel Clarke’s
attack upon Henry Dodwell; the anonymous adversary was Anthony Collins, who
attacked Clarke’s work in turn. See “A Summary of the Controversy Between Dr.
Samuel Clark &c.,” in Cumberland’s appendix 1, below, pp. 759—93.
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Inquiries of the present kind and upon the present Argument, are such
as can be made concerning the Will of God, as discoverable by the Light of
Nature; but yet, tho’, by the help of Reason only, we may discover many and
important Truths, with respect to our moral and religious Conduct, Human
Reason alone and unassisted is not sufficient to inform us of all those
Truths, which it greatly concerns us to know, with such a degree of Cer-
tainty, as that the Mind of Man can acquiesce therein with Satisfaction;
and, consequently, a farther Light, the Light of Revelation I mean, must
be added to crown our Inquiries, without which we do but still grope in the
Dark, as I have endeavour'd clearly to make out in my Introduction; for I
would lay no greater stress upon any thing, no, not even upon Reason itself;
than I think it can bear. If we strain the String too high, it will crack, and
then it is of no farther Service. In order to discover the true Foundation of
all Religion and Piety, and what our Duty to God is, we must first know
who he is; that is to say, we must first learn so to distinguish him from all
other Beings, whether Real or Imaginary, as not to give his Glory to another.
The Heathens, indeed, plainly discoverd, what it was impossible they
should avoid discovering, that there was a God, a wise, powerful, and good
Governor of the World, but yet they did not discover the one true God; for
their supreme God was only the Imperial Head of their Polity of Gods, whom
they set at the Head of their Heathen Religion; so that their supreme God
was as different from the true God, as their Heathen Religion was from the
true Religion. And the better Sects of the Heathen Philosophers, such as the
PYTHAGOREANS, PLATONISTS, and STO1CKS, made God no better than the
Soul of the World, so deifying the World as a part of God, and his Body;
and this Notion introduc'd the Worship of the Universe, and of the Heav-
enly Bodies among them. And as for ARISTOTLE, he made no more of Re-
ligion, than a mere Civil or Political Institution. Thus the true God and the
true Religion were Strangers among them all. As for their Morality, I have
likewise shewn how imperfect that was. Thus were their Notions defective,
with respect to God, Religion, and Morality; and without the Knowledge of
the true God it is as impossible to form a true Religion, as it is impossible for
a blind Man to take a true Aim, or for an Architect to raise a firm Building
without a Foundation. This, therefore, is the Scope of my Introduction; for,

as great a value as I set upon Reason, [ would not over-rate her: Where she
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convinces me, that she is a sufficient Guide, I will follow her Directions; bur
where she owns herself at a loss, and thar another Guide is necessary, I will
Jollow her Directions in the Choice of that Guide, among the Pretenders,
and in explaining the Directions and Institutions given me by that Guide.
Thus is Reason justly subservient to, and consistent with, Religion; and thus,
if our Practice be suitable, we make a right Use of both.

There is only one thing more, with which I think it proper to acquaint
the Reader, and I have done. In the last Page but one of the Introduction
1 affirm, “That the Knowledge of the Being and Attributes of God are pre-
viously necessary to the Belief of a Revelation;” and I have before in the same
Introduction prov'd, “That the Heathens were ignorant of the true God,”
my Meaning, which is perfectly consistent, is this. It is plain, that they may
believe in a God, who are ignorant of the true God, as was the Case of
the Heathens. All that is necessary for me to know, in order to give a firm
Assent to a Revelation, is, to be convincd that the Revelation comes from
one, who neither can be deceiv’d himself, nor will deceive me; for, otherwise,
how can I give a firm Assent to any thing upon his Testimony, if either He
himself may be mistaken, or He be willing to misguide me? But more than
this is not necessary, in order to the Belief of a Revelation. And so far the
Heathens might and did know without the help of Revelation, by the Light
of Nature only, tho’ at the same time they were ignorant of the true God.
For tho’ they believ'd in a wise, powerful, and good Governor of the World,
in consequence of which they must believe, that his Wisdom could not be
deceiv'd, and that his Goodness would not suffer him to deceive; and tho’ all
this was a true Notion of God, yet it was not a Notion of the true God,
because they tack’d to it one or both of these Notions, “That he was the Soul
of the World;” and, “That he was the supreme of their Heathen Deities;”
both which, being equally false, could be no parts of the Notion of the true
God. If then this wise and good Governor of the World, in whom they before
believ'd without a Revelation, thought fit to give proper Credentials to any
Missionaries, as coming from him, by whom they were inform’d, that this
Governor of the World was the supreme God (contrary to whar PLATO
taught,) and that he was the only God (contrary to what was taught by the
PLATONISTS and STOICKS,) and that he was the Creator of the World, not
the Soul of it (contrary to what was taught by the PLATONISTS, PYTHAG-



TRANSLATOR’S PREFACE 9

OREANS, and STOICKS;) and if these Missionaries should likewise inform
them, that Religion was not a merely Civil and Political Institution (as
ARISTOTLE made it;) would not they, in Reason and Duty, be bound to
believe all this, and to practice accordingly? Yes undoubtedly. And thus both
parts of my Assertion are very consistent.

I know not, whether it be worth while to take notice here of a Passage in
Page 12th of the Introduction,® where I say, “That the Canaanites, among
whom the Patriarchs sojourn’d till their Descent into Aegypt, were all of
them Idolatrous Nations;” I do not mean, that all the Canaanites were then
Idolaters, but only all the Canaanites, among whom the Patriarchs so-
journ’d; because it is certain, thatr Melchizedek, and probably his People,
were no Idolaters then; but then we have no Account that the Patriarchs ever
sojourn’d in Salem.

6. Maxwell refers to p. xii of his opening essay (p. 39 of this work).
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M. Francis Hauksbee.

John Hawkshaw, L. L. D.
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The Rev. Mr. Heald, Fellow of St.
John’s Cambridge, and Curate of
St. George’s, Southwark.

*Mpr. Paul Heeger.

*Hugh Henry Esg;

Myr. Henry.

The Rev. Mr. Henry Herbert.

The Rev. Mr. John Herbert.

M. Philip-Parry Hetherington.

*Mr. Richard Hewerdine.

M. Robert Higinbothom.

Mr. Rowley Hill.

Major Edward Hill.

*Henry Hoare, Esq;

*The Rev. Mr. Samuel Holt.

*Mp. Christopher Hopkins.

The Rev. Mr. Richard Hopkins.

M. John Horan.

James Horn, Esg;

The Rev. Dr. Howard, Dean of
Ardagh.

Jabez Hughes, Esg;

Mr. Hughes, of Wadham-College.

The Rev. Mr. Bartholomew Hughes.

The Rev. Mr. Thomas Hunt.

Miler Hussey, Esg;

Myr. Hans Hutcheson.

The Rev. Mr. John Hutchinson, 2.

The Rev. Mr. Samuel Hutchinson.

The Rev. Mr. Charles Huxley, Fellow
of Brazen-nose.

*Mr. Thomas Hyam.

L.
Thomas Jacomb, Esg;
The Rev. Dr. Jenkins.
Mpy. Thomas Ingram.
Thomas Jobber, Esg;
M. Serjeant Jocelyn.
Robert Johnson, Esg;
George Johnston, Esq;
Myr. Hugh Johnston.

The Rev. Mr. Thomas Johnston.

The Rev. Mr. Jones, Fellow of Baliol-
College.

Mpy. Lewis Jones.

Roger Jones, Esq;

Valentine Jones, Esq;

The Rev. Mr. Walter Jones.

Myr. William Jones.

Myr. Matthew Jones.

M. Talbot Jones.

James Jurin, M. D. Secretary to the
Royal-Society.

K.

The Rt. Rev. the Lord Bp. of Kilmore.

*The Rt. Rev. the Lord Bp. of Killala.

*The Rt. Rev. the Ld. Bp. of Killaloo.

My. Nathaniel Kane.

The Rev. Dr. Kearny.

Col. Maurice Keatinge.

Maurice Keatinge, Jun. Esq;

William Keatinge, Esq;

My, Samuel Keeling,

Benjamin Keene, Esq; Consul ar
Madrid.

John Kelly Esg;

The Rev. Mr. Daniel Kemble.

Myr. Robert Kendal.

John Kennedy, M. D.

John Ker, Esg;

Col. Peter Ker.

*Abel Kettleby, Esg;

Mpr. Benjamin King.

The Rev. Mr. Oliver King.

The Rev. Mr. James King.

The Rev. Mr. Thomas Kinnersly.

My, James Kirkpatrick.

Mpr. James Knapton.

Myrs. Anne Knight.

My, William Knight.

The Rev. Mr. Knipe.

My, Ralph Knox, of London, Merch.
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L.

*The Rt. Rev. the Lord Bp. of
London.

Sir Richard Levinge.

Montague Lambert, Esq;

M. James Lancashire.

The Rev. Mr. Vere-Essex Lanergan.

The Rev. Mr. La Placette.

The Rev. Mr. Leche, Fellow of
Brazen-nose.

Lee, of the Mid. Tem. Esq;

Thomas Le Hunt, Esq;

Mpr. Leigh, Fellow-commoner of
Wadham-College, Oxford.

*The Rev. Mr. Theophilus Leigh,
Head of Baliol-College.

Mpr. John Leland.

My. John Lennox.

Capt. Edmund Lesly.

The Rev. Mr. Lewis, Arch-Deacon of
Kells.

The Rev. Mr. William Lewes.

My. Thomas Lewes.

Mp. Lindsay.

My William Lingen.

The Rev. Mr. Richard Lisset.

Mpr. John Lisset.

My, William Livingstone.

The Rev. Dr. Anthony Locay.

Mpy. Christopher Lock.

The Rev. Dr. Edward Lovell.

Robert Lowry, Esg;

The Rev. Mr. Richard Lucas.

Mpr. Cornelius Lyde.

The Rev. Mr. Roger Lynden.

The Rev. Mr. Patrick Lyon.

*Colley Lyons, of River-Lyons Esg;

Capt. John Lyons.

M.
*The Rt. Hon. the E. of Meath.
*The Rt. Hon. the Ld. Mountjoy.

*The Rt. Rev. the Ld Bp. of Meath.

*The Hon. Mr. Justice Maccartney.

The Hon. Edward Moore, Esq;

The Rev. Mr. John Mac Arthur.

Mpr. Alexander Mac Aulay.

George Maccartney, Esg;

M. Isaac Macartney of Belfast, Mer.

Major John Maccollum.

*Mr. Richard Macguire.

My. Archibald Maclane.

James Macmanus, Esg;

Mp. Bartholomew Macneighten.

Mpr. Edmund Macneighten.

My. Archibald Macneile.

The Rev. Mr. John Maddin.

Mpr. John Mairs.

My, William Maple.

Thomas Marley, Esq; Sollicitor-
general of Treland.

The Rev. Mr. George Marley.

The Rev. Mr. Able Marmyon.

*Jeremiah Marsh, D. D. Dean of
Kilmore.

*John Marsh, Esq; Recorder of
Rochester.

*Robert Marshall, Esg; Recorder of
Clonmell.

George Martin, M. D.

My, John Martin.

My. Adam Martin.

My. Enoch Mason.

Myr. John Mason.

The Rev. Mr. Charles Massy.

The Rev. Mr. Thomas Mathers.

My. Edward Matthews.

The Rev. Dr. Mawl, Dean of
Cloyne.

Colin Maxwell, M. D.

*Henry Maxwell, Esq;

*Hugh Maxwell, Esg;

John Maxwell, Esq;

*Myr. John Maxwell.
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The Rev. Dr. Robert Maxwell, of
Fellows hall, for 8 Books.

The Rev. Dr. Rob. Maxwell, of
Graies.

Robert Maxwell, Esg;

Capt. Robert Maxwell.

Mpr. Nathaniel May.

*William Maynard, Esq; Collector of
Cork.

*Edward Maynard, Esq;

The Rev. Mr. Mears.

Mr. Roger Medcalf.

Thomas Medlicott, Esg;
Comissioner of the Revenue in
Ireland.

The Rev. Mr. Medlicott.

*My. Charles Mein.

*Thomas Meredith, Esq;

Myr. William Meredith.

M. Jean-Baptist Meulenaer.

My Samuel Mills.

Chatles Milne, Esg;

Pooley Molyneux, Esg;

William Monsell, Esq;

*Alexander Montgomery, Esg;

William Montgomery, Esg;

Charles Moore, of the Middle-
Temple, Esq;

M. John Moore.

*William Moore, Esq; Commissary-
general of Ireland.

The Rev. Mr. John Morgan.

M. Richard Morgan.

Richard Morley, of Gray’s-Inn, Esg;

Mpr. Thomas Mosely.

Mpr. John Murry of Chester, Merch.

N.
*Sir Isaac Newton.
The Rev. Mr. Arthur Nevin.
Myr. Thomas Nevin.
Brabazon Newcomen, Esg;

Mpyr. Newton.

The Rev. Mr. Nicholson.

Myr. John Noon.

Myr. Robert Norman.

My. William Norman.

My. Richard Norris.

The Rev. Mr. Bernard Northcote.
M. Richard Nuttall.

0.
*Sir John Osborne.
*Mrs. Susannah OBryen
*George Ogle, Esg;
*Charles O Hara, Esg;
The Rev. Mr. Felix Oneile.
*Arthur Onslow, Esg;
*Richard Ord, Esq;
My. John Orr.
Myr. John Osborne.
Myr. Thomas Osborne.
Mr. Osborne of Eaton.
Myr. Henry Overton.
The Rev. Mr. John Owen.

P

*The Rt. Hon. the E. of Pembroke.

*The Rt. Hon. Benja. Parry, Esq;

The Hon. Mr. Baron Pocklington.

Sir Charles Potts.

*Sir Henry Piers.

Mr. Thomas Page.

Laurence Paine, Esg;

The Rev. Mr. William Paine.

My. Samuel Palmer.

Mrs. Mary Parker.

M. James Parker, Fellow of Oriel
and Brazen-nose Colleges.

My. Richard Parker.

Robert Parkinson, Esg;

*Robert Paul, Esg;

Edward Palwet, Esg;

The Rev. Mr. Francis Peck.
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My. William Peers.

Mys. Pendarvis.

Col. Matthew Pennyfather.

The Rev. Mr. Thomas Penwarne.

Mpr. George Pepyard.

My, William Peters.

Mpy. James Petit.

*Ambrose Philips, Esq;

Chichester Philips, Esg;

Thomas Philips, Esg;

The Rev. Mr. Marmaduke Philips.

Mp. David Philips.

Southwell Piggott, Esg;

The Rev. Mr. Pilkington.

*Mpr. Thomas Pocklington.

Col. Thomas Pollexsen.

The Rev. Mr. Edward Pordage.

My. John Porter.

M. Joseph Pote.

My. John Power.

*Benjamin Prat, Esg;

Col. John Preston.

Daniel Preverau, Esq;

Brigadier Nicholas Price.

*Cromwell Price, Esg;

William Price, Esq;

My. Thomas Prior.

Thomas Proby, Esq; Surgeon-general
of Ireland.

George Purdon, Esg;

The Rev. Mr. Edward Purdon.

My. William Pyms.

The Rev. Mr. Cornelius Pyne.

Q.
The Rev. Mr. Questburn.

R.

*The Rt. Hon. the Bp. of Raphoe, for
2 Books.

Dorothy Lady Rawdon.

*Matthew Raper, Esq; for 3 Books.

The Rev. Mr. John Ratcliffe, Fellow of
Pembroke-College, Oxford.

The Rev. Mr. Gersham Rawlins.

Mpr. Edward Raymond.

James Reilly, Esg;

Mpr. Reynolds, for 3 Books.

The Rev. Mr. Thomas Rice.

*Myr. Thomas Richardson 7 Books.

*William Richardson, Esg;

Edward Richardson, Esg;

Mr. Robert Rigmaiden.

Mpr. Patrick Riley.

The Rev. Mr. David Roberts.

Col. George Robinson.

Tancred Robinson, M. D. Physician
in Ordinary to his Majesty.

The Rev. Mr. Rogers, Fellow of
Dublin-College.

Mr. Rogers, Commoner of Wadham-
College.

Woods Rogers, Esg;

*William Rogerson, Esq; Attorney-
general of Treland.

Edward Roome, of Lincoln’s Inn,
Esq;

Dr. William Rowen, Fellow of
Dublin-College.

*Hercules Rowley, Esq;

The Rev. Dr. Rundle.

S.
*The Rt. Rev. the Lord Bp. of
Salisbury.
*The Rt. Hon. the Ld. Southwell.
The Rt. Hon. Edw. Southwell, Esq;
*The Re. Hon. Oliver St. George,
Esq;
The Hon. Henry Southwell, Esg;
*The Hon. Mrs. Wargaretta Sabine.
*The Lady Stanley.
Sir George Savil.
Oliver St. John, Esq;
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Mps. Elizabeth St. John.

The Rev. M. St. Paul.

*John Sale, Esg;

Mys. Judith Sambrooke.

Francis Savage, Esg;

Dr. Sayer.

The Rev. Mr. Sayer.

John Gasper Scheuchzer, M. D.

*Mpr. David Scott.

Mpy. Hewit Scriven.

Myr. John Senex.

Capt. Shakleton.

My. Francis Shaw.

Mr. Hugh Shaw.

Myr. Thomas Shaw.

*Abraham Sherigly, Esq;

Myr. Edward Shewell.

M. John Shipton, Surgeon.

*Mr. John Shipton, for 7 Books.

Thomas Shrewsbridge, Esq; Consul ar
Cyprus.

Stephen Sibthorp, Esg;

*Mpr. Isaac Sierra.

Myr. Henry Sisson.

The Rev. Dr. Skerret.

William Sloan, Esq;

The Rev. Mr. Archdeacon Smith.

The Rev. Dr. Smith.

Mp. Christopher Smith.

Myr. John Smith.

My, Patrick Smith, of Belfast, Mer.

*Mpr. Ralph Smith.

My, William Smith, of Amsterdam.

The Rev. Mr. William Smith.

William Smith, M. D.

My Samuel Smyth.

My, Ralph Snow.

The Rev. Mr. Philip Speke, Fellow of
Wadham College, Oxon.

The Rev. Mr. Soley.

*Edward Southwell, Esg;

The Rev. Mr. Thomas Squire.

Myrs. Anne Stafford.

Henry Stafford, Esq; for 2 Books.

Kennedy Stafford, Esg;

Mp. John Standish.

Mys. Sarah Stephens.

Col. John Sterling.

*The Rev. Mr. Luke Sterling.

*James Stevenson, Esg;

The Rev. Dr. Archibald Stewart.

The Rev. Mr. Stewart, Fellow of
Dublin-College.

Mpy. James Stewart.

The Rev. Mr. Edward Stillingfleet.

Mp. John Stones.

Jonas Stowell, Esg;

Mr. George Strahan.

Mp. John Stratford.

*Mark Strother, Esq; for 2 Books.

*Samuel Stroud, Esg;

The Rev. Mr. Edward Synge.

The Rev. Mr. Nicholas Synge.

T.
His Grace the A. Bp. of Tuam.
*The Rt. Hon. the Ld. Tyrawley.
*The Rt. Hon. Richard Tighe, Esq;
The Rt. Hon. Sir Thomas Taylor.
The Rt. Hon. James Tynte, Esg;
Charles Talbot, Esg; Solicitor-general.
Thomas Taylor, Esg;
The Rev. Mr. Archdeacon Taylor.
Myr. David Tew.
The Rev. Mr. Robert Thistlethwayte.
The Rev. Mr. Aaron Thompson.
William Thornton, Esg;
The Rev. Mr. John Throp.
Mr. Roger Throp.
*Thomas Tickell, Esg;
My, Samuel Tickner, for 2 Books.
*Mys. Tilier.
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Mpr. John Tod.

The Rev. Mr. William Tod.
My. John Tooker.
Blaney Townley, Esq;
Henry Townley, Esq;
Col. Thomas Townsend.
Frederick Trench, Esg;
Mrs. Mary Trenchard.
Thomas Trotter, L. L. D.
William Trumball, Esg;
M. John Tulidge.

U.
*The Rt. Hon. the Lady Grace
Vane.
Mpr. John Vandeleur.
*My. Francis Vanhemer.
The Rev. Mr. John Veal.
My. John Verdon.
George-Venables Vernon, Esg;
William Vesey, Esq;
M. Philip Vincent.
*Col. John Upton.
The Rev. Mr. Samuel Usher.

W.

*The Rt. Hon. Thomas West, Esg;
Ld. Chancellor of Ireland.

The Rt. Hon. the Ld. Chief Justice
Whitshead.

The Rt. Hon. the Lord C. Justice
Wyndham.

*The Rt. Hon. Maj. General Wynne.

The Hon. Sir Charles Wager, one of
the Commissioners of the
Admiralzy.

*Caprain William Wade.

My, William Wahup.

Mps. Sarah Wahup.

Myr. Henry Walker.

*Col. John Waller.

*Robert Waller, Esg;

Robert Waller, Esg;

Capt. George Walsh.

Capt. John Walsh.

The Rev. Mr. Thomas Walsh.

Philip Walsh, Esg;

*My. Jacob Walton.

*Richard Warburton, Esg; for 6.

The Rev. Mr. James Ward, Dean of
Cloyne.

Michael Ward, Esq; for 2 Books.

Nicholas Ward, Esg;

Henry Ware, Esg;

Samuel Waring, Esg;

My. Thomas Warner.

The Rev. Mr. Simon Warner.

Mpr. John Warren.

Richard Wastfield, Esg;

John Webber, Esg;

The Rev. Mr. William Webster.

Paul Whichcote, Esg;

*The Rev. Mr. John Whitcombe,
Fellow of Dublin-College.

*John White, Esg;

Boyle White, Esg;

The Rev. Mr. William White.

*Mr. Conway Whithorne.

Mpr. John Whitlock.

The Rev. Mr. Peter Wibrants.

The Rev. Mr. Wigget.

Myr. Wilford.

The Rev. Mr. George Wilkins.

The Rev. Mr. Charles Wilkinson.

*Mr. Roger Williams.

Hugh Willoughby, Esq;

*James Wills, Esg;

*Col. Thomas Wilson.

*The Rev. Mr. Thomas Wilson, Dean
of Baliol-College.

Thomas Wilson, Esg;

Ezekiel. Davys Wilson.



22 NAMES OF SUBSCRIBERS

The Rev. Mr. William Wilson of’
Shinglis.

Joseph Wilson, Esg;

The Rev. Mr. Winter, Dean of
Kildare.

Mr. George Woodcraft.

Mpr. Thomas Woodward.

Mpr. Thomas Worrall.

William Worth, Esq;

Mpr. Bruen Worthington.

The Rev. Mr. Henry Wright.

Mr. Thomas Wyat.

The Rev. Mr. Wyat.

The Rev. Dr. Mossum Wye.

*Thomas Wylde, Esg; Commissioner
of the Revenue in Ireland.

The Rev. Mr. John Wynne.

Y.

*The Rt. Hon. Sir Will. Yonge,
one of the Lords of the
Treasury.

The Rev. Mr. Francis Yarborough,
Fellow of Brazen-nose-College.

The Rev. Mr. Young.

NAMES omitted.

The Rev. Mr. Bennet.

The Rev. Mr. Benson.

M. John Brindley.

Myrs. Mary Brown.

The Rt. Rev. the Lord Bp. of
Durham.

The Library of the Chapter of
Durham.
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00 ESSAY I (o0

Of the City, or Kingdom, of God in the
Rational World, and the Defects in
Heathen Deism

“Know thy-self,” was certainly the Wisest of the Sayings of the seven
Wise-Men of Greece; that Knowledge being the greatest Wisdom, as
being the only Method, by which we are enabled to discharge those Du-
ties and Obligations we lie under, and to obtain Happiness.

Man is consider’d, in a double Capacity, Natural and Political.

Man, in his natural Capacity, is compos’d of two Parts, Body and
Mind.

His Body is consider’d, by the Anatomist, as it is an Organiz'd Body;
and by the Physician, and Surgeon, as it is a Body liable to Distempers,
that may be prevented, or remedied.

The Natural Philosopher, commonly so call’d, considers the Nazure
of the human Mind, and of its Faculties; of which the two Principal are
the Understanding and the Will, the Object of the former being 7ruzh;
and of the latter, Good. Logick conducts our Understanding in the Search
after, and Delivery of, Truth." Morality and Religion conduct our Will
in the Pursuit of Good.

Man Political is consider’d, as a Member of Society.

The Societies are various, of which a Man may at the same Time be

1. [Maxwell] “I take Logick here, not in the common restrain’d Sense, but so as
to comprise all Arts, or Methods of Reasoning, such as the Algebraical, Geometrical,
Metaphysical, &c.”

25

Man con-
sider’d in his
various Capaci-
ties.
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26 ESSAY I

a Member, who may, therefore, be considered in as many various Po-
litical Lights.

Oeconomics regulate his Conduct, as Member of a Family; the Laws
of his Country, as Member of the Common-Wealth; the Laws of Nature,
as he is a Member of Human Society; and Religion, as he is a Member
of a holy Society of rational Agents, with God at their Head, which con-
stitute what we call @ Church.

SII. Whoever does not consider himself, as Member of a Society, at whose
Head God is, seems to me, to be truly an Azheist. For, whoever pretends
to acknowledge a God, or universal Mind, considering him only Naz-
urally, as the Soul of the World, and not Politically, as the supreme Gov-
ernor thereof, and so notacknowledging a Providence, (a particular Prov-
idence, for, without that, a general Providence is an unintelligible
Notion;) as he cannot prove the Being of such a God, so neither does
the Acknowledging him influence our Conduct, or answer any valuable
Purpose in Life. If God were the Sou/ of the World, and not its supreme
Governor, it would be impossible for us to prove his Being, which we can
discover, only from the Effects of his Wisdom, Power, and Goodness, in
Forming and Governing the World. If you take away these, you may as
well call him by the empty Names of Chance, or Fate, or Nature, or any
Thing else, as well as God: Nor could the Acknowledgment of such a
God influence our Conduct, any more than the Gods of Epicurus did
his.

SII. Now every Wise, Good, and Powerful Governor, must be a Law-
Giver; for, without Laws, there is no Government: Such a Law-Giver
must therefore have promulg’d his Laws, which God has done by Reason
only, to those, to whom he has not afforded Revelation; and they can
oblige 7o farther, than they have been promulg d. Such a Law-Giver must
also have fenc’d his Laws, with the Sanction of sufficient Rewards and
Punishments, otherwise his Laws were iz vain; but a wise Being does
nothing in vain. Right Reason, from Experience, pronounces, “That the
Rewards, and Punishments, nazurally connected with the Observance,
or Non-Observance, of the Laws of Nature, are not a sufficient Sanc-
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tion.” Human Wisdom has, therefore, every where guarded such of the
Laws of Nature as could properly fall within their Cognizance, with the
additional Sanction of positive Rewards, and Punishments; which, how-
ever, tho’ they pretty well support Civil Society, are by no Means a suf-
ficient Fence to the Law of Nature, and that upon several Accounts,
1. Many of the Laws of Nature are of such a Kind, as not properly to
fall within the Design of human Laws, such as those, which enjoyn Graz-
itude, Veracizy, in many Cases, Temperance, Liberaliry, Courtesy, &c.
2. Other Crimes, of which human Laws can take Notice, are sometimes
committed so secretly, as to escape the Knowledge of those, who should
put the Laws in Execution. 3. Others, sometimes, escape unpunish’d,
for want of a sufficient Power to enforce the Laws; the Crimes of some
being of such a Kind, as, in their own Nature, tend to enable the Crim-
inal to trample upon the Power of the Laws, as the unjust Acquisition of
Arbitrary Power. 4. Human Wisdom cannot proportion Punishments to
Crimes, because that depends upon such a through Knowledge, both of
Things and Circumstances, as none but God has; the Pillory, being a far
greater Punishment to some, than the Gallows is to others. It is, there-
fore, incumbent upon the supreme Law-Giver, and Governor of the
World, as he would effectually Vindicate the Honour of his Laws, and
promote the publick Happiness, to let 7o Crime pass unpunish’d; but
that a super-added Punishment should await Criminals after this Life,
of what Kind soever these Punishments may be; whether such as are
naturally Connected with evil Habits, and the evil Company of the
Wicked, with one another, or by the farther Addition of Punishments
positively inflicted, as the Nature of the Case and of Things requires. All
Crimes fall properly within his Cognizance; no Privacy excludes him;
no Power can resist him; no Prejudice can byass him; and he, and he
only, knows how to proportion Punishments to the Crimes, and to the
Nature of the Sufferer, and to what the greatest Good of the Whole
requires, which seems to be the Measure of the Intensenessand Duration
of Punishments.

If itbe objected, “That future Rewards and Punishments, super-added
to those of this Life, are not sufficient, if by the Word [Sufficient] be
meant, what fully prevents the Transgression of the Law, in all the Mem-
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bers of the Society. But that if by [Sufficient] be meant, that which ren-
ders the Observance of the Law more eligible, than the Breach, to a well-
inform’d Mind; the natural Consequences of Action, withoutany future
Rewards, or Punishments, super-added, are, in this Sense, Sufficient.” 1
answer, “That, according to this Reasoning, all civil Sanctions, super-
added to those of Nature, would be unnecessary, Minds well-inform’d
not needing such Motives, and wicked Men, not being restrain’d by
these Sanctions super-added to those of Nature; yet we see, that Civil
Laws and Sanctions, are of great Use, notwithstanding the Appearance
of this Reasoning to the contrary, many being mov’d by bozh Sanctions,
that would not be mov’d by one only, as also others by the #reble Sanction
of natural Rewards and Punishments, positive Rewards and Punishments,
inflicted by Men, and by the super-added Rewards and Punishments of
another Life, who would not be influenc’d by the former 7iwo.”
Without such a State of future Rewards and Punishments, no End can
be assign’d, why such a Maker and Governor of the World should have
placed us here, such as we are. Upon that Supposition, the Shortness and
Uncertainty of human Life is unaccountable, and our Reason is often a
disadvantage; the Bulk of Mankind losing Life, before they come to the
full and true Exercise of their Reason; and when we do, to what purpose
is this Mind possess’d of it, and of so many exalted and capacious Fac-
ulties, but, “like the Soul of a Swine,” (as our Author well observes,) “in-
stead of Salt to preserve the Body from Putrefaction”: > which, without that
Reason, and those Faculties, it might support much longer than it does;
several Brutes, without them, living longer than Man, and many Vege-
tables, without even a Sensitive Soul, much more without a Rational
One, longer than either. Could such a Creator and Governor of the
World, have given us Reason and Reflexion, with unbounded Prospects
and Desires, with respect to Futurity and Eternity, with Anxieties and
Doubts from thence arising innumerable, at the End of a short Farce to
shut up the Scene in Death? A Farce, where the Wicked often thrive by
their Vice, and the Good suffer, even on account of their Virtue. And

2. Cumberland, A Treatise of the Laws of Nature (1727), 1.29. For the source of
Cumberland’s analogy, see Cicero, De Natura Deorum, 11.64; De Finibus, V .13.
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Wisdom, united with Goodness, would rather have so ordered it, that
we should neither have fear’d to die, nor desir’d to live beyond the Time
appointed by Nature, as it is with the Beasts of the Field, often the Hap-
pier of the Two, if that were the Case, neither knowing, nor caring,
whence they come, or whither they go. The many and grievous Calam-
ities, (beyond what the Brutes are subject to,) lengthen’d out by the
Memory of what is past, and the Fears of what is to come, can fairly be
accounted for, if this Life be a State of Probation, and there be a Ret-
ribution afterwards, otherwise not, under the Conduct of a Wise and
Good Governor of the World, and he would have made us satisfy’d with,
and acquiesce under, our present Lot, whatever it were, like the Brute
Creation, who when they suffer, do not redouble the Force of it by Re-
flexion; and if we were like them in the one Circumstance, why not in
the other so? Why were we so made, that the Remembrance of certain
past Actions creates in us Grief, Fear, and Horror, from which neither
the Tyrant, nor the Polititian, can free himself, if our Maker had not
design’d us for accountable Creatures, in giving us such an Idea of Guil,
and Punishment, even for the most secret Crimes?

ButIwould not be mis-understood here, as if I thought, “Thathuman
Affairs were so disorderly, as not clearly to shew plain Marks of a gov-
erning Providence.” To say, “That the present moral Appearances are a//
regular and good,” is false. But, “That there is 70 moral Order visible in
the Constitution of Nature,” is equally false. The Truth seems this,
“Moral Order is prevalent in Nature; Virtue is constituted, at present,
the supreme Happiness, and the Virtuous generally have the happiest
Share of Life.” The few Disorders, which are exceptions to this general
Proposition, are probably left to us as Evidences, or Arguments, for a
future State. This Argument has been finely touch’d upon by Lord
Shafisbury, in his Rhapsody, thus. “If Virtue be to it-self no small Reward,
and Vice, in a great Measure, its own Punishment, we have a solid Ground
to go upon. The plain Foundations of a distributive Justice, and due Order
in this World, may lead us to conceive a further Building. We apprehend a
larger Scheme, and easily resolve ourselves, why Things were not compleated
in this State; but their Accomplishments reserv'd rather to some further Pe-
riod. For, had the Good and Virtuous of Mankind been wholly prosperous
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in this Life; had Goodness never met with Opposition, nor Merit ever lain
under a Cloud; where had been the Trial, Vicrory, or Crown of Virtue?
Where had the Virtues had their Theater, or whence their Names? Where
had been Temperance, or Self-denial? Where Patience, Meckness, Magna-
nimity? Whence have these their Being? What Merit, except from Hardship?
What Virtue without a Conflict, and the Encounter of such Enemies as arise
both within, and from abroad?

“But as many as are the Difficulties which Virtue has to encounter in this
World, her Force is yet superior. Expos'd as she is here, she is not however
abandon’d, or left miserable. She has enough to raise her above Pity, tho’ not
above our Wishes: And as happy as we see her here, we have room for further
Hopes in her behalf- Her present Portion is sufficient to shew Providence
already ingag’d on her side. And since there is such Provision for her here,
such Happiness, and such Advantages, even in this Life; how probable must
it appear, that this providential Care is yet extended further to a succeeding
Life and perfected Hereafter?”?

Antient, Current, and Famous, were the Notices in Paganism, touch-
ing the Soul’s Immortality, the Rewards and Punishments of another Life,
touching Hades, Elysium, the Isles of the Blessed, Orcus, Erebus, Tartarus,
Mercury the Soul-Carrier, the Judges of Hell, which the Stoicks laugh’d
at, as vulgar Errors, because they were the Doctrines of vulgar Paganism.
But without them Natural Religion would be but Matter of Ridicule.
And, accordingly, itis an Article of natural Religion, which is antecedent
to any Institution of Paganism, Judaism, or Christianity. And the Chris-
tian Doctrine, touching the Rewards and Punishments of a future Life,
is so con-natural to the Mind of Man, (which hath the Conscience of
Good and Evil,) so agreeable to his Reason, and his Notions of a God
and Providence, that it has met with a general Reception, and Appro-
bation. Agreeably to these Sentiments, the generality of Pagan Religion-
ists stiled the Soul Divine, of Kin to the Gods, a Part and Particle of God,
deducing it from Heaven, and reducing it thither again, worshipping

their Heroes and Benefactors. All which imply’d, that their Religion had

3. Shaftesbury, The Moralists, a Philosophical Rhapsody (1714), p. 275. The first
edition was published in 1709; Maxwell is using the second edition.



OF THE KINGDOM OF GOD 31

this generous Sentiment in it, which Cicero (de Leg. 2.) accounteth one
of its Principles, “That Virtue and Piety are Things which raise Men unto
Heaven.”* The Egyptians are particularly fam’d for their Doctrine of #he
Soul’s Immortality, and the Rewards of the Pious in another Life, as is
most conspicuous, from a Funeral Rite of theirs recorded by Porphyry,
and which deserveth to be everlastingly remember’d. When they em-
balm’d one of their Nobles, they took out the Belly, (which it is hence
plain, they did not make a God of,) and put it into a Chest, which they
held up to the Sun, one of the Embalmers making this Oration for the
Dead Man. Porphyry de abst. L. 4. §. 10

“O LORD the Sun, and all ye Gods that give Life to Men, receive me,
and transmit me into Consortship with the eternal Gods; for so long as I liv'd
in the World, 1 piously worshipp d the Gods, whom my Parents shewed me;
those that generated my Body I always honoured; I neither kill'd any Man,
nor defrauded any of what was committed to my Trust; nor have I done any
Thing else of an atrocious Nature. If, in my Life-Time, I committed any
Offence in Eating and Drinking what was not Lawful, the Offence was not
done by my-self, bur by those,” pointing at, or shewing, the Chest, wherein
the Belly was. And having so said, he threw it into the River. The Rest of
the Body was embalm’d apart, as Pure.’

SIV. It is evident, that his making us capable of Happiness, was the
Effect of his Goodness. It will therefore, from thence, and from the Im-
mutability of his Nature, necessarily fo/low, “That he, who will'd usonce
into Being, will always Will the Continuance of our Being, and that too
in a happy State, except where the Vindication of the Honour of his
Laws, and the Common Good requires the contrary.”

§V. Gop, the Author of Nature, has imprinted Characters of his in-
dependent Power, Wisdom, Goodness, Providence, &c¢. upon his
Works; he has given us Reason, by which we cannot but discover, if we
attend, these his Attributes, and the Relation we bear to him. It is, there-

4. Cicero, De Legibus, 11.19.
5. Porphyry, De Abstinentia (in Select Works of Porphyry), IV .10.
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fore, his Will, that we should know, and, knowing, acknowledge these
his Perfections, and the Relation He and WE, his dependent Creatures,
bear to one another; that is, that we should pursue and promote, to our
Power, those beneficent Ends, which he had in creating us, and other
Beings like our-selves, capable of Happiness, and give him the Honour
due to him, that is, that we should practise Virtue and Religion, which
are, therefore, his Laws to us.

I1. Let us, in the next Place, consider the several Parts of that Society of
Rational Agents, of which God is at the Head; first, according to the
Notion of the Pagans, and next, according to the Idea we have of it, by
Revelation, and the Scriptures; for Truth, and Error, like all other Op-
posites, will best illustrate each other. For we can no otherwise come to
the Knowledge of our-selves, in the political Sense, of our Duzy, and the
Obligations we lie under, without considering the Relation we stand in
to the Kingdom of God, that great and holy Society, of which we are a
Part; and to any other Society, if such there be, with which we may have
to do; for it is impossible, to understand a Duty which is Relative, with-
out first understanding the 7Zerms of the Relation, (to make use of a
Logical Expression.) To begin then with the Pagan System.

The Heathen Philosophers, who acknowledg’d a Deity, acknowledg’d
but one single intellectual Head of the Universe, (whom they call’d Jupiter,
Zeus, Baal, &c.) and but one Universe; not such a One as the Epicureans
imagin’d, who incoherently talk’d of infinite incoherent Worlds in in-
finite Space, but one total universal System, made up of several coherent
subordinate Systems.

This one Universe is capable of being consider’d Politically and Naz-
urally: Politically, the Heathens consider’d it as a Universe of Rational
Agents.

The Universe was Politically considered by the Heathen Theologers;
for they suppos’d it to be a Political System, or Monarchy, having the
foremention’d intellectual Head presiding in and over it. But they con-
sider’d italso Narurally, supposing it to be an Animated System, or Mun-
dan Animal, with the fore-mention’d intellectual Head, as the Sox/
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thereof; yet so, as to be also the imperial Head of the Monarchy of the
Universe.

SII. The Heathen Theologers, who do not acknowledge any such Society
as the Church of God, represented the Universe of Rational Agents, asbut
one Political System, which is their prime fundamental Mistake. For, in
this Scheme, God and the Creature are not sufficiently distinguish’d, but
criminally confounded by deifying Creatures. The Kingdoms of Good
and Bad Angels (or Demons) are not distinguish’d. The Church and the
World are not distinguish’d, but confounded, or rather, the Church is
shut out of Being, for which there is no Place in the Heathen System.
Heaven, Earth, and Hell, are not duly distinguish’d, but confounded
into one Political Society, under one Monarch; and they are suppos’d,
as friendly conspiring together, whence they thought themselves secure
from any Disaster after Death. And, because they thought themselves
by Nature, the Citizens of God’s Kingdom already, they could not be
prevail’d with, to enter into the 7ea/ Kingdom of God, when the Gospel
was preach’d, which they oppos’d, as opposite to their System. Upon
this fundamental Error, was grounded their whole Morality; and upon
this Notion, That they were Fellow-Citizens with the Gods, their Practice
was, doubtless, grounded of making new Gods, as it were by a right of
Suffrage in Heaven it-self.

SIII. Some Christian Writers have, in great Measure, adopted these Sen-
timents, not discerning the Difference between a Holy Divine Republick,
and a Heathen Mundan System, heedlesly entertaining false Notions of
the State of the Universe, and speaking the Language of Heathen Phi-
losophers, which is irreconcileable with the Jewish, and Christian
Religion.

The Worshippers of the true God indeed are, in alarge Sense, Citizens
of this lower World; they have a Duty to discharge as such, and must
not fail of a dutiful and virtuous Correspondence with Nature, and com-
mon Providence; but the proper Design, and Effect of God’s reveald

Laws, was not to instate men Citizens of the World at large, nor was it
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the proper Law of that Estate of Life, nor was it the Law of Nature
governing all Things as such, but it was the Law of that King, who gov-
erneth all Things as Law-Giver of his Church.

The foregoing Language of the Heathen Philosophers, our Author usu-
ally speaketh, “The most ample Society of all rational Agents, the City of
God. The System of all rational Agents, or the whole natural City of God.
The whole Aggregate of rational Beings, or the whole City, the Head whereof
is God. The System of all rational Agents, the Kingdom of God. God, the
Head and Father of all rational Beings, and other rational Agents, as his
Sons. All men, altho’ they are not under the same human imperial Power,
yet are in the most ample City of God. In the City of God, or in the Universe,
they are Subjects, that in a human City are Supreme. This Law of Nature,
Care of the publick Good, is the natural Law, uniting all rational Beings.
The Summary of the Laws of rational Nature, or of the City of God, which
is the Aggregate of Mankind, subordinate to God the Rector, his City con-
stituted by the Nature of it. The whole System of rational Beings, that City,
the Head of which is God; the Members, all his Subjects.”® Such Christian
Doctrines, in their Scheme, agree with the Heathens, in making the Uni-
verse of rational Agents a Kingdom; in making it one Kingdom; in making
common Reason, which directeth to common Good, to be the common
Law, which uniteth the Universe of rational Agents into one Kingdom;
and in making degenerate Mankind to be by Nature, in the State of So-
ciety with God, the Citizens of the City of God, and the Subjects of
his Kingdom. But in these Respects they differ. The Heathens deifyd
subordinate rational Agents, which these Christian Divines do not; as the
Heathens were much more Curious than the Christians, in distinguishing
several Orders in their Kingdom of rational Beings, which they generally
divided into 6 Classes.

6. Cumberland, De Legibus Naturae (1672), VIL9, p. 350; V.48, p. 296; V.49,
p- 300; V.3, p. 1905 L.14, p. 22; V.50, p. 303; IX.7, p. 388; 1.8, p. 88; L.19, p. 28.
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SIV. 1. The supreme God. 2. Subordinate Gods Invisible. 3. Visible, such
as the 12 Dij majorum Gentium, namely, the 7 Planets, the 4 Elements,
and the Earth, and such like. 4. Demons. 5. Heroes, or Souls of illustrious
Men deify’d. 6. Men.

In a large Sense they call’d every Thing Superior to Man, a God, as in
Ovid, “Deus & melior Natura,” are the same; and Cicero argueth, “There
is something Superior to Man, therefore there is a God.”” But in their class-
ing, or distinguishing, the System of rational Agents, they took the Word
God in a restrain’d Sense.

§V. These several Orders of rational Beings, the Heroes only excepted,
belong to the original Constitution of the Universe, in the Heathen
Scheme. The middle Order of Demons does not proceed from any fall
of Angels, as Revelation informs us, but is suppos’d originally necessary
to the Polity of the Universe. 1. That all the Regions of the Universe
may be replenished with proper Animals, and rational Inhabitants.
2. That there may be due Order amongst rational Agents, which requires
some First, some Last, and some Middle, according to the usual Method
of Nature, which gradually ascends. 3. That the Gods might not be pol-
luted, as it were, nor descend beneath their Majesty, in managing human
Aftairs by themselves. 4. For the Management of the Affairs of their
Religion and Virtue, and rendering their Souls more Happy, presiding
over Oracles, and managing the Affairs of Prophecy and Divination.
Hence that Prayer in the Golden Verses of Pythagoras, as they are call’d.

~ , ~ p
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“Jupiter Father, either do thou thy-self loose all Men from those manifold
Evils, or shew them all what Demon is to be made use of for that Purpose.”®
5. For carrying on an Intercourse between Gods and Men, and to be

7. Ovid, Metamorphoses, 1.21; Cicero, De Natura Deorum, 11.16.

8. Maxwell quotes from Hierocles’s Golden Verses of Pythagoras, lines 61-62. As
with so many of Maxwell’s citations, it is not clear which edition or collection the
quotation comes from.
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Mediators between them. 6. To manage (in subserviency to the Gods)
Nature, Providence, and human Affairs.

The Universe of rational Agents, being thus united into one friendly
and harmonious System, constitutes one Monarchy thereof, which is a
fundamental Pagan Mistake.

II1. These Demons, the Heathens distributed into Good and Evil, (call’d
Vejoves.) the former worshipp’d in hopes of their Help, the latter, lest
they should Hurt. At the Head of the Good Demons, some set a Good
Principle, at the Head of the Evil, an Evil. This Doctrine was embrac’d
by the antient Persians, of which Prideaux giveth the following Account.
“Zoroastres did not found a new Religion, but only took upon him to revive
and reform an old one, that of the Magians, which had been, for many Ages
past, the antient national Religion of the Medes as well as of the Per-
The chief Reformation which he made in the Magian Religion,
was in the first Principle of it. For, whereas before they held the Being of
two first Causes, the First, Light, or the good God, who was the Author of
all Good; and the other, Darkness, or the evil God, who was the Author
of all Evil; and that of the Mixture of these two, as they were in a continual
Struggle with each other, all Things were made; he introduc'd a Principle
superior to them both, one supreme God, who created both Light and Dark-
ness, and out of these two, according to the alone Pleasure of his own Will,
made all Things else that are. But to avoid making God the Author of
Evil, his Doctrine was, that God originally and directly created only Light,
or Good, and that Darkness, or Evil, followd it by Consequence, as the
Shadow doth the Person; that Light, or Good, hath only a real Production
from God, and the other afterwards resulted from it, as the Defect thereof.
——That, in the Struggle between them, where the Angel of Light prevails,
there the most is Good, and where the Angel of Darkness prevails, there the
most is Evil: That this Struggle shall continue to the End of the World: That
there shall be a general Resurrection, and a Day of Judgment, wherein just
Retribution shall be rendered to all, according to their Works. After which
the Angel of Darkness, and his Disciples, shall go into a World of their own,
where they shall receive the Punishments of their evil Deeds. And the Angel
of Light, and his Disciples, shall go into a World of their own, where they

sians.
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shall receive, in everlasting Light, the Reward due unto their good Deeds;
and that after this they shall remain separated for ever, and Light, and Dark-
ness, be no more annex d together to all Eternity. And all this, the Remainder
of that Sect, which is in India and Persia, do, without any variation, after
so many Ages, still hold even to this Day”° as is athrm’d by Ovington, in
his Travels, Lord in his Discovery of the Sects of the Banians, and Persees,
and other Travellers.!° The good Principle they call’d Oromasdes, the evil
Principle, Arimanius; to both which Zoroastres taught them to Sacrifice,
as Plutarch relates.! This Doctrine of two Principles was introduc’d, in
order to account for the Evil observ’d in the World, and as it stood before
Zoroastres reform’d it as above, was the most evident Ditheism, or ac-
knowledgment of two supreme co-ordinate independent Deities, that
ever was, or that can be imagin’d; in whom there was not so much as an
Unity of Will, their Wills being always in direct Opposition to one an-
other. Upon this Occasion, I cannot but take Notice of a remarkable
Passage, in A Discourse of the Grounds and Reasons of the Christian Re-
ligion, P. 139, 140. “It is to be observ'd, thar the Jews, who were greatly
departed from the Law of Moses, and especially from the Doctrine of the
Unity of God, went Idolaters into Captivity; that they went into Chaldea,
a Country, where one God had from remote Antiquity been believ'd and
worshipp d; that the religious Books of that Nation give a Relation of Mat-
ters from the Creation to the Time of Abraham, so little different from that
contain'd in the Pentateuch, that one of the Accounts must, in all proba-
bility, be borrow’d from the other. That particular Care was taken among
the Chaldees, ro instruct the Jewish Youths of Quality and Parts, in the
Chaldean Discipline and Learning; that the Jews came out at different
Times from Chaldea, such firm Believers and Worshippers of one God, and
that under the high Patronage and Protection of the Kings of Chaldea,
ordaining such Belief and Worship among them, that they have continu’d

9. Prideaux, 7he Old and New Testament Connected in the History of the Jews and
Neighbouring Nations (1717), pt. 1, bk. IV, p. 169.

10. Ovington, Voyages to Suratt in 1689 (1696); Lord, A Display of Two Forraigne
Sects in the East Indies (1630).

11. Plutarch, De Iside et Osiride (in Moralia).
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in that Belief and Worship ever since; that it seems more Natural for a Body
of Slaves and Captives ro be form'd by their Masters and Conquerors, than
that the Conquerors should be form’d by them; and that the Slave should
rather receive Histories, and Antiquities, from the Master, than the Master
[from the Slave; that, particularly, it seems improbable, that the Jews, who
chang'd their own idolatrous Notions and Practices for those of the Chal-
deans, should have so much Credit with the Chaldeans, as to introduce new
History and Antiquities among them; and that it seems more probable, that
the Jews, who became compleat Converts to the Notion of one God, receiv'd
among the Chaldeans, and were, in many Respects, form d and disciplin'd
by them, should receive their History and Antiquities from the Chalde-
ans.”'2 Thus far the Author of the Grounds, &c. Let us now examine upon
what Authority he has advanc’d this Assertion. “That the Chaldeans
were, from remote Antiquity, Worshippers of one God only,” he ad-
vances upon the Authorities of Hyde, in his Account of the Religion of
the antient Persians; of Prideaux, in his Connexion, Vol. 1. of Lord, in
his Account of the Religion of the Persees; of Pocock, in his Specimen
of the History of the Arabians, P. 148.

Now all these Authors speak there only of the Religion of the Per-
sians, but nota Syllable of the Religion of the Chaldeans, or Babylonians,
concerning which is the present Question.

That those different Nations did not profess the same Religion, we
shall see presently, the Persians being Magians, and the Chaldeans, or
Babylonians, Sabians. But, if the Babylonians, to whom the Jews were
Captives, had been of the same Religion with the Persians of that Time,
I do not see how it would prove the Babylonians, Worshippers of one
God only, at that Time; for the Persians were then Magians, and Ditheists;
Zoroastres not having reform’d Magianism ’till after the Babylonian Cap-

tivity, as above.

12. Collins, A Discourse of the Grounds and Reasons of the Christian Religion (1724),
pp- 139, 140.

13. Hyde, Historia religionis veterum Persorum (1700); Prideaux, Old and New Tes-
tament; Lord, A Display of Two Forraigne Sects in the East Indies (1630), vol. I; Pocock,
Specimen Historiae Arabum (1650), p. 148.
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Therefore it does not appear, that even the Persians believ'd in one
first Cause, and supreme Governor of the World, ’till after the Babylonian
Captivity; asserting two first and independent Principles, the one Good,
and the other Evi/, as above, 'till Zoroastres reform’d Magianism, and
establish’d one first and good Principle, which, according to Dr. Pri-
deaux, and Sir Isaac Newton was not ’till the Days of Darius Hystaspes,
about 492 Years before Christ.'* Now Cyrus put an End to the 70 Years
Captivity of the Jews, in, or about, the Year before Christ 536, that is,
44 Years before the first Appearance of Zoroastres at the Persian Court.

Now it does not appear, that the Babylonians were ever of the Magian
Sect; but that, from the earliest Times we have any Account of them,
they were Polytheists, and Idolaters; and, more particularly, during the
Time of the Jewish Captivity under them; how then could the Jews im-
bibe their Notion of the Unity of God, and aversion to Idolatry, from
those who were themselves Polytheists, and Idolaters?

The Chaldeans, from among whom God call’d Abraham, were an
Idolatrous Nation. Joshua (24. 2) thus accosteth the Children of Israel,
“Your Fathers dwelt on the other Side of the Flood (i.e. of the River Eu-
phrates) in old Time, even Terah, the Father of Abraham, and the Father
of Nahor, and they servd other Gods.” The Canaanites, among whom
the Patriarchs sojourn’d, ’till their Descent into Egypz, were all of them
Idolatrous Nations, as were the Egyprians, to whom they were so long
in Bondage. Rachel Stole the Gods of her Father Laban the Syrian. And,
as for the Babylonians particularly, it is so far from being true, that the
Jews ow’d their Belief of the Unity of God, and Detestation of Images,
to them; that we have undoubted Proof, of their being an Idolatrous
Nation at that Time. When the ten Tribes were carried away Captive by
the King of Assyria, he planted Samaria with Colonies from his other
Dominions. We are told (2 Kings 17. 28.) that these Colonies did not

14. [Maxwell cites Prideaux] “In the Passage above quoted, and in his Defence of
it, in the Letters which pass’d between him and Mr. Moyle, in Moyle's works, Vol.
2d.” See n. 9 (above) and his defense of his ideas in Moyle, The Works of Walter Moyle
(1726), vol. II. The work by Newton is the unauthorized Abregé de la Chronologie de
M. le Chevalier Newton (1725).
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“Fear the Lord,” that is, the one God; but that, when they settled in Sa-
maria, they set up and worshipp’d their own Idols. “7e Men of Babylon
made Succoth-Benoth, the Men of Cuth made Nergal, &c. 2 Kings 17.
30.” which Images, we are told v. 41. that their Fathers before them had
worshipp’d. We find likewise Sennacherib, King of Assyria, “Worshipping
in the House of Nisroch, his God, 2 Kings 19. 37.” We are likewise told
by Ezra, (1.7.) That “Cyrus the King brought forth the Vessels of the House
of the Lord, which Nebuchadnezzar had brought forth out of Jerusalem,
and had put them in the House of his Gods.” Nebuchadnezzar, King of
Babylon, set up a Golden Image, in the Plain of Dura, to be worshipp’d
by all his Subjects, under Pain of Death, for refusing to comply with
which, Shadrach, Meshach, and Abed-nego, were cast into the Fiery Fur-
nace, Dan. Chap. 3. which, I think, is a pretty plain Proof, that the Jews
did not learn their Aversion to Idolatry from the Babylonians, their Mas-
ters. Belshazzar, the Son of Nebuchadnezzar, and his Princes, in a re-
markable Feast, “Drank Wine, and prais'd the Gods of Gold, and of Silver,
of Brass, of Iron, of Wood, and of Stone,” Dan. 5. 4. Upon which Oc-
casion, Daniel delivers himself thus to Belshazzar, (23.) “Thou hast
prais'd the Gods of Silver, and Gold, of Brass, Iron, Wood, and Stone, which
see not, nor hear, nor know; and the God in whose Hand thy Breath is, and
whose are all thy Ways, hast thou not glorifyd.” Great Marks of the Bab-
ylonians attachment to the Belief of the Unity of God, and Aversion to
Idolatry! The Occasion also of Daniel’s being thrown into the Lyons
Den, is another Proof of the like Kind. “Babylon is fallen, is fallen, and
all the graven Images of her Gods he hath broken unto the Ground.” Is. 21.
9. “Bel boweth down, Nebo stoopeth, their Idols were upon the Beasts,
and upon the Cattle,” saith fsaiah (46. 1.) speaking of the Idols of Bab-
ylon. “Babylon is taken, Bell is confounded, Merodach is broken in Pieces,
her Idols are confounded, her Images are broken in Pieces.” Jer. so. 2. “A
Sword is upon the Chaldeans, saith the Lord, and upon the Inhabitants of
Babylon, and upon her Princes, and upon her Wise-Men:—A Drought is
upon her Waters, and they shall be dry’d up; for it is the Land of graven
Images, and they are mad upon their Idols.” Jer. so. 35—38. “I will do Judg-
ment upon the graven Images of Babylon.” Jer. s1. 47. 52.

Thus, therefore, I think it evident, “That the Author of the Grounds,
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&c. has not given a probable Account, how the Jews came out of the
Babylonian Captivity, more firm Believers of the Unity of God, and
more averse to Idolatry, than they were, when they went into Captivity;
Dr. Prideaux, in his Connexion, seems to me, to have given a much more
probable Solution of that Affair."®

As for what the Author of the Grounds, &c. affirms, (from Berosus in
Josephus, against Apion, Book 1.) That “the religious Books of the Chal-
deans give a Relation of Matters FRom THE CREATION, fo the Time of
Abraham, so little different from that contain d in the Pentateuch, that one
of the Accounts must, in all probability, be borrowed from the other.” ' Jo-
sephus is here quoted, for what he does not say, who expresses himself
only thus. “Berosus, afier the Manner of the most antient Historians, treats
of the DELUGE, and the Destruction of Mankind, just as Moses reports it;
and of the AR also; and how the first Father of our Race was preserv'd in
it a-float upon the Mountains of Armenia. He runs thro’ the Genealogy
likewise of the Sons of Noah, their Names, and their Ages; and so carries
on the Train, from Noah himself to Nabulassar.” Now an Account from
the Creation, and from the Deluge, are two very different Things; nor
do I see any Reason, which makes it probable, that Moses borrow’d his
Account of the Origin of Things from the Chaldeans, as this Author
would insinuate; Moses having had no intercourse, that we know of, with
the Chaldeans; nor the Jewish Nation, indeed, ’till after the Building of
Solomon’s Temple, to which, both their Civil and Religious Establish-
ments, and, consequently, their Accounts of Things, were long prior.
The Chaldean Account, from the Flood downward, agreeing with the
Mosaick, is, indeed, a very good Proof of the Truth of the Chaldean
Accounts of those Affairs; but no Proof at all, that Moses, who had no
intercourse with the Chaldeans, borrow’d his Accounts of the Creation
and downwards, from them. Besides, Josephus affirms, “That most an-
tient Historians agreed with the Mosaick Account of the Deluge”; which
is no more a Proof, that Moses borrow’d his Account from the Chaldeans,
than from the Aegyptians, or Phoenicians, with whom Moses, and the

15. Prideaux, Old and New Testament.
16. Collins, A Discourse of the Grounds and Reasons.
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Jews, had then much more intercourse. All that we can fairly infer from
the Passage quoted, I think, is this, “That most antient Historians agree-
ing with the Mosaick Account of the Deluge, shews, that the Tradition
of that Affair was pretty General, and, consequently, that it is very prob-
able, that it was true”; which is a great Confirmation of the Truth of the
Mosaick Account of Things. But so much for this Digression, which I
hope the Reader will pardon.

The Aegyptian Typhon seems to have been of the same Stamp with
the Persian Arimanius. And Plutarch says, That “Typhon begat rwo Sons,
Hierosolymus, and Judaeus”;'” which is a small Sample of the Kindness
the Aegyptians had for the Hebrews: He also Interprets the antient Stories
of Giants, and Titans, concerning evil Demons; for he, with some other
Grecian Philosophers, acknowledg’d such, which the Sroicks, as well as
Epicureans, utterly deny’d, deriding the Punishments of another Life.

SII. Plutarch acknowledges powerful and surly evil Demons, who were
the Authors of unlucky Days, who were worshipp’d by Beating, Lam-
entations, and Fasting, obscene Words, and contumelious Speeches, by
which their Fury was appeas’d, contrary to the Nature of the good De-
mons.'® These Demons, they conceiv’d to have Bodies, and some of them
so gross, that they might be wounded with a Sword, whence Spencer
explains a Magical Rite, mention’d Ezek. 33. 26. Ye stand upon your
Swords.” For they had their Swords in readiness drawn and glittering,
to keep the Ghosts and Demons in awe, whom they had conjur’d up.
Which is not a more unphilosophical Notion, than that of several of
the Hebrew Doctors, “That the Aerial Demons, Eat, and Drink, Generate,
and Die, as Men.”?° Nor than that Conceit of several of the Fathers,
“That the Fall of Angels, was their falling in Love with Women, and
having impure Commerce with them,” whence the Giants were begot-
ten, as some of them say; Demons, as others. Most of the Fathers believd,

17. Plutarch, De Iside et Osiride (in Moralia).

18. Plutarch, De Defectu Oraculorum (in Moralia).

19. Spencer, De Legibus Hebraeorum Ritualibus (168s), IL11.
20. Miinster, Biblia Hebraica (1534—35), Leviticus 17.7n.
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“That they had Bodies of a purer Kind.” The Heathens generally believ’d,
“That the Demons were pleas’d and allur’d by the Scent and Fumes of
the Sacrifices they offer’d to them, and which they thought a Sort of
Food to them”; whence it was customary for the Sacrificers, to pour the
Blood upon the Ground, or into a Ditch, to entice the Demons to come,
themselves Banquetting, about the Blood, upon the Sacrifice, that so
they might gain the Friendship and Society of the Demons, and the Fac-
ulty of Divination. Whence the Jews were commanded to bring the Ani-
mals, which they sacrific’d, unto the Door of the Tabernacle of the Con-
gregation, and their Blood was to be sprinkled upon the Altar, that the
Children of Israel might no more offer their Sacrifices to Devils, Sehirim,
to hairy, or Goat-like Demons. Lev. 17.7.2' This Kind of Idolatry, amongst
others, the Israelites learn’d from the Aegyptians, who had a mighty Ven-
eration for the Goat, which they religiously abstain’d from killing; and
the Mendesians (a People of Aegypt) thought it an Honour to bear the
Name of Mendes, a Goar in their Language, which they deify’d, and to
which they built Temples.

SIII. A seconD Class of Evil Demons, or Genij, is acknowledg’d by some
later Heathen Writers, (who, probably, took the Hint from the Chris-
tians, whose Doctrines were then well known;) these were said to be
vitious in their Nature, and to tempt Men to vice. “There are differences of
Virtue and Vice among Demons, as among Men,” says Plutarch.** The
same Author, in the Life of Galba, relates the Speech of an Officer to
his Soldiers, then about to revolt, wherein he represents the Fickleness
of their Temper, “That changd so often in so short a Time, not upon any
rational Consideration, but by the impulse of some Demon, that hurried
them from one Treason to another.” As the former Class of Evil Demons
were suppos’d to bring upon Men Natural Evils, so the latter were sup-
pos’d to tempt them to Moral Evil.

Now this Doctrine of the Pagans, concerning Evil Demons, must, of
necessity, fall in, either with the Manichean, or with the Christian,

21. Ibid.
22. Plutarch, De Iside et Osiride (in Moralia).
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Scheme; with the Manichean, if they were originally constituted Evil;
with the Christian, if they became such by an abuse of their own Liberty.

Petavius saith, that several of the Fathers suppose, “That, when the
World was made, the several Parts of it were committed to several Orders
of Angels, that he who is now the Devi/, was the Chief of the Terrestrial
Order, and that his Sin was this, that, He envy'd and could not brook the
Dignity bestow d upon Man.”*> Which Conceit of theirs, That Envy was
the Devil’s Sin, has been entertain’d by many.

SIV. A tHIRD Class of Evil Demons, but not so reputed upon account
of their vitious Nature, are the Ministers of divine Vengeance, call'd Fu-
ries, Dirae, Erynnyes, Alastores, Dii impii, Hecate, Proserpina, with Nem-
esis at their Head. So, according to some Expositors, the Evil Angels,
mention’d Psal. 78. 49. were not morally Evil, but are denominated Evi/,
as being Angels of Punishment. Such were those, which Aszeius invok’d
by Name, when he curs’d Crassus, as Plutarch relates in his Life.?* Some
of these they suppos’d, to go about and punish enormous Crimes in this
World, (which seem to be no more than the Stings of Conscience,) sup-
posing it inconsistent with the Nature of the Gods, to be themselves the
Punishers of wicked Men; but notso, to appoint these their Executioners
upon such Occasions. For Plutarch, enquiring the Reason, why the Ro-
mans cloath’d their Lares, or domestick Gods, with Dog-Skins, makes
this Conjecture. “As Chrysippus supposeth, that certain evil Genij go
about, which the Gods make use of; to do the Work of Executioners upon
impious and unjust Men; so the Lares may be thought certain direful and
punitive Genij.” In this Author’s Description of the Punishments of an-
other Life, certain Lakes are said to be there, “and certain Demons stand
by, which plunge Souls in, and draw them out.”* As in the famous Apo-
logue of Er in Plato, there are “Men ferine and of igneous Aspect,” the
Tormentors of Souls.?® This Sort of Evil Demons is acknowledg’d by

23. Pétau (Petavius), Opus de Theologicis Dogmatibus (1644), vol. 3, 111.2.8—9, 3.5.

24. Plutarch, Vitae Parallelae (Parallel Lives), XIV.6.

25. [Maxwell] “In his Treatise, concerning such whom God is slow to punish.” Max-
well refers to Plutarch’s De Sera Numinis Vindicta (in Moralia).

26. Plato, Republic, X, 613e—621d.
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Plato; and one of his School (who acknowledgeth no Demons morally
Evil, yet) affirmeth, “Thar there are Demons, which punish Souls; that the
Sins of Men make the Gods their Enemies, not that the Gods are angry, but
they separate them from the Gods, and joyn them to the punitive Demons;
that the Souls of the Flagitious, after their departure from the Body, are
tormented by them, and that there are, for separate Souls, expiatory Gods
and Demons, who purge them from their Sins.”? It was this Sort of De-
mons, which the Pagans suppos’d maleficent Magicians to hold Corre-
spondence with.

§V. The Jews are said by Hulsius*® and others, to acknowledge Angels
of 3 Classes, 1. Separate Intelligences, who appear notin a corporeal Form,
nor can be comprehended by bodily Senses, but only by prophetick Vi-
sion, and incompass the Throne of the Divine Majesty, such as Michael,
Gabriel, Raphael. 2. Angels of Ministry, created by God for the Welfare
and Ministry of Men. 3. Angels of Punishment, or Torment, Destruction,
Mischief, and Death; possessing the Sublunary and Infernal Mansions,
whose Head is Samael, the Angel of Death, as the Jews call him, who is
suppos’d to kill Mankind, and other Animals.? But these Angels of Pun-
ishment, are consider’d by the Jews, notas Tormentors only, butas morally
Evil, and Tempters also of Mankind. For they affirm, “That Mankind
Sin by the Seduction of the Serpent;*® That Samael rode upon the Ser-
pent, for bigness like a Camel, when he tempted Eve;*' That Satan has
his Name from mow (Sazah,) for he it is that causeth Man to DECLINE from
the Way of Truth.” Asmodeus, whom the Jews suppose the King of the
Tempters, is by Graves suppos’d probably to be deriv’d from the Persian
Word Azmoud, he tempted, or solicited to Evil, and therefore signifieth
the Zempters.> Moses in Deut. 32. 17. saith of the Israelites, that they

27. Sallust (the Platonist), De Diis et Mundo, chs. 12, 14, 19.

28. Hulsius, Theologiae Judaicae (1653), pt. 1, bk. 1, pp. 71, 72.

29. Lightfoot, Horae Hebraicae et Talmudicae (1664), p. 59, on1 Corinthians1o.10.

30. Hulsius, Theologiae Judaicae, p. 169.

31. Maimonides, Moreh Nevuchim, pt. 11, ch. 30.

32. Maxwell is probably referring to Greaves’s Anonymus Persa de Siglis Arabum
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sacrific’d unto Devils, v (Sheddim,) which Fagius upon the Place saith,
that the Jews suppose to be evil Spirits, that come out of the Waters, and
are said to have their Name from 77w (Shadad) Vastavit because they
devastate a good Mind with bad Opinions and Affections. There are
several Passages cited by Windet, Spencer, and Hoornbeck, from the He-
brew Doctors, insinuating, or acknowledging, the Fall of Angels;** such
as these of Rabbi Eleazar, “The evil Angels were driven out of Heaven by
a fiery Scepter. Samael and his Armies, God cast them out of Heaven. Aza
and Azael were the two Angels that accus'd their Lord, and God cast them
Head-long out of the Holy Place.” The Book Zohar says, “God threw Aza
and Azael down Head-long, bound and chain’d.” And, in another antient
Book (of the Death of Moses,) it is said of them, “Descending from
Heaven, they corrupted their Way.” So in jJonathan’s Targum, Samcha,
Zai, and Uziel, (the same with Aza, and Azael,) are said to have fallen
from Heaven, and are suppos’d to have begotten Giants. Also the Rab-
binical Name of their Prince 1n (Marod ) signifieth an Apostate,> who
is call’d by several other Rabbinical Names,* which likewise imply the
Fall of Angels, such as, “The Prince of Gehennah, the Head of the
Satanae.” The common Name, among the Jews in our Saviour’s Time,
for the Prince of the Devils, was Beelzebub, or Beelzebul, which may sig-
nify Lord of Matter, that is, the presidentiary Ruler of the material World;
for 911 (Zebul) is the same with kémpos which, in the Orphic Verses,
signifieth the Matter;

Zeb kU015, uéyise Oeav, elldpeve kKémpw

Jupiter, most Illustrious, the greatest of the Gods, involv'd in Dung, or
the Matter.

As among the Jewish Doctors, so among the Heathen Philosophers,
a fall of Demons, or Angels from Heaven, is, in some Measure, acknowl-
edg’d; for some of them discourse of a Sort of evil Genij, passively and

33. Windet, De Vita Functorum Statu (1663), sect. 13; Spencer, De Legibus He-
braeorum (1686), bk. 111, diss. 8, p. 457; Hoornbeek, Pro Convincendis et Convertendis
Judaeis Libri Octo (1655), IV.2, p. 309.

34. Spencer, De Legibus Hebracorum, p. 455.

35. Windet, De Vita Functorum Statu, p. 126.
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penally such, which are called by Plutarch, “I'he Demons of Empedocles, Heaven, and
who are agitated by the Gods, and have fallen from Heaven,”** whom Em- 3" ng)tjst.ed by

pedocles thus describes;

Aibépiov pwev yap ode puévos mévTovde dudiret,
IIévTos 8’ és xOovos oddas “amemTvae, yaia 8’ és adyas
"Hellov ¢paéfovros, 6 8 albépos éuPale dlvars:

AAdos 8’ é¢ aAov déyeTar, oTvyéovat 8¢ mdvTes

From the Etherial Region down
Into the Sea in Rage they're thrown.
The raging Sea rejects this Rout
Unto the Land, and Spews them out.
The Land unto the Sun them Hurls,
The Sun into the Ethers Whirles.
Thus they are tossd (the Out-Law’s Fate!)
By universal Nature's Hare.”’

The Heaven-Fallen Demons of Empedocles, pursu'd by the Vengeance
of the Gods, altho’ they are an approach to the Christian Doctrine, can-
not reasonably be thought a Tradition from the Jews, who themselves
then talked notso clearly upon this Head. 1. This Doctrine of Empedocles
greatly befriends the common Hypothesis of the Lapse of Angels from
Heaven, which must be call’d the Christian Hypothesis, tho’ it has been
weakly oppos’d by some Christian Writers, who have asserted the Evi/
Angels, to be, originally, the Inhabitants of the Air and Earth, and never
to have been in Heaven, and enjoy’d the Beatifick Vision there. For their
height of Felicity might be so far from securing them from a Fall, that
it might occasion it, thro’ Pride, Self-~Admiration, and Self-Love; and,
in consequence, affecting a Dominion over Subjects withdrawn from
the Subjection of God, agreeably to the Heads of Empire, which Sazan
usually setteth up in the World, that usually affect an unbounded Lib-
erty. And that himself, in Consort with his Fellow-Rebels, should be

36. Plutarch, De Vitando Aere Alieno and De Iside et Osiride (both in Moralia).
37. Maxwell’s source is not indicated; for a modern edition of the passage quoted,
see Wright, Empedocles: The Extant Fragments (1981), pp. 138, 270—75.
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like-minded, and therefore should chuse to make a total Revolt from
God and their Duty, was not incompatible with their coelestial Con-
dition; norisitatall incredible, thelike prodigiously-frantick Enormities
being no Rarities amongst intelligent Agents. Wherefore the usual Doc-
trine is unexceptionable, which is clearly enough express’d in H. Scrip-
tures, which represent the Holy Angels, as originally the Inhabitants of
Heaven. Marz. 22. 30. Luc. 20. 36. Heb. 12. 22. And the laps’d Angels,
originally, of the Number of the Holy Angels, 2 Pet. 2. 5. Jud. 6. 2. 2.
The Heathen Doctrine of Demons befriends the Christian Hypothesis of
a Kingdom of evil Angels. For the Heathen Demonologists suppos’d, “That
the Evil Demons have an imperial Head over them.” Therefore, in con-
sistence with themselves, they ought to have supposd, “That there is a
distinct Kingdom, or Polity, of Evil Demons,” as Christianity asserteth.
But they have so qualify’d this Doctrine of Evil Demons, as to make it
no Contradiction to their Doctrine of the Unity of the Monarchy of
the Universe, or their Cizy of God; for they were Gods themselves, and
Part of the common Polity of their Gods, which is monstrously, both
Absurd and Impious. For whoever has any Veneration for God, will not
count it a small Matter, to deify Evil Demons, and to pay them religious
Worship. Yet this Worship of Demons was the Religion of popular
Societies amongst the Heathens, as Plutarch plainly acknowledges,
thereby giving a great Attestation to the Truth of Christianizy, (which
chargeth upon Paganism, the Sacrificing unto, and having Fellowship
with, Devils;) and to the peculiar Excellency of the Christian Learning,
which alone, to the Purpose, discovereth Sazan. For both Jews and Pa-
gans (notwithstanding their slender Notice of Evil Angels) are far from
knowing him as they ought, and so far as is needful to the Purpose of
Piety and Sanctity. 3. The Heathen Doctrine of Demons greatly befriends
the Christian, by asserting and ascertaining (in Consort with it) the Ex-
istence of Evil Demons. They were assured of their Existence from their
Operations and Effects; and, from this Hypothesis, Plutarch gives an Ac-
count of the Apparitions to Brutus and Dio, upon which, after his Man-
ner, he reflects finely. “If Brutus and Dio,” (saith he,) “Philosophical

38. Plutarch, De Iside et Osiride and De Defectu Oraculorum (both in Moralia).
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Men, of great Strength of Mind, and not apt to fancy horrible Appearances,
were put into such Commotion by Apparitions, that they solicitously related
them to their Friends; perhaps we may be forc'd to embrace that (seemingly)
most absurd Opinion of the Antients, That there are Evil and Envious De-
mons, that, envying good Men, and withstanding their Actions, raise Fears
and Troubles to them, to shake and overthrow their Virtue; lest, if they should
persist stedfast and uncorrupted in Good, they should, after their Decease,
enjoy a better Condition than theirs.” The Laws of the XII Tables, in con-
demning and punishing hurtful Magick, acknowledge the Being of evi/
Demons. And who can doubt, but that those Learned Heathen Philos-
ophers were in the Right, who suppose the antick and barbarous Rites
of their Religion, to be the Worship of powerful evil Demons. For the
Pagan Religion is a Demonstration of the Being of evil Demons, because
it cannot be suppos’d, that any Power, but a Diabolical, could have sub-
jected the World, for so many Ages, to such an Institution as Paganism
is. The Heathens justly argued for the Existence of Aerial Demons, in
this Manner, “Would Nature, that has replenish’d all other Regions with
Inhabitants, suffer the spacious Air to be an uninhabited Waste?” With
whom, in this, both Jewish and Christian Divines agree, whence the
Chief of them is call'd by the Apostle, the Prince of the Power of the Air,
and the Rulers of his Empire are call’d Spiritual Wickedness (3v Tots
émovpavios) in Heavenly, or Aerial, Places. But yet these Aerial Demons
are sometimes under penal Confinement in the Subterraneous Regions,
as that Petition of theirs implies, Luk. 8. 31. They besought him, that he
would not command them to go out into the Deep, or Abyss, the same with
the bottomless Pit, mention’d Rev. 20. 3. where Satan was chain’d.

In this Doctrine then of Evil Spirits, Pagans, Jews, Mahometans, and
Christians, agree, the common Sense of Mankind concurring with
Revelation.

IV. The Pagans agreed, “That Good Demons are Guardian-Genij, which,
tho’ Servants to the supreme God, or subordinate Deities, are Patrons
of particular Persons, Nations, or Societies; of Things, and of Places.”
So Servius, “The Genius, according to the Sense of the Antients, is the nat-
ural God of every Place, or Thing, or Person.” And this was a common

Of Genij, or
Guardian
Angels.
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antient Inscription, “7o Jupiter the Best and Greatest, and to the Genius
of the Place.” The Genius of the Roman People, (distinct from the tutelar
God of the City, whose Name was kept secret,) was call’d the Publick
Genius, and is usual in antient Coins. So the Trojan Palladium was not
a Thing that fell from Heaven, but a Telesm, or Image, made by a Phi-
losopher and Astrologer, under a most fortunate Horoscope, and enclosing
the Genius, or Fortune, of the City, by Virtue of Astrological Magick.
So the Lares were look’d upon, as the proper Guardian-Genij of their
Houses, whence they were call'd Prestites, and, as Plutarch tells us,
cloath’d with Dog-Skins. Among the personal Guardian-Genij, that of
the Prince was thought by far the most August, whence arose a Custom
among the Romans, of swearing by Caesar’s Genius, which if any did
forswear by in a Suit, he was Bastinadoed, but Perjury, by the Name of
God, was not punish’d, they supposing that God would sufficiently
avenge the Abuse of his own Deity. It was a receiv’d Opinion “Thatevery
Nation had a Tutelar-Deity, with subordinate Demons.” The Nomes, or
Prefectures of Aegypr, had each their distinct God, whilst Zszs and Osiris
were worshipp’d over the Whole, see Sir /5. Newron’s Chronology.”
With respect to this Doctrine, the Heathens were divided in their Sen-
timents, some allowing a good-Genius, only to every Man,* others a good
and a bad to each,* which Doctrine Mahomet has adopted. Many Chris-
tians, especially they of the Church of Rome, have embrac’d the Doc-
trine of good-Genij, converting them into Guardian-Angels. The deter-
mining every Man’s Genius at his Birth, those who gave into the

Astrological Scheme, ascrib’d to the Stars, and to every Man’s Horoscope
at his Birth.

Geminos, Horoscope, varo Producis Genio.

The Horoscope produceth Twins of diversity of Genius.

39. Newton, Abregé de la Chronologie.

40. lamblichus, De Mysteriis (1678), p. 170; Plutarch, De Stoicorum Repugnantiis
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41. Plutarch, De Tranquillitate Animi (in Moralia), p. 474; lamblichus, De Mys-
teriis (1678), p. 317.

42. Persius, Satirae, V1.18.
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SII. This Doctrine of Genij, the Heathens ow’d to their Notion of the
Polity of the Universe; every thing superior to Man, and subordinate to
the supreme Deity, being with them a Genius, each other Being, nay, and
Mode of Being, having their Genius. Jupiter was the President, or Genius,
of Heaven, Neptune of the Sea, Pluto of the Infernal Regions, a Tri-
umvirate. The Planets had each their Genius, the Elements theirs: Na-
tions, Societies, and individual Persons, had theirs. Venus was Goddess of
the Passion of Love; Mars and Bellona were Patrons of the State of War;
Janus of Peace; Terminus of Bounds; Mercury, Apollo, and the Muses, of
the Professions of Eloquence, Poetry, and several Parts of Learning; Es-
culapius, of Physick; Vulcan, of Smiths; and Minerva, of the Faculty of
Prudence.

Heathenism, a
Religion of
Patron-Deities,
and their Cli-

ents.

Hence it appears, “That the Religion of the Heathens is a Religion of  With which

Patron-Deities and of their Clients, in subordination to the supreme
God.” Herein consisted their Polytheism: How much, in this respect,
Christian-Rome has borrow’d from Heathen-Rome, is but too obvious;
pursuant to which the Romanists pray to one Saint in Child-Bed; to an-
other, in the 7o0th-Ach; to a third, when they are Travelling by Land; to
a fourth, by Water: as if the Providence of the one God, supreme over
All, did not extend over A/, and equally over All: as if he were not the
God, both of Land and Sea, Hills and Valleys; and as if he had not ap-
pointed one Mediator and Intercessor, sufhicient for A/l; who has requir'd
these Things at their Hands?

The Word Demon is sometimes taken in a larger, sometimes in a
stricter, Sense; sometimes as extensively as God in the largest Sense: So
Homer calls his Gods, Demons; and the Pagans say of St. Paul, Act. 17.
18. He seemeth to be a setter forth of strange Demons, that is, Gods. Some-
times it is taken in a stricter Sense, for a class of Beings between Gods
and Heroes. Thus, according to the Heathens, were all things full, not of
God, but of Gods; and they were guilty of the Worship of Demons, in
both Senses of the Word, from which neither the Platonists, nor Py-
thagoreans, were free; but were great Promoters of it.

SIII. The Jews fell into the Heathen Notion of the Government of the
World, believing, “That their Nation had a Guardian-Angel, who could

the Church of
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Symbolizes.

Different
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transact nothing without leave of the Divine Providence”; supposing,
“That all other Nations were committed to the care of their Angels, who
were to them as Gods”: believing also “Bread, the Water, the Fire, the
Hail, the Winds, &c. had each their Angel-President over them.” They
assign “Seven President-Angels to the seven Days of the Week, twelve to
the twelve Months, and four to the four Seasons;> 7 Arch-Angels to the
7 Planets;* every Nation, the Israelites excepted, being subject to its par-
ticular Planet.”5 Also, with allusion to the Government of the Nations
by Angels in Stars and Constellations, and not by immediate Divine
Providence, the Jews, in their Liturgy, give to God the Name of the King
of Kings, that is, the King of those Angelical Powers, who rule over the
Potentates of the Earth. They are also of Opinion, “That the Number
of Nations and Languages upon Earth is 70, having 70 President-Angels,
by whom the Division of Languages was made at Babel.”%® This their
Opinion is visible in the SepruagintTranslation of Deut. 32. 8. “When
the most High divided the Nations, when he separated the Sons of Adam,
he set the Bounds of the People, according to the Number” [notof the Chil-
dren of Israel, as the Hebrew hath it, but] “of the Angels of God”: which
they say are 70, and whom they call the Sanhedrim above.

SIV. This Notion, which transforms the Universe into a Paganlike Re-
publick, and the holy Angels into Pagan Gods and Demons, has been
embrac’d by many of the Christian Fathers, modern Divines, and Phi-
losophers; allowing, among other Parts of their Scheme, each of the
heavenly Bodies their /ntelligence, as they call it. Upon this Plan has /do/-
atry principally prevail’d, both among Heathens and Christians: Upon
this Plan also, the Devil, with his Angels under him, was suppos’d by
some to have been President of our Earth, and never to have been an
Inhabitant above, the Disagreement of which with Scripture is above

43. Selden, De Jure Naturali et Gentium (1640), bk. IV, ch. 7.
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46. Ibid.



OF THE KINGDOM OF GOD 53

shewn. The above-mention’d Mistranslation of the Septuagint seems,
to have been a leading Cause of Error, in this Point, to the Fathers, who
generally did not understand Hebrew, but made use of that Translation.
This Notion was at last enlarg’d by many, even to the Assigning a
Guardian-Angel to every individual of Mankind, which is nothing but
the Heathen Doctrine of Demon-Genij with anew Name, and musthave
given the Heathens a great Advantage against those Christians, when they
charg’d the Heathens with the Worshipping of many Gods and of

Demons.

§V. The Scriptures, indeed, do acknowledge the holy Angels as a sort of
Potentates superior to Man, and as occasionally subservient to the Divine
Providence in the Government of the World; but not as sublunary Prefects
of various Faculties, Offices, Places, Stations, and Persons, residing upon
their several Charges. A misunderstanding of Dan. 4. 17. “This Matter”
(the Judgment upon Nebuchadnezzar) “is by the Decree of the Watchers,
and the Demand” (or Ordinance) “by the Word of the holy Ones,” seems
to have led many into various and gross Mistakes upon this Head. This
Text seems to be rightly thus explain’d. 7his Matter is by more than hu-
man Appointment, it is nothing less than the Decree of the most High. For
thus the Prophet, in his Interpretation of the Dream, interpreteth the
Angels saying v. 24. This is the Decree of the most High, which is come
upon my Lord the King. Therefore the Angels saying is a Mode of ex-
pressing the Decree of the most High. For the Decree of the Watchers, and
the Word of the holy Ones, are not their own Decree and Word, but God’s,
whose Agents they are. This remarkable Scripture is, therefore, no Foun-
dation for that Jewish Notion of God’s consulting with his Sanbedrim
above, or that the President-Angels of the Babylonian Monarchy decreed
the Matter, at the Petition of the Tutelar-Angels of the several Provinces,
who complain’d of Nebuchadnezzar's Tyranny; or that the greater Angels
made this Decree, at the Request of the inferior Angels. But here is a
clear express Testimony for the Superintendence of the Holy Angels, in
subordination to the divine Providence. So the Elect Angels are consider’d
by the Apostle, as the Spectators of our Actions, along with God and
Christ, 1 Tim. 5. 21. I charge thee before God and the Lord Jesus, and the
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elect Angels.” And, agreeably to the Name of Wazchers in Daniel, we read,
in the Revelations, of the “7 Lamps of Fire burning before the Throne of
God, which are the 7 Spirits of God”; of “seven Angels, which are and stand
before the Throne”; of “the 7 Horns, and the 7 Eyes of the Lamb, which are
the 7 Spirits of God, sent forth into all the Earth”; " so, in the Prophet
Zechariah, (as Interpreters have observ’d,*) 7 Angels are represented by
the Candlestick of 7 Lamps, which burn’d continually in the Temple;
and those seven Angels (because appointed to exercise, both in Heaven
and in this World, an inspection and superintendence over us and our
Aftairs) are styled “the 7 Eyes of the Lord, which run to and fro, through
the whole Earth.” The Scripture, therefore, describeth the Court of
Heaven conformably to the Persian Court,* where there were 7 Princes,
who saw the Kings Face, and sat first in the Kingdom, (to be Officers of
the Presence, such as see the King’s Face, denoteth the principal Persons
at Court, Jer. 52. 25.) who are sometimes styled #he King’s seven Coun-
sellors. And, because these 7 Angels in the Court of Heaven are plainly
Analogical, or Correspondent, to the 7 Princes in the Persian Court; be-
cause we read of Angelical chief Princes;>® therefore some of the Holy
Angels are consider’d as a sort of Heavenly Potentates, agreeably to the
Style of the New-Testament.

For, in the New-Testament, some of the Holy Angels are usually in-
tituled Awuthorities, Thrones, Dominions, Principalities, and Powers,>!
with Christ, who created them, at their head; between which the Dif-
ference is no greater than this, that the Apostle considers them, as the
several general Names and Notions of the most Eminent created Potentates
in the Universe. So the highest Rank of Potentates, in Szzan’s Kingdom,
are call'd Principalities and Powers.>> Wherefore it seems a great Mistake
of many, to suppose, “That the Apostle maketh a distribution of the Holy
Angels into four or five subordinate Ranks, Orders, and Classes, which

47. Revelations 1.4, 4.5, 5.6, 8.2.
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50. Daniel 10.13.
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are signify’d by so many Names,” whereas he means, only in general,
“Whatever is high and eminent in Government.” Had the Apostle made
a distribution of human, or angelical, Authority, into several subordinate
ranks, he must have noted them by proper Names of Distinction, which
these are evidently not, according to any Rules of Criticism, any Model
of Government, or any Titles of Honour. There is, however, a Subor-
dination of Angels, for we read of Michael, and his Angels, Apoc. 12. 7.

“In Scripture the holy Angels are represented as the occasional Mis-
sionary Ministers of God’s governing Providence, and the Works thereof
are represented as done by their Ministry”; which their very Name de-
notes, and the many Instances of their being employ’d, in God’s Ap-
pearances, in making Revelations, and bringing Messages to Mankind;
in guiding, succouring, and defending, the Just; in opposing the Enmity
and Malice of evil Spirits; in dispensing Benefits to, and executing Judg-
ments upon, the World, at the End of which they are to be the Reapers.
But this their occasional Ministry, at the immediate and particular Com-
mand of God upon every Occasion, is far from vesting them with such
a Magistracy in the Government of the World, as the Heathens ascrib’d to
their Deities; the Church of Rome, to the Virgin Mary, St. Peter, St.
Paul, &c. nor does infer a Guardian-Angel, as will appear from a View
of the Texts quoted for that purpose.

So Act. 12. 15. where the Christians at Jerusalem say of Peter knocking
at the Gate, It is his Angel,” Dr. Hammond renders the Word Messenger,
or one that came from him, or made use of his Name; because the Faith-
ful cannot be suppos’d so ignorant as to think, that an Angel would not
come in without knocking, or having the Door open’d.>* Others sup-
pose, Thatitis St. Peter’s Guardian-Angel, in the usual Sense, which they
meant. But 1. It does not appear, That the Jews then embrac’d that No-
tion; nor 2. Will it follow, That the Notion was true, if they did believe
it. But 3. What need was there, that an Angel should be sent to deliver
St. Peter out of Prison, or St. Paul from Shipwreck, or to strengthen
our Lord in his Agony, if an Angel-Guardian were their inseparable At-

53. Hammond, A Paraphrase and Annotations upon All the Books of the New Tes-
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tendant? Beside, 4. If they did not believe it a Messenger, but an Angel,
they might have suppos’d it an Angelical Appearance, in his Likeness, and
Personating him, whom they might have styled his Angel, as Lightfoor
supposes.’ To as little Purpose do they quote Mazr. 18. 10. “Take heed”
(saith Christ) “that ye despise not one of these little Ones; for I say unto you,
that, in Heaven, their Angels do always behold the Face of my Father, which
is in Heaven.” Our Saviour sheweth, That the Sin and Danger of de-
spising his little Ones, is not little; because, tho’ they be little in the eye
of the World, yet really they are of so great Quality and Value, that their
Angels, (that is, not their Guardian-Angels, but the Spirits that Minister
unto them, which is the Apostles Notion of Angels, Heb. 1. 13.) always
behold the Face of his Father in Heaven. This Place also speaketh not of
inferior Angels, but of the Angels of Presence, which correspond to those
in Power next to the Prince, who have always the Privilege to see the
King’s Face. But it cannot be thought, that every pious Person hath an
Arch-Angel for his Guardian; therefore our Saviour speaketh not of such
Guardian-Angels.

From Jacob's Prayer, Gen. 48. 16. The Angel, which redeem'd me from
all Evil, bless the Lads. And from Eccles. 5. 6. Neither say thou before the
Angel, that it was an Error; wherefore should God be angry at thy Voice,
and destroy the Work of thine Hands? Some infer a Guardian-Angel, but
not justly. For the Angel, which the Preacher speaketh of, is the Angel of
the Name and Presence of God; the Difference between whom and a mere
Angel, is visible in the Israelites Case, who, before their Idolatry of the
Calf, had an Angel to conduct them, of whom God saith, Exo. 23. 21.
“My Name is in him.” But, after that Idolatry of theirs, God threateneth,
That he “will send an Angel before them, but himself will not go up in the
Midst of them.”> As the Angel of the Name of God, so the Angel of his
Presence, transcendeth a mere Angel; for Moses would not be satisfy’d
with the Guardianship of a mere Angel, but petitioneth for the Contin-

s4. Lightfoot, A Commentary upon the Acts of the Apostles (1645), p. 324.
55. Exodus 33.2, 3.
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uance of God’s Presence,*® The Angel of his Presence,” which is mani-
festly the same with the Angel of God’s Name. Such an Angel, because
God’s Name is in him, is more than a mere Creature; and therefore great
charge is given to the Lraelites, to revere and obey him.>® By such an
Angel God exhibited his own Presence, and a Declaration of his Mind
by the Angel’s Voice, who bears the Name, and sustains the Person of
God, speaketh and is spoken to as God, as appears from many Instances
in the Old-Testament. For this Reason, this Angel is to be look’d upon,
as God exhibiting himself by an Angel; therefore the Name of God is in
him; and God may be fitly styled zhe Angel, which may therefore be one
of the Names of God, not simply, but as exhibiting himself by an Angel;
and thus itis to be understood in the two Texts now under consideration.
And that this is the Preacher’s Sense, appears from the Context, “Neither
say thou before the Angel, that it was an Error; wherefore should God be
angry at thy Voice?” The 70 also render that which is in the Hebrew,
“Before the Angel” [mpd mpoodymov Tob 0éov] in the Sight of God. Agree-
ably hereunto, when Jehovah, or the Lord, is said to do any Thing, the
Arabick Version saith, the Angel of the Lord did such a Thing; see
Walton’s Polyglot.>®

Some Prophetick Parts of holy Writ are alledg’d, in favour of a sub-
lunary Magistracy of the holy Angels. In Zech. 6. 1. There is a four-fold
Division of the Angelick Host, concern’d in the Affairs of the World,
into 4 Chariots, as in antient Times their Hosts consisted of Chariots.
These are said, to “Come out from between two Mountains, to go forth from
standing before the Lord of the whole Earth, into the four Quarters of the
World, to execute Gods Judgments,” v. 1—s5. Of these 4 Chariots the
Prophet enquireth, “What are these, my Lord?” The Angel answereth,
“These are the four Spirits” (or Winds) “of Heaven’; like that of the Apoc-
alypse 7. 1. where there is mention of 4 Angels at the 4 Corners of the
Earth, holding the four Winds of the Earth, that they should not blow
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on the Earth, nor Sea. The Name of Winds, given to the Angels, denoteth
their Subtilty and Agility, according to the Psalmists Description of
them,®® “Who maketh his Angels” (Messengers) “Spirits” (Winds,) “his
Ministers a flaming Fire.” It denoteth also their Activity, in the Com-
motions and Changes of human Affairs, in raising new Empires, and
demolishing the old; for that the great things, in the Vicissitude of King-
doms and Empires, are done by the Angels, is an Hypothesis, that both Daniel
and the Revelations plainly suppose.

This plain Hypothesis will enable us to form a true Notion of the
Princes of Persia and Grecia, which are Parties in the Conflict of the
Angelical Powers, which are spoken of in Daniel 10. 13, 20, 21. As Mi-
chael there, the Jews Prince, is an Angel, so, doubtless, the Princes of
Persia and Grecia are Angels also, not evil, but good, Angels (v. 21. There
is none that holdeth with me in these things, but Michael your Prince.) And
these Angels conflict with each other,°! as opposite Parties at Court, that
have an Interest there. Here is therefore an Appearance, “That the Court
of Heaven resembleth the Court of Rome, where several Nations have
their several Cardinal-Protectors, as their Patrons and Tutelar-Angels.”
And, because Michael is usually thought the Presidentiary-Angel of the
Jewish Nation, and, because the Prince of the Kingdom of Persia is cer-
tainly an Angel; hence some infer, /7 is plain, that there are Presidentiary-
Angels of all Kingdoms, Nations, and Countries, which are suppos’d to
have a settled Prefecture over them. Whereas it is plainly incongruous
to suppose, “That the Nations of Greece, usually at War with oneanother,
and not united into one Estate, are the Prefecture of one Angel; and that
the holy Angels bandy against, and conflict with, each other, in behalf
of their several Nations and Countries”; which is as unlikely, as that they
should fight with each other, when those Nations fight.

It is incongruous also to suppose, “That two great Pagan Nations have
two angelical Princes, or chieftain Angels, for their Prefects, unless all
such other Pagan Nations have the like”; and to suppose, “holy Angels
the Prefects of unholy Pagan Nations,” is incongruous; and it is much

60. Psalms 104.4.
61. Grotius, Annotationes ad Vetus Testamentum (1644), on Daniel 10.13and 10.20.
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more incongruous, to infer this from the Names of Persia and Grecia,
in the Prophecy, which do not signify two Nations, but two great Mon-
archies, wherein the fate of God’s People was involv’d. The Princes of
Grecia and Persia, (understood according to the Hypothesis above-
mention’d,) are the angelical Agents of raising those two Empires, (as
the Arch-Angel Michael is, by divine Appointment, the Agent of the
Jews deliverance out of captivity, and of re-erecting their Government;)
which imperial Administration of theirs, maketh them adverse and pu-
nitive to the Jews; for the Prince of the Kingdom of Persia withstandeth
the Jews Deliverance out of Captivity, (probably pleading the demerit
of their Crimes,) and withstandeth the Angel, that spake to Daniel 21
Days. To this Account of these Princes, it may be proper to add; That
as “The seven Arch-Angels, or 7 Eyes of the Lord, Zech. 4. 10. are usually
employ’d in the affairs of the several parts of the World, (inspecting,
superintending, administring them, Zech. 1. 10) as occasional Mission-
aries of Providence only, without being constituted the Presidentiary-
Angels of any parts of the World”; and as “The Angel Gabriel is usually
employ’d in the Affairs of Prophecy, and of the Prophets, as an occa-
stonal Missionary of Providence only, without being constituted the
Presidentiary-Angel of Prophecy, or Prophets, like Mercury the Heathen
President of Eloquence”; so we may reasonably suppose, “That the Prince
of Persia and his Angels, (which are thought to have the Name of Kings,
Dan. 10.13.) were usually employ’d in the Affairs of Persia: That Michael
and his Angels were usually employ’d in the Affairs of the Jews, without
being constituted the Presidents, or Prefects, over Persia and the Jewish
Nation.” They were no more, than occasional Missionaries®? of Provi-
dence, God’s Messengers and Ministers, that do nothing but by his
Command, Angels employ d in such an imperial, national, Administration.

SVI. The holy Angels belong not to the Polity of this World, of which
they are, therefore, 7o Magistrates; which if they were, this World would
be the City of God, and his Republick: Nor are they Guardian-Angels,

62. [Maxwell] “In this Notion Cyrenius is call'd Governor of Syria.” The reader
is referred to Hammond’s Paraphrase on Luke 2.2.
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inseparably attending upon Men all their Days. But they are occasional
Missionaries ( “Ministring Spirits sent forth,” Heb. 1. 14.) they are the “An-
gels of God in Heaven,” they are the Courtiers and Citizens of Heaven;
and such are the Guardian-Angels, which our Saviour speaketh of, that
“always” (save only when they are sent abroad) “behold his Father’s Face
in Heaven,” and have their abode and dwelling there.

In Ezek. Chap. 1, and 10. the holy Angels (which are signify’d by the
hieroglyphical figures of Cherubims) are represented, as the imperial
Chariot of the God of Israel; which importeth, “That he is the supreme
Governor in Power Imperial, thro’ their ministerial Power, flying, as it
were, upon their Wings”; agreeably to which, the God of Israel is usually
describ’d, as “sizting upon the Cherubims, dwelling between the Cheru-
bims,” and the holy Angels are represented as his regial Seat, or Throne;
the Posture of the Cherubims, in the Tabernacle and Temple, was stand-
ing; they were furnish’d with Wings, and their Faces were towards the
Mercy-Seat; all which Notices of the holy Angels (and many more) rep-
resent them, as Ministers of, and constant Attendants upon, the Divine
Majesty, not as Magistrates of this World, attending upon their Charges.

As God has appointed, by Nature, all Men to live in civil Society; so
hath he ordain’d, by Grace, that his holy People should live in holy Society,
under the Guidance of publick Officers, which Body-Politick is #e
Church. Agreeably whereunto, the invisible World is constituted; for the
holy Angels are Sons of the divine Family, and live in Society as other
Families do.% They are Members of the Church-Triumphant, and live
in Communion with it as Church-Members.®> They are Citizens of the
heavenly-Jerusalem, there bearing Offices, and enjoying Honours. How
else can they constitute a Family, a City, a Church? They are the Host of
Heaven, and therefore live in angelical Society, residing in Heaven;
which is inconsistent with their sublunary Magistracy in this World,
(which was a fundamental Error of Paganism, embrac’d by many Jews
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and Christians,) and with the Hypothesis of the Guardian-Angel, for such
an Angel liveth out of angelical Society.

The Angels, which minister to the welfare of the Just, usually go forth
by Troops and Bands.®® And, agreeably to the Platonick Notion,*” Chris-
tianity allotteth a Convoy of Angels for the departing Soul of one pious
Man, Lazarus, to conduct him to Paradise; which Office the Heathen
Poers assign’d to Mercury; which is also agreeable to the Notion of the
Jews. But, if they convey single departed Souls in Troops, they, doubt-
less, minister to their welfare in this Life, in Troops also. Numbers of
them associate with us in our religious Assemblies, and are inspectors of
our Behaviour there.®® When the Jews were the holy People, the holy An-
gels, in some sort, resided among them; to which some, reasonably
enough, refer that Voice, which was heard in the Temple, immediately
before its Destruction, “Let us go hence”; those Angels of the Shechinah,
or Divine Majestick Presence, then leaving the Jews naked and expos’d
to all Calamities.

The company and custody of the holy Angels is, according to the
Scriptures, a principal Privilege of God’s People, and a Privilege is an
uncommon Right. This Principle, therefore, destroys the Heathenish sub-
lunary Magistracy of the holy Angels, and of the Angel-Guardian, com-
mon to all Mankind. Yet we must acknowledge the holy Angels general
Guardianship of Mankind in general. The evil Demons are under Laws
and Government; God is the Founder and supreme Governor of the
World; as he hath an universal Dominion, so he exercises that Right in
a Superintendence of all, as the Sovereign Disposer of the private and
publick Affairs of Men. In which Administration of Things, the holy
Angels are employ’d in defence of Mankind in general, of publick Per-
sons, and publick Societies of Men, which are not wholly abandon’d
to the will of Satan and his Partisans, unless sometimes for their Pun-
ishment.

66. Luke 2.13; T Corinthians 11.10; Matthew 13.41; Revelations 12.7; Psalms 91.11,
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If we suppose the holy Angels to be sublunary Rectors and Magistrates,
Lords and Rulers of this World, in their several Provinces, to whom Man-
kind are rightfully subjected; if our good and evil Things, our Welfare
and Punishment, are in their Hands to dispense: This is that Notion,
which the Pagan-Theology supposeth, a delegated Providence, whereby
the World is govern'd. Whereas the Providence, which the Seriprure-
Theology supposeth and teacheth, is God'’s own undelegated Exercise of
Providence, in his divine Decrees, and the Execution of them. The
Scripture-Theology representeth God, as the universal Inspector, (to the
meanest Sparrow,) Protector, and Benefactor; the sole Arbiter of our
Fate, upon whose Pleasure our well, or ill, being intirely depends. Pious
Men submit to Afflictions, as to God’s Hand, give him Thanks for Mer-
cies, as 4is Gifts, in Wants and Dangers, they trust to Ais Aid, and in all
their Ways and Enterprizes, the Eye of their Observance and Regard is
upon him alone, and their Service is to this their sole Lord.®” The holy
Angels, indeed, are sent to execute his Commands. Psa. 103. 20, 21.

If the holy Angels are sublunary Magistrates and Rectors, they are, to
Mankind, governing authoritative Powers; they must resemble Kings
and civil Governors, God’s Vicegerents, but excelling them in Dignity;
there must be Societies, consisting of the holy Angels, as Regents, and
of Mankind, as Subjects; and the Societies of the World must be such
Societies, more than human, or civil, Power and Authority belonging to
such Rectors. But of such Political Societies, the Scriptures know noth-
ing, unless we suppose them in the Kingdom of Darkness, which con-
sisteth of Heathen Mankind, and of the Rulers of the Darkness of this
World; nor are these Political Societies consistent with true Religion, for
they manifestly imply and introduce /dolatry, and Demonolatry, by ap-
propriating to them divine Honours, and subjecting themselves to them,
taking them from their immediate Dependence upon, and Addresses

to, God.
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§VII. To bring what I have been laying down to a point. From what I
have said, and, from a through Consideration of the Pagan Religion, it
appears, “That the Kingdom of God does not consist of all rational
Agents, as of one political System, with God at their Head”; there being
a Kingdom of Darkness too, and a divided State of rational Beings: And
italso appears, “That the Heathens were so far ignorant of the true God,
that he is not to be found amongst their Deities,” notwithstanding what
has been advanc’d by many Christian Divines to the contrary.

1. The supreme Deity, in the Heathen Religion, is the supreme among
Heathen Deities. The Heathens acknowledg’d a supreme God, but not
the true kind of supreme God. “This is Life Eternal, that they might know
thee, the only true God, and Jesus Christ, whom thou hast sent,” Joh. 27. 3.
They Atheistically explain’d away the true Deity of God, into a jupiter
of the Heroe-kind, sometimes into a mystical first Nature, sometimes
into the Soul of the World, and sometimes into infinite Matter. “It is much
more easy, to deviate from the true God, than from the true” [partial] “No-
tion of the Deity; for the Gentiles, how good soever their Notion of the
Divinity was, which they had in their Mind, yet in this they seem to have
miscarried in the first Place, they did not attribute it to him, to whom it
belong’d.””° Many of the Heathens had a true Notion of the Deity; they
suppos’d him to be the grear Father of Nature, the Former and Governor
of the Universe; yet every imaginary Deity, that has these Attributes, is
not the true God, nor is the Heathen Deity such.

2. The true God was not the Deity of Religion amongst the Heathens.
Among the Romans, Capitoline Jove was the supreme Deity of their Re-
ligion, with Augurs for his Prophets, and Juno and Minerva for his Coas-
sessors; attended by a Nurse too, so confounding Cretan and Cosmical
Jupiter. Capitoline Jove was the same with Babylonian Bel, threaten’d by
God, Jer. s1. 44. The same with Jupiter Olympius, whom Antiochus Epi-
phanes endeavour’d to substitute instead of the true God, and to have
the Temple in Jerusalem, call'd the Temple of Jupiter Olympius, who is
therefore call'd the Abomination that maketh desolate.”" The same with

70. Arminius, Orationes (1611), L.
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Baal and Moloch, which are Names too that signify a supreme God, but
extremely different from the true God. Summanus (Summus deorum
Manium) was the proper Name of Jupiter Capitolinus himself; and de-
noteth what he was in the best Notion of him, only he chief of the
Heathen Gods. Accordingly, in Scripture, the Gentiles are said to worship
Idols, but never to be God’s Worshippers; the Assyrian Colonies, in their
Heathenism, “feared not the Lord”;7* all the Deities of Religion amongst
them, are constantly intitul’d ro-Gods, Idols, other Gods, strange God.
The Apostle saith, “When they knew God,” (had natural Notices of the
true God of Religion,) “they glorify'd him not as God,””* (they did not
acknowledge him for their God, the Object of their religious Worship,)
worshipping the Creature instead of the Creator. This the Apostle af-
firms of them, 2. 25. éoeBdonoav kai éAdrpevoav ) kTioel mapa Tov
ktioavra, which our Translation thus renders, They worshipp dandserv'd
the Creature, more than the Creator. The Words are also capable of this
other rendering; They worshipp d and serv'd the Creature besides the Cre-
ator. And, according to either of these Versions, as some observe, 7z is
suppos d, that the Pagans did worship the true God, though they worshipped
the Creature also besides him, or perhaps in some sense above him, and more
than him also.””* But the Words are capable of a third rendering, which
is probably the true, for wapa is here render’d in the vulgar Latin, potius
quam, rather than, as it usually signifieth, and, in this Version, there will
be no difficulty, if the Word [Creature] be understood to signify [zhat
which is not the Creator;] and then the Words will run thus, “They wor-
shipp d and serv'd that which is not the Creator, rather than the Creator’;
which is perfectly agreeable to the following Words, v. 28. “They did not
like to retain God in their knowledge.” Therefore they chose to worship
the Creature, rather than the Creator.

3. The supreme Deity, among the Heathens, is the Deity of a Heathen
Religion; which the true God is not. Accordingly, the Apostle argueth,
that the religious Service of the Heathens was a false religious Service:
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“God, that made the World and all the Things therein, seeing that he is Lord
of Heaven and Earth, dwelleth not in Temples made with Hands. Neither
is worshipp d with Mens Hands, as though he needed any Thing, seeing he
giveth to all Life, and Breath, and all Things. For as much then as we are
the Offspring of God, we ought not to think, that the God-head is like unto
Gold, or Silver, or Stone, graven by Art, or Man’s Device.”” In which the
Drift of the Apostles Discourse is, to persuade the Athenians to change
the great Object of their Worship, not their corrupt Manner of Wor-
shipping him; otherwise the Apostle would not have preach’d to them
in such a style as he does, telling them of #heir profound Ignorance of
God, that his design was o declare God to them, and exhorting them zo
seek the Lord, if happily they might feel afier him and find him.”°

4. The true God is intituled the unknown God at Athens; UNKNOWN,
as when we say, a Thing is Foreign, Alien, and not of our acquaintance;
not in such an honourary Sense, as when the Platonists call their first
Deity, alrogether unknown; or as if the Athenians design’d it to signify,
the Deity invisible and incomprehensible by Mortals. “Most learn'd Expos-
itors probably think that Altar, which St. Paul found at Athens, had been
erected upon occasion of some famous Victory, whose procurement the Athe-
nians not knowing, by any Circumstance, unto what known God it might
be ascrib’d; and hence fearing, left by attributing it to any of those Gods
whom they worshipp d, the true Author of it might be wrong'd, or neglected,
they ascrib’d it to an unknown God.””’ Whence will follow,

First, “That the true God was not one of the Athenian Deities”; for
all these were sufficiently well known to themselves. All the Deities of
the Athenian Religion were to them well known; therefore the true God,
whom St. Paul intitul’d the unknown God ar Athens, could not be one
of them.

Secondly, “That the unknown God at Arhens was not the same with
Zeus, or Jupiter,” as some imagine. The Apostle citing Aratus, “for we are

his Offspring,” is by them said to interpret it of the true God; which is

75. Acts 17.24, 25, 29.
76. Acts 17:23, 27, 30.
77. Jackson, A Treatise Containing the Originall of Unbeliefe (1625).
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suppos’d to be a plain Scripture-acknowledgment, that by the Zeus of the
Greekish Pagans was, sometimes at least, meant the true God. But, if Ju-
piter is the true God, he is necessarily the same with the unknown God
at Athens, and it follows, “That the Athenians were in profound Igno-
rance of their own Jupiter; that they worshipp’d him, not knowing him;
that they ought to have grop’d after him, and that St. Pau/’s Business
at Athens was to preach up the Pagan Jupiter, to those too, that knew
him at least as well as himself; and that the Pagan Jupiter is the very same
Deity, who set up an Anti- Pagan Religion in Judaism and Christianity;
that the great Crime of the Gentiles was, they knew not their own Jupiter,
nor glorify’d him as God, nor made him their God, whose Oracles,
therefore, Priests, and Temples, were the Oracles, Priests, and Temples,
of the true God.” Fine Consequences! The Apostle discourseth of the
Deity, from an Heathen Author, to Heathen Auditors; citeth the Saying
of a Poet touching the Deity, as a true Notice of him, that is of kind
and quality the true God, (which is ill apply’d to, and understood of, an
Heathen kind of Deity, but is rightly apply’d to, and interpreted of, him
that is the true God,) representeth him according to their own Notices;
but doth notaffirm, or intend to say, that by God, the supreme God, Zeus,
Jupiter, or Dios, the Poet meaneth determinately him that is the true
God, or that an Anima Mundi (which is Jupiter in the best Notion of
him) is God blessed for evermore.

5. The Difference between the Heathen and the true Theology, is a
Dispute between two pretending Wholes, the Church and the World.
Both Theologies have the same Notion of a City, Polity, and Kingdom;
both agree touching the Rules and Measures of Duty to the Whole;
and both agree, that there is a System, which is the City and Kingdom
of God. But these Attributes the Pagan Theology attributeth to the
World; the Christian, to the Church. The Dispute between these two
Theologies, is a Dispute to which of these two Catholick Systems the
true supreme God belongeth. Both Theologies agree, that he cannot be-
long to both these Catholick Systems, which are manifestly inconsistent.
The Pagan Catholick System shutteth out of Being that holy Sociery, the
Church of God. And the Hypothesis of this holy Society is of a ruinous
Nature to their Whole, to the supreme Deity of their Religion, to their
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native State of Mankind, which they suppose to be by Nature that of
Fellow-Citizens with, Domesticks and Sons of, God; which is built upon
a false imaginary State of the Universe.

6. “The Heathens, therefore, knew not God,” in the truly religious
Sense of knowing him, in which consists the whole of true Piety, in order
to recover Mankind out of which unenlighten’d State, the Revelation,
contain’d in the holy Scriptures, which God has been pleas’d to make
of himself to Mankind, has been a favour of the highest Kind, as it is
of the utmost Importance.



The Rules of
Piety among
the Stoicks.

003 ESSAY II ¢

Concerning the Imperfectness of the
Heathen Morality

I. To begin with the Stoicks, whose pretentions ran highest in this way,
and who acknowledg’d Virzue to be the only Good. Their Principles shall
be extracted from Epictetus, M. Antoninus, Seneca, and Plutarch; and, to
do them Justice, we shall begin with what is excellent in their Doctrine.

The State of Life which they propose to themselves, is thatof Jupiter’s
Subjects, Friends, Ministers, Soldiers, Citizens, Sons; to be, and to be in-
titul’'d, @€tor Divine. The Law of their Subjection to Jupiter they con-
sider as an Obligation, both to active and passive Obedience, discarding
all Externals, the Body, Riches, Fame, Empire; they made it their Busi-
ness to be, and to do, what was agreeable to Nature, to our proper Nature,
which is Rational, Social, Human; to the Will of the governing Nature
of the Universe; to the governing right Reason of Jove, which is a Law;
and being Philosophers, they were the Interpreters of Nature, and of the
Will of God. They thought themselves unconcern’d in the Applause, or
Contumelies, in the Approbation, or Reprehensions, of Men, as having
no Power to do them Good, or Hurt. As good and dutiful Subjects, they
profess themselves Friends to God in the first Place, chiefly to regard his
Eye over them, whom they ought to please; to concern themselves about
this only, how to fulfil their own Province orderly and obediently to God;
to understand and mind his Commands and Interdicts, and to be con-
versant in his Affairs; in all their Actions to have respect to him; to desire
to seem fair to him, and to be pure with themselves and with God; in
all Circumstances to enquire, what God would have them to do, and to

68
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divine (if it be possible) what his Will is; to imitate him in Faithfulness,
Beneficence, Liberality, Magnanimity; continually to praise and cele-
brate, and to give Thanks to, the Divinity; to give Thanks for all Things,
especially for their virtuous Living without their former Vices and
Crimes; for the Sustenance of Life, but especially for the Faculty of un-
derstanding and using Things; to submit their Minds to the Governor
of all Things, as good Citizens to the Laws of the City; not only to obey,
but to approve and praise his Administration of Things; to will the
Things that happen in the World, the Estate, or Usage, that is allotted
them, because God willeth them; to will nothing, but what God willeth;
to be devoted to his Commands; so to eat, as to please the Gods; to
confide in the Governor of all; to live in mindfulness of him; to worship
the Gods, and to invocate them in all Affairs; for Man is made to worship
the Gods. To them that ask, where hast thou seen the Gods, or whence
is thine Assurance of their Existence whom thou worshippest? From
those Things thatare Indications of the Power of the Gods,  am assured
of their Existence, and therefore worship them. These are their Rules of
Piety; their Rules of Duty to themselves, and of Humanity follow.

SII. What (say the Stoicks) doth the divine Law command? To keep the
Things that are our own, and not to challenge to our-selves the Things
of others; but, if granted to us, to use them; if not granted to us, not to
desire them; when taken away, to restore them cheerfully, and to be
thankful for the Time that we have had the Use of them. Hast thou not
a Commandment from Jupiter? Hath he not given thee thine own
Things, exempt from Prohibition and Impediment, the other Things,
which are not thine own, liable to Prohibition and Impediment? What
Commandment therefore, what Prescript hast thou brought from him?
The Things that are thine own, keep by all means, desire not the Things
that belong to others. Faithfulness is thine own, who can take away such
Things as these, who shall hinder thee from using them beside thy-self?
When thou mindest the Things that are not thine own, thou hast lost
the Things that are thine own. Man must do what his Reason and Mind
enjoyneth, which is a Decerption from Jupiter, and which Jupiter (a se-
vere Exacter of Virtue) hath given him to be his Leader and Prefect.

Their Rules of
Duty to them-

selves.
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From the same Principle (the Laws of Subjection to the Governor of
the World) the Stoicks infer various Rules of Duty to Mankind. For (say
they) Man is not absolute and unbound, but a Part of a certain Whole,
a Member of the one universal System of rational Agents, a Citizen of
the World, and, therefore, he is an intellectual social Animal, in con-
junction with his Fellow-Rationals, that are of the same Nature and
Kind, of one Tribe, or Alliance, his Kinsmen, Fellows, Associates,
Neighbours, Brothers, (not as deriving their Origin from the same
Blood, or Seed, but from the same parental Mind, of which their Minds
are so many Branches pluck’d off,) Fellow-Members of one Body, that
are born to be Fellow-Workers, (as the Feet, the Hands, the Eye-Lids,
the Rows of the upper and under Teeth,) and by Nature Friends. Let
this be laid down in the first place; I am a Part of the Whole, which is
govern’d by Nature. In the next place, I am nearly allied to those other
Parts, that are of the same Kind. The Mind of the Universe' is Social;
wherefore the principal thing intended in the Constitution of Men, is
the social Design, which is the End and Good, and ought to be the Scope,
of Man; and whatever Practice of his hath not reference (immediately,
or remotely) to the social Design, destroyeth the Uniformity of Life,and
is Seditious; as a factious Person, among the People, divideth his own
Party from the common Consent. We ought not to be hurried away by
such Motions, as are unsocial, but to pass from one social Practice to
another, with mindfulness of God; to treat Men socially, according to
the natural Law of Fellowship, kindly and justly. Whatdo I care for more
than this, that my present Action be the proper Action of one that is
Rational, one that is Social, and that is govern’d by the same Law of
right Reason with God?

To Man that is rational and social, it is proper to do nothing, but what
the Reason of his regial and legislative part suggests for the Good of
Men. He ought to love them truly and from the heart, to take care of
the Welfare of all Men, to worship and praise the Gods, and to do good
to Men, to bear with them, forbearing to injure them, to do them good
unweariedly, persisting in an uninterrupted Series of good Actions, ac-

1. [Maxwell] “God.”
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counting Beneficence to others, his own Emolument and (because they
are Members of the same Body) a doing good to himself. The Joy of a
Man is to do what properly belongeth to a Man; and it properly belong-
eth to a Man, to be kindly affected to those of the same Tribe, or Kin-
dred. Itis proper and agreeable to a Man, to love those that offend against
him, (for by Nature they are his Friends and Kinsmen;) to bear good-
Will to them that hate and disparage him; not to be angry with the Stu-
pid and Ungrateful, but to take care of them; to be friendly and benev-
olent to every Man: Men are made for one another; teach them better,
or bear with them. A Branch, cut off from Continuity with its
Neighbour-Branch, is necessarily cut off from the whole Tree; a Man
divideth himself from his Neighbour, hating him, and having an Aver-
sion from him, yet knoweth not, that at the same Time he divideth him-
self from the whole Body. As a Citizen of the World, and a part of the
whole, Man is oblig’d to have no private Self-Interest, or Advantage, to
consult about nothing, as unbound; but, as the Hand, or Feet, if they
had Reason and Understanding of the natural Order, should have no
Motions, nor desire any Thing, but with respect to the whole; to direct
his whole Endeavour to the common Good, and to abstain from the
contrary; for the whole is of greater regard than a part, and a City than
a Citizen. He that is unjust to any, is impious; for the Nature of the
Universe having made all rational Animals one for another, that they
should benefit one another, according to every one’s Worth, but in no
wise hurt one another; he that transgresseth this her Will, is manifestly
guilty of Impiety towards the most antient and venerable of the Gods.

SIII. So far excellently well, and the bright Side of Stoicism; but now
follows its dark Side, which, in consequence at least, destroyeth its better
part. For one great Article of natural Religion is, the Immortality of hu-
man Souls; that after this Life they exist in a happy, or calamitous, State;
and that Mankind ought to be govern'd by hope of Reward, or fear of Pun-
ishment; the two chief Pillars of all Society, whether civil, or religious;
of which, amongst others, Lucretius and the Epicureans were very
sensible.

But these grand Articles of natural Religion, the Stoicks discard as

But their Insti-
tution is, in
great Measure,
unpopular and
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vulgar Errors, designing to rid themselves of the Passions, to rescue them-
selves intirely from all Bondage of Mind, and to enjoy perfect Liberty
and Tranquility; designing to institute a Philosopher, (a whimsical Kind
of Virtuoso, by them call'd 2 Wise-Man, and his Institution, Wisdom,)
they undermine the Fundamentals of Religion; they conspire with the
Epicureans, in razing and demolishing the principal Pillars of it; and
make their own Laws, the Law of Subjection to the Governor of the
World, not Law, but an extravagant Hypothesis. They suppose, “That an
imperial Head presideth over an Universe of rational Agents, which must
be govern’d by Law, but without the Sanction of Rewards and Punish-
ments; That the Virtuous must hope for no other Reward, the Vicious
need to fear no other Punishment, but their being such; That no thing
must be thought our Good or Evil, save only the things that are in the
Power of our own Will, lest we curse the Gods, when they seem to ne-
glect, or cross us.” Upon which Terms there can be no dutiful Submis-
sion to divine Chastisements and Punishments, no pious Addresses for
preventing, or removing, them, and for promoting the external Blessings
of this, or a better, Life. According to them, “It is of no concern, for
how long you shall Practice virtuously; three Hours are sufficient. Pro-
rogation of Life conduceth nothing to Felicity; a blessed Life that is
short, is no less desirable than that which is long; both are alike; Hap-
piness is not encreas’d by length, nor diminish’d by shortness, of Time;
Time is of no Moment to happiness; there is no difference between a
Day and an Age; Life by that is made longer, but not happier.” An In-
stitution, which, at this rate, affronteth the common-Reason of Man-
kind, corrupteth their natural Notions, quencheth their innate Desires
and noble Breathings after Immortality, to which an Institution of Vir-
tue ought to conduct Men, and is doubtless, in great Measure, no In-
stitution of serious Virtue, but of unpopular and irreligious Humour.
The Stoicks are also extremely Irreligious, in depriving the supreme
Governor of distributive Justice; in ascribing to him an extravagant in-
dulgent Goodness, destructive to the true Use of Sacrifices, methods of
Atonement, penitential Sorrow, and the pious Fear of a Deity. For, altho’
they sometimes acknowledge, that the Governor of the World inflicteth
castigatory Punishments in this Life, yet they do not suppose, that he
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inflicteth any properly penal Evils. Hence it is with them a Maxim, “7he
State of absolute Liberty, is, neither to fear Men, nor God.”* So, accord-
ing to Zeno, one thing requisite in an happy Man, is, “Nor ro fear the
Gods.” The Platonists agree with the Stoicks, in attributing an irreligious
Kind of Goodness to the Deity, yet they suppose castigatory Punishments
in a future Life. The Gods themselves, all the subordinate Deities, are
suppos’d by the Stoicks, to be Mortal and Corruptible, and they are all
to be swallow’d up in the universal Conflagration: Nor is their Jupiter
absolutely indissoluble, indiscerpible, and incorruptible, being nothing
better than a corporeal fiery Nature.

SIV. Secondly, they ridicule the Fear of Death, explode the laudable Us-
age of Burying the Dead, and of Mourning for them; all which is absurdly
unpopular and irreligious. Nor could the World be govern’d, if all Men
entertain’d a persuasion, That Death, and, consequently, the Execution
of Criminals, is no penal Evil, no Evil at all, as the Stoicks suppose. Ac-
cording to them, “Allways of dying are alike,” and so there is no difference
between the easiest natural Death, and Death aggravated by horrible
Tortures, Modes, and Circumstances, of Dying. Plato also and Socrates
atfirm, “That Death is good, and better than Living with the Body, not to
some only, but simply unto all.”>

If the Wise-Man be in tragical Circumstances, and weary of Life, their
Philosophy alloweth and enjoyneth “an Exit agreeable to Reason (that
is, Self-Murder.) The Gate is open, none hath Reason to complain of
Life, for none is forc’d to live against his Will; if he liveth miserably, it
is his own Fault; doth it please you? Live; doth it not please you? You
may return whence you came.” This Doctrine was practis’d by several
of the Philosophick Pagans, and the School of Plato became somewhat
infected with it, notwithstanding he himself has reason’d so well against
it; but the Popular Pagans, following Nature, were of better Principles.

2. Seneca, Epistulae Morales, LXXV.
3. Simplicius, Commentarius in Epicteti Enchiridion, ch. 10, p. 58.

2. By ridicul-
ing the Fear of
Death,

And allowing,
nay, in some
Cases, enjoyn-
ing Self-

murder.



3. By their
denying Pain
to be an Evil.

74 ESSAY II

§V. The Stoical Doctrine of Pain, Sickness, & c. is so far from being
Wisdom, that it is an unpopular irreligious and paradoxical Humour, or
Madness, shall I rather call it? Their magnificent Pretentions are, “That
Pain and Torture of Body are not Evil; or, if it be Evil, it is another’s
Evil, not ours, the Body being no part of us, but our Organ only. Socrates
affirm’d, that Pain remain’d in the Foot, it doth not affect the Mind
with Evil. They can live in great hilarity of Mind, altho’ the wild Beasts
pullin sunder their bodily Members. Men of Learningare furnish’d with
Fortitude against things Painful and Dolorous, which suffereth them not
to pass within the Porch of the Soul, but, considering them as a propos’d
Exercise, beareth them without Grief and Affliction. Doth sensitive
Pain, or Pleasure, touch thee? Let Sense look to it, let the Body and bodily
Members make it their care, if they can, that they suffer not; and when
they suffer, let them complain, if they can, and judge that Pain is Evil.
The Soul may keep her proper Tranquillity and Serenity, and not sup-
pose it Evil. Not Fire, nor Iron, nor a Tyrant, nor contumelious Lan-
guage, can touch the Mind.” Noble Rant this! But, if they really can
abstract the Mind from all sympathizing with the Body, and from un-
easiness by the Pains of it, whence is it, that they cannot keep her from
Disturbance by the Humours of the Body? For they acknowledge them-
selves as liable as other Mortals to Fevers, Ravings, and Madness.
Whence is it, that, upon account of extremity of Pain, they think it
decent, to take away their own Lives? And why do they talk of Pain
intolerable, and make use of the Epicurean Consolation, “If Pain be in-
tolerable, it is not long; if it be long, it is not intolerable?” Such Philosophy
does little more for the Cure of human Evils, than to make Men wran-
glers about Names and Terms, as if changing the Names chang’d the
Natures of Things.

Externals, and whatever Things do not depend upon our own Will,
they will not have call’d human Goods, but Things indifferent; but, “al-
tho’ the Things be indifferent, the Use of them is not indifferent: As
Children, when they play with Shells, their Sollicitude is, not about the
Shells, but to play with them dextrously.” Upon which Terms there may
be Well-doing, but no such Thing as doing Good to others, in the Use
of Externals; yet the Stoicks pretend to Beneficence, and write Books con-
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cerning Benefits: Altho’ they are like a Physitian, whose Care and Con-
cern is, not the Life and Welfare of his Patient, but only, that his own
Management may be according to Art. They most inconsistently exhort
Mankind to be 7hankful for their Life, and the Helps of Life, the Fruits
of the Earth, when they are at the same Time instituting them to an
indifference as to “Life and Death, Health and Sickness, bodily Pain, or
Pleasure, Honour, or Ignominy, Plenty, or Penury, Wife, Children,
Country, Fame, Possessions, Friends, and their own Bodies.” “If a Tyrant
threatneth me with Bonds,” (saith Epictetus®) “I say, he threatneth the
Hands and the Feet: If to cut of my Head, I say, he threatneth the Neck: If
to Imprison me, the Body. Doth he therefore threaten nothing to me? If 1
look upon these Things as nothing to me, he threatneth nothing to me. But,
if I fear any of them, he threatneth me. Is thy Son dead? What hath hap-
pen’d? Thy Son is dead. Is that all? That is all. That 1ll hath happen’d, is
thine own additional. If thine Hearing he incommoded, what is that ro thee?
No ill News can come to thee from Rome, for what Evil can befal thee there,
where thou art not? Banishment is but to be elsewhere. Dost thou want
Bread? The Door is open, thou may’st go out of a smoaky House.” (But, if
these Things be no Evils, what meaneth that sovereign Antidote against
them, 7o die readily?) “But is not Life a Good? No. May we not desire
Health? No, by no means, nor any Thing else of the Aliena,> from which
the Appetite must be far remov'd; or else thou submittest thy Neck to Ser-
vitude, to the Things first, and next to the Men, who have the Disposal of
them. Health is not Good, nor Sickness Evil; the Good is, to be Healthful as
you ought: In like Manner, be Sick as you ought, and Sickness becometh
Good and Profitable. The right Use of the Externals which present them-
selves, is a MERCURY s Rod, which turneth every Thing that it toucheth
into Gold. Sickness, Death, Penury, Contumely, capital Sentence, touch
them with the Rod of MERCURY, and they all become Profitable. Why
then should we seek our Good and Evil in Externals, seeing it is in our own
Power, to make all Externals Good?” But, in order to rectify their Phi-

4. Epictetus, Discourses, 11.6, I11.20.
5. [Maxwell] “Those Things which are not in our own Power, as they stand dis-
tinguish d from those Things which are in our own Power.”
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losophy of Good and Evil, it ought to be consider’d, That good Things
are of two Kinds. For some Things are Good, as constituent Parts of
our true Perfection and Happiness of Life, and these we call e End.
Other Things are Good, as conducive thereto, and these are call’'d #he
Means. In the first Notion, the good Things, commonly so reputed,
(Life, Health, Honour, Plenty, &¢.) cannot be Evils, consider’d in the
Nature of an End; and the Evils, commonly so reputed, (Death, Sick-
ness, Infamy, Penury, &c¢.) cannot be Good. In the second Notion of
Means, the Evils, commonly so reputed, may be Good, and the good
Things, commonly so reputed, may be Evils; and usually are, not helps,
but hindrances, to our true Perfection and Happiness in a future State.

SVI. The Stoick’s Wise-Man, according to their Institution, is Noble,
Brave, Rich, Prosperous, free from Servitude and Misery; but quite out
of the Road, both of civil and religious Society. For they suppose, “That
nothing but our intelligent Nature is our-self; and that those Thingsonly,
which properly belong thereto, and fall within the Power of our own
Wills, do concern us, or are our Good and Evil Things. Discarding,
therefore, the many Things, they place their one Thing, and their All,
in cultivating their intelligent free-agent Nature; in its being Virtuous,
and such as the proper Nature of Man requireth; thus attaining a State
of Felicity without Impediment, or danger of Misfortune, never failing
of what they desire, nor falling into what they have an Aversion to; living,
therefore, in a State of perfect Liberty, which they account the greatest
Good. Being obnoxious to no superior Power, they are all Kings. Having
dismiss’d the desire and fear of Externals, none can hurt them, they in-
habit an impregnable City, none can have access to their Riches, they
have no Enemy, they complain of none, criminate no Body. Hearken
to me,” (saith Epicterus,) “and you shall never live in Envy, nor be in
Anger, Grief, or Fear, never be prohibited, or hinder'd, nor ever Flatter
any. To me” (continueth he) “no Evil can happen, to me there is no
Thief” (he that stole his Lamp was no Thief to him) “nor any Earth-
quake; but all Things are full of Peace and Undisturbance. I seek Good
and Evil within, only in mine own Things, (Z.e. in judging aright of
Things, in having my Desires and Aversions right, and in the right Use
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of Externals,) not giving the Name of Good, or Evil, of Utility, or Dam-
age, or any thing of that Nature, to Things not in my own Power.” Such
are the Principles of the Stoicks in their Schools, which they relinquish,
or dissemble, when they betake themselves to the management of pub-
lick Affairs. For these they manage, (as Plutarch well observes,) as if they
accounted Externals (Health, Riches, and Glory,) good Things; for how
can they be throughly concern’d, to avert publick Calamities, if they
suppose them no Evils, or not their Concern?

“The Body” (saith the Srick) “is nothing to me; the Parts of it are
nothing to me; Death is nothing to me. This is the State and Character
of a Philosopher, he looketh for all his Utility and Damage from himself.
If another can hurt me, then I do nothing: If I expect that another help
me, then I am nothing. The Mind devoid of Passions is inexpugnable,
collected into it self, it is self-content, a Cittadel; a stronger Place, where-
unto to make his Refuge, and so to become Impregnable, and better
fortify’d than this, hath no Man. So that” (as Plutarch has observ’d) “if
he be Imprison’d, he suffereth no Prohibition; if thrown down a Prec-
ipice, he suffereth no Constraint; if Tortur’d, he is not Tormented; if
Bound, he is not Hurt; if he falleth in Wrestling, yet he cannot be Van-
quish’d; if encompass’d by a Wall, yet he cannot be Besieged; and if he
be sold by Enemies, yet he cannot be Captivated; he hath Riches and a
Kingdom, and is Fortunate and Prosperous, Unindigent and Self-
sufficient, without a Penny in his Purse. The Wise-Man” (saith the
Stoick) “hath created Peace to himself, by fearing nothing, and Riches,
by not desiring any Thing: Altho’ without City, House, or Harbour, yet
he wanteth nothing. He can be happy by himself in a State of Solitude,
as being happy and sufficient from himself,” without the innumerable
and inestimable Benefits of Society. And, because he liveth in the Per-
fection of Virtue and Happiness, neither publick nor private Calamities
do at all diminish the Wise-Man’s Happiness. Not publick Calamities,
for “the overturning and ruin of his City, will he count it any great
Thing? If he supposeth it a grand Evil, or any Evil at all, he will be
ridiculous, and no more Virtuous, accounting Wood and Stone, and the
Death of Mortals, some great Matters. Wars, Sedition, the Death of
Multitudes of Men, the Overturning and Burning of Cities, are no great
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Things: As the Death of Multitudes of Cattle, the Overturning and
Burning of Birds nests, are no great Matters. Not private Calamities,
that befall himself, or his Relations. For, without any title to a future
Happiness, the Wise-Man is happy in the midst of Torments; his Hap-
piness receives no addition from Health, Ease, and Pleasures, nor any
diminution from their opposites.” Is such an Institution as this fit for
human Minds?

§VIL Not less extravagant is their Doctrine of Apathy, or being free from
animal Affections and Passions, which at once discards all things exter-
nal, whether Good or Evil, both of this and another World, substituting
certain mental Operations, instead of the Passions of thelower oranimal
Soul; “Will, instead of the Passion of Desire; mental Joy, instead of the
Passion of Joy; Caution, instead of the Passion of Fear; but, instead of
Grief, or Sorrow, they substitute nothing, because they deny any such
Thing in a Wise-Man.” If Ulysses (said Epictetus) in truth lamented for
his Wife, was he not unhappy? “But what good Man is unfortunate, or
unhappy? Therefore, if he cri’d and lamented, he was not a good Man.”
Sorrow for the Death of Friends, they account a very bad Thing, their
Philosophy being a contrivance to live in perfect Indolence: Nor allow-
eth it Sorrow for our Sins and Vices, as Plutarch charges them. But, if
this be Philosophy, the old Man had great Reason to tell his Son, “Hear
me, my Son! you must Philosophize, but you must have Brains too: These
are egregious Fooleries.” As likewise are these their Maxims. “The Wise-
Man is never mov’d by Grace, or Favour; never pardoneth the Crimes
of any. None commiserate, but the Vain and Foolish. It is not the Prop-
erty of a Man, to be exorable, or placable.”

But, doubtless, it would be better for Mankind to be left to the Sen-
timents of Nature, than to be instituted to such a harden’d Virtue, that
is neither possible, nor tolerable, being absolutely Destructive, both of
Good-Nature, and of the Exercise of divine and gracious Affectionsand
Passions. For Fear and Desire are truly said to be divine Virtues, if their
Objects be Things divine; and to sympathize with others in their Joys
and Sorrows, is inseparable from true Benevolence. But the Stoicksadmit
of no sympathizing Sorrow, but in political Appearance. “If you see a
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Man” (saith Epicterus) “lamenting his Misfortunes, you may in Words
accommodate your-self to him, and, if you be so dispos’d, lament with
him: But take care, that you do not internally lament.”

SVIIL The Pagans charg’'d the Stoicks with Arrogance, and not without
great Reason; for it was but a natural Consequence of their extravagant
Liberty, Security, Tranquillity, Self-Sufficiency, Wisdom, Royalty, and Ap-
athy; insomuch that their Wise-Man is no less than one of Jove’s Peers,
that liveth as well as the Gods live. “And, as it is agreeable ro Jove” (saith
Chrysippus) “to elate himself upon account of his Life, to think great, and
(if I may so speak) to lift up his Head, to glory, and magnify himself, living
worthy of a magnifying Elation: So these Things agree to all good Men, that
in nothing come behind Jove. As to the Body,” (saith Epictetus,) “thou art
a small part of the Universe. But in respect of the Mind, or Reason, not
worse, nor less, than the Gods; for the greatness of the Mind is not to be
judgd of by Longitude, nor Altitude, but by decretory Sentiments.” In this
Philosophy, one of the fundamental Maxims is, “That all the Wise and
Good are Equal,” being all of them happy to the height of Bliss. For
Virtue, the true and the sole cause of Happiness, is equal in them all; it
is not capable of increase, nor diminution, and as for Externals, which
are of no consideration, they make no disparity. Time also maketh no
disparity. Whence it follows, “That Jupiter and Dio, being both Wise,
are equals. In Virtue Jupiter doth not transcend Dio. In Felicity God
doth not transcend the Wise-Man, although he surmounteth him in
Age,” which maketh no disparity. But is not Jupiter the more Powerful
and Opulent? “Sextius was wont to equalize Jupiter and the good Man;
Jupiter indeed hath more, and can do more for Mankind: But between two
that are Good, the Richer is not the Better. Do you inquire of the difference
between a Wise-Man and the Gods? The Gods will exist a longer Time. But
it is a great Artifice, to inclose the whole in a little Room,”® i.e. for a Wise-
Man to have the whole in his Age, which God hath in a long Succession
of Ages. In this and some other respects, the Wise-Man transcendeth
Jupiter, and he admireth himself above him. “There is something wherein

6. Seneca, Epistulae Morales, LXXIII.
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the Wise-Man may have the Precedence of God: He is one of the Wise, by
the Benefit of Nature, not by his own Efficiency, as the Wise-Man is. The
Wise-Man seeeth and contemneth all Things which others possess, with as
equal a Mind as Jupiter: And upon this Account more admireth himself;
Jupiter cannot make use of them, the Wise-Man will not.”” Very modest
and pious Doctrines! If this be not rampant Luciferian Pride, I know
not what is.

“The Wise-Man” (say they) “is always alike, and of the same Coun-
tenance, as Socrates was, in all Circumstances. He doth not assent to any
Opinion, is ignorant of nothing, never deceiv’d, never unsuccessful,
never repenteth of any Undertaking, wondereth at nothing, nothing be-
falleth him contrary to Opinion. The good Man is perfect, sinneth in
nothing, is impeccable, suffereth no Injury, is not mad, altho’ maniacal,
is inebriated, yet not drunk. All Things are the Stoical Wise-Man’s, he
is the only King and Freeman; he alone is rich, beauteous, noble, the
only Citizen, Magistrate, Judge, Orator, Poet, Priest, Prophet.” Fine Pre-
rogatives! The Popular Pagans fell so far short of Stoical Wisdom, as to
acknowledge their good Endowments the Gift of God: But the Sroicks say
of their Wisdom, “Every one that hath it, oweth it to himself.” Some-
times they huff at praying for the divine Aid. “What need is there of
Prayers? make thy-self Happy.”® In a better Humour they assert the Con-
currence of divine Assistance with human Endeavours; they exhort us
to pray for Virtue, a good Mind, and he divine Aid. “But so, that the
Effect is properly to be ascrib’d to our own Power, because it is a Thing
which properly belongeth to our own Power.” For this Philosophy dis-
tinguishes Things that properly belong to our own Power, from the Things
that do not properly belong to our own Power: The Works of Providence
are not the Things that properly belong to our own Power; they are prop-
erly to be ascrib’d to the Gods: But the Stoicks Virtue, and its consequent
Felicity, are Things that properly belong to our own Power; according
to that of Cozta in Cicero, “All Mankind ascribe the Commodity and Pros-

7. Ibid., LITI, LXXIV.
8. Gataker, Markou Antoninou tou autokratoros ton eis heauton (1653), p. 6s.
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perity of Life to the Gods, but none ever ascrib’d his Virtue to the Diety.””
So the Poet, speaking the Sense of the Srical Philosopher, ascribeth
Life and Riches to Jove, but not a virtuous Mind; for that is an Effect,
which properly belongeth to his own Power. “Let him give Life and Riches,
1 will get to my-self a good Mind.”'° But as Riches are the Gift of Prov-
idence, yet not exclusively to human Endeavours, so the Virtue of our
Mind belongeth to our own Power, yet not exclusively to divine Assis-
tance; “for who hath told thee” (saith M. Antoninus,) “that the Gods do
not help us even to those Things, that they have put in our own Power?”
Whence an appearing inconsistency in another Poet, who also speaketh
the Sense of the Stoical Philosopher, is easily reconcileable.

Orandum est, ut sit Mens sana in corpore sano,
Monstro quod tibi ipsi possis dare.  Juvenal.!!

Because the Gods help us in those Things that properly belong to our
own Power, therefore the Poet saith, “Pray for a virtuous Mind’: Yet,
because the Virtues of the Mind are Things that properly belong to our
own Power, and must be ascrib’d thereto, therefore the Poet saith, “7 zel/
thee of that which thou mayst bestow upon thy-self.” For the help of the
Gods is not requisite in any great Degree, nor otherwise than as a less
Principal, and adjuvant Cause: Nor is Man suppos’d to be impotent for
Virtue and Happiness in any great Degree. Thus the Spirit of Stoicism
is that of a criminal Self-sufficiency, Self-confidence, Self-dependence,
and Boasting. “He thanketh the Gods, bur with audacious Gloriation.”
His Joy is an elation of Mind, “trusting to his own Possessions and Abil-
ities.” “He knoweth his own Strength, and that no Burden is too much
for him.” “The Agency of his Free-will, Jupiter cannot vanquish.”

Their haughty Temper appears, not only in their Demeanour towards
Jupiter, but in their carriage to their Civil Governors. For they suppos’d,
That no Man had Dominion over them, being Jupiter’s Sons and Subjects,

9. Cicero, De Natura Deorum, 111.86.

10. Horace, Epistles, 1.18.

11. Juvenal, Satires, X.356, 363, pp. 219, 221: “You should pray for a sound mind
in a sound body . . . what I commend to you, you can give to yourself.”

12. Seneca, Epistulae Morales, XCIII.
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set at liberty by him from all Servitude and Constraint. And having dis-
carded all regard to Rewards and Punishments, whereby Societies are
govern’d, they discarded therewith their due Subjection and Reverence
to the Civil Power, which was very unbecoming the Citizens of the Uni-
verse, as they call'd themselves. “How do I (saith the Cynick) treat those
as Slaves, whom you fear and admire? Who is there, that when he seeth
me, doth not suppose, that he seeth his Lord and King? What is Caesar
to a Cynick, or the Proconsul, or any other, save only Jupiter, that sent
him down, and whom he serveth?”

SIX. Instead of sober Moralizy, they deal much in superlative Extrava-
gancies; for such is their superlative Strictness, “not to move a Finger, unless
Reason dictateth,”

(Ni tibi concessit Ratio, digitum exere, peccas.)

Their Severity of Temper, “never speaking any thing for pleasure, nor
admitting any thing of that kind spoken by others,” which is Sowrness and
supercilious Gravity. Their enjoyning “silence for the most part, and speak-
ing seldom,” is an Excess; also their conformity to the Pharisees in a su-
percilious Contempt of the Vulgar. The Patience, which they prescribe, is
nothing better than a haughty sullen Insensibility, for he “must seem ro the
Viulgar, devoid of Sense and a Stone.” Their invariable Constancy of Temper
was no Virtue, but an inconsistency with true Virtue, which exerciseth
various Affections and Passions upon various Occasions, Anger, Mild-
ness, Boldness, Fearfulness, Joy, Sorrow. But the Stoical Wise-Man is crim-
inally uniform of Countenance; none ever saw Socrates more joyous, or
more sad; agreeably to the Conceit of Aristo Chius, That the final Good
is, “To live in an absolute indifferency of Mind, without any Variation, or
Motion either way, carrying ones self with the same equal Tenour always.” >
“The Wise-Man” (saith Epictetus) “must be always alike, in acute Pains,
in the loss of Children, in Chronical Diseases.” Their Passive Obedience
also, and Conformity of Will to the divine Will, is a superlative Extrava-
gance. “How” (saith Epicterus) “shall I become of free-Estate? For he is

13. Diogenes Laertius, Lives and Opinions of Eminent Philosophers, V1.
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a Free-Man, to whom all Things happen according to his Mind, and
none can be his hindrance; naturally I would have all Things to happen,
as I please; but to be learned, is to learn to will all Things to be as they
are. Will nothing but what God willeth, and none can hinder thee; none
can force thee, no more than Jupizer. I was never hindred in my Desires,
nor necessitated in my Aversions, because I have render’d my Appetite
accommodate to God. Is it his Will, that I should be in a Fever? It is my
Will. Is it his Will, that I should obtain any Thing? It is my Will. Is it
not his Will? It is not mine. Who can now hinder me, or force me against
mine own Mind? Seek not, that Events should be as thou willest; but
will them to be as they are, and thou canst not fail to be prosperous.”'4

How Specious soever such a conformity of Will to the Divine may
seem, it will be found, if examin’d, far from Pious. For it is not pious
to pray with the dying Sroick, “Place me in what Region thou pleasest.
Take me and throw me where thou wilt, [ am indifferent.” Itis not pious,
to entertain all afflictive Providences with a Stoical Indifference. It is not
pious in him, notwithstanding all his own Sins and Sufferings, the Sins
and Miseries of Mankind, “t be devoid of Sorrow, Fear, Passion, Per-
turbation, nor to Grieve upon any one’s Account.” It cannot be thought a
due Conformity to the divine Will, to discard the humbling Methods
of Piety, for the Cure, or Removal, of the disastrous Events of Provi-
dence, such as afflicting the Soul, Deprecation, Intercession, and to sub-
stitute in their stead that magnanimous Voice, “With God I affect and
pursue, with him I desire, my Volitions are simply and absolutely co-
incident with the supreme Volitions.” For these settled Maxims of the
Stoick are irreligious Errors, “That the divine Nature cannot be angry,
and that the Events of Providence are Fatalities.” Beside; they that will
all Things to be as they are, must necessarily will the State of Things in
the World to as bad as it is, which is repugnant to all true Virtue, to the
use of Prayer, and to the Stzoicks Desires and Endeavours for the amend-
ment of Mankind. Their Passive Obedience teaches them, indeed, to suf-
fer Afflictions, but not to act in a becoming Manner in such a State, in

14. A composite quotation including sections from Epictetus, Discourses, 1.1 and
L6.
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which the grand Duties of Piety are, the humbling our-selves under the
divine Hand, searching and trying our Ways, practice of Repentance,
and improving in Devotion. Their Passive Obedience is of a spurious
Kind, the insolent Boldness of an affected Liberty, (which rivals jove,)
and the Stoutness of a Bravo. “Look” (saith Epictetus) “at the Powers
which thou art furnish’d with, and, having view’d them, say, Bring upon
me, O Jupiter, what Hardship thou wilt, I am sufficiently furnish’d by
what thou hast given me, to make whatever happeneth Ornamental to
me. At length erect thy Neck, as one out of Servitude, fearing nothing
that can happen: Dare to lift up thine Eyes to God and say, Use me
hereafter to whatsoever thou pleasest, I am of the same Mind with thee,
I am equal to any Thing.” Their running the Pit and slinking out of
harm’s Way, by taking away their Lives in bad Circumstances, is Heroism
and Passive Valour of the illegitimate Kind. Diogenes, Heraclitus, and
Socrates himself, should have consider’d, that there may be such a Con-
formity to the divine Will of Events, as may clash with the divine Will
of Duty and Precept. Their Passive Obedience is founded upon bad Prin-
ciples. “Dost thou call thata Mischance to a Man, which is no Mischance
to the proper Nature of Men? Let that part which judgeth of Things be
at rest, altho’ the Body, which is next the Thing, be cut, or burn’d, suffer
Corruption, or Putrefaction. That which maketh not the Man worse,
which doth not involve him in any Crime, doth not make his Life the
worse, nor can it hurt him. All Things that befall Men, are allotted them
by that Whole, or Universe, whereof they are a part; and that is good
for every one, which the Nature of the whole bringeth upon every one.
Whatever shall come to pass, the World loveth to have it so: I say there-
fore to the World, I concur with thee in Affection, and love to have it
s0.” Which cannot be thought a very virtuous Saying; for what Virtue
is there in deifying this Region of Sin and Mortality, and Misery, the
Laws of whose Administration are manifestly Penal and Calamitous?
Altho’ the Sroicks pretended to follow Nature, and altho’ they call their
Philosophy Moral, yet their Morality is extremely different from the in-
stitution of Nature, being that of unpopular Humorists, of abstract Men-
talists, and Enthusiasts. “Shew me a Man” (saith the Stoick) “thatdesireth
to be made a God of a Man, and in this mortal Body to have consortship
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with Jove?” The Religion, therefore, and Piety of Stoicism, is not Natural
Religion, but a jumble of Self-sufficiency, Independency, Liberty, Apathy,
Prosperity, and undisturb’d Tranquillizy. Tt is not hard to determine,
which were the better sort of Religionists; whither the Popular Pagans,
who complain’d, when they were hurt, (provided they abstain’d from
cursing their Deities,) were touch’d with their Afflictions, and looked
upon mournful Spectacles with the Eyes of Mourners: Or the strutting
Philosophers, who took a Pride in trusting to their own Strength and
invincible Maxims, deriding all Events; that were to live at the rate of
Pagan Deities, who are above Passion, in Human Flesh. Agreeably to
their Hypothesis, “That the Perfection of Felicity is attainable in this
Life,” they contriv’d a method of arrivingatso transcendenta condition;
which was by placing all their good in their own things only, that are in
the disposal of their own Wills, contemning all that belong not to their own
Free-agent Nature. Being thus instituted to live in Safery, Liberty, Inde-
pendence upon Others, not liable to be constrain'd, hurt, or hindred by any,
never failing of prosperous Success, never being unfortunate, nor conflicting
with any Adversity; they could bear whatever happen d withour Humili-
ation, or brokenness of Mind. They assumed to themselves a greatness of
Mind, (as supposing that nothing could hurt them, and that they were
beyond the power of Evil,) and were able to make this resignation to
Providence from their whole Soul, “Carry me, O Jupiter! and thou, O
Fate! whithersoever I am destin’d by you.”

Such is the Stoicks Passive Obedience, neither Natural, nor Christian.
And, if we agree not with the Sroicks touching Passive Obedience, (which
is the top flower of their Philosophy,) nor think it safe to rely upon the
Maxims of the Heathen Philosophers, (both because they are Heathens
and Philosophers, i.e. Teachers of unpopular Doctrines,) we are notlikely
to entertain a late Conceit, That all the Agenda in Christianizy, the two
Sacraments excepted, are nothing but what was taught before by the Moral
Philosophers. For, altho’ of all things in our Religion, there are Affinities
and Resemblances in their Religion and Institutions of Learning and
Virtue; yet the best of them must be thought bad Teachers of Duty and
Virtue, all of them being Aliens from true Piety, and some of them ex-
tremely deficient in Philosophizing.
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§X. For, as to their Natural Philosophy, the Sun, Moon and Stars are
nourish’d by Vapours; and when these fail, there will be a Conflagration
of the Universe, a resolution of the Gods (Jupiter only excepted) and
of Men into their first Elements, God and Matter; after which there will
be a Restauration of the same World, and the same Men, and so in end-
less Rounds. The Night, Day, Evening, Morning, our Arts, Memories,
Fancies, Assents, Passions, Virtues, Vices, Wisdom also and Good, are
all Bodies; nay, and Animals too. An Imagination so wild could never
have enter’d into the Head of any Man, but a Philosopher, or a Rabbi.
“Virtue is nothing else but the Mind modified, therefore it is an Animal,”
saith Seneca. Agreeably to their Notion of the Soul of the World, who,
in this Philosophy, is a subtle fiery Body, the Mind of Man is a Body,
“a part of God, and a God too.” And this deified Mind of Man is that,
which they mean by their Holy or Divine Spirit in Man. “Reason in
Men” (saith Seneca) “is nothing else but a part of the Divine Spirit im-
mers’d in a Human Body.” At the same rate the Pythagoreans and Pla-
tonists deify the Human Nature, forbidding Man to pollute, by corporeal
Passions, their Domestick God.'° The Platonists suppos’d the Souls of all
Animals to be parts of the Divine Substance; the Sroicks, the Minds of
Men only; the more tolerable Hypothesis of the two; yet, because it sup-
poses a Separation of the parts of the Deity, and that the parts of God
may be miserable, it is to be rejected with Indignation.

Alike intermixture of absurd Fancies has overspread their Moral Phi-
losophy; “That all Sins are equal; That all, who are not of the Wise of
the first Form, are equally foolish, bad, vicious, morbid, miserable,
mad.” This earthly Region is visibly a Region of Sin and Suffering; But
in Stoicism, which is a sullen and surly contempt of Human Calamities,
the State of the World is a Festival Solemnity. Death is the Nature of
Man, not Punishment; and the serious Calamities of Mankind, “Deaths,
Rapines, the slaughtering Men and sacking Cities, are to be contem-
plated as the scenical Shiftings on the Theatres; the Tears of Mourners
as shews of Lamentations, and (the affairs of Life being a Play) as Chil-

15. Seneca, Epistulae Morales, CXIII.
16. Gataker, Markou Antoninou, p. 201.
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drens crying.” They are not troubled for their own Vices, “for who hin-
dreth them from rectifying their own Principles?” Nor are they troubled
at the Impieties of others, or angry and offended at their Sins and In-
juries. “If any one hath sinn’d” (saith the Szoick) “the hurt is only his
own. Wickedness doth not at all hurt the World. Jupiter hath so dispos’d
things, that there should be Summer and Winter, Fruitfulness and Bar-
renness, Virtue and Wickedness, and all such contrarieties, for the good
and symphony of the Universe. The worst of Men do butactaccording
to their own Opinion, and are to be rectify’d, not destroy’d. All that
offend, it is against their Will. All Men miss of the Truth against their
Will. Nothing is hurtful to a part, which is for the good of the whole.
What is not hurtful to the City, hurteth not a Citizen. Bad Men are
neither affected with Benefits, nor have they any Benefactors, nor are
they guilty of neglecting their Benefactors.”

§XI. The great Imperfection of the Szical Institution (applicable also
to the other Pagan Institutions) appears from the gross Immoralities
wherein they liv’d; for they were not well disciplin’d against the foul
Vices of Drunkenness, Uncleanness, and irreligious Swearing. Seneca
pleadeth for Drunkenness, Zeno liv’d in it, and Chrysippus died by it.'”
The great Hercules, celebrated for a great Drinker, (his Cup also is cele-
brated,) is a Divine Man in the Style of Epictetus’s Dissertations; and
Cato, a Stoical Wise-Man of the first Form, is of the same Character:
But No-Body must call his Drunkenness a Crime; “for it is easier” (saith
Seneca) “to make it no Crime, than Cato a Criminal.” But, as a Stoick
is extravagant in his Supposition, “That he remaineth safe and unhurt
in Drink and in Melancholy; that his Body may be in Drink as to all its
Senses and Powers, yet his Mind remain unprejudic’d,” (which is the
meaning of that Maxim, 7he Wise-Man is liable to be inebriated, but not
drunk;) so it is a wild kind of Virtue, that is consistent with so great a
Vice, which is indeed all Vices in one, and the Mother of all Wickedness.
But these impure Heathens suppos’d, “That there is a right and prudent
use of Drunkenness, which contributeth to Virtue, and that it ought not

17. Plutarch, De Tranquillitate Animi (in Moralia), ultimate chapter.
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to be extirpated from a well-govern’d City.” “Plato forbiddeth Children
to drink any Wine, before they be 18, and to be drunk before they come to
40. But such he is content to pardon, if they chance to delight themselves
with it, and alloweth them somewhat largely, to blend the influence of Bac-
CHUS in their Banquets, that good God who bestoweth cheerfulness upon
Men, and Youth unto aged Men, who allayeth and asswageth the Passions
of the Mind, (even as Iron is made flexible by the Fire;) and, in his profitable
Laws, drinking-Meetings are look’d upon as necessary and commendable,
(always provided there be a chief Leader among them, to contain and order
them;) Drunkenness being a good and certain Tryal of every Man’s Nature,
and therewithal proper to give aged Men the courage to make merry in Danc-
ing and in Musick, things allowable and profitable, and such as they dare
not undertake being sober and settled.”'® Anacharsis was addicted to
Drunkenness, as Plutarch informs us; and the Prince of Philosophical
Heathen Saints, even Socrates himself, “tho’ he was not forward to drink
at Banquets” (as we are inform’d by one of his Scholars,) “when he was
compell’d, master’d all; and, which is most to be wondred at, no Man
ever saw Socrates drunk.” We are told, that he spent whole Nights in
drinking, and that the Greeks praise him exceedingly, that having spent
a whole long Night, drinking for Victory with Aristophanes, he was able
at Day-break, to delineate and demonstrate a subtil geometrical Prob-
lem, thereby shewing, that the Wine had no noxious Effect upon him."

Socrates was a great Lover; and it was in his Time so genteel for Men
to be Lovers of Boys, that it was forbidden to Slaves; tho’ at Athens the
Laws prohibited the Practice universally, but ineffectually. Socratici Ci-
naedi were proverbial. Both the Popular and Philosophical Pagans were
addicted to this Vice. Such Love of Boys as was at Thebes, Elis, and in
Crete, is condemn’d by Plutarch in his Treatise of Education, who al-
loweth that which was at Lacedaemon and Athens; yet we are assured,
that it prevail’d criminally in all parts of Greece, but at Athens most.
Euripides, being invited to a Banquet by King Archelaus, became Drunk,
and in that Mood kiss’d the Poet Agatho (who sat next him) being then

18. Montaigne, Essays, 11.2.
19. Della Casa, Galateus de Moribus (1653), ch. 29, p. 123.
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40 Years old. Whereupon the King ask’d him, if his Paramour were yet
delectable? To which Euripides answer’d, That nor only the Spring, but
the Autumn of the Fair, is delectable. Tt is certain, That Socrates, Plato,
Xenophon, Cebes, Cicero, approv’d the Masculine Amours, whichamong
the Philosophers was without Disgrace, or Reprehension.? It was they
which wrote Love-Dialogues and Discourses, which the Coelestial Venus
never inspired. Socrates and Caro communicated their Wives to their
Friends. “All manner of Incest, Adultery, and Masculine Mixtures, some of
the famous antient Philosophers accounted Things indifferent.”*' Some of
the Stoicks befriended Chastity at an extraordinary Rate, commending
chast Eyes, forbidding obscene Speech, advising Men to be Pure, as
much as may be, from Things Venereal before Marriage;?? yet most of
them agreeing with the Popular Pagans, amongst whom the Harlotry of
simple Fornication was accounted no Crime, and which almost all the
great Philosophers are known to have liv’d in.?* But the generality of
that Sect are prodigiously Paradoxical in their Unchastities; Teaching the
Father to commit Incest with the Daughter, the Son with the Mother,
and the Brother with the Sister; Men and Women to wear the same Gar-
ments; that no Speeches are obscene, and that every Thing should be
call'd by its own Name, themselves not scrupling the most immodest
Actions.?* Zeno (as Laertius informs us) was a lover of Boys, made use
of both Sexes, and sware by a He-Goat, a lascivious Animal. As for Soc-
rates, he has had the Happiness of eloquent Apologists. As for Plato, he
is charg’d with Unchastity by some of his greatest Admirers, who own’d,
that the subject Matter of his Convivium is not the Love of Men and
Women, but the Love of Men towards Boys, and that not merely as a
Platonick Lover. When it was objected to Apuleius, that his Love-Verses
were not suitable to a Platonick Philosopher, he justifies himself by
Plato’s Practice, who had no Verses extant, but Love-Verses upon the

20. Maimonides, De Idolatria, ed. Vossius (1641), I.4.

21. Marsham, Chronicus Canon Aegypticus, Ebraicus, Graecus, et Disquisitiones
(1676), p. 172.

22. Marcus Antoninus and Epictetus.

23. Grotius, De Veritate Religionis Christianae (1627), 11.18.

24. Sextus Empiricus, Hypotyposeon, 111.24, 25.
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Boys After, Alexis, Phadyus, and Dion: And Ficinus (in Argum. in Char-
mid.) changeth and omitteth part of the amatorious Things in Plato’s
Charmides, as offensive to chast Ears.?> Plato will have young Soldiers
that behave themselves Valiantly, gratify’d in their Amours, whether Mas-
culine, or Feminine. Following Lycurgus's Institution, he will have Women
exposd Naked to the Eyes of Men. Transcending Lycurgus's Institution,
and the Impieties of the Popular Pagans, he abolisheth Marriage, and
instituteth the Community of Women; which was likewise the Doctrine
of Zeno and Chrysippus, the Founders of Stoicism. Such are the unpop-
ular and irreligious Institutions of the Heathen Philosophers; which are
partly to be attributed to the Spirit of Uncleanness, predominantin the
Philosophick Pagans, (insomuch that Lais once laughed, to see more of
the Philosophers with her, than of any other sort of Men;) and partly
to their cross-grain’d unpopular Humour, express’d by Diogenes, who
entering into the Theater opposite to the People that were coming out,
was ask’d, why he did so. “This,” said he, “I study to do thro’ my whole
Life”; as Laertius relates in his Life.2° But, altho’ the Philosophers had a
great Affectation, to distinguish themselves from the Popular Pagans, yet
they transcend them in the absurdity of their Institutes; and the Popular
Pagan Doctors may at least vie with them for sound Morality, whence
Horace prefers Homer before them.

Qui quid sit pulchrum, quid turpe, quid utile, quid non,
Plenius & Melius Chrysippo & Crantore dicit”’

Christianity forbiddeth common and customary Swearing, whether by
Creatures, or by the Deity; and all irreligious Swearing. But no Moral
Philosophers ever prohibited Swearing by the Creatures. Socrates ordi-
narily practis’d it, (doubtless out of Reverence to the Gods,) sometimes
Swearing by Animals, a Dog, a Goose, a Goat, and sometimes by Plants,
an Oak, or a Plane-Tree. Nor is this the only Defect in their Discipline

25. Maxwell is referring to Marsilio Ficino’s edition of Plato’s works, Platonis
Opera Omnia (1484).

26. Diogenes Laertius, Lives, V1.

27. Horace, Epistles, 1.2.3—s, p. 263: “Who tells us what is fair, what is foul, what
is helpful, what not, more plainly and better than Chrysippus or Crantor.”
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touching Oaths; for being Separatists from the Popular Pagans, whom
they contemn’d at a great Rate, and no great Friends to their Civil Gov-
ernment, they were shy of solemn judicial Oaths, which are of all other
the most allowable and needful, but made no scruple of idle criminal
Swearing. Clinias the Pythagorean, in a Suit depending before the Judge,
might have freed himself from a Fine of three Talents, by taking a true
and just Oath: But he chose rather to pay the Mulct, than to take the
Oath; so great a respect had these Pythagoreans for their own Philo-
sophical Institution, and so little for Civil Government. For it is well
known, that they were not so shy of Swearing by the Master of their In-
stitution, as Religionists Swear by their God: And Hierocles, who hath
given many wise Cautions touching the Use of Oaths, with respect to
the Honour of the Godes, justifieth their Practice. Touching a solemn
judicial Oath Epictetus saith, Refuse it altogether, if it be possible: If not,
“as much as may be’; yet himself ordinarily swears in his Dissertations,

“I swear to you” (saith he) “by all the Gods.”

SXII. So much for the Stoicks, who “plac’d Happiness in Virtue only.”
The Epicurean Scheme, which makes the whole Man to be only a cor-
poreal Engine, may be dispatch’d (from Bp. Parker) in a few Words.?®
For Epicurus, consistently with that Principle, “plac’d all Happiness in
the Pleasure of the Body alone,” which Doctrine at once destroys all
Obligations to Virtue and Honesty, and to Religion, which he trampled
under Foot. Epicurus himself plac’d all Happiness in the Enjoyments
of the Palate, and such like. Mesrodorus, his favourite Disciple, made
the Belly, the only Seat of Happiness. In freedom from Pain, in sensual
Enjoyments, and in Reflexions upon them, he plac’d the whole of Hap-
piness. Indolence is the Happiness of Stones, and Sensual Pleasures, of
Swine, in as great perfection as Epicurus himself enjoy’d them, for ought
we know. So that all the boasted Happiness of the Epicureans, without
a future State, was equally vain and insecure, which at once effectually
overthrows it; shocking us, even in the Enjoyment of what is mean and
low, with the Fears of losing even that. And then, to comfort us under

28. Parker, Disputationes de Deo et Providentia Divina (1678).

The Epicurean
Tenets of
Morality.
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all the Miseries of Life, they throw out a parcel of Falshoods and Sub-
tleties. As that Length of Time doth not increase Happiness; as if either
Happiness, or Misery, for 2 Hours were not twice as great as Happiness,
or Misery, for one Hour. That Pain is short, if great; light, if long, which
will afford but very little Relief to a Man under those Chronical Diseases
of great Torture, Gour and Stone. That we must lop off the Fear of future
Evils, and the Remembrance of those which are past. Easily said! The Dif-
ficulty lies in the Application. That we are ro resist Pain with all our Power;
Jor, if we fly, we shall be conquerd, if we stand our Ground, we shall gain
the Victory. As if we could either fly from, or resist, Pain, as a Man does
his Enemy.

Of a piece with these, are their Consolations against the Fear of Death;
against which nothing is a solid Comfort, in the midst of our present
Enjoyments, but the well-grounded Hopes of a happy Immortality.
How ridiculous an Antidote is it against that which takes away all our
Enjoyments, to tell us, That, when that comes, it cannot hurt us, because
when that is, we are not? Self-Love and the Fear of Annihilation are In-
stincts too powerful to be baffled by such a subtlety. Just (as Plutarch
well observes) as if you should tell a Man in a Storm at Sea, that your
Ship has no Pilot, and that there is no hope of allaying the Tempest; but
yet, however, be not afraid, for in a little Time the Ship shall split and
sink, and, when you are drown’d, the Storm will trouble you no longer.
According to this Scheme, if we have all the Enjoyment in Life we can
expect, we lose Happiness in a little Time after we come to know what
itis, of which too we are in continual Apprehensions; but the Wretched
come into the World, only to lament and leave it; than which how much
better would it be, not to have been born. But, say they, we ought ro bear
with Patience what we cannot avoid. But the Fear of it, upon their
Scheme of Annihilation, is as Death it-self is, tho’ the Philosopher
should take ever so much Pains to expose it as foolish; whose Rules can-
not take away what is Natural, and, consequently, not in our Power. “In
the next Place,” say they, “we are already Dead to so much of our Life
as is past and gone; so that so much as we live, we die, and that which
we call Death, is but our last Death; and, therefore, as we fear not our
Death that is past, why should we that which is to come?” But, if we
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have been dying ever since we were born, that is it which grieves us, that
we cannot be doing so for ever. Such was the Reasoning of the Epicurean
Old Man, who reconcil’d himself to his approaching Death, because “it
is as absurd to fear Death as old Age, which yet all desire, in that as old
Age follows Youth, so Death follows old Age.” For old Age is desirable,
not because it follows Youth, but because it defers Death. “Such is that
other Reasoning, that, whereas we now count our-selves Happy, if we
live to an hundred Years, yet, if the natural Course of our Lives were as
much shorter, we should be as much satisfy’d with twenty; and, if our
natural Course reach’d to a thousand Years, we should then be as much
troubled to die at 600, as now at 60, and so forward.” Which proves
nothing, but that there is no Time, in which an Epicurean can be content
to die. No better is that Device of Gassendus, “though a Man’s Life may
be short in it-self, yet may he make it equal with the Duration of the
whole World, because he may converse with the Transactions of all for-
mer Times, and be as well acquainted with them, as if himself had then
actually liv’d. And, as for the Time to come, he, knowing that nothing
shall be but what has been, understands all future Events as if present;
so that a wise Man, partly by Memory, partly by Foresight, may extend
his short Life to all Ages of the World.” But, if he could, unless he
could make himself Immortal too, the Objection would still be as strong
as ever. His other Arguments, to persuade us to be content with our
Condition, are as ineffectual. As first, that “otherwise we forget our mor-
tal Nature expos’d to Misery,” that is, that a Man must be content with
his Condition, because he knows his Condition to be miserable. And,
secondly, that “it is some Comfort, that, when all Men are expos’d to
Misery, you are less miserable than others,” that is, that, tho’ I endure
most of the Calamities of human Life, yet I am happy, if I think one
more miserable; according to which there can be no Misery, but the
greatest.

Secondly, The Epicureans destroy all Virtue, by making it wholly sub-
servient to sensual Pleasure, making Virtue the Means, and Sensuality

29. Maxwell is referring to Pierre Gassendi, whose Syntagma Philosophicum (1658)
revived neo-Epicurean philosophy.
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the End; so that what we now call Vice would be Virtue, if it promoted
the Delights of the Body the more effectually of the two. A hopeful
Foundation of Morality!

If Epicurus iv'd soberly and abstemiously, on coarse Bread and Water,
and sometimes Sallet, it was more owing to the Weakness of his Stomach
and Constitution, than to the Strength of his Principles, which were as
much in contradiction to that method of living, as his denying Provi-
dence, with his pretending, that he had left Devotion; his teaching, that
all Friendship is for Self-interest, and yet that Men are bound to undergo
even Death for the sake of Friends. If sensual Pleasures be the chief
Good, he must be happiest, that enjoys them most, and wisest, that pro-
cures them most; and then Apicius will be a happier and wiser Man than
Pythagoras, Socrates, or Plato.

As for Justice, it is no farther a Virtue, upon the Epicurean Scheme,
which turns to ridicule the Ties and Checks of Conscience, than as it
promotes bodily Pleasures; that is, we are not oblig’d to act according
to Justice, when we can promote them by any Action, which we are
cunning enough to conceal, or powerful enough to support. All Virtue,
according to them, any farther than it promotes their own sensual Plea-
sure, is owing only to Custom, popular Opinion, and the Prejudices of
Education, which a wise Man, say they, must comply with, in order to
promote his own Ends. If this were the Case, the Encouragement to
Virtue, and Restraints upon Vice, are not sufficient.

And, if there be no obligation to Justice, there can be no place for
Fortitude, which is only in defence of an honest and a just Cause, sepa-
rated from whichitis Folly, and in opposition to it, Oppression. But,upon
the Epicurean Scheme, every thing ought to be sacrific’d to the preser-
vation of Life, and the enjoyment of sensual Pleasure, which it would,
therefore, be folly to hazard, and madness to sacrifice, in defence of either
Friends, or Country; for Religion is with them out of the Question.

SXIII. The Philosophers, amongst the Greeks, succeeded the Poets in the
profession of teaching Virtue; and they certainly made improvements
in moral Discipline, they reduc’d it into the form of an Art, enrich’d it
with variety of Arguments, fortified its Precepts with great Reasons, pro-
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pos’d many wise Considerations for subduing exorbitant Affectionsand
Passions; they set forth the praises of Virtue, its excellency and impor-
tance, with great Vigour and Eloquence; and, in several instances, ex-
cellently declaim’d against Vice with great Wit and Judgment; they dis-
parag’d the Vanities of the World, and the Follies of human Life. There
is amongst them an unpopular kind of Virtue, which, altho’ greatly dis-
tant from the holy Life, yet, in several respects, does resemble it. Their
Discipline and Institution had a considerable effect upon some of them-
selves; some of the Philosophers were great Examples of the Virtue
which they taught, and they made some few Converts from Debauchery
to Philosophy; and some few Common-wealths have had their Laws
from Philosophers. The Philosophers, therefore, may seem to have done
a great deal of Service to the Interest of Virtue; but, if their Disservices
be set against their Services; if their Ignorance, Vice, and Extravagance,
be compar’d with their Virtue; it may justly be doubted, upon a full
Comparison, whether they have done any real Service at all to the Cause
of Virtue and Goodness. The mighty Prejudices, which they have done
to the Interests of it, clearly enough appear in the accounts already given;
for the further setting of which in a clear Light, we will here take a brief
Survey, both of their moral Learning and of their Life.

1. The sublimer sort of them distributed the Virtues into three Kinds,
the Ethical, Political, and Divine. The Ethical and Political Virtue may
be called the common Morality, which constitutes a good Man; but the
Divine Virtue is suppos’d to be his Assimilation to God, and his Deifi-
cation. This Divine Virtue is Philosophic-Pagan, the Popular-Paganshav-
ing no concern in it, and was the invention of Philosophy, but was not
for the Interest of Virtue, but was rather to its Prejudice and Disservice;
foritis not truly Divine Moral Virtue, constituting a divinely-good Man,
but an Imposture, unpopular Humour, Fancy; and a wicked sort of
Bravery is made the End, the Chief Good, the Divine Virtue, and the
Happiness, of Man, his Assimilation to God, and his Deification. Ap-
ollonius ask’d the Brachmans, “What they were’? Jarchas, the Prince of
them, answer'd, “They thought themselves Gods.” Apathy they thought a
great and a Divine Thing, “7o live in the Body, as the Soul of the World
in the World, which cannot be struck, or impressd upon, from without. He
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is devoid of Grief; is not a compound of Soul and Body; accounteth not the
Death of Mortals, or the Ruin of his Country, any great Matter; he is above
the Fear of any thing; trusteth to himself, that he shall have nothing of Evil,
50 he shall be fearless of any thing,” saith Plotinus.>® Thus they oppose the
sufficiency of Virtue againstall Externals. But to be thus unapprehensive
of Danger, is Folly and Fool-hardiness; it is as unnatural, as it is irreli-
gious, and ruinous to all true Virtue and Goodness. They thus impiously
deified themselves, and their Virtue, by their self-Sufficiency, self-Security,
and Confidence. “They that are furnishd with the Virtues, living in great-
ness and celsitude of Mind, are always in Happiness. Philosophy setteth them
intirely in the Fortress of Virtue, above Grief and Fear”>'

2. There is much of Pride and Arrogance, complicated with other
Vices, in the Philosophick Pagans rampant Affectation of Divinity. They
were as highly conceited of their own Merits, as Diogenes was, who fan-
cied, that he merited his Alms. In Aristotles Composition of Magna-
nimity*® there is a large Dose of Pride, and Celsus's Generosity* is of the
same Character. Much of the Stoical Philosophy is a rant and huff of
Pride; the greatness and height of Mind, to which they pretend, is bloated
and unsound; and the Constancy of their Wise-Man is a System of such
Maxims, as are the very Quintessence of Pride. “The Wise-Man is nor
obnoxious to any Injury. The Wise-Man can suffer no Evil. An Injury de-
tracteth and diminisheth, whereas nothing can be taken from the Wise-
Man,” who hath all in himself. “Wickedness is not so strong as Virtue,
therefore the Wise-Man is not hurt by Malice. None can benefit the Wise-
Man,” who wanteth nothing, “therefore none can hurt him. An Injury is
from Hope, or Fear; the Wise-Man is touch d with neither. None receiveth
an Injury unmov'd, the Wise-Man is not mov'd. A Contumely is a Con-
tempt, and thence hath its Name; which the Wise-Man doth not look upon
as belonging to him, who knows his own Greatness. He thinketh also, that

30. Maxwell provides no source for this quotation, but very similar sentiments
can be found in Plotinus, Enneads, 1.4.4 and 1.4.7.

31. Cicero, De Finibus, V.

32. Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 11L.s, IV.7, 8.

33. Origen, Contra Celsum, 1.
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all others are so much inferiour, that they have not boldness to despise Things
50 high above them. If he once debaseth himself; so as to be mov ' dwith Injury,
or Contumely, he can never be secure; whereas Security is the proper Good
of the Wise-Man.”>* If Pride and Stomachfulness had not been one of
the Stoicks Cardinal Virtues, they could not have applauded Cazo’s bar-
barous Self-Murder, “who scorn’d to be a Petitioner to any, either for his
Death, or his Life, and was a contemner of all Powers.”* They call them-
selves great Men, and accordingly found their Happiness, not upon the
Favours of God and true Piety, but upon their Greatness of Spirit, the
Greatness and Stoutness of an high invincible Mind;* whence their Virtue
becomes a sort of Self-magnifying and Self-deifying, which is but an
illegitimate kind of Bravery of Spirit, incongruous to their Condition
as Creatures, much more incongruous to frail miserable Men, and most
of all incongruous to wicked miserable Sinners. Nor is there any Thing
more distastful to a truly pious Mind, than the haughty Pharisaical Hu-
mour of these Philosophick-Pagan Magnificoes swaggering with their
Virtue, their Magnitude, their Celsitude, their Altitude, their Fortitude,
their Beatitude. Pride suggested that Stoical Maxim of Heraclitus. “The
Wise need not any Friends.” Whence all the wonderful Provision, which
Divine Grace has made for a World of wicked Sinners, was lost upon
these Philosophers; for they that need no Friend, need no Saviour, or
Salvation. They were able to live of themselves, and had an imaginary
Happiness of their own making, wherein they took Satisfaction and
Content; they look’d upon their Philosophy as the Perfection of Wis-
dom and Virtue, in it-self and to them; and thought, both themselves
and their Institution, far Superiour to Popular Mankind; and, therefore,
it was but agreeable to their Philosophick Grandeur and Magnificence,
to contemn Christianity, which is a popular Institution, design’d for, and
adapted to, the Salvation of miserable Sinners; whereas they were rais’d
to a Superiority above Sin and Misery, and suppos’d themselves nothing
less than Divine Men, and Kings, Jupiter’s Sons and Peers, and petty De-

34. Seneca, De Constantia Sapientis.
35. Seneca, De Providentia, ch. 2; Epistulae Morales XXIV.
36. Ibid. XCII; Cicero, Tusculan Disputations, V.
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ities. “It must be something Super-Human, Celestial, and Magnificent, that
constituteth the Wise-Man. If thou ask, What that is? As God and his Be-
atitude is Constituted, so is the Wise-Man.”>” Chrysippus affirmed, “Thar
the Happiness of Jove is in no respect more Eligible, nor more Fair, nor more
Venerable, than that of the Wise-Man.” Virtues are thought to be true and
genuine, when they are lov'd and desir’d for their own sake; but it ap-
pears, from the Stoicks Elation of Mind, that when Virtues are desir'd
for their own sake, in a way of Separation from God, and without any
Relation to him, they are proud and tumid, and are rather Vice than
Virtue. Plato is much more modest in his Accounts of Virtue, than the
strutting Stoicks; yet some of the Stoick’s principal Maxims, which noth-
ing but Pride inspir’d, particularly that eminent One, “The Wise-Man
is self-sufficient,” are derived from Socrates and Plato. Pride made Plaro
an envious Man, Socrates an ireful Man, the Cynick a Boaster in his great
Atchievements in the Conquest of Vice. The best of these Masters al-
loweth us peyatoppovéw, “to be proud of the Conquest of any Vice.”
And, “We rightly glory in our Virtue,” saith Cicero, a great Wit, but a very
vain-glorious Man, who also complaineth to his Wife, “Neither the Gods,
whom thou hast most chastly serv'd, nor Men, whom I have constantly sav’d,
have requited us.”*

These Philosophers have been justly call'd, what they certainly were
to a Crime, Animals of Glory, and Traffickers for Fame; yet so, as to be
great Adversaries to the Appetite of Vain-Glory, as appeareth from the
Tenor of their Philosophy. They despis’d the Popular Pagans, their Judg-
ment, Fame, Pomp, Acclamations, and Applause, at a great Rate; they
expatiate upon the Emptiness of Fame, as also, how narrow, inconstant,
and devoid of Judgment it is; and the Folly and Iniguity of those who
affect it; that we ought to consider the Quality of Persons that praise,

or dispraise; that Fame is one of those Things, which are nozin our power,

37. Seneca, Epistulae Morales, XCVII.

38. Crinitus, De Honesta Disciplina (1508), 111.1; Grotius, De Veritate Religionis
Christianae, 11, annotations to sect. 18; Gataker in Markou Antoninou, p. 94; Epic-
tetus, Dissertationes, 11.18.

39. Cicero, Letters to Friends, XIV .4.
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which others give and take away at pleasure; and therefore, say they, they
are Fools who affect it, that desire to be esteem’d Beneficent for doing
Good; who suppose, that the Applause of such is of great Moment, that
know not themselves, and would be had in Admiration by those, who
themselves call Mad: That Fame and Honour is not worth the while,
being but a mere noise and clattering of Tongues, some Body telling
these Things to some Body; they that praise another, soon dispraising
him, and both being quickly buried in Oblivion: Good is not the better
for being prais’d; we should be indifferent whether we do our Duty,
disprais’d, or prais’d: The Lovers of Good practise it, as Lovers enjoy
one another, secretly, without desiring any Hearers, or Spectators, to
praise them: That we ought not to accept the Praise and Approbation
of ill Men, nor guide our Life by the Opinion of the Injudicious, nor
place our Happiness in the Minds and Thoughts of others, nor so much
as take into our Thoughts what others say, or think, of us. Some that
were not Stoicks*® count themselves mean Proficients, excepta Reproach
be as welcome to them, as a Mark of hearty Approbation. The Stoicks
exercise themselves to an indifferency as to Praise and Dispraise; and,
not withstanding their Pharisaical Humour in other respects, in all
Things to avoid Ostentation, and to do nothing for Opinion. They are
urgent with Men, to chuse that which is Good, because it is Good, and
not for popular Opinion; and some of them will notstretch outa Finger
for a good Fame.?! They deride the Ambitious and Vain Glorious, rid-
icule their Folly, who are puffed up with Honour, neither admire, nor
desire Greatness, (some thinking Riches and Principalities inconsistent
with virtuous Living,*) hugely disparage a great Name and Fame after
Death; forewarn all that will be Philosophers, to expect Derision and
Reproaches at their Entrance upon the Philosophick Life; teach them to
bear Reproaches well, with great Equanimity and Benevolence; to do
well, tho’ it expose them to Disgrace, and not to desist from good Prac-
tice, nor to fear Contempt, but to contemn Infamy. In this their Doc-

40. Plutarch, De Profectibus in Virtute (in Moralia), p.m. 82.
41. Gataker in Markou Antoninou, p. 138.
42. Simplicius, Commentarius in Epicteti Enchiridion, p. 69.
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trine they were much more severe, than those who suppose, “Ambition
to be of use in correcting the other vicious Affections, but must itself be pur
off in the last Place, as Plato hath call'd it the last Coat.”* But their Pride
and Arrogance was of an unpopular Kind, mix’d with a vicious Affectation
of Vain-Glory; for the Greek Philosophers usually reproach’d one an-
other with their Vain-Glory;* thus Antisthenes, Crates, Diogenes, Plato,
Pyrrho, were reproach’d by their Fellow-Philosophers; Socrates espied it
thro’ the Holes of Antisthenes's Cloak; and of Socrates himself, perhaps,
Cardan has made a right Judgment, “That he was extremely desirous of
Glory, altho’ he most of all dissembled this.”*> They glory’d in their con-
tempt of Glory, supposing that a contempt of Glory was the best way
to obtain it. Therefore, tho’ they may justly be accounted Animals of
popular Glory, yet their Philosophy was a great Adversary to the Appetite
of it, and they reproach’d one another with it, as a vicious Affection.
The Stoicks, in consequence of their excessive Pride, were too stout
to humble themselves under the afflicting hand of Providence. The Pla-
tonists will not always allow this Supposition, “That Calamities are from
a divine Hand,” or, “That God is the Dispenser, both of Things Good
and Evil to us.” But the Popular Pagans were not too high to be hum-
bled; they looked upon their Calamities, as the Effects of the Anger of
their Gods, acknowledg’d their Dependence upon them, and, in any
great Distress of their Affairs, betook themselves to their most humble
Supplications, in order to atone their Displeasure, and gain their Favour.
One of the bravest Exploits, which the Philosophick Pagans constantly
celebrate, is the killing of Tyrants, and delivering Cities and Nations
from them. The Practice of thisapplauded Virtue occasion’d the Torture
of Zeno Eleates, who is said, to have kept the Doctrine of Parmeendes
inviolate as Gold in the Fire, “And by his Deeds he shew’d, that a grear
Man feareth nothing but ro be base; that it is Children and Women, and

43. Ibid., p. 9s.

44. Gataker in Markou Antoninou, pp. 434, 435.
4s. Cardan, De Rerum Varietate (1557), XV1.93.
46. Porphyry, De Abstinentia, 11.38, 41.
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Men, who have the Souls of Women, that are afraid of Pain.”*” From which
Idea of a great Man it appeareth, that the Fortitude of the Heathen Phi-
losaphers is of no better Kind than the common Military Fortitude, or
the Fortitude of those celebrated Popular Pagans, Mutius and Regulus,
of Cleopatra and Asdrubals Wite, who threw her-self and her Children
into the Fire; or of that famous Harlot at Azhens, who, knowing of a
Conspiracy against the Life of the Tyrant there, with great Bravery suf-
fer'd her-self to be tortur'd to Death, rather than she would discover the
Conspirators, and, biting off a piece of her Tongue, spit it out into
the Tyrant’s Face.

Philosophy cannot boast of many great Examples of Patience; the
Grandees of the Stoical Family, Cato and Brutus, falling into Troubles
fell into transports of Rage and Impatience. So Hierocles, according to
Saidas, being whipp’d at Byzantium ’till the Blood came, took the Blood
in the Hollow of his Hand, and threw it upon the Judge, saying, “Cy-
clops, there is Wine for you, seeing you have eaten Man's Flesh.” Some, in-
deed, of the Philosophick Pagans have express’d an admirable Constancy
of Mind in shaking Circumstances. As Cleanthes, who stood unmov’d
without changing Countenance, when he was publickly reproach’d in
the Theatre by the Poet Sositheus.® And Polemo did not so much as wax
Pale, when his Leg was torn by mad Dogs. Yet, because this Philosophick
Firmness was but of the same Kind with Epicurus’s in his Strangury, or
the Sceptick Pyrrho’s, who endur’d cuttings and burnings with great con-
stancy of Mind; or that of well disciplin’d Gladiators, and the Spartan
Boys, who were whipp’d at the Altar, till the Blood gush’d out of their
Bowels, without whimpering; therefore some have rightly pronounc’d
concerning that Patience which Philosophy professeth, thatitis Spurious,
only a proud Sullenness; so much the more Spurious, as it is the more
Proud. Lipsius therefore, otherwise an extravagant Admirer of Stoicism,
lying upon his Sick-Bed, and strugling with grievous Pain, discarded the
Stoical Patience, and having our Saviour’s Picture hanging near his Bed,

47. Plutarch, Adversus Colotem (in Moralia), p.m. 1126.
48. The life of Cleanthes in Diogenes Laertius, Lives, VIII.
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he pointed to it, and gave his Patience its due Character, “That is the true
Patience”*

Several of the Philosophers have discours’d against Revenge, or rezal-
iating Injuries, for the bearing them with Meekness, and for universal
Benevolence;*® and there are several Instances of these Virtues amongst
the Greek Philosophers.>' But their Practice of them looks more like #7-
popular Humour, than serious Goodness; in laying the Foundation of
them, they intermix much of Pride, and Paradoxical Stoical Conceit,
That the Wise-Man can suffer no Injury: And the most considerable In-
stances of these mighty Virtues are Aristides and Phocion, who may justly
be reckon’d among the Popular Pagans. Aristides, after great Services,
being banish’d by his Citizens unjustly, at his Departure pray’d the
Gods, that the Arhenians might never, by any Trouble, or Distress, be
forc’d to recal him. And Phocion, being unjustly condemn’d, charg’d his
Son Phocas, that he should never revenge his Death. But these Resem-
blances of Christian Virtue in Heathen good Men, did not issue from a
divine Kind of Charity, but were Branches of their Human-Social Virtue,
and issued from a mighty Love to their Country, which is most eminent
in Heathens. The Virtue of these Popular Pagans pretendeth not to be
Divine, nor do they, therefore, deserve to be celebrated as divine Men
upon account of it: But the Philosophick Pagans, by far lesser Matters
than these, got the Reputation of divine Men. One of their principal
Virtues was their abandoning the Superfluities of Life. Whence Diogenes,
seeing one take Water out of a River with his Hand, and drinking it out
of his Hand, threw away his Dish, which he us’d to carry about him to
drink Water in, resolving thenceforth to drink it out of the hollow of
his Hand; and for this Freak, with others of like Nature, this unpopular
Humourist is celebrated by his Fellow-Philosophers as a “Divine Man.”

The Philosophick Pagans were like the Popular, in not discerning what

49. The source of this anecdote is Woverius’s Assertio Lipsiani Donari (1607); the
piece appears in Justi Lipsii Opera Omnia (1675), L., pp. 184-86.

so. Simplicius, Commentarius in Epicteti Enchiridion, p. 140; Grotius, Annota-
tiones in Novum Testamentum (1646) on Matthew 5.44, 45.

s1. The note refers the reader to Benjamin Oley’s note on bk. X of Oley’s edition
of Thomas Jackson’s Works (1653).
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is truly Divine and Holy, from what is Atheous and Unholy. Altho’ they
liv’d in gross Crimes, beside their Pagan Religion, yet they did not dis-
cern between Sin and Holiness. They were Self-justifiers at the Rate of
the Pharisees, and, therefore, perfectly indispos’d for such a Religion,
that is a Religion for Sinners; and they were too high for Repentance,
which the Popular Pagans were not, who had a Sense of Sin, and of their
need of Pardon, which they often express’d at Death: But Apuleius*
pretends, “That he always accounted all Sin a Thing detestable”; Xenophon
saith, “No one ever saw Socrates do, or heard him speak, any Thing that
was Impious and Irreligious™: Socrates himself had no Sense of Sin at his
Death, nor express’d any Repentance; nor is there any Appearance of
either in Epicterus's Preparatives for Death.>? Such mistaken Teachers of
Virtue were these Sages of this World, that they thought themselves
made Gods by such a Virtue, that could not make them the People of
God, which was a very gross Mistake, and speaketh their Philosophy to
be no better, than a worldly Kind of Wisdom, and their Virtue could be
of no better a Character than their Philosophy. By their introducing their
Philosophy, true Religion was much more prejudic’d, than it was before
by their Pagan Religion, they made an additional Prejudice to it, they
rais’d up a new Enemy, they introduc’d a Mountebank, who pretendeth
to do all Cures, that a divine Physician might be thought needless.

3. The Super-Ethical, as they are called, or the Divine Virtues of the
Platonists are of the spurious and illegitimate kind, and so blended with
what is fanciful, or bad, that, in the whole, they signify little or nothing
to the constituting a Divinely-good Man. This is the Character, not only
of the Stoicks, but of the Platonists Divine Virtue, in all these Parts of it.

Such is their Divine Virtue, as it is their intellectual Form of Life,
contemplative of the Platonick Intelligibles, and visionary of their T Aga-
thon,>* which cannot be discern’d but by a boniform Light, which is be-
yond all that is intellectual.

s2. Apuleius, Apology, p. 450.
53. Epictetus, Discourses, 11Ls.
54. T"Agathon, meaning “the Good.”
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Such is their Divine Virtue, as it is Theurgick;> for they pretend by
a converse with the Gods in Theurgy, to be freed from Passion, to partake
of Divine Perfections, and to have, what in their Dialect they call, a
Deifick Union; which one Party of them pretendeth to in the Mystick-
Metaphysical Way. And these say, “The End and Scope is, not to be without
Sin, but to be a God.”>¢

Such is their Divine Virtue, as it is the Platonick Faith and Love; for
this Love is only an Amatorious Madness. “When the Mind becometh Un-
mental” (or Mad) “being drunk with Nectar, this is the Mind, that is in
Love.”>” Much of this sort of Divine Virtue there is in Platonism; an
Ignorance, that is better than Knowledge; a Madness, that is better than
Sobriety of Mind, a Divine Madness.

Such is their Divine Virtue, as it is the Virtue of the Mysticks and
Quietists, “Who being seated in the Bay of super-essential Goodness, enjoy
a super-natural Quietism”; > to which Isidore the Platonist pretended. He
said, “That his Soul itself, in sacred Prayers, became wholly a Divine Sea,
having in the first Place collected her-self from the Body into her-self, having
in the next place” (extatically) “parted with her own Morals, and betaken
herself from rational Notions to those that are Congenial to Intellect; and
in the third place being possessd with Divine Afflation, and chang'd into
an extraordinary Serenity, deiform, not human.

Such is their Divine Virtue, as it is an Aversation from Terrestrial,
Material, and Mortal, Nature, and an Affectation of being wholly in-
corporeal and immaterial; for this Affectation of Immaterial Intellectual
Nature, and to be mere intellectual Souls, is an irreligious Philosophick
Vanity and Extravagance, not intirely free from Magick. For, in order to
the Purity of the Soul, Pythagoras prescrib’d strict Abstinence from sev-
eral sorts of Meats.

The Platonists agree, that, according to Plato in his Theaetetus, Virtue

55. [Maxwell] “Theurgy is a kind of super-natural Magick, procuring an extraor-
dinary and immediate intercourse with the Gods, by means of particular Rites and
Ceremonies.”

56. Plotinus, Enneads, 1.2.6.

57. Ibid., V1.7.35.

58. Proclus, In Platonis Theologiam, 1.25.
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is a Similitude to God, or the Gods; “which Assimilation” (saith Plato)
“consisteth in becoming Holy and Just with Prudence.” But to what God,
or Gods, this divine Similitude relateth, in this they do not agree, nor
wherein this Similitude consisteth. For some say, That this divine Si-
militude relateth to the Pagan Deities in general; others say, That it re-
lateth to the Platonists divine Intellect; and others are of Opinion, That
it relateth to their 7°Agathon. Some place this divine Similitude in the
speculative Virtue, and intellectual Form of Life; others place it in the
practick Virtue, (Ethical and Political,) which seemeth to be the Sense
of Plato; for Prudence, Holiness, and Justice, are practical Virtues. In his
Fourth of Laws, he placeth the divine Similitude in Zémperance, and in
his Phaedo, he placeth it in Temperance and Justice; thus saying, “Are not
they most Happy and Blessed, and such as go to the best Place, that have
exercis'd the popular and political Virtues, which we call Temperance and
Justice?” Plato, therefore, seemeth to place the divine Similitude in the
Popular Pagans Holiness and Justice; which the generality of his Fol-
lowers will not admit, counting the Civil Virtues only the Way to get
the divine Similitude, and that this was the Sense of Plato. But, whatever
may be thought of his Sense, his Account of Virtue, and of the divine
Similitude, is an Instance, that the Philosophick-Pagans may in Words
agree with our Religion, when in Sense there is an extreme Disagree-
ment. For Plato’s divine Similitude, however it may be interpreted by
his Followers, is extremely alien from, and opposite to, that truly divine
Similitude, which is Wisdom, Righteousness, and true Holiness, wherewith
he had no Acquaintance. For, had he been acquainted with that truly
divine Kind of Justice, which is Righteousness, he could not have been a
Pagan-Religionist; nor could he have instituted a Community of
Women and of Goods in his Republick; nor would he have taken care
to regulate the Drinking in the Feasts of Bacchus, withoutendeavouring
to abolish them; nor could he so grosly have mistaken himself, as in a
Book of Justice (his Fifth de Republica,) to discourse in this manner
touching the Greeks and Barbarians. “All Greeks are near of Kin, but
extraneous and different from Barbarians. When the Grecians and Bar-
barians Fight with one another, this is properly called Fighting, for they are
Enemies by Nature, and such a Feud must be called a War: But, if Grecians,
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that are Friends by Nature, quarrel with Grecians, this is an unnatural
Distemper, and Greece must be said to be troubled with Sedition, and such
a Feud must not be called a War, but a Sedition.”> The Greeks had their
Philosophy from the Barbarians, as they call’d them, and yet they com-
monly reproach’d them, and, usually, were so uncivil and unjust towards
them, that they look’d upon them as “Enemies by Nature and wild
Beasts.” Plato follow’d the Popular Pagans in their Injustice, as well as
in their irreligious Religion. So Plutarch, in the Life of Lycurgus, can find
no Injustice in the Lacedamonians Commonwealth, which was insti-
tuted for War, and fighting, not for Peace, as Aristotle observeth and
blameth;®! the Spartan Virtue was the Love of Glory; they were train’d
up and exercis’d to be expert Thieves; exposed and murder’d their weak
and deform’d Infants, and even this horrible Injustice Plutarch approv-
eth. Aristotle, also, is known to teach, “To expose Children that are
maimed, and Women to cause Abortions, that they may not exceed their
Number”; °> and he agrees with Plaro in supposing, “Thar War is a natural
Thing between the Greeks and Barbarians.”®® Plato is justly chargeable
with Injustice, in patronizing Lying, wherein he follows the general Sense
of the Heathens, which was, that a Lye is not bad, if it be expedient, and
not pernicious in the Affairs of Men. So, in his 7hird and Fifth de Re-
publica, Plato would have Governours, “To make use of frequent Lying
and Deceit for the Benefit of the Subjects; this must be granted to publick
Governours, but not be touch’d by private Men.” 1f the Platonists human
Justice is so bad, it is reasonable to suppose, thatin their Divine, or super-
human Virtue, they were not very good.

4. Aristotle pretendeth not to an Institution of Divine Virtue, or to
institute a Divine-Good Man. For, altho’ he acknowledges a Divine Vir-
tue, yet it is in so slender a Degree, that he denies, that there can be any
Friendship between God and Man; the Happiness that he insisteth on,

59. Grotius, Annotationes in Novum Testamentum (1646) on Matthew 5.43.
6o. Isocrates, Panathenaicus, p.m. 572.

61. Grotius, De Veritate Religionis Christianae, bk. 11, sects. 12, 14.

62. Aristotle, Politics, VII.16.

63. Grotius, De Veritate Religionis Christianae, bk. 11, sects. 12, 14.
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is but the Civil; as the Virtue that he insisteth on, is but the Civil and
Military;** his Ethicks are but a Branch of worldly Politicks; his active
Virtue consisteth in that Mean, which the worldly Man’s Prudence de-
termineth; and what can living well signify, in a Civil Worldly Mans
Institution of Virtue, but to live without Vice, or Crime, in the Notion
of the Civil World? Therefore it is not to be wonder’d at, that Aristotle,
differently from the Sense of other Philosophers, patronizeth Revenge; >
or that Cicero agrees with him in this Point, (for this must be acknowl-
edg’d, notwithstanding what a learned Bishop hath said to the con-
trary;®) for the former of these did not pretend to be a Religionist, and
the latter of them, altho’ a Philosopher, yet was not of any Philosophick
Institution, and was so uncertain an Admirer of Philosophy, that some-
times he preferreth that one little Book of the XII Tables, before the
Libraries of all the Philosophers, both for Utility and weight of Au-
thority. The Lawyers, not without Reason, prefer their Institution to
their Civil Virtue, before the Philosopher’s Institutions to their Divine
Virtue; which yet must be acknowledg’d, to have a limited agreeableness
to the truly Divine moral Virtue; but so that, in the whole, the Dis-
agreement is far greater than the Agreement.

5. Whence we may make a Judgment of this Saying of the same
learned Bishop; “All the Agenda of Christianity are so far from being op-
posite, that they are most agreeable to Human Reason, as tis cultivated and
heighten’d to its utmost Improvement by Philosophy.”” If this Saying be
converted thus, A/l the Philosophers improvd Reason (which is their Di-
vine Virtue) is so far from being opposite, that it is most agreeable to the
Agenda of Christianity, it will be a monstrous Proposition. For nothing
can be more opposite to the Agenda of Christianiry, than a great part of
the Philosophers Divine Virtue; therefore the Agenda of Christianity are
not so suitable to the Philosophers Reason, as is pretended. That this

64. Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, X.7.

6s. Grotius, De Veritate Religionis Christianae, bk. 11, sects. 12, 14.

66. Wilkins, Sermon on Romans 12.19 in Sermons Preached upon Several Occasions
by the Right Reverend Father in God, John Wilkins (1682), pp. 429—56.

67. Ibid., p. 442.
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Saying may have any Appearance of Truth, it must be limited to the
particular Agenda of Christianity; for these general Agenda of Chris-
tianity (which are also in part the general Agenda of Judaism) are directly
and expressly opposite to the Philosophers improv’d Reason. “7o have
no other Gods but me; to worship the Lord thy God, and to serve him alone;
to seek the Kingdom of God and his Righteousness; to take the Kingdom,
enter into it, and buy it ar any rate; to put off the Heathen Old Man, and
to put on the New Man, in the (Christian) New Birth, in the New Cov-
enant; to come out of the mundane Society, and the state of Sin and of
Death, to pass into the state of Life, to incorporate with the Divine Family,
and become a Citizen of the Holy Empire; not to adhere to, but to abandon
the Kingdom of Darkness, and to manage an Holy War against its Powers,
Interest, and Adherents; to live to him that died for us and rose again; o live
for God and his Service, and to make it our daily Care and Prayer, that his
Name may be hallow'd, and his Kingdom come.” All which Fundamental
Agenda of the Christian Institution, and such like, are altogether alien
from, and opposite to, the Philosophick Pagans Sentiments, as they are
Pagans; nor is that plain Principle and summary of Piety, the Fear of
God, suitable to their Reason; for they destroy’d it, which the Popular
Pagans did not, by their Maxims, “Ira Deorum nulla est,” % The Gods are
never angry, yet a learned Man saith, “He knows not any Evangelical Pre-
cept or Duty belonging to a Christian’s Practice, which natural Men of best
Account” (the Philosophers) “by the mere Strength of Human Reason have
not taught and taken upon them to maintain as Just and Reasonable.”*® But
it would be far better to say; there are not any of the particular Agenda
of Christianizy, the Reasonableness whereof may not be illustrated, by
what they have suppos’d to be Just and Reasonable: So the Christian
Martyrs Contempt of Death may be shew’d to be reasonable, which yet
was so unsuitable to their improv’d Reason, that it is call’d by one of

68. Cicero, De Officiis, 111.

69. Marcus Aurelius, Marcus Aurelius Antoninus, the Roman Emperor, His Medi-
tations Concerning Himselfe [hereafter Meditations], translated by Casaubon (1634),
preface.
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them” “mere Obstinacy”; and another of them imputeth it to “Madness
and Custom.””* The Agreement, therefore, between Christianity and Phi-
losaphy touching this Virtue, the Contempt of Death, is complicated with
such Disagreement, that the Christians Virtue, of that Name, Philosophy
discardeth as Vice and Folly; and the Philosophers Virtue, of that Name,
Christians discard as Self-Murder, or profane Bravery.

There is, therefore, a want of Judgment and Piety in many of our
Modern Elogies of the Christian Religion, and Vindications of its Mo-
rality, as in this following. “Christ Jesus taught Morality, viz. the Way of
living like Men, and the fifth Chapter of Matthew s an excellent Lecture of
this Kind.”” To live like Men is a general ambiguous Expression, and to
make it of a determinate Signification, it must be understood, to signify
in a Sense of Disparagement, 70 live as mere Men; or in a Sense of Ex-
cellency, 70 live as more than mere Men. If in the former Sense our Sav-
iour hath taught us, 70 live like Men; he was a Teacher of Morality, at
the same rate with Homer, of whom Cicero complaineth, “He maketh
the Gods o live like Men, whereas he ought to make Men live like the
Gods.”7* So our Saviour is suppos’d, to teach Christians to live like Men;
whereas his Business was, to teach Men to live like Christians. Things
more Vulgar, and accommodate to the human Size, have the Name of
Man call’d upon them in Scripture; but they are Things great and ex-
traordinary, that have the Name of God call’d upon them, Job 1. 6. Psal.
65. 9. 104. 16. Lsa. 8. 1. Gal. 1. 7, 11. To live like Men, therefore, is far
from being expressive of the Christian Godliness, which is a living ac-
cording to God, and to sink it into such a Morality, is a debasing the Di-
vinity of the Christian Religion. Whose holy Laws are Christianity, which
cannot be of one Piece with the Moralities of Jews and Heathens, and,
therefore, must not be call’d Morality, merely such, but the Divine, or
Christian Kind of Morality, which ought to be contradistinguish’d to
mere Heathen Morality. And what can be more apparent, than that our

70. Marcus Aurelius, Meditations, X1.3.

71. Epictetus, Discourses, IV.7.

72. Glanvill, The Way to Happiness (1670), pp. 113, 114.
73. Cicero, Tusculan Disputations, 1.
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Saviour’s Beatitudes, “Blessed are the Poor in Spirit, blessed are they that
Mourn,” are not Rules of mere Morality, teaching to live like Men, but
are Rules initiative into the Christian Sanctity, which is the Life of the
regenerate Children of God? So the following Precepts, “Ye are the Salt of
the Earth, the Light of the World, let your Light shine before Men, that they
may glorify your Father which is in Heaven,” are not Precepts of Morality,
enjoining nothing more than to live like mere Men. And, in the Progress
of a Sinner’s Conversion to Godliness, such Difficulties and Conflicts usu-
ally occur, that speak it a sort of Virtue, greatly distant from, and tran-
scendent to, ordinary Moral Virtue, which is so remote from it, that it
may indispose Men to the Acquisition of it. “For Men, never much af-
[righted with the Danger, wherein all by Nature stand, nor inflam d with the
Love of a better Country than they enjoy, cannot address themselves to any
resolute, or speedy Departure out of the Territories of Civil Moralities, within
which, if Satan hold us, he maketh full reckoning of us, as of his Civil, or
Natural, Subjects.””* Therefore, to the way of removing out of Satan’s
Territories to the Territories of Godliness, the Civil Moralities may, by
Accident, be a great Impediment. For the Way is a duly humbling Re-
pentance. The high and brave Spirit of Man must be broken; it must be
Poor, that he may be Rich; empty, that he may be filled; have nothing,
that he may possess all Things; be Condemn’d, that he may be Pardon’d;
be a Fool, that he may be Wise; and Die, that he may be made Alive. All
Virtue, which is not the Christian, is but that of the Wi/l of Man, of Mind
and Quality, the Human. Inter Ethnicam Philosophiam & Christianam
tantum interest, quantum a divino Spiritu humanum abest ingenium.”
The Sufferings of the Primitive Christians may reasonably be thought
an Effect, not only of the Popular Pagan’s Vice and Folly, but of the
Philosophick Pagans Wisdom and Virtue; for their truly great and gen-
erous Maxims of Virtue, in their Sense and Application, lead to the Per-
secution of the Christian Church and Religion, and make it Virtue and

74. Jackson, A Treatise Containing the Originall of Unbeliefe, sect. 1, ch. s.

75. Maxwell does not cite a source for the quotation: “Between Pagan and Chris-
tian Philosophy there is as much difference as exists between the Holy Spirit and
human intelligence.”
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Duty. Their most noble and generous Maxims of Virtue, are touching
the social Duty of Man, Duty to the Publick, to the Whole, to the Uni-
verse of rational Beings. For they suppos’d, “That every particular Man
is a Member of the Publick, and of the Whole consisting of Heathen
Gods and Men, a Part of that Whole; and that, as a Part, he is for the
Whole intirely, (for himself, only as a Part of the Whole,) for its Being
and Well-being, to Constitute and Preserve it, and to be Useful and Sub-
servient to its Interest. But the Physician cutteth off distemper’d Parts
of the Body, for the Safety and Welfare of the Whole. As particular Men,
and lesser Systems, must suffer for the Whole; so they are design’d and
oblig'd, faithfully to take care of, and co-operate to, the Welfare of the
Whole, of their Fellow-Members and Fellow-Citizens, wherein their
own Welfare is involv’d, as a Part in the Whole. The Publick and Uni-
versal Good, is the great Good. As Cato was minded,”

Non sibi, sed roto genitum se credere Mundo. Lucan.”®

“He believ’d, That he was not born for his own private Advantage,
but for that of the whole World. And, on the contrary, base Selfishness
is the Sum of all Evil. Because I am of Kin (saith Marcus Antoninus) to
those Parts of the Universe, that are of the same kind, [ will Practise nothing
unsocial: But rather, I will take care of those that are my Kindred, and
incline my whole Man to the common Utility, and avoid the contrary; often
say to thy-self, I am a Member of the System of Rational Beings. But, if
thou say, [ am a distinct Part of that System, thou dost not love Men from
the Heart, nor considerest thy-self as comprehended in the Whole.”” And he
that is not thus affected, is not naturally affected, is not well, nor justly,
nor charitably, nor sociably, nor honourably, nor humanly, aftected; he
hath put off the Man, as the Philosophers suppose.”

But, altho’ these Notions and Maxims of theirs touching Virzue and
Duty to the Whole, are, all of them, extremely Solid and truly Generous,
if applied and determin’d to a genuine and legitimate Whole, or Uni-
verse; yet, in their Pagan Application and Determination of them to

76. Lucan, Pharsalia, 11.383.
77. Marcus Aurelius, Meditations, X.6, VIL13.
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their Whole, Universe, or Catholick System, consisting of Heathen Gods
and Men, they are extremely false and wicked, and manifestly lead them
to Persecute the Christian Church and Religion. For the Christians were
a People separated or broken off from their Whole, or Universe; and,
consequently, were such as Marcus Antoninus calls Apostems of the World.
Therefore it was but to their own mundane Tribe, that the Popular and
Philosophick Pagans were charitably and sociably Affected; the World
will love its own; the Christians that were Aliens, and who profess’d, that
Jerusalem was their Country, they treated as those, who were o longer
Men. The Philosophers thought themselves oblig’d, # have regard for
rational Beings who were Congenial and Cognate to them; and, accord-
ingly, they thought themselves oblig’'d, to take care of their Gods and
Demons; for these they look’d upon as Congenial and Cognate. But
Christ and Christians erected and constituted a Whole, or Universe, op-
posite and destructive to their Whole Universe, or Catholick System,
which if they look’d upon themselves oblig’d to take care of and uphold,
they must necessarily think themselves oblig'd to destroy Christianity.
Every Man must strenuously endeavour to maintain the old Religion of
their Ancestors, succour the ruinous Empire of the Gods, which Chris-
tianity came to demolish, and to restore it to its Grandeur and
Magnificence.

6. In the Pagan System of the Universe, one of their supreme Deities,
altho’ it was not absolutely their supreme Deity, may be justly called zbe
supreme Deity of their Religion and Laws. This Name, a supreme Deity,
is ambiguous, with respect to Heathens and Christians. For, if it be un-
derstood in a general and indeterminate Notion, it is Matter of Agree-
ment between them both; but, when once it comes to a particular De-
termination, it is not Matter of Agreement, but of Difference between
the Pagan and Christian Theists; and, in some sort, among the Pagan
Theists themselves, they understanding the supreme Deity in various No-
tions, and, so far, making various supreme Deities. But, as the Name,
Prince of Philosophers, in the Schools of the Aristotelians, must be un-
derstood of heir Prince of Philosophers, reputed such, the Platonists and
Epicureans have another Prince of Philosophers: So this Name, the supreme
Deity, amongst the Pagan Theists, and the several sorts of Pagan Theists,
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must be understood of zheir supreme Deity, reputed such, several sorts
of Pagan Theists having several sorts of supreme Deities. So that the
Epithet, which they gave to the Jews supreme Deity, properly belongs
to their own.

Dedita Sacris
Incerti Judaea Dei

Lucan.”®

Judaea, the Worshipper of an uncertain God.

The supreme Deity, among the Pagans, is of this particular Determi-
nation, not merely, 2 Deity Supreme, but the supreme of their Pagan De-
ities, Summus Deorum. A usual Form of Invocation amongst them was,
O Jove, and the Gods, understanding by Jove, the God of the Gods. Their
Prayers were made o Jupiter the King, and to the other Gods. He is usually
styl'd in Homer, Virgil, and the other Poets, the Father and King of the
Gods. By the Gods they understand the supreme Deity and the other De-
ities, and, for that Reason, they speak of God and the Gods promiscu-
ously, because they consider them as one System. They consider’d their
Deities collectively, celebrated a Festival of them all in common, called
feoevia, and consecrated Altars to all the Gods and Goddesses. They are
his Associates, Collegues, and Allies, and he is the Head of the Family
of Pagan Deities. It is the Title of a Chapter in Eugubinus,” “That Ar-
istotle affirmeth with Homer, that the supreme God is the Father of the
Gods and of Men, of the same Kind, Kindred, and Family with them,” as
Sons and Father.

Homer, therefore, and Aristotle, the Poets and the Philosophers, the
Popular and the Philosophick Pagans, agree in the Acknowledgment of
a supreme Deity, in the Way of Polytheism, and with Relation to sub-
ordinate Deities. They agree, therefore, in the Acknowledgment of a
supreme Deity, in the Sense of their Religion and Laws, but not in the
Sense of their Schools. When the Philosophers speak of the supreme

Deity, in the peculiar Sense of their Schools, they mean one supreme

78. Lucan, Pharsalia, 11.592—93.
79. Eugubinus, or Steuchus, De Perenni Philosophia (1540).
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Deity; and when they speak of the supreme Deity popularly, in the Sense
of their Religion and Laws, they mean another.

The Pagans Theism being their Polytheism, and the supreme Deity be-
ing a Term of their Polytheism, it is manifestly inconsistent with the Ac-
knowledgment of the true God, to whose Supremacy and Sovereignty
it belongeth, to subsist in the Quality and Condition of God alone. The
Atheism charg’d upon Anaxagoras, (for which the Athenians banish’d
him, fin’d him five Talents, and had put him to Death, if his Scholar
Pericles had not interpos’d,) was only a denying the Deity of the Earth,
the Sun, the Moon, the Stars, shutting out of Being the Soul of the World,
destroying the Deity of the World, and the Parts thereof, making them in-
animate and unintelligent, calling the Moon an Earth, and the Sun a Mass
of Fire; whilst at the same time he acknowledg’d a single supreme Deiry
existing separately, whilst he discarded the Soul of the World, which de-
ified all the Parts thereof, which was no less than a Subversion of the
main of the Pagan Theism; for which Plato charges him with Atheism.
And Ficinus® affirms, “That Plato in his Book of Laws asserts the Coe-
lestial Gods only, because the Contemplation of the higher Deities is
very foreign to the matter of Laws.” Which is an Insinuation, that those
higher Deities in Platonism are properly Gods of Philosophical Specu-
lation only, no Deities of Religion and Laws. Nor could the Platonists
suppose their first Principle a Deity of Religion and Laws; for they look
upon it, as quite above all external Adoration; and such was Numa's De-
ity, to whom he would neither allow Image, nor material Sacrifice.
“Plato” (saith Eugubinus®') “did not so clearly propose the greatest God as
an Object of Worship, because he could not be worshipp d; what he is, and
how to be worshippd, cannot be describ’d, or declar’d. In three Places he
calleth him undeclarable, in the Timaeus, difficult for Thought, undeclar-
able by Speech, or Word. According to Philo also he is unconceivable, un-
thinkable, undeclarable; being thus unspeakable and inexplicable, and such
as the old Theologers call innominable, some invisible, others ro be wor-
shippd in silence, others uninvestigable; therefore Plato hath said nothing

80. Maxwell refers to Plato, Laws, X, in Ficino’s Platonis Opera Omnia.
81. Eugubinus, De Perenni Philosophia, V 3.
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of him in his Book of Laws, nor set down any Thing concerning his Worship,
because he could not, this Deity being unknowable, both as to Name and
Nature” If Plato’s supreme Deity is of no Religion; if all Understanding,
Conception, Name, Word, Speech, be utterly incompetible and unappli-
cable to this first Principle; if there be no Doctrine, no Learning, no
Discipline, or Institution, touching such a Deity, and, consequently, no
Religion; this is not discoursing, nor reasoning, but dreaming of such a
Deity; for there can be no Proof of the Being of such a Deity, neither
a Priori, nor a Posteriori, no more than could be given of such Gods as
Epicurus suppos’d, who did nothing, and who could not be known, ei-
ther directly, or by their Works.

However, the Followers of Plato thought this supreme Deity was to
be worshipp’d, but by Silence, pure Cogitation, and Assimilation to him,
which is the Sacrificing our Life to him. But such a kind of Deity and his
Worship being foreign from matter of Law, and altogether unsuitable
to the generality of Mankind, Plazo thought it a Solecism to mention
him in his Book of Laws. “He taketh care that the Matters of his Acroa-
matical Theology, his Acroamatical Deity, do not fall into the Hands of
unskilful Men; for scarce any Thing, as I suppose, would be Matter of more
Derision amongst the common People. From Plato, therefore, you have the
true Cause, why we may not speak of the first Deity amongst the Vulgar,
why it is not lawful to publish to the Vulgar the Parent of the Universe: For,
not understanding the Things that are said of him, they deride them, being
Things remote from popular Custom, and gross Ears; therefore, treating of
Laws which ought to be publish’d to the People, he spake nothing of that
great uninvestigable Deity, proposing only the Worship of Heaven to the
People, to whom he must speak only of that, which they thought certain
Religion.”

The Platonists, therefore, tho’ they had higher Deities in their School,
do yetagree, That the supreme Deity of their Religion and Laws, is the Soul
of the World, or the Mundane System as animated by a governing Mind,
which Deifies it, the supreme Deity of the Popular Pagans, and the same
with Zeus, or Jupiter. Speusippus, also, agreeable to Plato, is said by Cicero

82. Ibid.
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to have held ‘@ certain Force, or Power, whereby all Things are govern’d,
and that Animal.”* Such also was Pythagoras's Notion of the Deity, as
others, and Cicero also in the same Treatise relates; “Pythagoras also ac-
knowledg'd one God, an incorporeal Mind, diffus'd thro’ the whole Nature
of Things, the Origin of vital Sense to all Animals.” In like manner Onatus
the Pythagorean defines “God, the Mind and Soul, and Ruler of the whole
World.” The Jove of the Orphick Theology is the mundane Soul and
System.

Ilavta yd pv peydde Zivos Tdde 0w pate kelTal.
All these Things lie in the great Body of Jove.

“A Spirit that pervadeth the whole World,” was one of the Aegyptian
Notices of God.®* The Supreme Deity of the Peruvians was of the same
kind, asappeareth from his Name Pachacamac, which signifieth the Soul,
or Life, of the World. The Stoicks usually intitle the Supreme Deity, The
Mind and Understanding of the Whole, the common, or universal, Mun-
dane Nature, and the common Reason of Nature, the ruling Principle of
the World; and, as Zeno defin’d God, a Spirit pervading the whole World.
And the Indians, according to Megasthenes, suppos'd, That the God, who
is the Maker and Governour of the World, pervadeth the Whole of it. Agree-
ably to these Sentiments, the Romans styled Capitoline Jove, “the Mind
and Spirit, the Guardian and Governour of the Universe, the Artificer and
Lord of this Mundane Fabrick, to whom every Name, Fate, Providence,
Nature, the World, is agreeable.”® So true is that of Macrobius; “Jupiter
among the Theologers is the Soul of the World.”*¢ The Soul moveth and
governeth the Body, which it presideth over, saith Cicero, “As that chief
God governeth the World.”¥ St. Austin saith thus of Varro; “When Varro
elsewhere calleth the rational Soul of every one a Genius, and affirmeth such
a Mind, or Soul, of the whole World to be God; he plainly implieth thar

83. Cicero, De Natura Deorum, 1.32.

84. Horapollo, Hieroglyphica, bk. 1, n. 61.
8s. Seneca, Naturales Quaestiones, 11.40.
86. Cicero, In Somnium Scipionis, 1.17.
87. Ibid., IL.12.
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God is the Universal Genius of the World, and that this is he, whom they
call Jove. Those only seem to Varro to have understood what God is, who
thought him a Soul governing the World by Motion and Reason.”®* Such a
Soul of the World the Stoicks call’d, The artificial Fire orderly proceeding
to the Generation of the Things of the World.

Many Christian Writers have grossly symboliz’d with the aforesaid
Doctrine of the Pagans; and, particularly, all those Christian Divines,
who account the Platonists Triad the same with the Christian Trinity, if
they are consistent with themselves, suppose the H. Ghost, to be the
same with the Platonists Soul of the World, which is the Pagan Jove, thus
perverting the Scriptures, confounding Things Sacred and Profane, Hu-
man and Divine, God and the World, God and Belial, the Kingdom of
Darkness and of Light, Paganizing Christianity. It is one Thing to say,
That mundane, animative, intelligent Nature is God, as being somewhat,
that he inclusively is; and another Thing to say, That mundane, anima-
tive, intelligent Nature, form’d by the Pagans into a Jove, is, as such, God.
The former Assertion is legitimate Theism, the latter is Heathenism.

This Jupiter of the Popular Pagans, the Soul of the World, may justly
be thought the best sort of Jupiter in the Pagan Theology. But the Hea-
thenism of the Notion will, in great Measure, appear from the Original
of it. For the Heathens were carried to this Notion of the Supreme Deity,
partly by the first Original Theism of their Institution, and partly by their
Method of proving the Existence of a Deity against Atheism. The first
Original Theism of their Institution, or their eldest Idolatry, was the
deifying the visible Heaven, or World, as the Supreme universal Deity,
or chief God. As amongst the Chinese, “Some suppose, that the Sun,
Moon and Stars, and chiefly Heaven itself, whence the Earth deriveth all
her Advantages, must be worshipp d with all possible Devotion.”*

This Pagan Idea of a Supreme Deity, was also a Consequent of zheir
Method of proving the Existence of a Deity against Atheism; which, tho’
it hath much of true Reason and sound Philosophy in it, does also in-
volve the Deity of the World; which is of the same Importance in the

88. St. Augustine, De Civitate Dei, VIL13.
89. Maffeius, Historiae Indicae (1605).
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Pagan Religion, with the Existence of a Deity. Plato’s Theism, which he
asserts in his Book of Laws, we have already seen to be only an asserting
a Soul of the World. So Cicero disputeth. “There is assuredly a Caelestial
Force, or Power Divine. An animative Principle of Life and Sense, which
is in our Bodies and in our Meanness, is not wanting in the Greatness of
universal Nature, and the illustrious Motion thereof; unless, perchance, they
think there is no such Thing, because it is not visible, nor sensible: As if our
Mind, whereby we are Wise and Provident, whereby we do and say these
very Things, was Visible, or Discernible by Sense.”*° The Philosophick Em-
perour and others argue, “Can there be Order in Thee, and none in the
World? It is absurd to say, thar the Heaven, or visible World is without a
Soul, seeing we, that have but a part of the Body of the Universe, have a
Soul. For how could a Part have Soul, if the Universe was devoid of it?”
Socrates’s Discourse with Aristodemus, against Atheism, is thus repre-
sented by Cicero. “The Humour, and Heat, and Breath, and Earth, which
is in our Body, if any one asketh, whence we have them? It is manifest, thar
we took one of them from the Earth, another of them from the Water, the
other from the Fire and Air. But that which surmounteth all these, Reason,
Mind, Counsel, Cogitation, Prudence, where found we it? Whence took we
it? Whence hath Man snatch’d to himself such a Thing as this? So Zeno,

the Father of the Stoicks, discourseth against Atheism. “What is devoid
of Soul and Reason, cannot generate an Animal and a Rational. But the
World generateth Animals and Rationals. Therefore the World is an Animal
and Rational. That which is Rational, is better than that which is not Ra-
tional: But nothing is better than the World. Therefore the World is Rational.

In like manner we may infer, that the World is Wise, that the World is
Blessed, that the World is Eternal.” So Balbus, in Cicero, discourseth for
the Theism of the Pagans (the Worshippers of the mundane System)

against Atheism; “From that Ardor, or Vital Heat, which is in the World”

(the mundane Soul of the Stoicks) “all Motion ariseth: Which, because it
is self-moving, is necessarily a Mind; whence it followeth, that the World is
an Animal. Hence also we may infer, that it is intelligent, because the World
is certainly better than any particular Nature, which is but part of the World.

9o. Cicero, Pro T. Annio Milone Oratio.



CONCERNING HEATHEN MORALITY 119

The World, because it comprehendeth all Things, nor is there any Thing
which is not in it, is every way perfect: Nothing can be wanting to what is
the best: There is nothing better than Mind and Reason: These, therefore,
cannot be wanting to the World; wherefore it is Wise and Good.”** At this
rate these Heathen Philosophers deified the World in their Disputes
against Atheism, the main Scope of which is to prove the Being of an
Animative Mind of the World; the acknowledgment whereof constituted
a Pagan Theist, and distinguish’d him from an Atheist. “A//others” (saith
Plutarch) “affirm, that the World is animated and administred by Provi-
dence: But Democritus and Epicurus, and so many as introduce Atoms
and Vacuum, do neither acknowledge the World to be animated, nor to be
govern'd by Providence; but by an irrational Nature.”*?

In their Disputes against Atheism the Pagan Theists design to estab-
lish their own Theism, which is their Religion of worshipping the Uni-
verse, Heaven, and the Stars. For their governing Mind and Soul of the
World, for whose Existence they dispute is Universal, Mundane, Ani-
mative Nature, Animative of the World, (as the Soul of Man is of his
Body,) involv'd in the World, and deifying the World. In the Stoicks Ac-
count of the Mundane System, there are various Complications of Ju-
piter and the World; and they are so complicated, that each communi-
cateth to the other his Name and his Properties. For #he Deity is called
the World. “If you call the Deity the World, you are not mistaken in so
doing,” saith Seneca. And as the Deity is call’d the World, both the Whole
and the Parzs of it, is call'd God, according to that of Manilius;

Qua pateat Mundum Divino Numine verti,
Atque ipsum esse Deum ———

The World is govern'd by the Deiy,
And is isself the Deity.”?

o1. Cicero, De Natura Deorum, 11.
92. Plutarch, De Placitis Philosophorum (in Moralia), 11.3.

93. Manilius, Astronomicon, 1.
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The Doctrine of the Soul of the World inforceth the Unity of the Uni-
verse, and that all Things are one, one animated mundane System. “The

chief Philosophers have declared, That all is one.”** So Linus;

Omnia sunt unum, sunt omnis singula partes.

All Things are Part of the Universe, and that All is One.”

The Unity of the Universe, which is a fundamental Mistake, and very
pernicious to true Religion, is a principal Maxim among the Stoicks.
“This whole” (saith Seneca®) “in which we are contain’d, is both one Thing
and God. This All, the Comprehension of divine and human Things, is one
Thing. We are the Members of one great Body.” The Universe is suppos’d
to be one Body, because of its informing Soul, which connecteth and
holdeth the Parts of it together. So Sexzus Empiricus represents the Sense
of Pythagoras, Empedocles, and all the Iralick Philosophers. “We Men have
not only a Conjunction amongst our-selves, with one another, and with the
Gods above us, but also with the Brutes below us: Because there is one Spirit,
which, as a Soul, pervadeth the whole World, and uniteth rogether all the
Parts of 1t.”%7

This vital Constitution of the Universe is the Origin of Natural Mag-
ick, which is a vital Sympathy and Antipathy, between several Things in
the World. But, under the pretence of Natural Magick, Arts Magical,
in the foulest Sense, were introduc’d. The Heathens thought, that there
was a Sympathy and Consentamongst the Parts of the Universe, asbeing
Parts of one Whole; such, as is amongst the Parts of the human Body,
or the Strings of a Musical Instrument. Into this they resolv’d the Ef-
ficacy of Charms and Fascinations, Mystick Ceremonies, Symbols, and Sac-
rifices, and Prayers to the Sun and Stars, attracting Influences from them,
in the same manner as when the lower Part of a Chord that is stretch’d,
is put into Motion, the upper Part is put into Motion also. This one
animated Mundane System is necessarily One Mundane Animal, upon

94. Macrobius, Saturnalia, 1.7.

95. Maxwell refers to a text by Grotius.

96. Lipsius, Physiologia Stoicorum (1604), bk. 1, diss. 8.
97. Sextus Empiricus, Adversus Mathematicos, p. 331.
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which Account they attribute a Magical Constitution to the Universe.
For they suppose, That this Universe is one, and one Animal, so that
nothing is so remote, as not to be near, because of the Sympathy and
Consent of Motion, which is between the Parts of one Animal. Now
an Animal Fabrick must have Distinction of Parts. So the Sroicks say,
That God is the Mind of the Universe, the Body of it is his Body, and
the Sun, Moon, and Stars, are the Eyes of this great Mundane Animal,
which was thought of the Hermaphrodite Kind, because it was believ’d
to be a generative Animal, and therefore both Sexes are attributed to it
in Jarchas the Brachman’s answer to Apollonius. “The World is an Animal;
for it generateth all Things, being of both Natures, Male and Female, and
doing the Part, both of Father and Mother, for Generation.” Because the
World consists of active and passive Principles, and, because the Virtue
of Generating and Conceiving, the Masculine and Feminine Virtue, are
united in universal Nature, it is not unfitly intituled appevofnAvs, Male
and Female. The Orphick Doctrine concerning the Deity, of which the
following Lines are a remarkable Compend, assert the same Notion; as-
cribing both Sexes to the All-generating Deity.

ZE'I)S ﬂpcf)TOS‘ ')/E/VGTO, Ze'l)s {)’S‘aTOS‘ (iPXLKéanVOS.

ZEI}S K€¢(IAVI:, ZEI)S‘ ME’GGQ, 8LO§ 8, (;K 77(1/.1)7'(1 'TE/TUK'T(;.L.
ZE'I}S 7TUOMV£V ‘ya[?’]g, TE Kal} Oljpavoﬁ (iSEp(;eVTOS.

ZE"I}S (?,PGVLV 'yéVGTO, Z€l)g (:illLZpOTOS gTTAGTO Vlj“(ﬁ"].
Zevs mvoin mavTwy, dkapd Tov Zevs Tupos Spu).
Zevs mévrov pila, Zevs 1Aos, 710¢ ceAjrn.

Zeds Pacilevs, Zeds dpxos amdvTwy dpyiképavvos:
Idvras ydp kpiipas durovs ddos és molvyelés,

'E¢ lepovs kpadins dvevéyraro, uéppepa pélwv.’®

98. It seems likely that Maxwell took this Greek Orphic hymn from Eusebius’s
Praeparatio Evangelica, 111.9; aslightly different version can also be found in Aristotle,
De Mundo [401228-b7]. It is not clear where the Latin translation comes from. A full
English translation of the Greek can be found in Cory, Ancient Fragments (1832),
n.p.:

Zeus is the first. Zeus the thunderer, is the last.
Zeus is the head. Zeus is the middle, and by Zeus all things were fabricated.
Zeus is male, Immortal Zeus is female.
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Primus cunctorum est & Jupiter ultimus idem.
Jupiter & caput & medium est, sunt ex Jove cuncta.
Jupiter est terra basis, & Stellantis Olympi.

Jupiter & mas est, estque idem Nympha perennis.
Spiritus est cunctis, validusque est Jupiter ignis’
Jupiter est Pelagi radix, est Lunaque, solq;
Cunctorum Rex est, Princepsque & Originis Author;
Namaque sinu occultans, dulces in luminis auras,

Cuncta tulit, sacro versans sub pectore curas.

The Popular Pagans call their Deities sometimes by Masculine, some-
times by Feminine Names, not pretending to know their Sexes;” or
judging it matter indifferent, which of their Sexes they ascrib’d to their
Deities; or, perhaps, supposing them Hermaphrodites. In the Septuagint,
also, Baal is sometimes of the Masculine, and sometimes of the Fem-
inine Gender.

The one animate Mundane System is also one Deity, some say the first
God, others the Second, and some call it the Third God. In the Stoicks
Theology the World is the supreme God. The Platonists usually call it the
third God: But Origen saith, that they call it the second. Which is very
agreeable to what Plato saith in his Timeus, according to Cicero’s Version

Zeus is the foundation of the earth and of the starry heaven.

Zeus is the breath of all things. Zeus is the rushing of indefatigable fire.
Zeus is the root of the sea: He is the Sun and Moon.

Zeus is the king; He is the author of universal life;

One Power, one Daemon, the mighty prince of all things:

One kingly frame, in which this universe revolves,

Fire and water, earth and ether, night and day,

And Metis (Counsel) the primeval father, and all-delightful Eros (Love).
All these things are United in the vast body of Zeus.

Would you behold his head and his fair face,

It is the resplendent heaven, round which his golden locks

Of glittering stars are beautifully exalted in the air.

On each side are the two golden taurine horns,

The risings and settings, the tracks of the celestial gods;

His eyes the sun and the Opposing moon;

His unfallacious Mind the royal incorruptible Ether.

99. Selden, De Diis Syris Syntagma II (1617), ch. 2.
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of it, “Deus ille aeternus hunc perfecté beatum Deum procreavit,” The eter-
nal God procreated this perfectly happy God. The visible, sensible, fabri-
cated World, being thus confronted to an invisible, intelligible, parental,
eternal Deity, in this Antithesis, it falleth to the World’s Share, to be
called the second God. So Celsus the Platonist and others have intituled
the animated World, the Soz of God.'® And, consequently, there is in
Platonism a twofold Son of God; the one is the Metaphysical Intellect of
the Mundane System, the other is the intelligent Mundane Animal, the
only-begotten sensible Son of God.

The one Mundane System is also intituled one Temple, House, or Hab-
itation, which Appellations denote such an Unity and undivided State
of the Universe as perfectly disagrees with Christianity. The Habitation
of the Immortal God, is one of the usual Names of the World. One
Philosopher calleth it, 7he Temple of the Father; another calleth it, A most
Holy and God-becoming Temple; another styleth it, The Fire-refulgent
House of Jove. By Cicero it is intituled, The Caelestial and Divine House;
and by the Aegyptians, The Kingly House of the Deity. “Is God shut up
within the Walls of Temples?” said Heraclitus. “The whole World variously
adorn’d with Animals, and Plants, and Stars, is his Temple.” The Stoicks
say, “The whole World is the lemple of the Gods, and the only Temple be-
coming their Amplitude and Magnificence.” Whence the Persians and the
Magi condemn’d all artificial Temples; and Xerxes, by the Persuasion of
the Magi, burnt the Temples of the Greeks, themselves doing their re-
ligious Worship to the Gods under the open Heaven; to whom they
supps’d, that all Things should be open, and that this whole World is
their Temple and Habitation. Zeno, the Father of the Stoicks, is likewise
said, to have disallow’d the Building of Temples; and Plaro, as some will
have it, privately prohibited the having Statues of the Gods, as knowing,
“That the World is the Temple of God.” The World is call’d by Plato, The
House of the Gods, and, The made Image of the Eternal Gods. Agreeably
to this Notion of the Philosophick Pagans, the Apocryphal Book of Ba-
ruch (3. 24.) looks upon the visible Universe as “The House of God.” But
no such Language ever occurreth in the Holy Bible; which should have

100. Origen, Contra Celsum, 1.6, p. 308.
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taught Christian Writers so much Discretion, as not to speak the Sense
and Language of the Heathen Philosophers, which they frequently do.

In the Stoicks Philosophy, the one Mundane System Jove is All Things,
and A/l Things are Him, as his Parts and Members. Particularly Souls are
Parts of God, and Avulsions from Him. Visible and Corporeal Thingsare
the Parts of his Body. Thus is he One and All Things. Their Deity is so
intimate, complicate, united, and connected with all Things, as to con-
stitute with them One Mundane Intelligent Animal; therefore the whole
animated World, and all the Things thereof are Jove, and Jove is the
animated World, and the Things thereof.

Jupiter est quodcumque vides,

Jove is whate’er you see.

The eldest Idolatry was the Worship of Heaven, the World, and the
Stars, as appeareth from the Jove of the eldest Times, and of all Nations.
Of the Persians, Herodotus reporteth, “That they did not, like the Greeks,
think the Gods of human Birth and Original; but their way was, ascending
to the Tops of the Mountains, they Sacrific d to Jove, calling the whole Circle
of the Heaven, Jove.”'*! Strabo saith of them, “They Sacrifice in an high
Place, thinking the Heaven, Jove.”'°? So Plutarch says of the Aegyptians,
“They take the first God, and the Universe, for the same Thing.” Universal
Mundane Nature, the Aegyptians deified under the Name of Zsis, which
was their supreme Deity, as the Inscription before her Temple at Sais
sheweth; “7 am all that hath been, is, and shall be; and my Veil no Mortal
hath ever yet uncover'd: And that other Inscription on the Altar at Capua
(“Tibi una. Quae es omnia. Dea Isis.”) which maketh her one, and all
Things. The Aegyptian Serapis, another Name of their supreme Deity,
is the World, for, “Serapis being askd by Nicocreon” (King of the Cyp-
riots) “what God he was? Made answer, I am a God, such as I describe my-
self. The Starry Heaven is my Head, the Sea is my Belly, the Earth is my
Feet, mine Ears are in the Aether, and mine Eye is the bright Lamp of the

101. Herodotus, Historia, 1.
102. Strabo, Geographia, XV1.
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Universe, the Sun.”'% The Orphic Theology makes a like Description of

Jupiter.'® So Cicero hath shew’d from Ennius and Euripides, (who is
called the scenical Philosopher,) That the Heaven, or circumambient
Aether is the European Pagans Jove, the supreme universal Deity.'* So
in the Poet Aeschylus, Jupiter is Universal Mundane Nature. “Jupiter s
Aether, and Earth, and Heaven, and all Things. And, if there be any Thing
above these, Jupiter is it.” “The Naturalists” (saith Macrobius'*®) “called
the Sun” (duévvoov Suos vovv) “Dionysus, the Mind of Jove, because the
Mind of the World. The World is called Heaven, which they call Jove.
Whence Aratus, being to speak of Heaven, saith, Let us take our rise from
Jove.” So in an antient Inscription, the visible Heaven is intituled, Eter-
nal, the best and greatest, Jupiter.'”” Agreeably to which Sense of the an-
tient Pagans, that Tradition of theirs, reported by Aristotle, is to be un-
derstood touching the Divinity of the Heavens. “It hath been delivered
to us by those of very antient Times, both that the Stars are Gods, and that
the Divinity containeth the whole of Nature.”'%

This Notion was so familiar with the Pagans, that Strabo, writing of
Moses, could not but suppose the Gods of his Religion to be of this Nature
and Notion; “That which containeth us all, and the Earth, and the Sea,
which we call Heaven, and the World, and the Nature of the whole,” Uni-
versal Mundane Nature.'® So Juvenal describes the God of the Jews.

Nil praeter Nubes & Caeli numen adorant.

They Worship no Deity but the Clouds and the Heavens.'"

So Diodorus Siculus reporteth Moses to have been of Opinion, “That
the Heaven which surroundeth the Earth, is the only God and Lord of

103. Lipsius, Physiologia Stoicorum, bk. 11, diss. 10.

104. Maxwell supplies an unsourced Latin quotation, which can be translated as
follows: “Behold this excellent head, beautiful face, illuminating the universe.”

105. Cicero, De Natura Deorum, 11.

106. Macrobius, Saturnalia, 1.18.

107. Maxwell supplies an unsourced Latin quotation: “Optimus Maximus, Coelus
aeternus, Jupiter.”

108. Aristotle, Metaphysics, XIV 8.

109. Cudworth, The True Intellectual System of the Universe, p. 516.

110. Juvenal, Satires, XIV.97.
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all” These Pagans did not imagine, that the Jews could Worship any
other God than their supreme Jove, the Heaven, which, in the larger
Sense of the Word, signifieth the whole corporeal World.

Pliny thus; “The World, or the Heavenly Canopy, must, in Reason, be
thought a Deity” Such a Deity was the European-Pagans Jove, and such
a Deity was the Asiatick Bel, or Baal; for that Name, as Selden''! informs
us, means the Heaven, the Comprehension of the Aether, and the Stars; and
the Heaven was called Bel by the Chaldeans, as Eustathius reporteth
from the Antients; and Philo saith of the Chaldeans, “They supposd the
visible World, or Heaven, the Supreme Deity.”''? The Proclivitie of Hea-
then Mankind to such a Notion of the supreme Deity is visible in a late
Writer of the Affairs of China. “A mighty Nation of the Tartars, though
they are not, by what appeareth, of any particular Religion, but indifferently
receive all Religions, which they are acquainted with, and conform them-
selves to all, not knowing, or caring to know, what it is they adore, and they
have no Knowledge of the ldols, or Deities, which the Antients ador'd; nor
doth it appear, that they receive, or retain those first Notions which the In-
stinet of Nature, without the Assistance of any supernatural Light, impres-
seth upon the very Breast of every Man; yet they Worship the Heavens, and
to these they pay their greatest Adoration; and this maketh the greatest Im-
pression upon the Minds of the People.” '3 Of the barbarous Nation of
the Gallans, bordering Habissina, we have this Account. “They have no
Idols, and but very little Divine Worship. If you ask them concerning God,
or any supreme Deity, or who it is that governeth the Earth with so much
Order and Constancy? They answer, Heaven, which embraceth in their
View all the rest.”''* A great Nation on the North of Japan, are said to
have no other Religion, save only the Worship of Heaven; and the su-
preme Deity of the Chinese is said to be the Heaven, which they suppose
increate, without Beginning, unbodily, and a Spirit.'"®

11. Selden, De Diis Syris, ch. 1.

2. Philo, De Abrahamo, p. 244.
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According to the Testimony of the Scriptures, and of Heathen Au-
thors the consent of all the Christian, and the best of the Hebrew Writ-
ers, the first and earliest Idolatry of the Heathen, was the Worship of
the Lights of Heaven, which inferreth the Antiquity of the Worship of
Heaven, and that the first Original Pagan Theism, was the deifying he
Mundane System. Vossius indeed affirmeth, (agreeably to their Opinion,
who suppose the Sun to have been the Pagans Supreme Deity,) that their
Worship of the Coelestial Lights was antecedent to the Worship of the
Aether, Heaven, or the World; which is a supposition altogether as
groundless, and unreasonable, as if he should suppose them the Wor-
shippers of Mountains and Rivers, before they were the Worshippers of
their great Goddess, the Earth.!'® Plato supposes, that the Worship of
the Heaven and the Stars was the eldest Religion of the Pagans; and that
the Worship of the Heaven was contemporary with that of the Szars,
both amongst the Greeks and Barbarians. The Greeks receiv’d Astronomy,
and the Knowledge of those Coelestial Deities, the Szrs, from the Bar-
barians, those antient Pagan Nations, which were the Inventors of As-
tronomy, and which, in Aegypr and Syria, had great Advantage for the
Knowledge of the Stars, because of the Serenity of their Country. The
Theology, therefore, of those antient Pagan Nations may be understood
from the Greek Theology of the elder Times, which Plato, in his Cra-
tylas, thus representeth. “The first Inhabitants of Greece seem, as many
of the Barbarians now, to have thought, that the Sun, and the Moon, and
the Earth, and the Stars, and the Heaven, were the only Gods. When they
beheld these running round perpetually, they call’d them Oeods from Oéw
which signifieth, to run. Afterwards taking Notice, that there were other
Gods, they called them also by the same Name.” As the first Inhabitants of
Greece deified, not only the Sun, Moon, and Stars, but the Heaven above
them: So, when Diodorus saith of the Men of antient Times, “7hat,
beholding the World and universal Mundane Nature, being struck with
Admiration, they thought the prime eternal Gods were the Sun and Moon,

(1680), p. 88; Purchas, Purchas His Pilgrimage (1619), pt. 1, bk. IV, ch. 19, sect. 2; bk.
5, ch. 15, sect. 7.
116. Maimonides, De Idolatria, ed. Vossius, 11.37, VIL.2.
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calling the one Osiris, and the other Isis”; this is not to be understood, as
if they deified the Sun and Moon, exclusively of the rest of the World
above them: But, beholding the World and universal Mundane Nature,
and being struck with Admiration, they deified it, and such illustrious
Parts of it, as the Sun and Moon. So, when Muaimonides saith of the
Zabii, that their Tenet was, “There is no other God but the Stars”: 17 this
is not to be understood exclusively of the Heaven, as if the Zabii did
not suppose it the Supreme Deity; for the same Author saith of them;
“All the Zabaists held the Eternity of the World; for the Heavens, according
to them, are the Deity” So Philo saith of the Chaldeans, “They suppose the
Stars to be Gods, and the Heaven and the World” (which must conse-
quently be the Supreme) “to which they refer the Fates of Men, acknow!-
edging no Cause of Things abstract from Sensibles.” ' If the first Heathen
deified the Lights of Heaven, because of their Amplitude, Pulchritude,
Utility, and Residence in Heaven, they could not fail, upon the same
Account, to deify the illustrious Canopy of Heaven.

The one Mundane System Jove is, in some sort, the multitude and
variety of the Pagans Gods and Goddesses; and there is a certain Polytheism
of theirs, which is nothing more than a Polyonymy of this one Supreme
God, or a calling him by various Names. For it is not unusual with the
Pagan Theologers, to reduce the Multitude and Variety of their Deities
to one Jupiter, in various Senses, and upon various Accounts. Sometimes
they consider the Mundane System Jove, as Originally and Comprehen-
sively the All of their Deities, as Valerius Soranus representeth them.

Jupiter Omnipotens, Regum Rex ipse deumque,
Progenitor Genitrixque Deum, Deus unus ¢ omnis.

Omnipotent Jupiter, the King of Kings and Gods,
The Father and Mother of the Gods, one God and all Gods.'*®

Thus Jupiter is all the Gods; not as if there was no Polity of Gods; but
as the Founder, the Father and Mother, of the Polity, and a Deity com-

117. Maimonides, Moreh Nevuchim, pt. 3, ch. 29.
18. Philo, De Nobilitate, p. 622.
119. St. Augustine, De Civitate Dei, 1.9.
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prehensive of all the Deities; for Jupirer is the same with Pan, universal
mundane Nature, whom, in the Certamina at Athens, they look’d upon
as a Pantheon, the comprehension of all the Gods. So the Author of the
Orphick Nerses, “having suppos'd the World a great Animal, and having
call’d this Mundane Animal Jupiter,” placeth Heaven, the Earth, the Sea,
and the Whole of the Universe in Jupiter’s Womb,

Iavres 77 afdvaror uayapes Oeot, o€ Oéawad.
And all the blessed immortal Gods and Goddesses.

The Rabble of Deities contain’d in him, are necessarily his Parts and
Members, both as he is Politically Imperial, and as he is Animatively Vi-
tal, in a Political, and in a Physiological Sense; they are the Members of
his Body Politick, and of his living Animal-Bodly; as Seneca saith of Man-
kind, “Et socii ejus sumus & Membra,” “We are his Associates” (the Mem-
bers of his Body Politick) “and the Members of his Animal-Body.” Both
these Notions are glanc’d at by the Poet introducing Jupiter, thus speak-

ing to the other Gods;

Coelicola mea membra Dei, quos nostra potestas
Officiis divisa facit. ———'°

Ye Gods my Members, to whom my Imperial Power
allotteth Diversity of Offices.

The Gods, to whom Jupiter allotteth Diversity of Offices, are not
mere Names, or Virtues, but so many Substantial Beings, distinct Personal
Deities; yet these, being contain’d in him, are, in some sort, reducible to
him; but there is another sort of Deities, which the Stoicks suppose to
be nothing more than so many several Names, Notions, and particular
Considerations of the one Supreme Jupiter; or, only so many several Pow-
ers, Virtues, Functions and Agencies of his, fictitiously personated and
deified, which explaineth an eminent Mode of their Idolatry. Pervading,
acting, and ruling in the Air, he may be call’d Juno; in the Earth, Pluto;

120. Maxwell’s textual comments suggest that this is a quotation from Virgil, but
in fact the passage comes from Maurus Servius Honoratus’s commentary on the
Aeneid, In Vergili Carmina Comentarii, IV.638.
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in the inferior Parts of it, Proserpina; in the Sea, Neptune; in the lower
Partof it, Salacia; in the Vineyards, Liber; in the Smith’s Forges, Viulcan;
and in the domestick Hearths, Vesta; as he bestows Corn, he may be
called Ceres; Wine, Bacchus; Health, Aesculapius; as he governeth the
Wars, Mars; and the Winds, Aeolus. “The Names that denote a certain
Force or Effect of Things Coelestial are, any of them, properly applicable ro
him. His Appellations may be as many as his Gifis, or Functions.” '>' Which
Polyonymy of the one Supreme God inferreth, that the Pagans Polythe-
ism was, in part, and so far, not real, but apparent only. Thus, as the
Mpythical Theology personateth and deifieth the Parts and Powers of
Mundane corporeal Matter; so the Philosophick Theology personateth
and deifieth the several Powers, Virtues, and Agencies, of the one Su-
preme God. By this Mythical Plea, they defended their Worship of the
several Parts of the Corporeal World. For their Polyonymy of the one
Supreme God, was not design’d to deprive the Parts of the World of
their Godship, but to give a plausible Account and Reason of their
Worship.

The Reason of this Stoical Polyonymy was double; partly, because of
a Fancy which they had, to apply, to the Supreme Deity, the proper
Names of other Deities; and partly, because they discarded the Deities,
which they called Mythical and Commentitious, which are Things Physi-
cal represented by Fictitious Deities; which having discarded, they sub-
stituted in their stead the various Powers, Virtues, Effects, and Agencies,
of the Mundane System Jove; “Calling him Minerva, because his Rule is
extended in the Aether; Juno, as pervading the Air; Vulcan, Neptune,
Ceres, as pervading and acting in the Artificers Fire, in the Sea and the
Earth”'22 So Balbus in Cicero, having rejected the Deities, which he call-
eth the Mythical, substituteth in their Room, “God passing thro’ the Na-
ture of every Thing.” Agreeably to which Stoical Notion, it is most rea-
sonable to understand the saying of Antisthenes the Cynick, “Populares
Deos multos, naturalem unum esse dicens,” ' thatis, one natural God ought

121. Seneca, De Beneﬁcz'z's, V7.
122. Life of Zeno in Diogenes Laertius, Lives, VII.
123. Cicero, De Natura Deorum, 1.
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to be substituted in the stead of those many Popular Deities, which the
Stoicks, and their Brethren, the Cynicks, rejected as Mythical and Com-
mentitious.

It is, however, here to be observ’d, that the Stoicks Polyonymy is so far
from destroying the Pagans Polytheism, that it maketh no considerable
Abatement in the Multitude of their Deities. For they deified the Parts
of the Corporeal World, as living Members of the Mundane Animal,
Residences of the Powers and Virtues of the Supreme God, Sections of
the Soul of the World. Both Varro and Balbus plainly affirm, That the
Stars are animated with intelligent Souls, (they might as well say the same
of the Earth;) and, consequently, they are so many distinct Personal De-
ities.'?* And, accordingly, Plutarch representeth the Sroical Polyonymists
as the most extravagant Polytheists in all the Pack, “That filled the Air,
Heaven, Earth, Sea, with Gods.”'?> Wherefore their Reduction of Deities
to the Polyonymy of one Supreme God, signifieth nothing to the Prej-
udice, or Diminution of their Polity of Gods. When they call Jove by
the proper Names of several other Deities, they must not be thought to
deny the Existence of those Synonymous Genial Deities of the vulgar
Theology, Liber Pater, Mercury, and the like; for in their various Alle-
gorizings, Interpretations, Accommodations, and the various honourary
Appellatives which they bestow upon Jove, they do not speak privatively
with respect to their Genial Deities, but Accumulatively; not with inten-
tion to destroy them, but to super-add to them the Polyonymy of their
Supreme God. And, if this is the true Account of the Stoicks Polyonymy,
as certainly it is, there is no Reason imaginable, why they should con-
demn the vulgar Polytheism, as a learned Writer supposes they would
have done, if fear of disturbing the Common-wealth, and creating a
Socrates-like Danger to themselves, had not restrain’d them.!?° For the
Sense of the Stoicks, and of all the genuine Pagan Theologers, must be
thus represented. The Constitution of the Universe being Politically con-
sider'd, and Jupiter, as Politically Imperial, they conceivd (as they usually

124. St. Augustine, De Civitate Dei, VI1.6; Cicero, De Natura Deorum, 11.
125. Plutarch, De Communibus Notitiis Adversus Stoicos (in Moralia).
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say) all full of Gods and Demons: But withal, the Constitution of the Uni-
verse being Physiologically consider'd, and Jupiter, as Vital and Animative
of the Whole, they conceiv'd Jovis omnia plena, all full of Jove, his various
Virtues, Powers and Effects.

The Mundane System Jove must be consider’d, both as Animatively,
or Physiologically, and as Politically-Imperial to the World. For, being the
Mundane Soul, he is Animatively-Regent and Imperial, as the Soul of
Man is. “That is a God, which is Vigent, Sentient, Reminiscent, Provident,
which ruleth, and governeth, and moveth, thar Body, whose Prefect it is, as
the chieftain God does this World.” > “As we have a Soul that is an Ani-
mative Regent: So the Government of the World is by a Soul, that containeth
and keepeth it in Consistence, which is call’d Zeus.”'?® Who, as an Ani-
mative Regent, is suppos’d, regularly to agitate the Mundane Matter, to
form all Things Coelestial and Terrestrial, to figurate his own Animal
Body, and to generate all sorts of Animals, as the Poet Philosophizeth,

Principio Coelum, ac Terras camposque liquentes,

Lucentemque globum Lunae, Titaniaque Astra,

Spiritus intus alit; totamque infusa per artus,

Mens agitat molem, & magno se corpore miscet,

Inde Hominum, Pecudamque genus, vitaeque volantiim,

Et quae marmoreo fert Monstra sub aequore Pontus. Virg. Aen. 6.

From first, Earth, Seas, and Heavens all spangled Robe,
The golden Stars, and Phoebe’s silver Globe,

A Spirit fed, and to the Mass conjoin’d,

Inspiring the vast Body with a Mind.

Hence Men, and Beasts, and Birds, derive their Strain,
And Monsters floating in the smooth-fac’d Main.

By Physical Motion, and as Animatively-Regent, the Mundane System
Jove steereth the World,'?> “As a Pilot doth a Ship, or as a Charioteer doth

a Chariot, circumvolving the Heavens, keeping the Earth in Consistence,

127. Cicero, In Somnium Scipionis, 11.12.
128. Phurnutus, De Natura Deorum, p. 4.
129. Aristotle, De Mundo, ch. 6.
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ruling the Sea.”'*° (So Apuleius saith of the Goddess Isis, “Thou whirlest
about the World, lightenest the Sun, rulest the World;”) and variously in-
fluencing the Minds of Men, according to that of Homer,

TOZOS 'ydp V(;OS G\O'TI:V €7TLXO0VL/(UV (iVHP(}\’)WCUV,
Otov ém’ fuap dvyor mdnp avdpov Te Bedv Te.
Men hold not constant in one Mind; such is their Sense,

As daily is instill'd by Jove’s hid Influence.

Because the System-Jove is Animatively the Regent of the World, he
ought to have his Regent part seated in some principal Part of the World,
(agreeably to the Soul of Man, whose rational Faculty is seated in the
Head;) either in the Aether, as some; in the Heaven, as others; or in the
Sun, as Cleanthes suppos’d;> which latter, doubtless, was the Sense of
the Pythagoreans in those illustrious Epithets, which they gave the Sun,
styling him

Znvws mipyov, Adios ¢vAaxiwv, dwos Opdvov,
The Tower, Custody, or Hold, and Throne of Jove.

But the System-jove is also Politically the Regent of the World, the
Universe being suppos’d one Imperial Polity, one common City of Gods
and Men; for such a governing Power the Pagan Philosophers disputed
with great Reason and Strength of Argument. “Withour Political Gov-
ernment, neither any House, nor City, nor Nation, nor Mankind in general,
can subsist, nor the whole Nature of Things, nor the World itself.” 13 “Seeing
a City, or a House, cannot continue for the least time without a Governour
and Curator, how is it possible, that so great and illustrious a Structure as
the World, should be so orderly administred fortuitously and by chance?” '3
“The Knowledge and Contemplation of Things Coelestial, the beholding
how great Moderation and Order there is among the Gods, begetteth Mod-
esty; and the beholding the Works and Facts of the Gods, causeth a Greatness

130. Cicero, De Natura Deorum, 111.
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of Mind; and Justice also, when you understand the Supreme Rector and
Lord, what his Will and Counsell is,” (in the Constitution, Government,
and Administration of this Universe of Things,) “Reason suited to his
Nature, being call'd by Philosophers the true and Supreme Law.”'>* As
politically-Imperial, the supreme Rector appointeth to the subordinate
Deities their Lots and Prefectures, and their Function and Employment
is to execute his Appointments. “For the Sun, as also the other Gods, was
made for some Work, or Function.” >

But, in order to form a just Notion of the Pagan Polytheism, it is
requisite to distinguish the various Acceptations of Sazurn, Jupiter, and
other Deities, in the Gentile Theology. Sometimes they are taken Cos-
MICALLY; as when Jupiter is said to be the whole World, or the Soul of
it, and Sarurn is confounded with Uranus, or Heaven. Sometimes they
are taken ASTRALLY; as when by Jupiter is meant the Sun, or the Planet
so called: So the highest of the Planets is a Saturn. Sometimes they are
taken PHYSICALLY; as when by Saturn is meant Time, and by Jupiter
some Elementary Nature. So Empedocles calleth the igneous Nature, or
Aether, Jupiter; the Air, Juno; the Earth, Pluto; the Water, Nestis.'*° Some-
times the Names of the Pagan Deities signify HisToRICALLY, or of the
Hero-Kind, in which Notion there are many Joves, and nota few Sazurns.

7. Jove, the Rector of the Universe, is Order, Law, Fate, Fortune, Prov-
idence. “Either this Universe is a mere Hotch-Potch and casual Implication
of Things, which may be dis-joyn’d and dissipated; or there is in it Union,
Order, and a Providence.” ' But it could not be kdopos, a regular and
comely Piece, without Order; and this Order, and the Law thatis visible
in the Universe infer a Providence, “whereby the World, and all the Parts
of it, were at first constituted, and are at all Times administred."> The
equable Motion and Circumvolution of the Heaven, the Sun, Moon, and
all the Stars, their Distinction, Variety, and Pulchritude, Order; the Sight
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of these Things sufficiently sheweth, that they are not by Chance,” ' but “by
an eternal Law, or Prescript, a Law of the World,”'*° which the Stoicks call
Fate.

Sed nihil in totd magis est mirabile mole,
Quam Ratio, & certis quod Legibus omnia parent.

The Course and Frame of this vast Bulk display
A Reason and fix’d Laws, which all obey. Manil. L. 1. Astron.'!

But, as the governing Mind, or Reason, which constituted and ad-
ministreth the corporeal World, is Law to it: So all Things that befal
Mankind are of his Pre-Ordination and Appointment, as the Stoicks
suppose; and, therefore, they derive all Things from a Law of Fate. “All
Things proceed by a fix'd sempiternal Law; Fatality leadeth us; by a long
Series and Concatenation of Causes all Things necessarily emerge; your joy-
ous and mournful Occurrences were appointed long ago.” ' A wise Man
will understand, “That whatever happens is a Law of” (universal) Na-
ture. “It was ordinated to him, and he to it.'> Whatever happens to thee,
it is that which from Eternity was predestinated unto thee; thy subsistence
and such an Accident are, by an implex’d Series of natural Causes from
Eternity, fatally connected, or spun together.” " Fatality, by this Hypoth-
esis, is screw’d up to a high pitch of Extravagance; especially, as this their
Dogma, That all Things come to pass fatally, is understood by the antient
Stoicks, for they subvert, as appeareth, all contingency and human Lib-
erty of Agency, and, consequently, all Humanity and Divinity.'® In the
Constitution of the World, they suppos’d Jupiter hamper'd by material
Necessity, (that, because of the inobsequiousness of the Matter, some
Men are unavoidably made of an evil Disposition, and good Men are
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obnoxious to external Evils;) and not being able to do what he would,
he is willing to do what he can.' In his Administration of the World
and Sovereign Disposal of Things, he can alter nothing of his own Fatal
Decrees;'"7 Scripsit fata, sed sequitur, having once written the Fates, he al-
ways obeys them; (some suppose, that the #hree Fates wrote his Decrees;)
and, consequently, the supreme Deity, with respect to his Administration
of Things, is nothing but INTELLIGENT FATE in himself, and to the
World; (as Plastick Natures are nothing else but blind UNINTELLIGENT
Fatein themselves, and to the World;) and unchangeable and inexorable
Fate is the supreme Deity.

Mévm yap pv Beotow od deawdleTa.
For Fate alone among the Gods is not subject

But, altho’ their rigid Genius hath introduc’d much of extravagant
Fatality, yet some of the antient Stoicks attempted to mollify the rigor
of Fate, to accommodate it to human Liberty.!*® They refuse not the
Name of Fortune; for they advise Men to commit Externals 7w dau-
poviw, TToxn, 10 the Divinity, to Fortune,'* understanding thereby the
Disposal of Things by Providence. Notwithstanding their rigid Genius,
they are no Friends to that rigid Doctrine of absolute Reprobation; “for
God” (as they suppose) “hath made all Men to Felicity and good Estate of
Mind, and hath given them what is requisite thereunto. '™ If the Gods have
consulted concerning me, and those Things that ought to happen to me, they
have well consulted; for a God devoid of Counsel is scarce conceivable: Bur
to do me a Mischief, what should impel them? For what Emolument would
accrue from thence, either to them, or to the Publick, which they chiefly take
care of?” 15! Inexorable Fate, according to their generally receiv’d Max-
ims, is their sovereign Deity, yet some of them are prone to think, that
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there is a placable and flexible Providence;'> and others of them tell us,
that they had better Notices of the supreme Jupiter. “They call Jupiter
placid, being such to them who change from Injustice; for be is not irrecon-
cileable to them, Whence their Altars ro Jupiter placid to suppliants.”'>
They allow not God, or Man, to be properly angry with Criminals; yet
suppose, that the Rector of the Universe is just and good Government
to the Whole. “That he hath made the Parts for the Use of the Whole,'>
and ordereth all Things, as is most conducive to the Good of the Whole.'>
Good Men are his Witnesses, that he existeth; and governeth the Universe
of Things well, and neglecteth not human Affairs, and that nothing Evil
shall happen to a good Man, either alive, or dead.”'>° He disposeth all to
a good Use, as is most necessary for the Good of the World. “For be, the
Governour of the Universe, will not fail to put thee to a good Use.'>” Neither
willingly, nor unwillingly, doth he commit any Error.">® His Government
is Paternal, as a Father taking care of all, that his Citizens may be happy
like himself.*>°> Making a distribution of Things as it is fit and just”; *°
(whence they style him vouos, from véua, ro distribute;) the better Men
have the better Part,'°' and the Good are not afflicted without great Rea-
son, and for wise and good Ends.!¢

The Doctrine of the Antients, concerning Fate, being somewhat in-
tricate and perplex’d; and the Reverend Mr. John Jackson having, in my
Opinion, set that Matter in a clear Light in his Defence of Human Liberty
P 150, &ec.! I believe it will not be unacceptable to the Reader, to lay
it before him in Mr. Jackson’s Words, as follows.
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“That there is such a Thing as Fate, and that many Events are effected
by it, was the general Opinion of all Philosophers, Anaxagoras amongst
the Gentiles, and the Sadducees among the Jews, only excepted; who were
both of Opinion, that nothing was the Effect of Fare, and thatit wasa
mere empty Name. And as these wholly deny’d Fate in every Sense, so
it must be confess’d, that there were some others, who carried the Notion
of itas far in the other Extreme, and taught, thatevery Thing, all Events,
and even human Actions, were effected by the impulsive Necessity of it.
[ shall, therefore, shew the Reader, who those were, who really held the
Sentiments of the Fazalists; and then set forth distinctly and particularly
that Notion of Fate, or Necessity, which was the concurrent receiv’d
Opinion of all Sects of Philosophers.

“Plutarch tells us, that Parmenides and Democritus held, “That all
Things came to pass by Necessity; and that this Necessity was Fate, and
Justice, and Providence, and the Maker of the World.”'** Heraclitus was
of the same Opinion.'®> To these Cicero joyns Empedocles, and, by mis-
take, Aristotle.'*® That this was a mistake of Cicero’s, appears from Plu-
tarch, in his Treatise of the Opinions of the Antient Philosophers, where
he remarks no such Thing concerning Aristotle, tho’ he does observe,
that Democritus and Heraclitus, to whom he adds Parmenides, were of
that Opinion, which Cicero ascribes to them; and had Aristotle, who was
so much more eminent than the others, been of the same Opinion, he
could hardly have neglected to have taken notice of it. But farther; Hier-
ocles expressly says, that Aristotles Philosophy agreed with Plato’s, and
that the most learned Ammonius, who perfectly understood the Philos-
ophy of both of them, shew’d that they agreed together.'” The con-
currence of the Platonick and Aristorelian Philosophy he again insists
on; and speaks with contempt of those who pretended they disagreed;
and in particular declares, that they were of the same Opinion in the

lengthy extract of Jackson’s work (ending on p. 161) and his footnotes (some of them
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Notion of Fate, and that he himself agreed with them.'*® “That it was
not the senseless Necessity of the Fortune-tellers; nor the Stoical Com-
pulsion—but that it was the judicial Operation of the divine Power,
effecting Events according to the Laws of Providence, and determining
the Order and Series of our Circumstances in the World, according to
the free Purposes of our voluntary Actions.”'* And Aristotle himself ex-
pressly asserts and explains at large the Freedom of human Actions. He
lays the Foundation of Praise and Dispraise in Mens voluntary Ac-
tions.'”® He proves Freedom from Deliberation and Desire, which he
makes to be the same with Choice.'”" He expressly declares, that our
Actions are Voluntary and by Choice; that the Practice of Virsue and Vice
is in our own Power: And that this is evidently the Opinion, not only of
all private Persons, but of Legislators themselves, who punish those who
commit Evil, if they do it not through Compulsion, or involuntary Igno-
rance; and reward those who do well.'”> And the learned Alexander
Aphrodisius and Ammonius Hermias have wrote each a Treatise, to shew
the Agreement of Aristotle with the Platonick Notion of Fateand human
Liberty. It appears also from Cicero, that the antient Diodorus was a Fa-
talist, maintaining, that all Truths in Fururity, as well as those which are
actual, are necessarily such, and cannot but be.'”?

“These are the principal Asserters of the Doctrine of absolute Fatality
that we know of; and they who follow’d their Opinion, all founded the
Arguments and Reasons of it in the Supposition of the Truth of the
Material System, or that nothing existed but Body and Mazter.

“First; Those of the Aromical Sect, who follow’d the Opinion of De-
mocritus, alledg’d, that all Things, even human Actions, were effected
by the eternal necessary Motion, and perpendicular Impulse, of self-
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existent corporeal Atoms, by whose fortuitous Concourse and Union all
Things were form’d.'7#

“Secondly; Those amongst the Sroicks, who adher’d to the Doctrine
of Heraclitus, were of three several Opinions.

“‘Some derived all Things from the first Cause of the Universe, which
they said pervaded all Things, and not only gave Motion to, but was the
Efficient Cause of, every Thing; styling it Fate, and the Supreme Cause,
and supposing it to be itself all Things; and that, not only all other
Things which exist, but even the inward Purposes of our Minds also,
proceeded from the efficient Power of it, as the Members of an Animal
are not mov’d of themselves, but by that governing Principle, which is
in every Animal.’'”*> This was making no Agent in the World, but God
only, and human Actions to be nothing but the Operations of God in
Men, actuating them and every Thing else, as the Soul does the Body.

“Thirdly; The Astrological Notion of Fate was this; “That the Cir-
cumvolution of the Universe effected all Things by its Motion, and by
the Position and Appearances of the Planets and fix’d Stars with respect
to each other; and, founding upon these the Art of Prognostication,
would have it, that every Thing came to pass thereby.”'7¢ This is but
another way of ascribing every Thing we do, our Purposes and Passions,
our Wickedness and Appetites, to the Universe, or to God.

“Fourthly; Another Notion of Fatality was founded on the Suppo-
sition of ‘a mutual eternal Concatenation and Chain of Causes, whereby
Things posterior always follow those which are antecedent, and are re-
solv’d into them, as existing by them; and are necessarily consequent to
those which precede them: This was another way of effectingan absolute
Fatality.”'”” And this was the most plausible, and most insisted on by the
Maintainers of Necessity; and was grounded on the Supposition, that
every Motion was caus’d by an external impulse of Matter, and that there
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was no internal Principle, or Cause of Motion, or Action, in the Mind
at all.

“These are the several Opinions of the antient Fazalists, which re-
solv’d into two; the one made every Thing the necessary Effect of the
eternal Motion and Concourse of Atoms; the absurdity of which, as
supposing an eternal Chain of Effecss, without any original Cause, or
Agenr at all, evidently appears; and which, by inferring the Necessity of
human Actions, and thereby taking away the Foundation and Distinc-
tion of Virtue and Vice, and the consequent Praise and Dispraise due
unto them, was rejected by Epicurus himself on this very Account.!”®
The other made no Agent in the World but God, who was suppos’d to
be infus’d, like a Soul, thro’ the whole Universe, and to act in every
Thing by an eternal Chain of Causes, necessarily connected with each
other; and all deriv’d from God (who was called Faze) as the original,
or supreme Cause of all.

“This latter, tho’ more plausible than the former, yetso plainly inferr’d
such a Fate as made Mens Actions necessary, (as both Plotinus and Cicero
observe,'”’) whereby the Nature of Virtue and Vice, of Rewardsand Pun-
ishments, were so wholly destroy’d, that it made the Notion it-self 77-
tolerable, as Cicero calls it; insomuch that the Defenders of it were forc’d
to allow notwithstanding, (tho’ inconsistently with themselves,) that
there was a Power of Action, or Free-Agency in Mens Minds; and durst
not affirm, that human Actions were necessary: And the opposite Party
was so averse to it on this Account, as to recur to the other Extreme, and
maintain that the voluntary Motion, or Exertion of the Mind was not at
all influenc’d by Fate, or antecedent Causes. These two rigid opposite Te-
nents, as they were thought, made the famous Chrysippus,'*® and the
most Reasonable and Learned of the Antients of all Sects, step in as
Moderators between these two Opinions, and come to an Agreement
on all Sides, that on the one Hand Necessity was to be excluded from
human Actions, that so the Distinction of Virtue and Vice, and the Re-

178. Plutarch, De Stoicorum Repugnantiis (in Moralia), p. 1050.
179. Plotinus, Enneads, 111.1.4.
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wards and Punishments, both of divine and human Laws, founded upon
them, might be preserv’d inviolated; so on the other Hand Fare, even
with respect to human Actions, (as well as to external Events consequent
upon them, in which it was absolute and uncontroulable,) was so far to
be restrain’d, as that it was to be allow’d, that antecedent Causes were the
Motives of acting, or influenc’d the Mind to act, tho’ the principal and
efficient Cause of Action was a natural Power and free Exertion of the
Mind itself.

“This Distinction of Fate and Necessizy, and middle Opinion founded
upon it, prevail’d amongst all sorts of Philosophers, Stoicks as well as
Platonicks, &c. (excepting the ignorant Astrologers and Fortune-tellers
amongst the Stoicks;) accordingly, we learn from Plutarch, that Plato (the
great Assertor of the Freedom of the Mind) ‘admitted Fate with respect
to the human Soul and Life; but adds withal, that the Cause (of Action)
is in ourselves. The Stoicks, in agreement with Plaro, say, that Necessity
is an invincible and compulsive Cause; but that Faze is the determin’d
Connection of Causes, in which Connection our Power of Action is con-
tain’d: So that some Things are destin’d, and others not.”®!

“And Austin says, “That the Stoicks distinguish’d the Causes of Things
(into antecedent and efficient, as hath been before observ’d) that they
might exempt some from Necessizy, and subject others to it: And amongst
those which they allow’d, not to be under Necessity, they plac’d our Wills;
lest otherwise, if subjected to Necessizy, they should not be free.’1s?

“Hence it appears, that there is no real Difference betwixt the Pla-
tonical and Stoical Philosophy, in the Opinion of Fate, and the Freedom
of human Actions; and that which hath led Men, thro” Mistake, to think,
that it was the constant and settled Doctrine of the Stoicks, that human
Actions were subject to an absolute Fazality, or Necessity, is their asserting
in general Terms, that 4/ Things were originally fix’'d and determin’d
by the Laws, or Decrees of Fate, and are carried on and effected by an
immutable Connection and Chain of Causes; whereas this Fazality, or
Necessity, with respect to Men, was only understood of external provi-

181. Plutarch, De Placitis Philosophorum (in Moralia), pp. 884, 88s.
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dential Events, which were appointed consequential to the Nature of
their Actions, presuppos’d to be free and in their own Power. For the
most eminent and rigid Sroicks plainly assert the Freedom of human
Actions, as hath been prov’d above; and the Platonicks, who are known
to be most zealous for the Cause of Liberty, do yet with the Stoicks con-
stantly maintain Fate, and a determined Order and Series of antecedent
Causes.

“From the preceding Observations, then, we learn what was the true
Opinion, in general, both of the Platonicks and Stoicks concerning Fate;
namely, that it was no other than the Laws of divine Providence, whereby
all Things are govern’d, according to their several Natures; and therefore,
particularly in respect of Men, it was understood to be the Rules and
Decrees of divine Providence, determining the Events of human Life,
and dispensing Rewards and Punishments, according to the Nature of
Mens voluntary Actions.

“They thought, that God govern’d the World by his sovereign Wi/,
which they call'd Providence, by which he made fix’d and unalterable
Laws for the Administration of the whole Universe; and that he deter-
min’d Mens Conditions, and their Happiness, or Misery, whether here,
or hereafter, according as their Actions freely chosen, and done volun-
tarily, should be. So that Fate, in reality, was no other than Providence,'®?
or the immutable Law and Rule of God’s Government of the World;
and which was call’d Necessity, (notas being suppos’d to effect necessarily,
or to be the necessary efficient Cause of human Actions, but) because it
was the necessary Law of all Nature; and the external Effects of it, or the
Events produc’d by it, by a Series of antecedent Causes, in consequence
of Mens voluntary Actions, were unavoidable and necessary.

“That this is the true antient Notion of Fate and Necessizy, 1 shall
further distinctly prove, by a brief and indisputable Deduction of
Particulars.

“Zeno, the Father of the Stoicks, in his Letter to King Antigonus tells
him, ‘Itis manifest, that you are not only by Nature inclin’d to Greatness

183. Chalcidius, /n Platonis Timaeum, 7, p. 237.
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of Mind, but by Choice also.’*** Again; “That which is Good is Eligible,
as being that which is most worthy to be chosen.’1®>

“Cicero tells us, concerning Chrysippus, (who was a rigid Sroick, and
whom his Adversaries charg’d as holding the Necessity of human Actions
in consequence of his Assertion, that all Things proceeded from Fate,
or a Chain of antecedent Causes) that in order ‘to assail the Argument
from whence Necessity was inferred, holding at the same time, that noth-
ing happened without a preceding Cause, he distinguish’d the Kinds of
Causes, that he might avoid Necessizy, and still hold Faze. Of Causes,
saith he, some are perfect and principal, (efficient) ‘Causes, others are
assistant, and immediately precedent. Wherefore, when we say, that all
Things come to pass by the Fatality of antecedent Causes, we do not
understand this Fazality to belong to the perfect and principal’ (efficient)
‘Causes, but only to the immediately-precedent assistant Causes; upon
which Distinction he thus reasons; If all Things come to pass by Fatality,
it doth indeed follow, that they come to pass with antecedent Causes, but
these are not the perfect and principal’ (efficient) ‘Causes of the Event,
but only the assistant Causes, which are nearest to the other; which as-
sistant Causes, altho’ they are 7ot in our Power, it does not thence follow,
that our Affections are not in our Power; but this would follow, if the
perfect and principal Causes were not in our Power.’!#¢

“Cicero acknowledgeth this Reasoning of Chrysippus to be very much
labour'd and obscure; but what he meant, he endeavoured ingeniously
to explain by the rolling of a Cylinder and Whipping of a Top, which, tho’
they could not begin to move without being impelled by an external Force,
yet, after Motion was given to them, they would continue to move, as it were,
of themselves, by the Internal Power of their own Volubility, which belongs
to their Nature, and was not given to them by that which was the first and
immediate external Cause of their Motion. So in like manner he suppos’d,
that external impulsive Causes, which were Subject to Fate, or out of our
Power, were the antecedent and first Causes, or Occasions, of the nzer-
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nal Motion of the Mind, i.e. that they set the Mind on Work; but yet,
that our Inclinations, Purposes and Actions following, were in our Power,
and under the Direction and Government of the Will.'” From which
Explanation it appears, that Chrysippus meant, by the perfect and prin-
cipal Cause of Action, the internal efficient Cause, or the voluntary Mo-
tion or Exertion of the Mind itself into Action; and by the Assistant
precedent Cause, he meant the external Cause, or Motive, of Action;and
so his Reasoning is just and right.

“And that Chrysippus really meant, that Mens Actions were in their
own Power, (tho’ external Causes out of their Power, which he call’d Fare,
concurr’d to the Production of them,) and that they were the Effects of
voluntary Choice; Gellius informs us from his own express Words:
“Wherefore (says Chrysippus in Gellius) itis a Saying of the Pythagoreans;
you may know that Men bring Evils voluntarily upon themselves: Mens
Calamities proceeding from their own selves; and their Sins and Vices
resulting from their own Appetites, Intentions, and Purposes. Wherefore,
says Chrysippus, we ought not to endure or hear those wicked, slothful,
pernicious and audacious Men, who, when they are convicted of a Fault,
or of an Offence, fly to a necessary Fatality for refuge, and attribute their
wicked Actions, not to their own Temerity, but to Fare.’'%

“From this Explanation of the Notion of Chrysippus it will appear
further, that the Dispute betwixt him and his learned Scholar Carneades
and others (who deny’d there were any antecedent Causes, or Fatality, of
Mens Actions, and affirmed, that the Motion, or Exertion, of the Mind
was purely voluntary'®) was only a Dispute about Words; each of them
understanding the Word Cause in a different Sense. His Reasoning,
which the Epicureans urg'd against Chrysippus, Cicero sets forth thus,
viz.

““When they’ (the Epicureans) ‘had admitted, that there was no Mo-
tion without a Cause, they needed not’ (Carneades taught them) ‘grant,
that all Events came to pass by antecedent Causes: For that there was no
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external and antecedent Cause of our Will; therefore the common Cus-
tom of saying, thatany one will, or will not, do a Thing without a Cause,
is an Abuse of Speech; for, when we say, without a Cause, we mean only,
without an external and antecedent Cause, not without any Cause at
all—An external Cause is not requisite to the voluntary Motion of the
Mind; for voluntary Motion, in the Nature of the Thing, is in our own
Power and Choice; and that not without Cause; for the Cause of it is the
Nature of the Mind itself.’**° Presently after he shews (which was the
Point of the Dispute) what is truly and properly the Cause of a Thing,
viz.

““That is the Cause, which effects that, of which it is the Cause; as a
Wound causeth Death; ill Digestion, a Disease; Fire causeth Heat.
Therefore Cause is not so to be understood, as if that which is antecedent
merely to a Thing was the Cause of it; but that only is the Cause, which
is the antecedent efficient Cause.’"”!

“Whence it is evident, as Cicero observes upon the matter, that they,
who thought the voluntary Motions of the Mind were not affected by
any Fatality;*** and Chrysippus, who held a Fate to belong even to human
Actions, tho’ he allow’d them to be voluntary, and not effected by Ne-
cessity, really meant the same Thing; only those external Motives, which
Chrysippus styl'd antecedent Causes and Fate (expressly declaring his
meaning at the same time, that they were not the perfect and principal,
i.e. efficient, Causes of Action) Carneades, and others, the Academicks,
wou’d not allow to be properly Causes at all; insisting, that the efficient
Cause, only, was the true Cause of Action; ‘and that in what Things
soever the antecedent Causes were such, that it was #not in our Power,
that the Things should be otherwise, these Things were properly effected
by Fate; but those Things, the effecting of which are 7z our own Power,
are wholly exempt from Fare.’'”> Understanding Fate, which they ex-
cluded from Mens Actions, in the Sense of a necessary impulsive Cause;
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whilst Chrysippus understood the Fate which he ascrib’d to them, in the
Sense of a concurrent Cause, or Motive, of Action only: Which shew’d,
there was no real Difference in their Opinions; and that both agreed,
that Mens Actions were in their principal, perfect or efficient Cause truly
voluntary.

“And hence we may observe, That when Plutarch charges Chrysippus
with holding, “That not the least Thing, either rests, or moves, otherwise
than according to the Appointment of God, whom he makes the same
with Fate—and that he makes Fate (which he calls Necessizy, &c.) an
invincible and uncontroulable and immutable Cause;’ '** He either mis-
takes, or strains Chrysippuss Notion too far; or else Chrysippus is only
speaking of the Farality, or Necessity, of external Providential Events,
and not of human Actions; from which Fazality, or Necessity, Plutarch
himself implies, that he exempts them; owning that, with respect to
Mens Actions, he (Chrysippus) ‘made Fate, not the perfect’ (i.e. the ef
ficient, as hath been above observed from Cicero) ‘but only the precedent
(i.e.) the concurrent Cause only.’

“Again; Cicero himself answers the Argument against Liberty, which
is here made, in these Words; viz.

“‘Altho’ some are more inclin’d to some Things than others are, thro’
natural antecedent Causes, it does not thence follow, that there are naz-
ural antecedent (efficient) Causes of our Wills and Desires: For, if so,
nothing would be i our own Power. But now we readily own, that to
be acute, or dull, of strong, or of weak, Constitutions, is not in our Power:
But he that thinks it thence follows, that even to sit, or to walk, is not
Matter of Willand Choice, does not perceive the Tendency of that Con-
sequence. For, altho’ there are antecedenr Causes of Men’s being born
with quick, or slow, Capacities, with robust, or infirm, Constitutions; Yet
it does not follow, that our sizting and walking, and doing any Action, is
determined and appointed by these Causes.’’>> He adds presently;
“Vices (he means vicious Inclinations, as his preceding Instances
shew) ‘may grow from natural Causes; but to extirpate and eradicate
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them, so as that he who hath these vicious Propensities may be wholly
freed from them, is not in the Power of natural Causes, but is effected
by the Will, by Study and Discipline.'*° Than which Reasoning nothing
can be more truly and strongly offer’d.

“To the same Argument the learned Alexander Aphrodisius thus re-
plies; “Those Things which proceed from a Cause, do not always proceed
from an external Cause; on which account something is in our own
Power, of which we ourselves are the proper Cause, and not any external
Cause. Wherefore those Things which in this respect are without Cause,
have yet a Cause from ourselves. For Man himself is the original and
Cause of those Actions which are done by him, and this is properly to
be a Man, to have a Principle of Action within himself, as it is the Prop-
erty of a Globe to be roll’d down a steep Place. Wherefore other Things
are impelled by external Causes, but Man is not; because it is essential
to him, to have a Principle and Cause (of Action) within himself, so as
not to be impell’d by exterior Causes. If we had one View in our judging
about Actions, it might with Reason be said, that our Judgments about
the same Things was always the same: But since it is not so, (for those
Things we make choice of, we choose sometimes for the Goodness, some-
times for the Pleasure, sometimes for the Profit of them, and these do
not produce the same Effects;) it happens, that we sometimes prefer the
Motives to that which is good, before all others; again, at other times
our Judgment leads us to prefer that which is pleasant, or profitable. For,
as we seek for no other Cause, why the Earth is carried downward ac-
cording to its Gravity, and why Animals act, as they do, by Appetite,
than that each of these has, of itself, an efficient Cause derived from its
Nature; so neither is there any other Cause to be sought of those different
Actions, which we do at different Times, in different Circumstances, but
only the Man himself. For this is to be a Man, namely, to be the Original
and Cause of those Actions, which are done by him.*”

“To which, on the same Argument, I shall add the Opinions of the
two most learned Christian Philosophers, Eusebius and Origen.
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“Eusebius says; ‘Altho’ a thousand external fortuitous Obstacles op-
pose the Temper of our Bodies, and the voluntary Desires of our Minds,
yet the freely-exerted Virtue of the Soul is able to withstand them all;
demonstrating, that the Power, which we have within us, of choosing
that which is good, is unmatchable and invincible. '

“Origen’s Observation is as follows, viz.

““We confess (saith he) that many Things which are noz in our Power,
are Causes of many Things that are in our Power; without which,
namely, those Things which are noz in our Power, other Things, which
are in our Power, would not be done. But those Things which are i our
Power, and are done consequentially to antecedent Things, which are not
in our Power, are done so as that, notwithstanding these antecedent
Things, we might have done otherwise. But, if any one would have i,
that our Free-will is wholly independent of every Thing in the World,
so as that we do not choose to do some Things by reason of certain (pre-
cedent) Accidents, he forgets, that he is a Part of the World, and com-
prehended within human Society, and the circumambient Air.”'*

“It is evident, that after Reasons, or Motives, not in Mens Power, are
offered to them to act, and they cannot help thinking it right to act upon
them, and are in their last Judgment determined to act upon them, (and
the Event shews that they do act upon thems;) they can yet deliberate
with themselves before they act, and can suspend the Action withoutany
external Motive whatsoever; which clearly shews, that the Action pro-
ceeds from Will and Choice, and is voluntary, not necessary.

“My Adversary himself allows, That Choice and Preference imply
Doubt and Deliberation; which tho’ not true, as I have shewn; yet, on
the other side, it is true, that Deliberation and Suspension imply Willand
Choice: For it is, I think, Demonstration, that, if the Motives of acting
are such as impell the Mind necessarily to act, i.e. to act, not by Will, but
by Necessity, then there can be no Suspension of Action; but the Moment
that the Mind is impelled, it must act, just as a Balance moves the Instant
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that the Weight is hung upon it: NVecessity has no Regard to 7ime, but,
if it acts at all, acts equally in every Moment of Time; and, if iz is the
immediate eﬁfcz'ent Cause, or Power of Action, must act as soon as it
takes place, or impells the Mind; and I would desire to be told, what
Power of the Mind it is, (if it is not that which we call W7/}) which is
able perpetually to resist, without the Assistance of any external Motive,
the Operations of Necessity by Suspension of Actions. That this Sus-
pension is caus’d by the Will, and, consequently, that the Action follow-
ing is voluntary, may farther appear by there being no Suspension, or
Deliberation, where the Actions, or Effects, are not voluntary, as whether
the Pulse, or Heart, should beat, and in the case of the Actions of Mad-
men, of Men in a Fever, or under a violent Surprise, or Passion; the more
of Necessity there is, there is always the less of Deliberation and Suspen-
ston; and, if the Motive necessarily produces the Action, it produces it
also instantaneously. This Argument may be worth Consideration; and
to it I shall subjoin the Opinion of the great Aristotle; who thus argues;

“Deliberation and Choice is one and the same Thing; for that which
was deliberated upon is the Matter of Choice.—Now the elective Fac-
ulty, being deliberative, and that which desires those Things which are
in our Power, the Choice itself is the deliberative Desire of those Things
which are in our Power: For, judging upon Deliberation, we afterwards
desire what we deliberated upon.’>*°

“And the learned Alexander Aphrodisius says;

“‘Certainly Man hath not the Power of Deliberation in vain, as it
must be, if he acts by Necessizy. But it plainly appears, that Man alone
hath, by Nature, this Power above the rest of Animals, that he is not like
them led merely by Sense, but is endued with Reason, whereby to judge
of Objects. By which Reason examining the Objects of Sense, if he finds
them to be really what at first they appear’d to be, he assents to the Evi-
dence of his Senses, and pursues the Objects of them. But, if he finds
them different from what they appeared, he does not continue in his
Conception of them, being convinc’d by Reason, upon Consideration,
of the Falsity of them. Wherefore we deliberate only about such Things,

200. Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 111.5.
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as are iz our Power to do, or not: And, when we act without Deliberation,
we often repent and blame our-selves for our Inconsideration. Also, if we
see others act unadvisedly, we reprehend them as guilty of a Fault, and
the Ground of our Consultation with others is, that Things are 7z our
own Power.*"!

“Let us proceed, farther to explain the Doctrine of Chrysippus and
the Stoicks, whose Notions, concerning Human Liberty, have been
much mistaken and misrepresented.

“Chrysippus says, ‘Fate is the Reason of the World, or the Law of
Providence, by which all Things in the World are govern’d.”>> And Gel-
lius tells us, that Chrysippus held, that the ‘Order and Reason and Ne-
cessity of Fate was a Motive of Action, to the general and efficient Causes
of it; but that every one’s own W7/ and Dispositions directed the Ex-
ertion of our Minds and Purposes, and the Actions of them.’?”> And
Diogenianus the Peripatetic, writing against Chrysippus, says, ‘It is man-
ifest, from the Distinction which he (Chrysippus) makes, that the Cause
(of Action) which is in us, is exempt from Fate.”>* And he cites Chry-
sippus as declaring, “That it is evident, that many Things are done by our
own Power, but yet, nevertheless, that these Things are connected with
Fate, by which the Universe is govern’d.”>*

“Whence it appears, that the learned Dr. Cudworth is mistaken, when
he says, that the antient Stoicks, Zeno and Chrysippus, asserted, that God
acted necessarily in the general Frame of Things in the World; from whence,
by a Series of Causes (they thought) doth unavoidably result whatsoever is
done in it. Which Fate is a Concatenation of Causes, all in themselves
necessary.>*®

“For which Opinion, concerning these two most eminent Sroicks, the
learned Doctor produceth not the least Evidence. That which deceived
him, and hath also deceived others, both antients (as Cicero and Gellius

201. Eusebius, Praeparatio Evengelica, V1, pp. 271, 272; Aphrodisius, De Fato.
202. Plutarch, De Placitis Philosophorum (in Moralia), p. 88s.

203. Aulus Gellius, Noctes Atticae, V1, pp. 365, 366.

204. Eusebius, Praeparatio Evengelica, V1.8.

205. Ibid.

206. Cudworth, The True Intellectual System of the Universe, p. 4.
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observe) and moderns, is, their Notion of a Series and Concatenation of
Causes; which Causes, tho’ they were supposed necessarily to produce
each other, yet they were not supposed, to proceed necessarily from God,
the original and first Cause, but to be derived from the perfect Wisdom
of his Nature, and his Will, as Seneca, the Stoick, has informed us: And
were not thought to be the efficient Causes of human Actions, (which
they expressly exempted from the Coercion of them,) but were only
understood, to be Motives, or secondary Causes; whilst they placed the
principal and efficient Cause of Action within the Mind itself: So that
the Necessity of this Stoical Chain of Causes was only supposed, to op-
erate in the Production of external providential Events, consequential
to Mens Actions, which were taught to be voluntary and in their own
Power. And it plainly appears, from the Words of Balbus, the Sroick,
mention’d by Cicero (de nat. Deor. L. 2.) that the antient Stoicks agreed
with the Platonicks, in asserting the free and voluntary Motion, Exertion,
or Agency, of the human Mind. To proceed therefore;

“Cicero, in the Person of Velleius, represents the Stoical Notion of
Fate to be, “That all Events proceed from the eternal Truth and Con-
nection of Causes.”?”” Diogenes Laertius says it was their Opinion, “That
Fate is the Connection of the Causes of Things, or that Reason, by
which the World is govern’d.’>8

“Seneca (the Stoick) says; ‘Fate is nothing else, but the Connection of
Causes.”?”

“Marcus Antoninus the Emperor, and Sroical Philosopher, frequently
expresses his Notion of Fate in like manner.' But that in this Faze, or
Chain of Causes, the Power of Action in Men was contain’d, and was
(vmrép popov) exempt from the Necessity of Fate, we are assur'd (from
Plutarch*') was the common Opinion of Stoicks and Platonists. And

207. Cicero, De Natura Deorum, 1.

208. Diogenes Laertius, Lives, V1I, pp. 459, 460.

209. Seneca, De Beneficiis, IV.7.
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Tacitus, speaking of the Stoicks, says, “They attribute, indeed, a Fatality
unto Things, but not as proceeding from the Motion of the Planets,
(which was the Astrological Notion only,) but from the Principle and
Connection of natural Causes: And yet they leave the Conduct of our
Life z0 our own Choice, which being chosen, a certain Order of Events
(they think) follows.”?!2

“Alcinous sets forth Plato’s Opinion of Fate, in the following Manner:
‘He understands Fate to be this; That, if any Person chooseth such a
sort of Life, and will do such and such Actions, such and such Conse-
quences will follow. Wherefore the Soul is unrestrain’d, and hath it in
its own Power to act, or not, and in this respect (of any particular Action)
is not compelled: But the Consequence of it’s Action will be effected by
Fate: As for Example, if Paris will carry away Helen, which it is in his
Power to do, or not, the Event will be, that the Grecians will make War
against the 7rojans for her.?!3

“Hierocles teacheth, that ‘Fate is the judicial Operation of the Deity,
effecting Events according to the Laws of Providence, and directing hu-
man Affairs in the Order and Course that is suitable to their free Purposes
and wvoluntary Actions.’*'* The precedent Arguments, upon which he
builds his Notion, are, viz.
““If (says he) bodily and external Events fall out fortuitously and by
Chance, what becomes of the Superintendency of God, to judge and
recompense every one according to his Deserts? For we will not suppose
these Things to happen without Appointment, and say, that our just
Purposes, and our Judgments and Desires, proceed from an overruling
Necessity: For, if so, we should not impute Virtue and Vice to ourselves,
but to that Necessity. Nor is it reasonable to suppose all Things to be the
necessary Effects of them, I mean the Actions of the Soul, as well as the
Things that are without us, and concern the Body. Nor ought we to
ascribe all Things to the unintelligent and undirected Circumvolution

212. Tacitus, Annales, V1.
213. Albinus [not Alcinous, as Jackson states], De Doctrina Platonis, ch. 6.
214. Hierocles, De Providentia et Fato, p. 42.
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of the Universe; there being a Mind, that presides over all Things, and
a God, who is the Author of the World. That which necessarily remains,
therefore, is, that the Choice we make is in our own Power, and that a
righteous Recompense is awarded, according thereto, by coelestial Be-
ings and Judges appointed by God, and who have the Care of us com-
mitted to them.—And the Supposition of a Recompence, according to
our Merit, immediately infers a Providence and Fate, as the consequent
of it; and judicial Providence, which orders the Events of human Affairs,
according to Right and Equity, depends upon the Principle of our W7//
and Choice: So that Fate is a Part of universal Providence, and the Rule
of Judgment upon the Souls of Men.!>

“To which he adds presently after; “To choose, is in the Power of the
Mind; but the Events following the Choice, are determined by a judicial
Providence, recompensing the Purposes of the Soul, according to its
Desert: And thence we are said, both to choose our Condition of Life,
and to have it destin’d to us. For the Recompense, ordain’d to follow
our Works, both manifests the free Motion (or Operation) of our Mind,
and the divine Superintendency over us. So that it is evident, that the
Motions (or Operations) of our Minds, from Beginning to End, are
free—and that the Recompence of our Deserts is not without Appoint-
ment,—as neither is Fate, which is the Chain and Connection of the
human Will, with the divine Judgment: So that we choose what we will,
thro’ an unrestrain’d Liberty, but often suffer against our Will, thro’ the
unavoidable Power of Providence.’?'¢

“Chalcidius expresseth the Platonick Notion of Fate in like manner;
viz. ‘Such, (says he) in my Opinion, is that heavenly Law, which is call’d
Fate, commanding Men that which is right, and forbidding the contrary;
but to obey, is in our own Power, and free from the Coercion of Fate. To
praise him that does well, is both agreeable to this Law, and to the com-
mon Judgment of all.—Moreover, to live ill, is in the Power of Man,
and, therefore, Punishment proceeds from a fatal Necessity, in conse-

215. Ibid., pp. 26, 27.
216. Ibid., pp. 31, 32.
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quence of the Law. All these Things relate to the Mind of Man, which
is free, and acts by its own Choice.?V

“Again; ‘Fate is the Decree of Providence, comprehending our vol-
untary Actions, as the precedent Grounds of it; comprehending, also,
the Recompence of our Deserts. Punishment and Approbation, which
are by Fataliry, and all those Things which happen fortuitously, or by
Chance, are the Consequents of it.”2'®

“But, in order to understand more fully and distinctly the antient
philosophical, or theological, Notion of Fate, or Necessity, we are to ob-
serve, that it was distinguished into two Senses, (tho’ in Reality amount-
ing to the same,) in the one of which it was understood, substantially to
mean that inzelligent divine Being, or Substance, which govern’d the
World by the Administration of the Laws of Providence; in the other it
was taken abstractedly, or virtually, for the Laws, or Decrees themselves,
of the divine Government of the World.

“‘Fate (says the great Philosopher Chalcidius) was understood by
Plato in a two-fold Sense, the one relating to its Substance, the other to
its Energy and Power’*"

“Thus also Plutarch represents it;?2°

“Fate, in the Sense of Operation, or Power, is call'd by Plato, ‘in his

Phaedrus, an unavoidable Decree; in his Timaeus, the Laws, which God
endited to coelestial Beings??! concerning the Nature of the Universe.’?22
The Sense of which he immediately explains; viz.
“‘By unavoidable Decree, we may understand an irrepealable Law,
proceeding from an irresistible Cause, (v7z. the supreme God,) and by
the Laws which God endited to (coelestial) Beings concerning the Na-
ture of the Universe, the Law which is consequential to the Nature of
the World, and by which the Universe is governed.

217. Chalcidius, /n Platonis Timaeum, p. 271.

218. Ibid., p. 279.

219. Ibid., p. 236.

220. Plutarch, De Fato (in Moralia).
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he speaks of as the second God, and the Soul of the World.”
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«<

Fate, in the Sense of Substance (he proceeds to tell us) is the Sou/
of the World.?»> Which Plutarch also informs us it was.?*

“It was call’d Lachesis, or (avdyvwi) Necessity; both as being supposed
to be necessarily-existent, and the necessary Substratum for the Formation
of rational Beings; as also, because the Laws of it were fix’d and im-
mutable, and to which they supposed God had subjected all Beings, and
even bound himself under an irreversible and necessary Obligation.

“Chalcidius styles this Lachesis, or Necessity, ‘the divine Law,??> by
which Things future are connected with Things past and present.

“And it is, with respect to the immutable Laws of Providence, that
Plotinus calls God ‘the Necessity and Law of all Things.’?2

“Cicero in like manner (speaking of the Plaronick Philosophy) ob-
serves, that this Fate, or Soul of the World, by whose providential Wis-
dom all Things, both in Heaven and Earth, are governed, is call’'d Ne-
cessity; because nothing can happen otherwise than according to the Laws of
it, whereby the eternal Order of the Universe is immutably preserved by
Fatality®

“The Stoicks express their Notion of Fate (substantially) in Agree-
ment with the Platonists.

“‘Heraclitus styles the Substance of Fate, that Reason which pervades
the Substance of the Universe; the same (he adds) is an aethereal Body,
the generating Seed of the Universe.’?8

“Euripides expresses the Stoical Sense; ‘Jupiter, or the Necessity of
Nature, or the Reason of Men. For Necessity and Mind is the (substan-
tial) Power, which diffuseth itself thro’ the Universe.’?*

“Velleius, in Cicero, represents the Opinion of the Stoick Chrysippus;
‘That he says; that the Power of that perpetual and eternal Law, which
is, as it were, the Guide of our Life, and Director of our Duty, is Jupiter;

223. Chalcidius, /n Platonis Timaeum, p. 237.
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the same he also calls Fare and Necessity’?>° Again; “The Sroicks held a
Necessity, which they called Faze.?!

“Again; Diogenes Laertius tells us it was the Stoical Notion, “That
God, and Mind, and Fate, and Jupiter, were one and the same, to which
they gave many other Names also.’???

“Alexander Aphrodisius says; “They (the Stoicks) say that Fate, and Na-
ture, and Reason, by which the Universe is governed, is God.?3

“Lastly, Seneca the Stoick says; “What else is Nature but God, and the
divine Reason, which is infused into the whole World and the Parts of
it—And, if you call the same Fare, you will not be mistaken.’?**

“There was no other Difference betwixt the Platonick and Stoick No-
tion of Fate, but only, that the Sroicks thought that Faze considered (Sub-
stantia, or kat’ ovolav) as a substantial divine Being, which was the Sou/
of the World, was the (mpdtos feos) supreme God, whom they styled
“The first Cause of the Universe;’>® and ‘Fate and the Necessity (or nec-
essary Cause) of Things:23¢ Whereas the Platonicks made Fate (8etrepov
Oeov, Erepov voiv, secundam Mentem) a second God, a second Mind, in-
ferior and subservient to the supreme God.

“The preceeding Observations will explain the Meaning of the strong
poetical Expressions of the Gods, or even of Jupiter himself, the supreme
God, being subject to Fate; by which, agreeably to the Platonical and
Stoical Philosophy, was understood, that all subordinate Beings, how
divine soever, were subject to the immutable Laws of Providence, which
were the Will and Command of the supreme God; and, according to
which, God himself was determined invariably to act, and so was said
to be bound by, and to obey, his own Laws, as being most wise and perfect.

“With respect to the Subjection of the inferior Deities to Fare, Chal-
cidius gives us Plato’s Opinion;

230. Cicero, De Natura Deorum, 1.
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““The Command of God, which the subordinate Gods obey, is, I
think, that Reason, call’d Fate, which contains the eternal Government
of Things, and is deriv’d from Providence.’>’

“To the same purpose Plato himself cites Pindar saying, “That the
Law (of Providence) rules over all, both mortal Men, and the immortal
Gods.’ >3

“And Simonides; “The Gods themselves do not resist Vecessizy i.e. the
uncontrouble Laws of divine Providence.

“And Seneca; “Whatsoever it is that commands us thus to live, or die,
it binds the Gods also under the same Necessity: An irrevocable Course
(of Providence) carries on, both human and divine Things; the very
Maker and Governor of all Things wrote indeed the Fates, but also fol-
lows them; commanded once for all, and himself always observes what
he commanded.’?*

“Lucan expresses the same Notion in a lively and poetical Manner.?%

“With respect to God’s being unalterably determined to actaccording
to the fixed Laws of his Providence, and so to be, as it were, bound by
them; Seneca styles God his own Necessity.**!

“And Cicero interprets a Greek Poet, as saying; “That the supreme
Jupiter cannot prevent that which is decreed to come to pass.’>*?

“And Herodotus; ‘It is impossible for God himself to avoid the des-
tin’d Fate.” And again; ‘God himself is a Servant of Necessity.’24

“Which Passages do not mean, as if there was thought to be any Fare,
or Necessizy, distinct from, and really superior to, the supreme God; but
only, that the Laws of divine Providence, as being the Result of infinite
and perfect Wisdom, were the immutable Rule, by which God was de-
termined to order the Event of Things, and to act in the Government
of the World. To proceed therefore:
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“Fate (kat’ dvépyewav) in the abstract Sense, as implying Energy,
Power, or Operation, ‘is the Laws’ (of Providence) ‘with which the Soul
of the World is invested, for the good Government of the Universe.’>%
Hence we see the Reason, why the Soul of the World is call'd Fate, viz.
As containing in it those Laws of Providence, which are that which is
call’d Fate.

“Again; ‘Itisa Decree, existent Order, and an all-comprehending Law,
which derives its precedent Causes from our Deserts, as the Grounds’ (of
the Events) ‘of it; and the Events, which proceed necessarily from it, are
the consequential Effects of our precedent Merits, and of the Necessity
(or immutable Sanction) ‘of that Law. 24

“Chalcidius goes on; “The Foundation therefore of the divine Law,
that is, of Fate, is Providence: But it is call’d Fate, because it contains,
as in a Decree, the Duty of Obedience, and the Contumacy of our Dis-
obedience to it. And Punishments and Rewards proceed from it, ac-
cording to our precedent Deserts. But our precedent Deserts, whether
good, or bad, are the Motion of our own Minds; and the Judgment,
Consent, Desire, and Aversion of them, which are 7% our own Power;
because the Choice of these and their contraries s in our own Power—
Therefore the Soul of the World is Faze, as it signifies a substantial Being;
and that Law also, with which it is instructed for the well Governing of
all Things, is that Fate, which consists in Operation and Act, and the
Order and Consequence of itis; if we do #his, that will follow: Therefore,
the precedent Action is 77 our Power; the Event that follows it, is the
Decree of Fate; which is otherwise call’d Fatal, and differs very much
from Fate. So that there are three Things, viz. that which is 7z our own
Power; and Fate, (or the Law of Providence,) ‘and the Recompence of
our Deserts according to the Law of Fare. >

“Chalcidius concludes the Platonick Notion of Fate, from many fore-
going Arguments in these Words, viz.

““That some Things are effected by Fate, is true; and that some

244. Chalcidius, /n Platonis Timaeum, p. 239.
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Things are 77 our own Power, has been prov’d to be true also. Wherefore,
they who ascribe all 7hings to Fate, are justly found fault with by those,
who prove, that some Things are 7z our own Power. Again; they who
place every Thing 7z our Power, and attribute nothing to Fate, are plainly
mistaken. For who knows not, that something is effected by Faze, and
is not 7z our Power? Therefore, that Reasoning alone is true, and that
Opinion firm and solid, which teacheth, that some Things happen by
Fate, and other Things proceed from the Choice and Will of Men.>%
“Thus, I think, it is clearly and indisputably prov’d, that the Freedom
of human Actions was the general and prevailing, and almost unanimous
Doctrine, of the most eminent and numerous Sects of Philosophers,
particularly, the Five great Sects amongst the Hearhens, which compre-
hended all the Philosophy of Greece and Rome, namely, the Epicureans,
Stoicks, Platonicks, Aristotelians, and Academicks; and that the Opposers
of this Doctrine were chiefly Leucippus, Empedocles, and Democritus, the
first Founders of the Epicurean Sect, but oppos’d herein by Epicurusand
his Followers; Heraclitus, Diodorus, and some Astrologers and Fortune-
tellers amongst the Sroicks, which were greatly despised and condemned
by the most learned of that Sect also. And I have also shewn distinctly,
and at large, that the antient Platonick and Stoical Notion of Fate and
Necessity agreed with each other, and was declar’d to be consistent with
the Liberty of Mens Actions; and was not understood to be a necessary
efficient Cause of human Actions at all, but only to be the determinate
Will and Decrees of God, or the Laws of his Providence, by which the
Universe was govern’d, and Good and Evil was dispensed unto Men,
according to the free and voluntary Actions, and Conduct, of their Life.
“And, from the preceeding Proofs of the Freedom of human Actions,
as being the Sense and Opinion of the most Wise and Learned, as well
as greatest Part of Mankind in all Ages, I beg leave to make one Obser-
vation, namely, that upon the Supposition of the Necessity of Mens Ac-
tions, it must appear very extraordinary and directly absurd, that the
Light of natural Reason should necessarily lead Mankind at all Times
to conclude their Actions to be in their own Power and Choice, and to

247. Ibid., pp. 279, 280.
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be voluntary and free, if they are indeed necessary: That Necessity should
form Mens Minds and Notions so opposite to its own Operations, and
make them necessarily think their Actions are not necessary but voluntary.
To which Purpose, the learned Ammonius Hermias argues; ‘Does this
Reason, which’ (as they teach) ‘necessarily effects all Things, make it zec-
essary for Men to affirm, either that all Things are necessary, or that some
Things are in our Power? If the latter is true, then all Things are not
necessary; but, if the former, how come many to think the contrary, viz.
that many Things are 7z our Power? For itis altogether absurd to suppose,
that Nature, which’ (they say) ‘necessarily effects all Things, should move
us against Nature, to contradict the Truth of its own Operations.” 724

So much for the Sentiments of the Antients concerning Fate, Necessizy,
Liberty, and Providence, from the Reverend Mr. John Jackson.>*®

8. From what has been already laid down, and from what follows, it
is apparent, “That the Heathens knew not the true God,” which is their
distinguishing Character, differencing them from the true People of God.
The not knowing God, is distinguishable into several Sorts and Kinds;
thatwhich is Unprophetick, thatwhich is Unphilosophick, and thatwhich
is Irreligious. That which is Unprophetick, relates only to Matters of In-
tercourse between God and his Prophets, and his Method of manifesting
himself to them, 1 Sam. 3.7. “Samuel did not yet know the Lord, neither
was the Word of the Lord yet reveal'd unto him.” That which is Unphil-
osophick, relates only to Philosophick Disquisition and Comprehension,
Job 36. 26. “God is great and we know him not, neither can the number of
his years be searched out.” That which is Irreligious, is the Opposite to
such knowing God, which belongeth to Religionists as such, and consti-
tutes the zrue Theists of Religion. 2 Thess. 1.7, 8. “The Lord Jesus shall be
revealed from Heaven with his mighty Angels, in flaming Fire, taking Ven-
geance on them that know not God.” A truly religious knowing God, a
knowing him so as to be truly religious towards him, is the Essence and
Summary of true Religion, the Whole of Piety. Therefore some judi-
cious Interpreters expound the Knowledge of God by Piety, or Godliness,

248. Ammonius Hermias, Commentaria in Aristotelem, p. 215.
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others by the Fear of God, which comes to the same Thing. Hos. 4. 1.
“There is no Truth, nor Mercy, nor Knowledge of God in the Land.” Jer. 9.
6. “They refuse to know me, saith the Lord.” Jer. 22. 16. “Was this to know
me? saith the Lord.” In this Sense the Knowledge of God is preferr’d
before Burnt Offerings. Hos. 6. 6. and this Knowledge of God will make
holy and happy Times, Isa. 11. 9. “They shall not hurt, nor destroy in
all my holy Mountain; for the Earth shall be full of the Knowledge of the
Lord.” When God foretelleth by the Prophet, Jer. 24. 7. “Twill give them
a Heart to know me, that I am the Lord”; the Meaning is, they shall be
true Pietists towards him; and by another Prophet, Hos. 2. 20. “Thou
shalt know the Lord’; it is to signify, that he, on his part, would enter into
a League of Amity with them, and make himself known to them at a
more than ordinary Rate; and they, on their Part, shall be true Pietists.
But the Sons of E/i were monstrous Impietists, and their being such was
a “not knowing the Lord.” 1 Sam. 2. 22. They knew not the Lord, as David
chargeth his Son Solomon, “Know the Lord God of thy Father, and serve
him with a perfect Heart,” 1 Chron. 28. 9.

Sometimes the knowing God must be explain’d by Wisdom in Divine
Matters. Thus it is to be understood, Col. 1. 10. “Increasing in the Know!-
edge of God.” And God foretelleth by the Prophet, that the meanest
Christian shall be Wise in Divine Matters. Jer. 31. 34. “They shall teach no
more every Man his Neighbour, and every Man his Brother, saying, Know
the Lord, for they shall all know me, from the least of them unto the greatest
of them.” i.e. They shall all comprehend what ought to be known of
God, in conjunction with Piety.

Sometimes the Phrase of knowing God must be explain’d by what we
commonly call Acquaintance, in which Sense also the Wicked are called
Aliens. 1 John 4. 7, 8. “Every one that loveth, is born of God, and knoweth
God. He that loveth not, knoweth not God; for God is Love.” 1. John 2. 4.
“He that saith, I know him, and keepeth not his Commandments, is a
Liar” and 3. 6. “Whosoever Sinneth,” (habitually,) “hath not seen him,
neither knoweth him.” In the same Sense of knowing, the Prophet saith
of crooked Paths, (Isa. 59. 8.) “Whosoever goeth therein shall not know
Peace,” (so as to have any Dealings therewith;) “the Way of Peace have
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they not known”; (Rom. 3. 17.) The Apostle saith of Christ, (2 Cor. 5. 21.)
“He knew no Sin,” so as to have any intercourse with it; and our Saviour
will say to some, as being none of his Acquaintance, I never knew
you.” Matth. 7. 23.

Sometimes the Phrase of knowing God is best explain’d by that due
Discernment and Understanding of God, which constitutes Men of the
Divine Family, Subjects of his Kingdom, he being to them a God, they
being to him a chosen People, which is the true Light, Wisdom and
Knowledge of Believers. 1]John s. 20. “The Son of God is come, and hath
given us an Understanding that we may know him that is True,” and 2. 12.
“I write unto you, Little Children, because ye have known the Father,” and
John16. 3. “These Things will they do unto you, because they have not known
the Father, nor me.” The World is in such an Atheistical Ignorance of
God. “O righteous Father, the World hath not known thee.” John 17. 25.
In the same Sense the Psalmist saith (9. 10.) “They that know thy Name,
will put their trust in Thee.” When our Saviour saith, John 17.3. “This is
Life Eternal, that they might know thee, the only true God,” the Meaning
is, that to know God, as one of his Pietists, as wise in Divine Matters,
as of his Acquaintance, as Children of his Family, and Subjects of his
Kingdom, is Life eternal to a Man.

But sometimes the Phrase of knowing God must be explain’d by Un-
derstanding of God and his Marters, (speaking of God in such Sense as
we speak of Kings and Governments,) as our Saviour saith, Mazth. 11.
27. “No Man knoweth the Son, but the Father; neither knoweth any Man
the Father, save the Son, and he to whom the Son will reveal him.” As to
that great and saving Revelation of himself, the Christian Religion, God
did not make himself known to any mere Man, “The only-begotten Son,
which is in the Bosom of the Father,” (highly beloved by him, and most
intimate with him,) be only hath declar'd him.

And sometimes Mens knowing God must be explain’d, of his being
barely notic’d to them, which is consistent with the greatest Atheism of
Religion and Condition, as when the Apostle saith of the Gentiles,
Rom. 1. 28. “They knew God, but did not like to retain God in their Knowl-

edge,” or to make an acknowledgment of Him, which isa religious know-
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ing God. But thus the Gentiles knew him not; for, as the acknowledg’d
Deity of Religion and People, “There is no God in all the Earth, but in
Israel.” 2 Kin. s. 15.

The Gentiles, therefore, in a certain Sense knew God, but so as not to
know him in the more usual, or religious, Sense. Rom. 1. 19, 20. “Thar
which may be known of God is manifest in them; for, God hath shewn it
unto them; for the invisible Things of him from the Creation of the World
are clearly seen, being understood by the Things that are made, even his
Eternal Power and Godhead.” And, accordingly, it is generally acknowl-
edg’d, “That God is knowable by Natural Light, and is actually known
by all Nations.” But this must be understood with due Distinctionsand
Limitations, touching the Bounds and Measures of the Gentiles knowl-
edge of God, such as these following.

1. The Heathen World knew God, as understood without specifick and
individual Determination. They were not so ignorant, but that they ac-
knowledg'd one Cause, or Principle, whence all Things have their Origin.
This is so conspicuous in Nature, that natural Light cannot miss of him;
nor is this his Existence matter of Faith, so much as of common Reason,
and Proof by Argument. “The Pulchritude of the World, and the Order
of the Coelestial Bodies, forceth an acknowledgment, that there is a certain
excellent and eternal Nature, which is to be honourd and adord by Man-
kind.”*° The Pagan Theologers, in Terms, agree with the Christian, that
the visible World proclaimeth the invisible God, and speaketh audibly,
with a Voice that is gone out through all the Earth, that God made me. One
that was no under-graduate in Atheism, yet in a lucid interval, saith; “7f
any Man shall view throughly all the Organs, both of Generation and Nu-
trition, and doth not perceive them to have been made and order'd to their
respective Offices by some Mind, be is to be reputed himself void of Mind.”*!
To suppose, therefore, that the Existence of God is not discoverable by
mere Reason, or natural Light, is a great Extravagance in Socinus, and
some others.

250. Cicero, De Natura Deorum, 11.
251. Hobbes, Elementorum Philosophiae Sectio Secunda De Homine (1658) [here-
after De Homine], ch. 1.
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2. GO, as of the true Specifick and individual Determination, (being
plainly notic’d unto them in the Nature of the Thing,) was in Nature
[Jairly notic'd to the Heathen World. For, as in the Old-Testament, a Mes-
siah is notic’d and reveal’d to the Jews, not without, but with, true Spe-
cifick and individual Determination, (the true Messiah, the true kind of
Messiah, is there in good Degree reveal’d:) So, in Nature, God is fairly
notic’'d to the Gentiles, not without, but with true, Specifick and indi-
vidual Determination. They are blind and unintelligent in the Nazure
of Things, that do not discern, in case of Competition, which is the true
God. The Jews mundan Kind of Christ, is an Anti-Christ Kind of Christ.
So the Gentiles Pagan Kind of God, their Jove; being in one Part merely
mundan, and in the other, diabolical and wicked; and being the Deity
of a Religion, that is in one Part merely mundan, and in the other di-
abolical and wicked, is an Anti-God kind of God. All these Matters are
so plain in the Nature of the Thing, that it must be said, 2 Christ is in
Scripture so notic’d to the Jews, as that the true Chrisz, the true Kind of
Christ, is fairly notic’d unto them: A God is in Nature so notic’d to all
Mankind, as that the true God, the true Kind of God, is fairly notic’d
unto them. “A Philosopher is no other than a true Philosopher; but,
because some counterfeit Philosophy, therefore the Epithet of true was
added.” So Christ is no other than the true Christ, God is no other than
the true God: If God, therefore, (or a God,) was in Nature made known
to the Gentiles, the true God must necessarily be notic’d unto them. And
some learned Men somewhat mistake the Case, when they say. “As
Ocdipus knew himself to have a Father, yet did not know that Laius was
he: So the Gentiles, by the Light of Nature, might reach so far as to know,
there is one God, and that he is the Fountain of all Good, without knowing
who was this God, as suppose the God of Israel.”*>? For, in the Case of
Oedipus, there was no Competition, there was no Competition between
two pretending Fathers; whereas, in the Gentiles Case, there wasa Com-
petition between two pretending Gods. And Laius, (being but a partic-
ular Man) could not be known but by an individual Determination:
Whereas, in Case of Competition, the true God is distinctly and cer-

252. Vossius, Historiae de Controversiis quas Pelagius (1618), bk. 111, pt. 3, thes. 6.
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tainly notic’d by a mere Specifick Determination. For as the Divine-kind
of Messiah is the true Messiah: So the Divine-kind of God, (and the
Deity of such a kind of Religion) is the true God; but the Ungodly-kind
of God (and the Deity of such a Religion) is the false God. It is not
Divine Being, nor a Supreme Being, nor a Supreme God, but the Divine-
kind of God, which Specifick Determination is plainly notic’d in the
Nature of the Thing; and therefore God, as of true Specifick Determi-
nation, is in Nature, fairly noticd to the Reason of all Men. For suppose,
that Oedipus could not know, that the Man Laius was his Father; yet,
in the Nature of the Thing, this was plainly notic’d, 7hat one of Man-
kind was his Father: So, in the Nature of the Thing, and therefore in
Nature, this is plainly notic’d to the Reason of all the World, that God
is not an unholy, or ungodly, but a Divine-kind of, God. If this God,
the Deity of true Holiness and Godliness, was not, as such, fairly notic’d
to the Heathen World; if they had not much of the Knowledge of him
and of his Truth, (touching his Truth, their Duty and their Sin, his Re-
wards and Punishments,) this Knowledge could not be said, ro be manifest
in them, because God hath shew'd it unto them: Nor could they be said,
to hold the Truth (stifled, smother’d, and imprison’d) in Unrighteousness.
This being their great Crime, from thence itappeareth, that the true God
was so far notic’d to them, as that they were under an Obligation, to
erect an Holy Empire, imperfectly such, by being in common his
Religionists.

3. As the Jews reject the true Divine-Kind of Messiah, which is notic’d
unto them, such not being grateful and agreeable unto them, nor what
they like and love; they are for a Messiah of another Kind: So the Gentiles
did not like that of the true Divine-Kind of God, his Truth, and his
Service, which was notic’d unto them, they were for another Kind of
supreme God, which was more grateful to them, because of their own
Kind and Quality; and so far (in setting up their Jove of several Notions
jumbled and confounded together) they transform’d the Godhead into
their own Similitude. According to that of Xenophanes the Colophonian;
“If Horses and Oxen could draw Pictures, they would paint the Gods like
Horses and Oxen, as of their own Form and Family” The same Philoso-
pher observeth, “That the Aethiopians paint the Gods Black, and Flat-
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Nos'd; the Thracians paint them Reddish and Ceruleous; the Barbarians
suppose them Wild and Ferine; the Greeks suppose them more Gentle and
Placid”

4. The Heathens having form’d their Polity of Gods, and set up Jove
as Chieftain of their Deities, the true God was hid from the Eyes of their
Mind; and, altho he was notic’d to them, and known by them, yet no
otherwise than as a Stranger-Deity (foreign to the Polity of their Gods)
as they were Aliens from knowing him. For such a Degree of knowing,
is knowing, not knowing, as the Apostle saith, Rom. 10.19. “Did not Israel
know?” They knew, but so as not to know. The Heathens knowing, nor
knowing, constituted them the Heathen People. To such a Degree the
Athenians knew God, when they erected an Altar to the unknown God.
To such a Degree the Kings of the Amorites and the Canaanites knew
God, whose Hearts melted, “When they heard that the Lord had dried up
the Waters of Jordan from before the Children of Israel.” josh. s. 1. And
the God of Israel saith of himself, Mal. 1. 14. “My Name is dreadful
among the Heathen.” To such a Degree those Pagan Magicians knew
God, who made use of his Name, 7he God of Abraham, Isaac, and
Jacob, in their Inchantments.

That extraneous People the Gentiles knew not God, as a People know
their God; who is the imperial Estate of their Religion, and who are none
of the Strangers, Foreigners, and Aliens from his Theology and Religion. In
such Sense the Gentiles Character signifieth in the Scripture, wherein #be
Gentiles, that knew not God, are oppos’d to God’s People; and in such
Sense the God of Israel saith to Cyrus, Isa. 45. 5. ‘I girded thee, though
thou hast not known me.” So in Ecclesiastical Writers, the Conversion of
a Pagan to be one of God’s People, is express’d by a Transition from the
Heathenism of the World to the Acknowledgment of the true God. And the
Heathens usual Quere to the Primitive Christians, “Who is that God,
which ought alone to be worshipp'd?” shews their prodigious Alienation
from the Knowledge of God, and that the true God was no Deity of
their Theology. Cicero hath remark’d the wild Conceits of the Sroicks
concerning the Ruler of the World, or the Godhead. “Zeno and the gen-
erality of the Stoicks suppose, that the Aether is the supreme God, having a
Mind whereby all Things are govern'd. Cleanthes, a Prime Stoick, and
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Scholar of Zeno, thinketh the Sun hath the Dominion, or is Lord of us,
and all, and swayeth all. Therefore, by the Dissension of the Wise, we are
necessitated to be Ignorant, who is the Lord over us; for we know not, whether
to pay our Service to the Sun, or Aether”*>> The Philosophers had the true
Knowledge of God, as some say; but the Apostle ranketh their Knowl-
edge of God, with the Popular-Pagan. 1 Cor. 1. 21. “Seeing that in the
Wisdom of God” (that instructive Wisdom which God furnisheth in Na-
ture) “the World by Wisdom knew not God,” (by Philosophy, they did not
attain to the Knowledge of God,) ‘it pleasd God by the Foolishness of
Preaching to save them that Believe.”

This Idea the King, or he that Reigneth over us, may be understood
and taken, either without, or with that individual Person, who is King,
or doth Reign. He that knoweth and honoureth the King only in general
and indefinitely, (to use a Logical Term,) knoweth and honoureth the
King according to the true Idea of a King, without any true, or deter-
minate Knowledge of the Individual, who is King, whom he may un-
wittingly oppose. Many are for Truth, for Justice, Virtue, and Piety, ac-
cording to some true general Notion which they have of them, thatare
Adversaries to that, in particular Cases, which is really and materially the
Truth, Justice, Virtue, and Piety. Thus the Heathen are said to know and
honour God, by having this, or the like, honourary Idea of Him in their
Mind, The King of the World; The Lord of All; but with this honourary
Idea some of them invested a Star; others, an Hero; others, a Demon;
and others, a Platonick Idea. Some applied it to the visible Universe, being
Pan-Theists; others were altogether uncertain, to what definite specifick
individual Nature, it ought to be applied, and, therefore, were Theists ar
random, not determin’d to any one Thing; “Thou Jupiter, whether thou
be the Heaven, or the Aether, or the Earth,” saith one in the Poet: Such
Theists, altho’ they have a true Notion of God in their Mind, 7he Lord
of the World, The Lord of All, or the like; yet, because they apply it not
to him to whom it belongeth, they are nor Theists truly such, they do not
know, or acknowledge, him, who is Lord of the World, or Lord of All.

It is not possible, that God’s Religionists should have the same Deity

253. Cicero, Academicae Quaestiones, IV.
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of a Religion in common with the Gentiles that know nor God, which
being their genuin and usual Character, we may infer from it, by way of
Consectary, these five Branches of their Heathenism, and of ours too, so
far as we symbolize with them. 1. Their Atheous Darkness, as to matter of
Understanding. 2. Their Atheousness and Flagitiousness of Life. 3. The
Agreeableness of Heathenism of Religion to them. 4. The Badness of their
Virtue and Goodness. 5. The Deadliness of their State and Condition. For
all these are our criminal not knowing God.

Consect. 1. Heathenism is the State of Atheous Ignorance. Agreeably
to Platonism, the Christian Theology contradistinguisheth #wo opposite
States and Conditions, and two opposite Kinds of People, Parties, and Fam-
ilies, the one Divine and of Light, the other Atheous and of Darkness. Mat.
5. 14. Luk. 4.18. Job 9. 6. and 12. 46. &c. The Apostle of the Gentiles was
sent upon this Errand, “to turn them from Darkness to Light,” (Act. 26.
18.) from Heathenism to Theism and Christianism of Condition, which
was “a calling them out of Darkness into marvellous Light.” (1 Pet. 2. 9.)
Heathenism is the Darkness of this World, of which the infernal Powers
are the Rulers, Epbe. 6. 12. and therefore the Apostle saith (Epbe. 5. 8)
“Ye were sometimes Darkness, but now are ye Light in the Lord.” And, be-
cause of the direct Opposition of these two States, therefore the Apostle
asketh, “Whar Communion hath Light with Darkness?” 2 Cor. 6. 14. The
Region of outer Darkness has been well explain’d by the Blindness of the
Wicked; a Region of Blindness, or not-discerning, as well as of Darkness;
and the Inhabitants of it are the Fools and Blind,*>* the Blind Leaders of
the Blind, the blind People that have Eyes and see not, the Wretched and
Miserable, Poor and Blind. He that lacketh these Things (Divine Graces)
is Blind, living in a State of Gracelessness and Wickedness, they had need
to have their Eyes open’d. Acz. 26.18. They were blind and unintelligent,
to a prodigy, in the matters of Holiness and Salvation (Epbe. 4. 18.)
“walking in the” (Heathenish, or Atheous) “Vanity of their Mind, having
the Understanding darken'd,” (having obliterated, or at least obscured,
their natural Notices of the matters of God and Godliness,) “being alien-

ated from the Life of God, through the” (Atheous kind of ) “Ignorance,

254. Matthew 13.13, 15.14, 23.19; Isaiah 43.8; Revelations 3.17.
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that was in them, because of the Blindness of their Heart.” Their Wise Men
(Rom. 1. 21, 22.) “professing themselves to be Wise, became Fools,” (unwise
and unintelligent in the matters of God,) ‘and becoming vain in their
Imaginations,” (full of Heathenish and Idolatrous Conceits, which are
Atheous,) ‘their foolish Heart was darken'd.” The Words of Philo are
lively expressive of the sad benighted Estate of the Heathen World; “The
Region of the Wicked, where there is no Sun, but depth of the Night, end-
less Darkness, and vast Multitude of Shades, Ghosts, and Spectres, and
Dreams.”*> These are always stirring in the night-time of sottish Su-
perstition, (the Day-Light banisheth them,) they are the Issue and re-
sembling Progeny of the dark Region of Paganism, wherein Mankind
seem ‘to have been fetterd by a long Night, as Prisoners of Darkness,”
Wisd. 17. 2. Had the Aegyptians Eyes, who deified that blind Animal Mus
Araneus, pvyalijv, because they suppos’d Darkness elder than Light?>*
Or the generality of the Pagans, were they not as blind as that Aegyprian
Deity, who affix’d all manner of Infamy and Villainy to their Gods, yet
thought themselves Pious? They had a Notion of Piety, Purity, Sanctity,
and Justice towards their Deity; but their Sanctizy was Sin; their Piezy
was Villainy; their Purity, Pollution; their Laver was their Stain, and their
Righteousness, the highest Wickedness; they counted Evil Good, and
Good Evil; Darkness Light, and Light Darkness.

All Mankind, therefore, natively and originally, want their Eye-Sight,
and must be denoted such as are born Blind, an effect of Man’s Fall.
There would be no need of a divine Physician, to heal and open the Eyes
of Men; nor of divine [llumination, nor of a new Birth, whereby we are
born into the Region of Light, if Mankind were not in some degree born
Blind: No Account can be given of that more-than-Cimmerian Dark-
ness, which for many Ages involv’d the World of Mankind, but from
this Hypothesis, that they are born without their Eye-Sight; as without
the Life, so without the Lighs, Spiritual; as in some degree Heathen un-
godly Sinners, so Heathen Sons of Darkness. Upon the loss of the divine
Image, which is the Soul’s Life and Light, an opposite Darkness succeed-

255. Philo, Opuscula Tria, p. 163.
256. Plutarch, Symposium, 1V.s.
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eth; for such is the Reign of the Animal-Sensitive Nature, the Flesh,
which is blind and foolish, unintelligent and unreasonable, the occasion
of Blindness, Error, and Folly, to the Mind; as suggesting atheous Con-
ceits, (vain and heathenish Imaginations, Rom. 1. 21.) as being full of
vile and corrupt Affections; as being productive of all Vice and Wick-
edness, (“their own Wickedness hath blinded them,” Wisd. 2. 27.) and the
Mind, concurring therewith, becometh a fleshly Mind.>>” For, being
moulded afier the Flesh, she becometh carnally Minded, affected, and
addicted; of an atheous, carnal, and mundan Genius and Disposition;
which is an Indisposition of the Soul to unite itself to God in any respect
(in her Discernments, Apprehensions, and Conceits, Opinionand Judg-
ment, Sentiment and Estimation of Things, as also in her Designs, Elec-
tions, and Pursuits;) and a Propension to the blind and carnal Conceits
of mundan Religionists, and to the various sorts of Atheous Error and
Folly. Such an Atheous and Heathen-kind of Genius, in some degree
native to Mankind, is by degrees increas’d, as vitious Affections grow to
greater Height, and as Sinning against God becomes their Trade and
Practice. Bad Education also, Converse and Company, Example, pre-
vailing Custom, publick reigning Error and Vice, bad Governmentand
Laws, beget, confirm, and encrease, Atheousness of Mind. From these
concurrent Causes, all, or many of them, the antient Times of the Hea-
then were “the Times of Ignorance.” (Act. 17. 30.) And thence it is, that
the generality of Mankind, in all Times, are criminally involvd in
Atheous Darkness, Error, Ignorance, and Foolishness, touching Mazzers
of Good and Evil, Right and Wrong, Just and Unjust, Virtue and Vice,
Nobility and Baseness, Sanctity and Sin, God and his Service, and the divine
Kind of Things, the World also and its sensitive Good and Evil, touching
themselves, their Interest, and their Happiness, their Souls and their future
State, they prodigiously deceive themselves through Pride and Self-
Love; and touching their present State, and their Ways, “nor knowing
what they do, nor whither they are going, because the Darkness hath blinded
their Eyes.” (Luk. 23. 34. 1 Joh. 2. 11.)

The principal and summary Reason of the Heathens Blindness was,

257. Colossians 2.18; Romans 8.5; Ephesians 2.3.
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They did not emerge out of the State of Gracelessness and Wickedness; and,
therefore, they were in the State of Atheous Ignorance. From whence it
follows, that all Men, who are in the same State of Gracelessness and
Wickedness, are in the State of Atheous Ignorance, and want their Eye-
Sight, as well as they. Flashes of Light, and some Convictions of Mind,
are consistent with this Estate; and there may be in it a superficial and
ineffectual knowing the matters of Religion; yet, because all that are in
it have a Veil upon their Minds, they are necessarily in the State of
Atheous Ignorance. As was the Case of those false Religionists, the carnal
Jews; who, if they had had their Eyes, must have discern’d #he Light of
the World shining in their View; could not have mistaken God for the
Devil; or thought themselves Virtuous, when they were Vile; or Wise,
when they were Fools; or Safe, when they were in their Sins; nor could
they have made their Religion, their Sin and Delusion. Both Jews and
Gentiles shew, what Man is in his Unregenerate State; that this being the
State of reigning Wickedness and Ungodliness, is the State of reigning
Atheous Ignorance, Error and Folly.

Atheous Mankind being themselves, in great degree, unreasonable,
the things of the Holy Spirit seem to them absurd, foolish, and unrea-
sonable, 1 Cor. 2. 14. “The natural Man receiveth not the Things of the
Spirit of God, for they are foolishness to him; neither can he know them,
because they are Spiritually discern'd.” The Matters of the Holy Christian
Life, have always seem’d ridiculous and foolish to Men of the Atheous,
Mundan, and Prophane Genius, which so prevaileth in Nations, call’d
Christian, that serious Piety is not matter of Honour and Estimation,
but of Disparagement with the most and greatest; and to be a Christian
indeed, is to be Vile in their Eyes; if not to have the Usage, which such
as departed from Iniquity in antient Times had, Laughter and Derision.
Christians, so call'd, suppose, that they may be Leud, Sensual, and
Worldly, yet genuine Christians; that Sin is a very small Matter, and,
accordingly, their Life is the Sinning Trade; that God is the God and
Patron of the Ungodly; that it is needless, ridiculous, and a sneaking
Thing, to be Religious; that Heathenish Perfunctoriness, and outside
Modishness, in God’s Service, is good Devotion; that high Profaneness
is Gallantry; that a Life of Flesh-pleasing Vanity is better than an Holy;
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that the Worlds delusive Phantasms are the great and goodly Things;
that the Concerns of this Animal-sensitive Life, are chiefly to be minded;
and that it is Madness to bear the Cross, and suffer for Righteousness
sake.

In Christendom, in reform’d Christendom, such Atheous Ignorance,
Error and Folly prevaileth, so high a Degree of Unreasonableness, as to
be perfect Madness and Phrenzy. It is Madness for Men to dream of a
worldly-happy Estate, and a sensual Felicity, and to make it their chief
End and Good; to be the World’s Admirers and Lovers, that are deluded
by Shadows, and idolize momentary fantastick Nothings, neglectingand
losing the true inestimable Possessions of the Kingdom of God and the
Soul; to chuse the Evil, and refuse the Good, running counter to their
own Intention, designing to be Honourable and Happy, yet making
themselves Vile and Miserable to Extremity; in a State of present Dan-
ger, wherein they are surrounded with Enemies, to be regardless of their
Safety; and as regardless of the future over-whelming Calamities, which
few forecast to prevent; to be merry and jovial in a mournful State, and
fearless and careless in a fearful Case; to lose their Salvation for want of
a little Care and Pains, and to spend their Care and Time about that
which is not worth the while; to part with their All for Nothing; for a
momentary Folly to plunge themselves into Miseries endless; to be de-
luded and befool’d in the plainest Things, and in all their great Con-
cerns, not knowing what is good for Themselves, but sporting Them-
selves in their own Deceiving,.

Consectary 2. In Heathenism we live the Atheous Life. Atheism of Life
and Practice is connected with Atheism of Understanding, both as an
Antecedent Cause, a Concomitant, and a Consequent thereof. For the
Atheous kind of Life, and Practice, causeth the Atheous kind of Igno-
rance, Error, and Folly, as Steams and gross Exhalations from the Earth
cause a dark Air. Sins and Vices, Lusts and Passions, are to the Mind,
what a Suffusion is to the Eye, or Rust to Metal; an Atheous Temper,
and Disposition, is prone to Atheous Conceits, and affecteth Atheous
Opinions; carnal Affections so powerfully blind the Understanding, and
byass the Judgment, that evil Men must be suppos’d to have bad Notions
of God. All Men judge as they are affected; he that hateth any Man, is
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prone to believe and judge all manner of Evil of him; and when he is
otherwise affected toward him, he will be apt to believe and judge the
contrary: Therefore the Lovers of the World magnify the Things of the
World, and form to themselves a worldly kind of Religion: So the Lovers
of fleshly Pleasures are averse from believing a Resurrection and future
Judgment; and (as Chaucer saith of the People of England) “what they
not like, they never understand’; the Truth is against the Wicked, and
they are, therefore, against the Truth.

Ignorance is connected with Vice and Wickedness, as a Concomitant
inseparable; for it is impossible to be Wise and Wicked at the same time.
The being Wicked is to be a Fool, the greatest of Fools; reigning Wick-
edness is, therefore, necessarily connected with the greatest Ignorance,
Error, and Folly: Nor do any commit a sinful Fact, preferring the Evil
before the Good; but, upon their Repentance, they acknowledge them-
selves to have been deceiv’d, in making a false Valuation of some ap-
parent Good connected with great Evil. The grosly ignorant in matters
of true Religion, do not know them, nor decline the opposite Evils.
Their sinful Ignorance, therefore, is, both in itself, and in its Conse-
quences, manifest Wickedness. The whole of true Religion, Virtue, and
Duty, is Matter of Wisdom and Knowledge; for they must be Men of
good Understanding, that know the Divine Empire, and the Laws
thereof, and understand the matters of Divine Learning and Philosophy;
that know the great Things, which alone are worthy to be known, and
understand the true Nature, Worth and Use of Things; that discern be-
tween Truth and Falshood, the true and false Religion, between Good
and Evil, (chusing the one, and refusing the other,) between Realities
and Resemblances, and are not impos’d upon by Shews and Appear-
ances; that escape Error, Deceit, and Delusion, (in their Opinions, Elec-
tions, Hopes and Confidences,) and the many tempting Baits of Sin;
that understand the true Rates of Things, and estimate them aright; that
know their Bounds, and observe them; their Dangers, and avoid them;
their Enemies, and how to vanquish them; their Diseases, and how to
cure them; that conduct themselves by wise Maxims, and do well and
wisely; that know how to demean Themselves aright in all Cases and
Circumstances, and do their Business and Office well; that are not fool-
ishly and viciously affected, but agreeably to the Nature of Things, (con-
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temning what is Contemptible, fearing what is really Formidable, loving
what is Amiable in due Degree and Measure,) that govern themselves
well, and are well advis’d in their doings, foreseeing and preventing the
great Evils, making sure of their true Happiness, and so successfully
managing their Affairs, that they are eternally safe and secure. But they
that lack Understanding, know not their Sin, fear not their Danger, re-
gard not their great Interests, discern not the Things that differ, mistake
Trash for Treasure, and Fables for Truth and Wisdom; their Designsand
Elections are ignorant and unwise; they run upon their Evils, which, in
general, they would desire to avoid, for they wish well to themselves;
their Atheous Life engendreth Atheous Opinions and Errors, and their
Atheous Opinions and Errors, necessarily lead to Atheous Life and
Practice.

Not that we are to imagine, with some, “That Mankind do not sin
by Will, but only by weakness of Judgment and Ignorance; that really
we would not do Evil, nor do we chuse it, but through Ignorance we
judge that Good, which really is Evil.” For this is an extravagant Conceit;
nothing being more apparent, than that Men usually W7/ and Chuse,
Intend and Design (which is a perverse Appetite and Will) the Evil of
manifest Injustice, for carnal Self-gratification and Advantage; therefore
a Conceit, which supposeth all their Sins, “to be Sins of excusable Igno-
rance,” is it-self a Branch of Ignorance inexcusable: Yet, because there
is Ignorance in every actual Sin, and it is in part the Principle of it, the
Maxim is true, “All Sin hath its rise from Ignorance.”

In Heathenism, the atheous Life of profane Drunkards, Swearers,
Whoremongers, and Worldlings, mainly intent upon the concerns of
this Animal-Sensitive Life, was the Pagan Popular Life, (notwithstanding
the Institutions of Virtue and Philosophy, and the arcane Institutions
of Religion, that were in Paganism;) their brutish Appetites concurr’d
with the ignorant Conceits of their Minds, touching a sensitive Felicity,
to instigate them to unclean Practices; and being past feeling (having lost
the Sight and Sense of the Turpitude and Sinfulness of their Practices,
which should have restrain’d them, adimit nox atra colorem®®) they gave

themselves over unto Lasciviousness, to work all Uncleanness with greediness.

258. Virgil, Aeneid, V1.2772: “black night has stolen from the world her hues.”
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The Sins of Uncleanness were the Pagans eminent Vice; for, altho’ there
are among them Instances and Institutions of Continence, yet so gen-
erally and outrageously were those Heathen Sons of Darkness addicted
to the Sins of Unchastity of all sorts, (some of which were not only
thought allowable, but genteel and creditable,) that the Pagan World
may justly be thought nothing better than a Brothel-House of Unclean-
ness. The principal Corruption in the World, was thro’ this sort of Lust;?»
and, because of these Things principally, “the Wrath of God came upon”
(these enormous Sinners) “the Children of Disobedience.” The Gentiles
are characteriz’d by the Lust of Concupiscence, as a Consequent of their
Ignorance, and not knowing God. And the New-Testament, in its black
Catalogues of atrocious Sins, commonly joyneth the Sins of Uncleanness
with Heathen Idolatry, and eating Things offer'd to Idols with committing
Fornication (which in alarge sense signifies all Whoredom;) and the Gen-
tile Converts are by a special Decree forbid Fornication, as a Rite of gross
symbolizing with the Gentiles, who are usually call’d by the holy Writers
‘ov mopvo, Fornicators, the Heathen World being a World of impure For-
nicators. Their Doctrine did not condemn Fornication and Stews; and
both Sexes were prostituted in their Stews, which were every where al-
low’d, and paid their Tribute. The Persians, Aegpytians, and Athenians,
are infamous for their infamous Marriages, the Stoicks and Chrysippus,
for allowing them; they are infamous also for unnatural Lusts, their
Wise-Man is notaverse from Love; Community of Women was practis’d
in several Pagan Nations; some are superlative Instances of Masculine
Amours; the Lacedaemonians are noted for lending their Wives; Plato,
for countenancing Perjury in Love-Matters; Plato and Lycurgus banish’d
Modesty from their Commonwealth, for they will have Men Spectators
of naked Women; Plutarch was shameless, when he wrote his Amatorius;
the Greek Philosophers are remark’d for their impure Masculine
Amours, to which, not only the Athenians, but the Roman Senators, were
addicted, and the Oracle of Apollo alloweth it. The Apostle hath re-
mark’d their monstrous Uncleanness, (Rom. 1. 28) which he looketh
upon as the Consequence of « reprobate Mind. But these soul Carnali-

259. I Peter 1.14; II Peter 1.4; Ephesians s.5, 6; I Thessalonians 4.5.
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ties, the Sins of Uncleanness, are only one eminent Limb, or Member,

of the Heathen Old-Man, that “hath his Conversation in the Lusts of the
Flesh, fulfilling the Desires of the Flesh, and of the Mind, walketh according
to the Course of this World, according to the Prince of the Power of the Air,

in Lasciviousness, Lusts, excess of Wine, Revelling, Banquettings, and
abominable Lewdnesses,” Ephes. 2. 2, 3. which were so fashionable in the
Heathen World, that it was a Thing wonder’d at, that the Christians,

who seem’d an odd out-of-the-way People, (1 Pet. 4. 3, 4.) “Did not run
with them into the same Excess of Riot. Being filld” (Rom. 1. 29, &c.)

“with all Unrighteousness, Fornication, Wickedness, Covetousness, Mali-
ciousness, full of Envy, Murder,” (Homicide was the Gladiators Discipline,

and matter of Glory, they slew their Slaves at pleasure, usually expos’d
their Children, Romulus made a Law, that Children born deform’d,

should be expos’d and stifled), “Debate, Deceit, Malignity, Whisperers,
Back-Biters, Haters of God, Despiteful, Proud, Boasters, Inventors of evil
Things, Disobedient to Parents, without Understanding, Covenant-Breakers,
without natural Affection, Implacable, Unmerciful.” Such were the worse
and the greater part of them; and of all them it must be said, that by
several degrees of Wickedness, they constituted a World of flagitious
People, “an evil World,” (a World of evil Men, and a World of Evils,) “«
World of the Lust of the Flesh, and the Lust of the Eyes, and the Pride of
Life, which are not of the Father, but are of the World.” 1 Joh. 2. 15.

This degenerate Condition of the World of Mankind, is an uncon-
troulable Evidence of Original Sin in some Significations of it. For, in
the first place, Original Sin may signify, That Mankind, antecedently to
their being Holy, (which prior Condition may be called their Original
Condition,) are ungodly Sinners. Of this Original sinful State, the cur-
rent of Scripture, the frame of Christianity and Judaism, the frame of
Man, the degenerate Condition of the World, the Order and Course of
Things in it, are an uncontroulable Evidence. For Darkness is now before
Light, antecedently to Sanctification we are Unholy, and the Proselytes
were first Aliens; in Christianity, Unregeneracy is before Regeneracy, the
Old is before the New Man, Servitude is before Freedom, all the Holy
People were of the World before their coming out of the World, their
Original Condition is that of mere Mundan Heathen People. The Re-

Of Original

Sin.
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ligion also of a Saviour-King, of Redemption, and an Expiatory Sacrifice,
of Saving Faith, Repentance and Conversion to God, of a new Covenant,
and a new Kingdom of God, of Regeneration and Remission of Sins, of
Justification and Sanctification, proclaimeth this Original sinful State,
which inferreth the Existence of Original Sin in another Notion. For,
In the second place, Original Sin may signify, that Mankind are now
natively and originally ungodly Sinners, in a degree of prevalent Tendency
that way: or, that the Original of Sin is in such Degree originally in Man.
If Mankind are now the Flesh-Born, and Mundan People in all respects;
both privatively, being born without the Life of Grace, or the Divine
Love; and positively, a vicious carnal selfishness of Nature, being now
our Nature, which is called Concupiscence: If this Original of Sin is
now natively Original to Mankind, this vicious Tendency must be
counted an Original Sin. And an Original Sin of this Nature and No-
tion, must be look’d upon, not as the Whole, but as a Branch of the
Article of Original Sin, and is certainly a Branch of the Christian Re-
ligion, John 3. 6, 7. “That which is born of the Flesh, is Flesh, and that
which is born of the Spirit, is Spirit. Marvel not, that I said unto thee, ye
must be born again, or born from above.” Our Saviour plainly affirmeth,
(as the New-Testament ordinarily doth throughout,) that there are two
opposite Families of Men: The one, those that are born of the Spirit, the
Heaven-born; the other, those that are born of the Flesh only, the Earth-
born. That, by natural Generation, none are of the Spirit-born, or Heaven-
born, butall are of the Flesh born, or Earth-born, Family. Man is therefore
natively so constituted, as to be one of the Animal-vital, not one of the
Spiritual-vital, Family. And, of Man so constituted, impartial, Christian
Reason cannot but pronounce, “That he is natively a carnal and mundan
Kind of Man, and Liver, in a Degree of prevalent Tendency that way.
Agreeably to our Saviour, the Apostles establish the same Distinction of
two opposite Families, Gal. 4.29. Rom. 9. 8. Joh. 1.13. Hence appeareth,
that Infants, by their first Birth, belong to that Family, which is opposite
to the Spiritual and Divine Family, (both as Natural and Carnal is op-
pos’d to Spiritual,) they belong to the Family of those that are in the
Flesh devoid of the Holy Spirit. At the time of their Conception and
Nativity, thus far they are of this Family; they are then the carnal and
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mundan Kind of Livers, in a degree of prevalent lendency thar Way. And
in such Sense the Psalmists Words may commodiously be interpreted,
SL. 5. “Behold! I was shapen in Iniquity, and in Sin did my Mother conceive
me.” The Animal Nature in Brutes, is wicked and carnal; and the Animal
Nature in Mankind, is manifestly the same. Infants are therefore such,
in the way of prevalent Tendency that way, and, consequently, they are,
in such Degree, by Nature the Children of Wrarh. Which is not so to be
understood, as if Mankind committed Sin, not through the Fault of their
Wil for all the Servants of Sin are more, or less, Volunteers; the Sins
which they commit, at the time of their Commission, are their Will and
Choice, altho’ at other times (usually in their sober retired Thoughts)
they are otherwise minded. But Man’s Nature is full of Inclinations to
that which is Evil; all sort of Wickedness issueth from the Heart or in-
ward Man, and Man is warn’d to take heed of walking iz the Ways of
his Heart, and in the Sight of his Eyes.” If in fact all Men, in their un-
regenerate State, live in that which is Carnality and Wickedness, if they
are under the Power of the Flesh, of Sin and Vice; this is a Demonstra-
tion, that Infants, at their Birth, are the Servants of Sin, 7 a degree of
prevalent Tendency that Way.

All the Wickedness that is in the Animal Nature, involveth in it an
inordinate Self-Love, whence it ariseth. Self-Love is unquestionably in-
nate in all, and a vicious carnal Self-Love is innate in all, iz a degree of
prevalent Tendency that Way, for it is a Root of Bitterness in all Men;
therefore, in that Degree, the sourse and summary of Wickedness is in-
nate in all Men; and so are the reigning Lusts, and Passions of the Flesh,
which are nothing else but its prevalent impetuous Propensionsand Ten-
dencies. Hence Conflicts between the upper and lower Soul, between
Reason, and the Motions of irrational Nature; and hence it s, that there
is in him originally a Body of Sin and Death.

Agreeably whereunto, as some of the Learned suppose,®® the Py-
thagoreans, and Platonists, discourse of a Strife innate in Man, an alien
Animal of Kin to us from Generation, which some call, the many-headed

260. Grotius, Annotationes in Novum Testamentum on Luke 2.2; Casaubon, Persii
Flacci Satirarum (1605), V, p. 439.
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Beast; others call it, a moral Species of Life. They suppose, that every
Man, from his Birth, hath a bad Genius, inclining him to Evil, that a
Purgation is necessary for Human Souls; that they have lost their Wings,
are estrang’d from God, obnoxious to inordinate Passions; and Archyzas,
the Pythagorean, said, “We cannor arrive at the top of true Good, because
of a bad Nature.” So the Hebrew Doctors ordinarily speak of the Ferment
which is in the Mass (evil Concupiscence,) and the evil Formation, or
Figment, of which they say, “The evil Figment is born with a Man, and
goeth about with him all his Days, as ‘tis said, The Imagination of Man's
Heart is Evil from his Youth”:>*' Which Character of Mankind speaketh
a powerful Proclivity in Man’s Nature, to that which is Evil, which im-
plyeth both an Aversion and Impotence to that which is Good. Agreeably
whereunto the Apostle saith, “The Law was weak through the Flesh,”
Rom. 8. 3. therefore the Flesh was more powerful to make Men Sinners,
than the Law was to reform them. And, if they are Sinners thro’ the
Flesh, then they are “Carnal, sold under Sin, not doing what they like, the
Good they would, but what they hate, the Evil that they would not, a Law
in their Members warring against the Law of their Mind, and bringing
them into Captivity to the Law of Sin, which is in their Members.”
Rom. 7. 14, 15, 19, 23. Against their Knowledge and Convictions of
Mind, against the Dictates of Prudence and of Conscience, against their
own Resolutions and Vows, Mankind, in their Unregeneracy, are fre-
quently carried away captive to perpetrate Wickedness; Convictions of
the Mind, against the Flesh, is an unequal Contest. Servitude under Sin,
therefore, with all the other Evils of an unregenerate condition, is, as it
were, our Inheritance, by our first Birth, without which Hypothesis, no
tolerable Sense can be made of the Christian Religion, no tolerable Ac-
count can be given of the World’s Wickedness. For what is this lower
World, buta Sink of Impurity, a Sea of Wickedness, a Stie of Sensualists,
a Sodom of Uncleanness, a Den of the Sons of Darkness, a Shop of
Frauds, a Cock-pit of Contention, an Aegypt for Oppression, a Bedlam

261. Buxtorf, Lexicon Talmidicum et Rabbinicum (1639), col. 2303; Hammond, A
Paraphrase and Annotations upon the Books of the Psalm (1659), note B; Spencer, Ori-
genis contra Celsum (1658), p. 88.
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of Distractions, an Amphitheatre of Gladiators, a Wilderness of noxious
Animals; insomuch, that one had reason to style it “very near ro Hell.”
Mankind, universally, in all times and places, are degenerate into Vice
and Wickedness; it operateth early, usually it beareth down all Obstacles,
frustrateth all Remedies, it floweth in upon the World, with so high a
tide, and so strong a torrent, that in all Ages, not only Vice and Wick-
edness, but Prodigies and Outrages of Vice and Wickedness, have been
current Practices. The Age of Youth is rude, unskilful, and unwise,
(without governing Prudence, of little insight into Things, and less fore-
sighted) incautious, careless and inconsiderate, rash, heady and fearless,
full of Confidence and foolish Hopes, hardly governable, or manageable
by the greatest Wisdom, or capable of good Counsel; of vehementand
fervid Desires, Pursuits and Passions, of flagrant Lusts, enormously ad-
dicted to sensual Mirth and Pleasure, of gay and wanton Humour, averse
from Seriousness, (as apt to contemn and deride serious Piety, as Dan-
gers,) extremely Proud, and apt to take a Pride in pranks of Lewdness
and Injuriousness, (nor is there any sort of Wickedness, to which un-
tam’d Youth is not apt to be carried by Pride,) full of disorderly Motions
and Appetites, and abounding with Vice, as fat and rank Grounds with
Weeds. As the Age of Manhood succeedeth that of Youth, so the manly
Vices succeed the Youthful; and so gross and palpable Vice gradually
ariseth in the Nature and Life of Man, commencing its Reign from his
Birth. Several particular Temperaments are strongly inclin’d to several
Vices; some are naturally of a bad Temper, and some are observ’d to be
of a natural Malignity; which common Observations befriend the Hy-
pothesis of Original Sin.

Against this Name the Pelagians object, (their principal Objections
reach not to the 7hing, but the Name only,) “That no defect in Infants,
without the use of Reason and Understanding, can be truly and properly
Sin, for nothing can be Sin, which is not voluntary. Sin is also that, which
is the Transgression of a Law; where no Law is, there is no Transgression;
but Laws are not given to mere Infants, that are not capable of Obli-
gation, or, as the Jews say, they are not Sons of the Precept, no more than
Brutes; for Laws are not given to Infants, or those who have lost their
Understanding.” These Objections may be thus answer’d.
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1. The inordinate Concupiscence, of which our Animal Nature is full,
may be contemplated in Brutes; for in them there is a Pravity of Nature,
which, being predominant, constitutes many of them Evil Beasts; as in
Mankind there is a Pravity of Nature, which being prevalent in them,
constituteth them Evi/ Men. In Brutes we may contemplate the very
Nature and Idea of the several branches of Vice and Wickedness, of
inordinate Self-Love, Lust, Pride, Wrath, Cruelty, and such like; for there
the very Face and Form of them appeareth. The Morals of degenerate
Mankind, that /ive after the Flesh, have the same origin with those of
Brutes, which they lively resemble; some being Wolves, others Foxes, oth-
ers Serpents, others Neighing Horses, others Dogs and Swine.

2. The inordinate Concupiscence, of which our Animal Nature is full,
is Sin in a limited sense. Iz is the very Nature of that which is Sin, Vice,
and Wickedness, so far imputable to us, as it is in any degree Voluntary, and
no farther. As it is in the Animal Nature of Brutes, it is the very Nature
of that which is Sin, Vice, and Wickedness; the Pride and Selfishness
which we contemplate there, is the very Nature of the Sins of Pride and
Selfishness, and sheweth the odious face of them: These, therefore, have
in Brutes, the materiality of Sin, without the formality, (as the Logicians
use to distinguish;) for they are not imputable to them as Sin, nor do
they constitute them in a proper Sense, Sinners. But, in Man, inordinate
Concupiscence is imputable as Siz, Fault and Crime, so far as it is in
any degree Voluntary. This the Apostle sometimes calleth, “Sin that
dwelleth in me,” Rom. 7. 17. and sometimes “Sin in the Flesh” (8. 3.) that
is, in the Animal Nature.

3. This Branch of Original Sin, which we have under Consideration,
does notinfer, that in ordinate Concupiscence is aczually in mere Infants;
much less, that it is imputable to them, as their Crime, or that they of-
fend against any Law of God, or commanded Duty. It only supposes,
that by a Fall, or Lapse, inordinate Concupiscence, and the Reign of it,
is in them in a Degree of prevalent Tendency that Way. So that, if Grace
does not interpose, the Infant will be like the rest of unregenerate Man-
kind, an Alien and an Enemy, living and loving the carnal and worldly
kind of Life, and its Gratifications; having a Soul destitute of its true
Pulchritude, Health, and Vigour; Naked, Deformed, Diseased, Weak,
and Languishing.
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Consectary 3. Mundan Mankind are of a Disposition so Atheous, that
Heathenism of Religion is to them agreeable. Such as Mens State, Life, and
Genius is, such is their Religion, which is a plain Demonstration of
Original Sin; for it shews, that Mankind are born the Heathen-Kind of
Religionists, iz a Degree of mighty tendency that Way. All Mankind, with-
out a preternatural adventitious Institution of Religion, would be of the
Heathen Religion, or none at all; for other Religions were introduc’d by
extraordinary supernatural methods of Providence; under the Oecon-
omy of mere Nature and general Providence, Heathenism was universal.
This appeareth also from the continued History of the Jewish Church,
the Rise and the Progress of it; for the Progeny of Noah, the Offspring
of Shem, even in the Family of Heber (the Father of the Hebrews) while
Noah, Shem, and Heber were yet alive, fell to Heathen 1dolatry, Josh. 24.
2. Abraham was doubtless bred an Heathen; the God of Naboristhought
an Heathen Deity, Gen. 31. 53. Laban’s Images, call'd his Gods, shew,
that he was not clear of Heathen 1dolatry, and Jacob’'s House was infected
with it, Gen. 31. 30. and 35. 2. When the Children of Is7ael went into
Aegypt, they conform’d themselves to the Aegyptian 1dolatry, and when
they came out of Aegypt, they did not leave it behind them, as they were
charg’d, witness the Golden-Calf, their worshipping the Host of
Heaven, their joyning themselves to Baal-Peor, and sacrificing to Se-
hirim.>> When God had brought them out of the Wilderness into Caz-
naan, and cast out the Heathen Nations for their Idolatries and Impi-
eties, and warn’d the Israelites to take heed of their Abominations, and
of doing as they had done, yet they “forsook the Lord God of their Fathers,
served Baalim and the Groves” (Idols in the Groves,) and succeeded the
Heathen Nations in their Morals, as well as in their Lands.26? Such was
their Religion, during the time that they were govern’d by Judges; their
Heathen 1dolatry brought them into heavy Calamities, and no sooner
were they deliver’d, but they relaps’d to their old Trade again. For this
was the State of Things in Samuel’s Days. Solomon, the wisest of their
Kings, tho’ the Lord appeared unto him thrice, and warn’d him against
the Idolatry of the Heathen, yet fell to this foul Impiety. After his days,

262. Ezekiel 23.2, 20.7, 8; Exodus 32.31; Acts 7.43; Psalms 106.68; Leviticus 17.7.
263. Judges 2.11-19, 3.7; Ezekiel 16.3.
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the ten Tribes fell to the Idolatry of Jeroboam, complicated with that of
Baal, out of which they never emerg’d. Nor were things much better in
the Tribe of Judah, that adher’d to the House of David; for, altho’ Re-
hoboam, had lost the greatest part of his Kingdom for the Heathenism
of his Father, yet he, together with Maacah his Wite, trod in his Father’s
Steps, as Abijam his Son did in his. Out of this State Judah could never
perfectly recover. For, after Asa’s and Jehosaphar'simperfect Reformation,
Jehoram ( Jehosaphat's Son) and Amaziah his Son, symboliz’d with the
House of Ahab, the latter of them having Athaliah his Counsellor to do
wickedly. Joash, who succeeded her in the Government, was courted out
of hisReligion by the Princes of Judah. Amaziah ( Joash's Successor) after
some time of reigninglaps’d into Heathen Idolatry ata great rate. Uzziah
and Jotham succeeding Amaziah, the affairs of Religion were in a tol-
erable good Posture; but Abaz (Jothan’s Son and Successor) was mad
after his Idols. In the days of Hezekiah, true Religion recover’d its Lustre,
(which had suffer’d a sad Eclipse in the Days of Abaz,) and a considerable
Reformation was made; but no sooner was Hezekiah dead, but all things
ran to ruin again, in the days of Manasseh, whom Amon his Son imitated
in his outrageous Heathenism. Josiah made a great Reformation, but his
Reformation was a striving against the Stream; for the People still re-
tain’d their affection for their old Heathenism, and those Heathenish
Practices were in his days, which God menaceth by the Prophet,
Zeph. 1. 4, 5. “T will cut off the Remnant of Baal from this place” (Jeru-
salem) “and the Name of the Chemarims with the Priests; and them that
worship the Host of Heaven upon the House-tops; and them that worship
and swear by the Lord, and that swear by Malcham.” After the Death of
Josiah, God began to do unto Judah, as he had done to the Tribes of
Israel, they being alike obstinate in their idolatrous Disposition. No Per-
suasions, no Menaces, no Warnings, no Punishments, or Disasters,
which befel them, avail’d to reclaim them. The succeeding Kings of Is-
rael took no warning by their Predecessors Calamities; the Tribe of Ju-
dah took no warning by the ten Tribes; they would not desist from their
Heathenism of Religion, when they were upon the brink of Ruin; they
went on in their old Track, even in the very Times of the Babylonian
Captivity, and those of them that went into Aegyps, after their City and
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Temple was ruin’d, were resolved Heathen 1dolaters. Jer. 44. 17. The
prevalency of this Religion amongst God’s antient People, speaketh ita
darling to Animal Nature. It is from this Nature, that Mankind are not
Theists, Religionists, or Pietists, but the Atheous Kind of Theists, the
irreligious Kind of Religionists, and the impious Kind of Pietists; they
bestow their devotional Esteem, Affection, and Service upon what Ani-
mal Sensitive Nature liketh, and accounteth fine Things. By an Idola-
trous Kind of Superstition, the adulterous Kind of Devotion, their de-
votional Propension is gratified, and the way of doing it is pleasing to
sensitive Nature, which they follow.

As from the History of the Jewish, so from the History of the Chris-
tian Church, the proneness of Mankind to a Religion of Idolatry is ap-
parent; for, altho’ in the three first Centuries, and some time after, there
is no appearance of a lapse of the Church into Idolatry; yet the time was
not long, before “the holy City was trodden under Foot by the Gentiles™;
when the World was come into the Church, then she began, by degrees,
to model Religion after the old Heathen manner, and degenerated atsuch
a rate into Paganism, that the Religion of unreform’d Christendom hath
been, for many Ages, an Imitation of the Rites and Vices of that ldolatrous
Religion. It is manifestly a Parallel for old Heathenism in Atheous Blind-
ness, Darkness, and Ignorance, in its Ghosts, Spectres, and Dreams; in
blind heathenish superstitious Conceits and Opinions; in the heathenish
Life, and all the Limbs and Branches of the Old-Man; in Swearing, Rev-
elling, Drunkenness, Debauchery; in Fornication, Harlotry, Incest, Sod-
omy, Stews, Curtesans, Carnavals, and in making the World a Brothel-
House, or Sodom of Uncleanness; in Encouragements, as well as
Practices of Looseness and Lewdness of Life, and the old Aeathen Pro-
fanenesses; in heathenish Pretensions to Antiquity, Duration, Univer-
sality, Unity; in heathenish Worldliness, Pride, and Ambition, State, and
Grandeur; in heathenish Infidelity, and traditional Kind of Faith; in hea-
thenish Vice, and an heathenish kind of Virtue; in numerous Festivals
celebrated at the heathen rate; in unclean Institutions of Continenceand
Virginity; in a pharisaical kind of Monasticks and Asceticks, the Insti-
tution whereof is originally Pagan; in the Theology and Devotion of
the Mysticks; in lying Stories and Legends; in processionary Pomps and
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Jubilees, which answer to the antient Ludi seculares; in slight methods
of obtaining Pardon for Sin; in the extravagant Pomps of their Religious
Service, the Consecration of their Altars and of their Temples, and Cele-
brations of the Dedication of them; in their holy Water and enjoyned
Celibacy; in their Whippings and monstrous Barbarity and Cruelty; in
their Purgatory and Funeral Rites; in their Reliques and Theurgical Con-
secrations of Agnus Dei’s and other Trinkets; in the external Perfunc-
toriness of their Religious Service; in substituting silly exterior Rituality
instead of true Religion, and antick instead of true Devotion; ( for such
are their numerous turnings, bowings, crossings, changes of Posture, mut-
terings, droppings of Beads, kissing the Pix, praying in an unknown Tongue,
praying for Souls in Purgatory, saying so many Masses, offering Sacrifice for
the Quick and Dead, repeating the name Jesus so many Times in a breath,
translating Reliques, making Pilgrimages and Shrines, and making Obla-
tions to them; holy Vestments, holy Scapularies, holy Oil, Anointings, holy
Salt and Candles, &c.) In their Incense, lighted Candlesin their Temples,
Procession with burning Candles in their Hands on Candlemas-Day,
consecrated Bells and baptismal Spittle; in the Canonizations, Patron-
age, and Offices, of the Tutelar Saints, or Deities; in consecrating the
Pantheon at Rome to them, and the seven Hills of the City to so many
Saints; in ascribing miraculous Feats to them, making magnificent Pres-
ents and Oblations to them, swearing profanely by their Names, as the
Heathens did by their Gods; in consecrating, adorning, adoring their
Images, carrying them in Procession, and concealing them in Lent, as
the Heathens, for some time, conceal’d their Idols from the People; in
having impure and profane Images in many of their Churches, like the
Heathen; in the whole Affair of Church-Demonolatry, the Design of it,
and Method of introducing it, where Idolatry recover'd its deadly
Wound, and Paganism liv’d again. A principal Method of introducing
Paganism; in several Branches of it, was by counterfeit Visions, Appa-
ritions, Revelations, Miracles; and by the same Artifices Demonolatry
was introduc’d, and Christianity was chang’d into Heathenism. So that
the Christian Church hath imitated the antient Jewzsh Church in her
lapse into a Religion of Idolatry, and hitherto she continueth to imitate
her Obstinacy and Irreclaimableness.
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But Heathen Mankind, most properly such, are those that are without
the Pale of the visible Church; the Universality of Mankind in antient
Times were such; whose addictedness thereto appeareth from the An-
tiquity of it, its wide spreading, the long uninterrupted Duration of it,
the World’s resolv’d and firm Adherence to it, (for the Heathen World
resolv’d not to change the Religion of their Ancestors,) the Laws that
were made in favour of it, and against the introducing of any new Re-
ligion, (which was thought a Thing not to be endur’d, according to Me-
caenas's Advice to Augustus,) the many violent Persecutions, which Chris-
tianity suffer’d in its attempts to undermine and ruin it. Nor was it only
the Popular-Pagans, that were so vehemently addicted to their Heathen-
ism of Religion; for the Philosophick-Pagans were, for the main, of the
same Mind in Religion with the Popular; their Rule was, “To worship
the Divinity according to the Law and Rites of their Country, and the
Custom of their Ancestors.” Some few Branches of this Heathen-
Popular Religion were disliked by the Philosophers (Socrates, Plaro, Plu-
tarch, Cicero, Seneca, Porphyry, Varro, and the Stoicks;) but themselves
were in good earnest Pagan-Religionists, Pagan-Theologers, Pagan-Saints,
and Champions for Paganism. They were far from designing a change
of Religion, as Plato athrmeth in his Apology for Socrates; Plutarch styl-
eth it the “Pious Faith deriv'd from their Ancestors”; and again, “The divine
Dignity of Piety receiv'd from their Ancestors.”*** He supposeth it a plain
Case, that their Deities were truly such, and their Religion of right Cath-
olick; “That the Sun and Moon are Animals, whom all Men sacrifice, pray
to, and worship.” Other of them style their Pagan Devotion, “The pure
Worship of the Divinity.”>> They affect an higher strain of Devotion
towards their Deities, than the Popular Pagans; and it was thought a
grand Incongruity in a Philosopher, to violate their Religious Rites;
whence Stilpo, the Philosopher, sleeping in the Chappel of the Mother
of the Gods contrary to Law, was thus reprimanded by the Goddess
in a Dream; “Art thou a Philosopher, and dost thou Violate the sacred

264. Plutarch, De Pythiae Oraculis, p. 4025 De Superstitione, p. 166; Adversus Co-
lotem, p. 1123 (all in Moralia).
265. Proclus, In Platonis Theologiam, V .36.
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Laws?”2¢ Philosophers were, least of any, addicted to change their Re-
ligion; yet Plutarch, who maketh such high Elogies of his Heathen-
Popular Religion, sometimes saith of it: “The ridiculous Practices and
Passions of Superstition, and Speeches, and Gestures, and Inchantments,
and magical Tricks, and Running about, and Drummings, and impure Lus-
trations, and sordid Purifications, and barbarous and absurd Castigations
in the Temples, and contumelious Usages, give occasion unto some, to say,
That it is better there were no Gods at all than such Deities, that accept, and
are pleas'd with, such Things as these, of so petulant, so mean, so peevish an
humour: Were it not better for the Gauls and Scythians, to have no Notion
at all, no Imagination, no History, of Gods, than to suppose, That there are
Gods which delight in the Blood of sacrific'd Men, and account that the most
perfect Sacrifice and religious Service? Had it not been better for the Car-
thaginians ar the first, to have taken Critias, or Diagoras, for their Law-
giver, to suppose, that there is neither God nor Demon, rather than to make
such Sacrifices as they do to Saturn?*” It is not easy to judge, which of these
two extremes is most conducive to Mankind, some have no respect for any
Gods, the God-service of others is shameful.” >

Such was the Heathen 1dolatry, and their manner of serving their
fictitious Deities was extremely Shameful and Abominable, as it is visible
in their Lupercalia, Floralia, Bacchanalia, the usual Drunkenness of
the Women amongst the Romans, when they sacrific’d to Bona Dea;
the infamous Drunkenness, Madness, and antick Gestures of Cybele's
Priests, Priapus’s Sacra, their Worship of the Goddess Venus, their nasty
Eleusinian Mysteries, their unclean Fables touching their Deities, and
their Images of them, which sometimes represented the Painters Har-
lots, (and usually in their Houses they set up the representations of mon-
strous Lust,) the obscene Spectacles and Speeches usual in their Sacra,
(of which their Theologers say, that they were design’d to cure them of
their filthy Affections, by gratifying them,) their perpetrations of Un-
cleanness, and Sodomy, in honour of their Deities, and under pretext

266. Vossius, De Idolatria, V.46.
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268. Pliny, Natural History, 11.7.
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of Holiness and Religion in many Places, the Memoirs in Scripture, of
“Sodomites doing according to the Abominations of the Nations,” and the
conjoining of Idols with Sodomites, 1 Kin. 14. 24. and 15. 12. and 2 Kin.
23. 7. Uncleanness, Drunkenness, Revelling and Debauchery, were not
only the Sins of their Lives, but of their Religion. The Histories of their
impure Deities instigated them to the practices of Uncleanness, their
shady Groves were an Invitation to them to perpetrate them, they per-
petrated them in their Sacred Places, Fornication was annex’d to their
revelling Idol-Feasts. As it is a false Religion, it is like the Oriental Lan-
guages, and must be read backward; for its Holiness, in many Parts of
it, is the grossest Lewdness and Profaneness; its Deities are abominably
Profane, as is also their Service, and their Sacra; it maketh the Divinity
a Drama, Heaven a Scene, and Religion a Stage-Play; it venerateth its
Deities in the Temples, and exposeth them to Derision upon the The-
atre. Their Religion was, in the main, devoid of Religion, Truth and
Righteousness, made up of Lies, Folly, Madness, and consummate
Wickedness. Yet, this their Religion (Religio Deorum immortalium) the
Pagans counted their Glory; not themselves, but the Christians, they
counted Nefarious, and most Flagitious; they furiously persecuted them,
calling them he Impious, supposing themselves the Pious. O unparal-
lell’d Darkness!

The Pagans Religion, as bad as it was, was hugely agreeable to their
Genius and Humour; which proveth the World of Mankind, a blind
and wicked Generation, extremely Atheous, sunk, and degenerate from
God, and such as Seneca calls the Herd of Pagan-Religionists, “insanien-
tium turba,” a mad Rabble. For the Pagan Writers themselves usually
impute Madness to the Aegyptians, (a learned Nation, but a Fountain
and Store-house of Idolatry, as well as Grain,) because of their mon-
strous Worship of Animals. And what were Herculess Sacra at Lindus,
but height of Madness, which were celebrated with Evil-speakings and
Cursings; and, if any one, by chance, let fall a good Word, it was thought
a violation of them? In this wild Religion, there was a great mixture of
profane Frolick and Jovialty, which rendred it hugely agreeable to the
Humour of the Popular-Pagans. Whence itis generally reported of Greg-
ory Thaumaturgus, (who, in this, was far from imitating the Apostles,)
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that he, observing that corporeal Delights and Pleasures allur’d the Vul-
gar, and caus’d them to persist in their Idolatry, permitted them, in lieu
of their former Jollities, to jovialize in memory of the Holy Martyrs.
The Heathens had their numerous Festivals (celebrated after the Israelites
Mode, who “sar down to eat and drink, and rose up to play,” Exod. 32. 6.)
with Sports, Dancings, Shews, Musick, Banquets, Drunkenness, Las-
civiousness. Their Gods gave them no Precepts of good Life, butlicens’d
Wickedness, authoriz’d Vice, encourag’d Lewdness, (their Oracles pa-
troniz’d it,) and therefore it was a Flesh-pleasing Kind of Religion.
Which also had the Glories of Antiquity, Universality, uninterrupted
Duration and Succession, and Shews of Sanctimony. It abounded with
Inspirations, Visions, Revelations, Oracles, Miracles, Prophets, Saints,
and, which is extremely taking and desireable, the Pagans had their Gods
nigh unto them, to speak to them, to converse with them, to consult
them in Difficulties, to have present Access to them, and their Help at
hand; by visible Signs, their Gods testified their Presence, they saw them
in their Effigies, and often had Appearances of the Gods themselves.
Their Religion was a Temple-kind of Religion, the Religion of a Temple-
state and Stateliness, ritual and external, Pompous and Splendid, which
is a Religion, after the manner that unregenerate Mankind affecteth.
Their Temples, Altars, Images, (gross and visible Objects of Worship,
which sensitive Souls dote upon,) their Priests, Sacrifices, Feasts, Asper-
sions, Lustrations (easy Methods of cleansing themselves from Sin) be-
long to their Temple-State of Religion. They had their splendid and
magnificent Temples, their Idols sumptuously adorn’d, their mode of
God’s Service Stately, with Lights, Musick, Odours, Vessels shining with
Pearl, and the Priests Garments shining with pretious-Stones, the pro-
cessionary Pomps of their Gods also, their Triumphs, Games, and
Sights, (Sword-fightings, Scenical Plays, and Ludi seculares, which were
in honour of their Gods,) were part of the Pomps and Vanities of this
World, which are hugely taking to a carnal Mind. As themselves were a
mundan-kind of People, so the principal Design of the Heathen-Popular
Religion, was a mundan Felicity. The Idolatry, both of Rome-Heathen,
and Heathen-Christian is, in the design of it, a worldly Religion, (it de-
signeth to swim in worldly Felicity, and the Enjoyments of this present
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Life,) both have been attended with secular Pomp and Grandeur, Plenty,
and Prosperity.

Consectary 4. The fourth Consectary, concerning the badness of the
Heathen Virtue and Goodness, hath been already consider’d, in the first
Part of this Essay; after which, it may not be improper here to consider
that branch of the Pelagian Controversy, “Whether the seeming Virtues
and good Works of the Gentiles are true or false, Sins and Vices, or Vir-
tues and Well-doings, in what sense, and how far they are so?” If we say,
“That all their Virtues, and good Works, are in no sense true,” we con-
tradict the Apostle, Rom. 2. 14. “The Gentiles do, by Nature, the Things
contain’d in the Law.” But, if we say, “That the true Virtues, and good
Works, are found in the Gentile World,” we destroy the Necessity of
Christianity, confound Nature and Grace, Gentilism and Christianism,
the Atheous World with the City of God; we contradict the Nature of
Things, by supposing, that Men do what is truly Holy and Pious, an-
tecedently to the first Principles of true Piety and Sanctity; we contradict
the scriptural Account of the Heathen State and Life, the whole Stream
of the sacred Penmen, who affirm, That “withour Faith it is impossible
to please God,” Hebr. 11. 6. Which must not be understood of such a
Faith as is common to Infidels, as some understand it; but of the Faith,
which constituteth Divine Believers, and God’s Religionists that come
unto God. The Gentiles “have their Hearts purified by Faith.” The Mind
and Practice of Unbelievers is “defiled, impure, and unholy. The Carnal
Mind is no keeper of the Law of God: they, that are in the Flesh, cannot
please God. Ye are married to another” (saith the Apostle) “to have your
Fruit unto Holiness, and to bring forth Fruit unto God. We are created in
Christ unto good Works.” The genuine kind of Virtues are, “The Fruits
of the Holy Spirit, a corrupt Tree cannot bring forth good Fruit, of Thorns
Men do not gather Figs, nor of a Bramble-Bush gather they Grapes. When
ye were the Servants of Sin, ye were free from Righteousness,” the Practice
whereof is “a Walking, not after the Flesh, but after the Spirit. Every one
that doth Righteousness, is born of God.” The true and genuine Kind of
Virtue, Goodness, and Righteousness, is that which is of #he Kingdom
of God, of the Divine Image, and the New-Man that is renewed in Knowl-
edge, (which is inconsistent with a State of Atheous Ignorance,) which

The badness of
the Heathen
Virtue and
Goodness.



192 ESSAY I1I

is of a new Creature, a new and divine Birth unto Righteousness, of the
new Covenant and Dispensation of Things, of the 7ue Vine, and of a
Divine Charity, which is the Essence, and Summary, of the truly Divine
Moral Virtue, and the genuine kind of good Works. “Though I bestow
all my Goods to feed the Poor, and give my Bodly to be burn'd, and have nor
Charity, it profiteth nothing” The Natural Man’s Kind of Virtue, Good-
ness, and Righteousness, therefore is, according to these Notices of
Scripture, on this side that, which is the true and genuine Kind of Virtue,
Goodness, and Righteousness; nor can the true Virtues, Goodness, and
Justice, exist without being truly Virtuous, Just, and Good, as to God,
which is true Piety, Sanctity; nor can that be the true Kind of Virtue,
Goodness, and Justice, which cannot constitute Men of the truly Good
and Virtuous Kind, God’s Kind of Virtuous, Good, and Just Men,
whose Judgmentis according to Truth. But, as there is a secular and mun-
dan Kind of Wisdom and Prudence, in itself laudable, ornamental and
useful, (such is the common Jurisprudence,) yet originally it is Base and
Vile, being but Earth-born, not Divine, and Heaven-born; objectively it
is Base and Vile, not being conversant about Divine Things; of Kind
and Qualizy, it is also Base and Vile, being of Kind common, Graceless,
and Unholy; and effectively it is not Wisdom, for it cannot constitute any
Man truly Wise, nor Wise as to the main, but it continueth him where
it found him, in the State of Atheous Ignorance, Error and Folly: So
there is a secular and mundan Kind of Virtue and Goodness, which, in its
own Nature, is Laudable, Ornamental, and Useful at a great rate; yet
Originally, Objectively, and also of Kind and Quality, it is but Base and
Vile, and effectively it is not Virtue, Justice, and Goodness; for it cannot
constitute any Man Virtuous, Just, and Good; not Virsuous, Just, and
Good, as to the main, but it continues him where it found him, in the
State of reigning Sin and Unrighteousness. His Works are not “wrought
in God,” as our Saviour says, Joh. 3. 21. by which he certainly means
Theism of Religion and Condition. The Heathens are not truly Holy and
Religious towards God in any thing, but are Atheous, Graceless, and
Unholy, not only in their indifferent Actions, and their Evil-doings (ma-
terially such,) but in their Religious Actions, in their Virtue, Goodness,
and Well-doing (materially such;) these are not of Kind, and for the
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main, the truly good and holy Kind of Virtues, Duties, and good Works.
Their manner of doingwhat is materially Good, partakes not of the truly
Good and Holy in the main Principle, Motive, End, and formal Object.
They are notright in those grand Ingredients, which are essential to every
one of the truly good Actions; for they live not to the true God, as his
Servants, in the Exercise of all Divine Virtues; they, therefore, so sin in
practicing their Virtue, as to be inconsistent with Sanctity; and, there-
fore, they are Wicked and Ungodly in all their Virtuous Practice, and
Well-doing.

With this account of the Virtues and good Works of the Genztiles, the
general Sense of Christians agreeth. “Itis a plain and granted Truth among
all that are truly Pious, that without true Piety, that is, the true Worship of
the true God, no Man can have the true” (kind of ) “Virtue.”>*® The Pagan
Theologers themselves say, that Piety is w1 7mp 7dv dperdiv, the Mother
of the Virtues;”° their Virtues, therefore, could not be of the holy and
godly Kind, if their Religion and Piety was of a contrary Kind and Fam-
ily. Warm have been the Disputes among Christians, “Whether all the
Actions of Infidels be Sins, or not?” But the greater Number seem to be
of Opinion, That all the Works of the Unregenerate have the Nature of
Sins (as the Church of England determineth) and are not good Works
(wanting some Essentials thereto) but Sins in the sight of God, altho’they
be materially Good.

It is not reasonable to attempt a Reconcilement of all the jarring Ac-
counts of the Pagans Virtues and good Works, for none can reconcile
Contradictions; but the most of them may commodiously be reconcil’d,
by considering their Ethical and Political Virtue, (which may be call’d
the Human Moral, or Human-Social Virtue,) and representing the true
Character thereof. This sort of Virtue (which separate from the true
Divine-Moral Virtue is manifestly competible to Hearhen Mankind) is
an Atheous and unholy Kind of Virtue, and, therefore, is of Character
a virtue-less Kind of Virtue, and a bad Kind of Goodness. But, amongst
the sinful Kinds of doing Duty, (the evil manner of doing what is ma-
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terially Good,) there is this remarkable Difference; in some of them, that
which is materially Good, is done in so criminal a Manner, and out of
Ends and Principles so Vitious, that the Nature of Virtue is intirely
lost out of the Action, and it becomes (like Pharisaical Holiness) Vice
simply so called; but it is otherwise in this alien Kind of Virtue and Well-
doing, which is a different evil Kind of doing what is materially Good,
for the Nature of Virtue and Well-doing is in part really preserv’d and
retain’d in it, as the Nature of an Olive is in the Wild-Olive. The Virtues
of the Gentiles, therefore, are Sin in one sense, but not in another. He
that saith, They are Sin, Vice and Crime, not Righteousness and true
Holiness, saith true; but he that saith, They are not any sort of Virtue,
saith false. They are not so Vice, as not to be an unholy Virtue and Well-
doing. They are not simply, either Vice, or Virtue; for they are not the
true and genuine, but the spurious and illegitimate, Kind of good
Works. The case is the same, if we consider them with respect to the
Law, or Rule of Virtue and Duty. For, as the holy kind of Virtues are
of kind and for the main, according to the Law of our Piety and Holiness
towards God, who is the formal Object of our Obedience, whom we
ought to obey out of dutiful Affection to him, and to make the pleasing
him, his Honour and Service the chief End of our Doings and Business
of our Lives: So the Atheous unholy kind of Duties, Virtues, and good
Works, are, of kind and for the main, against the Law of our Piety and
Holiness towards God, and, therefore, have the Nature of Sins; they are
against the Law of our Piety and Holiness, both by way of privation and
opposition; for the not living unto God, is an undeifying him (as far as
is in our power,) a being an Enemy to him, and a living to ourselves; the
not regarding and affecting him dutifully, is a disregarding him, and a
disaffecting him, and a regarding and affecting somewhat else above him
and against him, and therefore the natural Man, by his unholy Kind of
Virtue, is no otherwise Virtuous, than so as to be an Impietist towards
God. Yet it has so much in it of the Nature of Virtue, that the Apostle
styleth it “a doing the Things contain’d in the Law”; God himself hath so
much respect to it, that he rewardeth it several ways: No Man, upon his
Conversion, so repenteth of it, as he doth of his Sins simply so called.
Itis not only a doing what is materially Good (which is of good Example



CONCERNING HEATHEN MORALITY 195

to others, and may be of great advantage to the Publick:) Butin its Prin-
ciple, impulsive Cause, and End, there is so much Good as serveth to
constitute it a spurious and degenerate kind of Virtue and Well-doing, as
will appear from the Heathens Principles of laudable Practice, which
may be reduc’d to these Four. 1. Good-Nature and natural Instinct.
2. Human-Socialness. 3. An unholy Kind of respect for Worth and Virtue,
Honesty and Duty, Justice and Equity, Reason and Ingenuity, Civility, De-
cency, and Order, and a like respect for himself, his own Perfection and Fe-
licity. 4. Religion on this side true Religion.

In the first place, Animal Temper and the kindly Instincts, which are
in Animal Nature, may be call'd Good-Nature, which is a Principle of
laudable Practice; for Mankind have this in common with the Brutes,
of whom some are tame, tractable, placid; others are fierce and savage,
and have the Name of Evi/ Beasts, which Name implyeth, that there are
good-natur’d Beasts. Cato was of a good Nature, if, as Cicero says of
him, “Nature had fram’d him to Gravity and Temperance’; or, if, as Vel-
leius Paterculus saith, “He was therefore Virtuous, because he could not be
otherwise.” Some are by natural Temper and Constitution averse from
certain Vices, (Sordidness, Cruelty, Impudence;) and disposed to the
contrary Virtues, (Generosity, Clemency, Modesty;) so amongst the Ro-
mans some Virtues are observ’d to have been Hereditary in certain Fam-
ilies in continued Succession, and great Vices, (Fury, Luxury, Libidi-
nousness,) in others; “/ am of Opinion” (saith Quintilian Declam. 260)
“That the Morals of all are born with them, and the proper Virtues of every
Nature.” Plato (in his Tenth of Laws) speaketh of a sort of good-natur’d
Atheists, “who think that there are no Gods at all, yet are by Nature of a
just Disposition, hating bad Men and Injustice, they will do no such Practices
themselves, and those Men that are not just they shun, and love them that
are just.” Altho’ Instances of Ferity and Barbarity are no Raritiesamongst
Men, yet a certain Goodness, Kindness, Benignity, and Tenderness, is
part of our natural Constitution, and an effect of our bodily Temper,
which so far prevaileth in the World of Mankind, that it commonly
beareth the Name of Humanity, as Cruelty is call'd Inhumanity, and the
Rod of Mansuetude, “the Rod of Men,” 2 Sam. 7. 14. As bodily Temper,
so the kindly Instincts which are in Animal Nature, are Principles of
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laudable Practices. Such as natural Affection towards Children and near
Kindred, Commiseration for the Afflicted, a natural Sympathy, Gratitude,
and Kindness, for our Friends and Benefactors (remarkable in Dogs, Lions,
and even Birds,) common Sociableness and Friendliness, particular Friend-
ship, a Propension to please and oblige others, a natural Benignity and Gen-
erosiy, desire of our own Welfare and Happiness, care of our Reputation,
aversion from Infamy, Misery, and Death.

A Second Principle of laudable Practices is @ Human-Social Disposi-
tion, (which is a goodness of Nature, and in great degree an innate In-
stinct in Man;) for all the Human-Social and Human-Moral Virtue and
Duty, commonly call'd the Political and Ethical, is compriz’d in, and
may be inferr’d from, this one Principle. Forall political Virtueand Duty
towards Mankind in general, towards our Country, all Civil-Social Char-
ity and Justice, the common Offices of Humanity and Civil Neigh-
bourhood, the oeconomical Duties, Duties of near Relations and of
Friendship, belong to Man as Social, as Human-Social, and he is not
Man without the Human-Morals. In this great Law, great Virtue and
Duty, of Man’s being Human-Social, Civil-Social (not Anti-Social) is
manifestly compriz’d “@ Civil-Social kind of universal Benevolence to our-
selves and all Mankind, which affecteth and endeavoureth the Good of the
Publick, and is opposite to what is hurtful;”>"' from which Benevolence
Universal ( “Caritas humani Generis” Cicero calls it) all Mundan Political
Virtue is deduceable. As it is also from another great Principle compriz’d
in the Pagan Human-Social Disposition; “The Subordination and Re-
lation of all Men, and lesser Societies of Men, to the great Body of Mankind,
as of Parts to the Whole, and of Citizens to the Mundan City.”?’* From
these Principles both the Popular and Philosophick Pagans practis’d Civil
Virtue, as the Bees do in some sort, that have political Order and Gov-
ernment amongst them: And this their Practice of political Virtue con-
stituted and denominated a good and just Man of their Idea. One An-
tenor, who wrote the Crezan History, was nam’d 4éAra (amongst the
Cretans 8éAtos signified Good,) dia 76 aryaBos él kal pulémols, “because
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he was good and a lover of his Ciry;*”* 1o live well” (saith Plutarch) “is ro
live Sociably and Friendly, and Temperately and Justly.”*’* The generality
of the Pagans suppos’d, that the observance of their political Laws con-
stituted them just Men.

A Third Principle of laudable Practices is @ respect for Worth and Vir-
tue, Honesty and Duty, Justice and Equity, Reason and Ingenuity, Civility,
Decency, and Order; and a like respect for ourselves, our own Perfection and
Felicity, without any regard to God, or Holiness. For, as there is a Human-
Social Virtue, which is on this side the Holy-Social, so there is a regard
for Worth and Virtue, Honesty, Reason, and Justice, which is on this side
true Holiness and Godliness. The Pagans practis’d the Virtue which they
teach, ‘“fugiendae turpitudinis causa, to shun that which is base and
shameful,”*”> Tov kalov évexa because it was Just and Good, Virtuous, or
Honest.”?° Their Maxim was “Honestum per se expetendum, that which
is Virtuous, is Self-desirable”; and some of them have said, “A Feast is
nothing else but the doing one’s Duty.”?”7 Out of regard to Decency and
Order, they practis’d the small Morals, (that may well be defin’d, as the
Stoicks define Modesty, the Science of decent Motion,) which are the op-
posites to Rudeness, Rusticity, and Impoliteness of Behaviour. And for
their great Morals, (altho’ their practice of them was without any regard
to God, or Holiness,) their Notions were so high and generous, that they
profess’d a contempt of Life, and “to throw the Body into the Fire, when
Reason, when Dignity, when Fidelity, requireth it,””® A virtuous Man will
die for his Friends and Country, he will throw away his Money and Honours,
and all the Goods that Men contest about wpimoovpupvos éavte 76 kKaov,
acquiring, or preserving to himself that which is Beautiful in matter of Life
and Practice.”*” Miltiades taught the Athenians, “to acknowledge no Lord
but the Laws, and to be afraid of nothing more than that which is Evil and
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Unjust”;**° and of Themistocles the Orator saith, “Thar willingly he
would not ser any Thing before Virtue and his Duty.**' 1o be Virtuous is a
great Accomplishment, and every Virtue is an Accomplishment.”*** The
Philosophick Pagans, therefore, (at least the better sort of them,) betook
themselves to the Study and Exercise of Virtue out of regard to their
Perfection and Felicity, which they suppos’d to consist in their Virtue,
which in many Instances was (in some respect) very laudable and imi-
table. Such was the Platonists disaffecting va 1vide, the Things that are
here, the not desiring or using them any farther, than so far as there is
need; and the Stoicks yasvp kexodaouévm, restrain’d Belly, or narrow-
bounded Appetite. The Pagans, both Popular and Philosophick, had also
a regard to Self-approbation and the Tranquillity of their own Mind.
“There is no greater Theatre” (saith Cicero®?) “for Virtue, than our own
Mind, approving and applauding” They had also a Self-reverence, or re-
gard to their own Dignity of Person.—ITdvrwy 8¢ pdAis’ dioxiveo
oavrov, Above all others reverence thy-self-”**

A fourth Principle of laudable Practices is Religion on this side true
Religion; for it was from a Principle of Religion, and out of regard to a
Deity, that Heathens thought themselves oblig’'d, to do nothing against
their Consciences, but to keep them unspotted;?* that they look’d upon
the Dictates of their practical Reason as Laws;?* that they had Hopes
and Fears, Peace and Perplexity, Joys and Anxieties, from their Con-
sciences,?®” That they look’d upon themselves as bound to /nnocence, to
Gratitude, to keep Faith, to take care of their Children and Parents, to
have a special Kindness for their near Kindred, to do the Ofhices of Hu-
manity towards Mankind in general, and acts of Heroical Virtue for the
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publick Benefit;*® that they thought Men criminal and punishable, not
only for Facts of Wickedness (such as Adultery, Theft, Homicide,) but
for the Will of Evil-doing;?®” that they shun’d the perpetration of Wick-
edness in secret, dreaded Perjury, rever’d an Oath;?* that they accounted
Injustice towards Men, and all vicious Errors in Life and Practice, (which
they called duaprvipara, Sins,) nothing less than Impieties;*! that the
Philosophick-Pagan Religionists thought themselves oblig’d to practiseall
the Virtues which were in their Institution, and to shun all the Vices; %2
that they propos’d to themselves an Imitation of the Deity, and sup-
pos’d, that nothing could be well done, “without having respect to the
Things Divine”;*? and therefore (as some of themselves say) “they had
an Eye to the Deity in every thing great and little”; % and lastly, that they
look’d upon themselves as bound to an intire Subjection to the Governor
of the World, and to all the Branches of active and passive Obedience
to him, real, or imaginary.?”> The natural Man, therefore, in a consid-
erable degree, hath Notices of what is Good and Bad, Virtuous and Vi-
cious, Right and Wrong, Just and Unjust (towards the Deity, as well as
towards Men,) of what is Worthy and Unworthy, that some things are
very Vile and Dishonourable, others are Becoming, Excellentand Hon-
ourable; and, altho’ he is an Impietist, yet he hath his Virtues and Well-
doings, “that are from Conscience, not Vain-Glory.”**° The Heathen join-
eth Religion and Justice towards Men; as Nicias, (of whom Thucydides
saith, “He was the Man of all the Grecians of my time, that least deserv’d
to be brought to so great a degree of Misery,*”) who, falling into a great
Calamity in Syracuse, told his afflicted Army, “7 have worshipp d the Gods

288. Ibid., chs. 3-8.

289. Ibid,, p. 92.

290. Epictetus, Discourses, 1.14.

291. Stobaeus, Anthologium, p. 181.

292. Ibid.

293. Marcus Aurelius, Meditations, 111.13; Gataker, Markou Antoninou, note,
p. 360.

294. Epictetus, Discourses, X11.1, 9.

295. Ibid., L.14.

296. Macrobius, In Somnium Scipionis, 11.10.

297. Thucydides, History of the Peloponnesian War, V1I.



200 ESSAY II

[frequently according ro the Laws, and liv'd justly and unblameably towards
Men.” The Heathen will be just, because, in his way, he is religious. “He
that is unjust is impious. For the Nature of the Universe having made all
rational Beings for one another, so as to benefit one another, as they are wor-
thy, but in no wise to hurt; he that transgresseth the Will hereof, is manifestly
impious towards the most antient of the Gods.” >

The Virwe of It is one thing, to say, that @ Man is an ungodly Heathen; and another
the Heathens
was an unholy
and degenerate - say, of an Action of his, it is an ungodly Action; and another thing, to

kind of Virtue. L. . .
say, 7t is an ungodly virtuous Action. When the natural Man doth that

thing, to say, he is an ungodly virtuous Heathen: And it is one thing, to

which is materially good, it may be done, for the main, from such good
Principles, and for such good Ends, as are competible to the mere natural
Man. An Heathen may venture into the Fire, to pull his Child our, partly
from a Principle of Good-Nature, and natural Instinct, partly for the
conservation of Human Society, partly out of an unholy respect to Forti-
tude, and partly from Religion on this side true Religion; and this Action
of his, in venturing into the Fire for his Child, is of an opposite Nature,
both to the Sin of exposing his Child, and also to the Sin of venturing
into the Fire (like the /ndians) for Vain-Glory. Both the Actions of this
latter sort are Sin, simply so call’d: But to declaim against the former as
such, is the Voice of a Barbarian, not of a Christian. This Maxim, there-
fore, needeth a limitation, 7har the same Action cannot be both morally
Good and Evil. For, altho’ the same Action cannot be a true and genuine
kind of morally good Action, and a morally evil Action; yet one of the
Heathen Man’s kind of good Works is therefore Sin, because it is op-
posite unto Holiness, and it is so far Sin (and therefore morally Evil,) as
it is opposite unto Holiness, (which is not a true and genuine kind of
morally good Action;) yet this hindereth it not from being a spurious and
degenerate kind of morally good Action.

On the other hand, altho’ it is of kind, and for the main, a sorz of
Virtue and Well-doing; yet no carnal, wicked, unholy kind of Man (re-
maining such) doth any thing thar is, of kind and for the main, Righ-
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teousness and true Holiness, no holy kind of Duty, or good Work: But,
when he doth that which is materially good, out of his kind of virtuous
Principles, and for his kind of virtuous Ends, yet he is carnal, wicked,
and unholy-virtuous in those his Doings; and they are like himself, of
kind and for the main wicked, carnal, and unholy kind of virtuous Doings;
or they are the carnal, wicked and unholy Man’s kind of Doings, not
simply so; but they are the carnal, wicked, unholy Man’s kind of virtuous
Doings. His kind of living is an Atheous kind of living; his virtuous kind
of living is the Atheous-virtuous kind of living, which is not the living
unto the true God as his Servant, but opposite thereto, an ungodly kind
of virtuous living. Let us suppose, that Hercules undertakes immense La-
bours, to save Mankind from Monsters and Tyrants, out of no better
Principle than Good-Nature, natural Instinct of kindness for his Relations,
regard to the preservation of human Society, a regard to an unholy kind of
Fortitude, and from something of Religion on this side true Religion, (sup-
pose an imitation of Jove, called his Father,) this the Pagans accounted
Heroical Virtue.*® But Hercules's kind of virtuous living was an Atheous
kind of virtuous living, it was devoid of true Piety and Holiness, and
repugnant to it. The Character, therefore, of the ungodly Man’svirtuous
Actions, or Well-doings, consisteth of two parts: For every one of them,
being consider’d as a part of his whole living, appeareth to be, both de-
priv'd of, and opposite to, Holiness and Godliness, and so complicated
with Sin, as to be only a spurious and illegitimate kind of Virtue, rather
Vice than Virtue; because, in reference to God, it is not Virtue. And, if
those virtuous Doings of the Pagans are so vicious, which issu’d from
Principles, that ought to be conjoin’d with, and subordinate to, true
Piety and Holiness, (Good-Nature, natural Instinct, and a human-social
Disposition,) what foul Crimes are the greater part of their virtuous Do-
ings, which manifestly issued from, and were subordinated to, one of
the foulest of Vices, the inordinate Appetite of Vain-Glory? For so the
Orator Isocrates (whom Dionysius Halicarnasseus preferreth before the
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Philosophers as a Teacher of Morality,) who calleth himself a Philoso-
pher, and a great acquaintance and admirer of Socrates, professedly mak-
eth Vain-glory the Principle, End, and Rule of all his Actions, and of
other Mens.

As for the Fact of the Aegyptian Mid-Wives, (which is alleg’d to prove,
that mere Heathens do good Deeds, that are not, of kind and for the
main, sinful,) it is not difficult to answer such Allegations. For, either
the Aegyptians were the Religionists of the true God, or they were not.
If they were God’s Religionists, (imperfectly, or more perfectly,) their
case is no parallel for mere Heathens. If they were not, then their Fact
was, for the main and of kind, sinful; yet being, of kind and for the
main, spurious and degenerate Virtue and Well-doing, it was rewarded
with Temporal Blessings. It is commonly said, 7hat God does not so much
regard what we do, as why we do it: But we ought rather to say, The thing
that God regardeth is, of what kind our Doings are. For, unless we ourselves
be holy and godly Persons, of kind and for the main such, and unless
our Doings be of the same sort, neither we, nor they, otherwise than in
a limited improper sense, can be pleasing and acceptable in God’s Eyes.
The Heathen Philosophers were not holy, or godly kind of Persons, their
divine Virtue was not the holy and godly kind of Virtue, it was not a
faithful serving and pleasing the true God; but a self-serving, self-pleasing,
self-adorning, self-excellence, self-beatitude, separate from, and contrary
to, the life of true Piety and Holiness. Therefore no other Virtue is com-
petible to unregenerate Mankind, than such asis consistent with zhe reign
of the inordinate carnal Self-love, (which is the Essence and Summary of
all Wickedness, which reigneth in all that are void of the divine Love,
which is the Essence and Summary of all divine vital Virtue;) the
Atheousness of their Virtue and Well-doings is imputable to the inor-
dinate carnal Self-love, which causeth the want of the love of God; and,
because they are devoid of the Love of God, and are none of his Ser-
vants, therefore their Virtues and Well-doings (from whatever Principle
they issue) are a certain self-serving, and self-pleasing, not a serving and
pleasing God. Therefore their specious Well-doings symbolize with the
rest of the specious Things of this World, they are not what at first sight
they seem to be.
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The fifth consectary is touching the Deadliness of our Heathen State;
for the Scripture looketh upon us, antecedently to the Life and State of
true and saving Religion, as deadly Criminals, as dead, and as the Subjects
of Satan’s Kingdom: As deadly Criminals, our Character consisteth of
two branches, which imply and infer one another; for, in our Heathen
State, we are aliens from the Life of Righteousness, deadly Sinners in Life
and Practice; and we are not Faithful Friends to God and Holiness.

1. Mankind are, in Scripture, divided into two opposite Parties and
Families (that are contrary kind of People, of a contrary Genius and
Temper, that walk in contrary Ways, belonging to contrary Societies,)
which are known by the Names of the Righteous and the Wicked, the
Just and the Unjust, the Godly and the Ungodly, the Pious and the Im-
pious, the Holy and the Unholy, the Good and the Evil, the Saints of
God and Sinners that are not Saints, the Children of Light and the Chil-
dren of the World, the Children of God and the Children of the Devil,
the Carnal and the Spiritual; all which Distinctions and Descriptions
of two opposite Parties denote their different Life and Practice. The one
are the Servants of Sin, not the Servants of God and of Righteousness; the
other are the Servants of God and of Righteousness, not the Servants of Sin.
Rom. 6.18, 20, 22. The one are the Workers of Iniquity, not the Practisers
of Righteousness; the other are the Practisers of Righteousness, not the Work-
ersof Iniquity. Psal. 14. 4. and 15. 2. Of this Kind, Quality, and Character,
are all that are in the State and Life of the true and saving Religion;
notwithstanding that they are guilty of Weaknesses, Sins of Ignorance
and Surprize, altho’ they have intermixtures of blemish in their Souls,
and of blame in their Lives; yet their Life is not the wicked, sinning,
unrighteous kind of Life, but the contrary; their tenor, course, and way
of living is the Way of Righteousness, not only in some particular Acts,
but of kind, and for the main. They perpetrate no heinous Iniquity, no
deadly atrocious Sin; so far they are faultless, perfect, and undefiled.
They keep no Favourite Sin, allow of no Sin, nor allow themselves in
any, nor can they dispense with sinning against God; and, therefore, they
are not, in any respect, Children of Disobedience, nor Rebels against God.
They are also the Doers of Righteousness, both towards God and Man;
and the Righteousness which they practise, is not the counterfeit and

Of the Deadli-
ness of our
Heathen State.
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illegitimate, but the true and saving kind of Righteousness, contradis-
tinguish’d from the Righteousness of the Scribes and Pharisees. The
Wicked, in several degrees, are such as the Old-Testament characterizeth
and complaineth of; that are estrang’d and are far from God, that forsake
him, and live in forgetfulness and contempt of God, and have not the Fear
of God before their Eyes, that are altogether become Filthy and do abomi-
nable Works, that are far from Righteousness, and desire not the knowledge
of God’s Ways, presumptuous Sinners that Sin with a high hand, and make
a Mock of Sin, Sons of Belial that know not the Lord, lewd Debauchees,
revelling voluptuous Sensualists, Unclean, Evil-speakers, Lyars, Slanderers,
Falsifiers of Trusts, Oaths and Contracts, unjust Dealers, the Children of
Pride, Sons of Violence and of Blood, disobedient to Parents, perpetrating
the horrid Sins against God (Atheism, Idolatry, Blasphemy, Magick,) zhe
horrid Sins against Nature (Sodomy, Bestiality, Incest,) the horrid Sins
against human Society (Robbery, Rapine, Murder,) the heinous Violaters
of the Duties of both Tables, the Duties of Piety, Charity, Justice, Sobriety.
They are not those that walk with God in the Duties of religious Society,
that have clean Hands and a pure Heart.

In the New-Testament, all Mankind, antecedently to the State and
Life of true and saving Religion, are represented as deadly “Sinners, the
Ungodly, all under Sin” (as deadly criminal Livers are under it,) “a guilty
World” (subjected to Condemnation) “before God; for all have” (deadly)
“sinned, and come short of the Glory of God” (as to the having with him
Glory.) As we were carnal, “those that are afier the Flesh,” so we liv’d after
it, and brought forth the Fruits of it, “fulfilling the Desires of the Flesh,
and of the Mind,” Eph. 2. 3. As we were those that are “of the World,” so
we lived “after the course of it,” not living a Life of doing God Service,
but of serving Sin (the Flesh) and “diverse Lusts, the Lust of the Flesh, the
Lust of the Eyes, and the Pride of Life,” Tiz. 3. 3. which live and reign in
unregenerate Mankind, whose Life is a serving and pleasing them as a
Law. They are not of a Divine Kind of Nature, but Aliens, and at Enmity
with God, by doing evil Works, Col. 1. 21. not the Lovers of God, and
of their Brother, but of the World, that have not “the Love of God in
them, Man-haters, Man-slayers,” 1Joh. 3. 13—17. and “have not eternal Life
abiding in them.” And, because they are of the evil kind, (“Dogs, Swine,
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Serpents, Vipers,” Rev. 22. 15. Mat. 7. 6. and 3. 7. and 23. 33.) they are
necessarily the Children of the Evil-one, and his resembling Off-spring,
making a worldly-happy Estate, or a carnal selfish Interest of Credit,
Prosperity, and sensual Delight, their chief Good, End, and Business,
and preferring it before the Favour of God, the Interest of his Service
and Kingdom, and their everlasting Happiness. Themselves, their Vir-
tue and Religion, (for @// Men pretend to Virtue, and almost all to Re-
ligion,) have their Character from the three grand Enemies of Chris-
tianity and Godliness, the Devil, the Flesh, and the World; for they are
the wicked, carnal, and worldly kind of Men, of virtuous Men, and of
Religionists. Their Virtue, Righteousness, and Religion, is of Kind ille-
gitimate, and continueth them in their Wickedness, Carnality, and mun-
dan Alliance.

2. Mankind, antecedently to the State and Life of true and saving
Religion, are deadly Criminals also, upon account of a second branch of
their Character; for, whether they be open Aliens and Enemies, or pre-
tenders to God and Holiness, #hey are not the faithful Friends of God and
Holiness. In all Relations of Friendship, Unfaithfulness is the summary
of all Vice and Crime, and Faithfulness is the summary of all Virtue and
Duty; for Unfaithfulness is a failure of Duty, in Mind, Will, and Meaning;
Faithfulness, the contrary. God’s People are without Guile, and, there-
fore, the Righteous and Uncondemnable in the judgment of Equity, no
Guilt is imputable to them; they are absolutely Sinless, as in the future
State, or at least unchargeable with Wickedness. “Blessed is the Man, unto
whom the Lord imputeth no Iniquity, and in whose Spirit there is no
Guile.” Of this truly noble Character, is every faithful Adherent to God
and Righteousness, such as “Abraham was, whose Heart was faithful before
God.” He forsaketh Iniquity, in Will and Affection, universally and un-
reservedly, so that he is not dead in Sin, nor in the State of reigning Sin,
and his course of Life is the Holy and Sinless. Wittingly and willingly
he doth no Iniquity (therefore is no Rebel, no Traitor,) practiseth no
heinous deadly Sinning. His Bent, Mind, and Will, is not partially and
dividedly (which is a traiterous with-holding our Love and Affection,)
but fully and intirely for God and Righteousness, which have sincerely
his utmost Esteem and Affection, being his chief Good, (as Sin the chief
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Evil;) nothing being so dear to him, but what he will part with for them,
whom he serves with his Best, and with his All, notwithstanding all Dif-
ficulties and Discouragements. And, as a Sovereign and a Master cannot
repute such Men that ought to be his Subjects and Servants, Uprighs,
Honest, Sincere, and Faithful, that are not dutifully affected and dispos’d
towards Him and his Service: So God cannot repute any Man Upright
in Heart, Honest, Sincere, and Faithful, that is not dutifully, uprightly,
sincerely, and faithfully affected and dispos’d towards him and his Service.
Therefore we ought to consider who they are, that may be denominated
simply, and without addition, the faithful Friends of God and Holiness;
for all others are such, that are devoid of this intire Integrity and Faith-
fulness, (which alone is constitutive of the truly Righteous,) notwith-
standing a partial, or limited, Integrity and Faithfulness which they have.
They are so far from being dutifully and rightly Affected, that they are
the Disaffected; so far from being faithful Friends to God and Righ-
teousness, that they are Enemies (usually deadly Enemies, and such as
may be called faithful Enemies,) their Mind, Will, and Meaning is in-
excusably amiss, because they are not, simply, and withoutaddition, 7%e
[Jaithful Friends of God and Righteousness, and the faithful Enemies of Sin
and Wickedness.

Many are loyal and faithful to a secular Master, or Sovereign, thatare
not Gods faithful Servants. Robbers (some of them) will be faithful to
those of their own Gang. Many Men, of Civil-social Virtue only, will
be faithful in matters of ordinary Justice, and, in some particular affair,
Jaithful Messengers, Servants, Soldiers. 1f we suppose Abimelech an evil
Man, as some will have him; yet, as to the business of Abraham’s Wife
(Gen. 20. 6.) there was no Iniquity, no Pravity in his Mind, Will, or
Meaning; he meant no Wrong to Abraham, whose Wife she was (to him
altogether unknown,) and, therefore, in that particular affair, he was
“Upright, Right, and without Iniquity.”

There is a Faithfulness in Judaism, as well as in Christianity; for when
any one will change his Religion, and become a Proselyte of Justice, the
Jews require, “that he do it, not for the Vanity of the World,” (any secular
Advantage,) “but out of Love, and from the whole Heart.” Such a Faith-
fulness and Integrity in adhering to their God, in opposition to Idols
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and false Gods, was requir'd of the Jews, in the antient times of their
Common-wealth, as the Condition of their temporal Blessings. A Faith-
fulness to their Institution, as it was carnal Judaism, those Jews had, who
thought, they did God good Service in killing Christians, Joh. 16. 2. And
thus the Apostle, when he outrageously persecuted the Christians, was
Faithful to his Institution, he never wilfully violated the Rules of Well-
doing according to carnal Judaism, and, therefore, had the carnal Ju-
daical Man’s good Conscience, as he professeth, Acts 26. 9. I have lived
in all good Conscience before God until this Day.”

There is a Faithfulness in Paganism, as well as in Judaism. For Numa
consecrated a Temple to Faithfulness. Regulus is a known Instance of
Faithfulness. Pyrrhus said of Fabritius, that it was harder to turn him
out of the way of Justice, than the Sun out of his Course.?*° Papinianus,
the Lawyer, being commanded to defend the wicked Fact of the Em-
peror Caracalla, who had barbarously killed his Brother Geza, he chose
rather to dye than to do it.**! In China, there is a Temple of Chastity,
erected in commemoration of five Virgins, who, being taken by Thieves,
took away their own Lives, to avoid being ravish’d.> Several of the Hea-
thens were so far faithful and uprightly dispos’d, that, in several particular
Actions, neither Shame, Torment, Exile, or Death, could prevail with
them to violate the Dictates of their Minds; and several of them were
true and faithful Worshippers of false Gods; they were Faithful to their
Institution of Heathenism, and these may be said, to have 7he Heathen
Man's good Conscience.

Yet, in the unsound Profession of Christianity, in carnal Judaism, and
in Heathenism, there are no such Persons as the Upright, the Sincere and
Faithful; and, consequently, there is no such thing as the Uprightness of
the Upright, the Sincerity of the Sincere, the Faithfulness of the Faithful.
For, in these Regions, all are the Wicked and the Ungodly; whereas, if
any of them were the Upright and the Faithful, these must necessarily
be the Righteous, and in the State of justified Persons. Wherefore the
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Natural and Heathen Man’s Uprightness, Sincerity, and Faithfulness, is
of the same Nature and Character with the rest of his Virtue, iz is of a
spurious and degenerate Kind, (as being on this side Holiness and God-
liness,) not the intire Integrity, not the right Kind of Uprightness, not the
holy and godly Kind of Sincerizy, 2 Cor. 1.12.) but a faithless Kind of Faith-
fulness. And this is what is meant by “a natural and moral Integrity.”>%
Which sort of Integrity is competible to Rebel-Sinners, to such as are
revolted from God and his Kingdom, and from true Righteousness and
Holiness, in whom it is necessarily complicated with the most heinous
Disloyalty and Unfaithfulness; from which none can be excus’d, who
are not, as his Liege-Subjects and Servants, loyally affected unto God
and unsinning Righteousness towards him: The Ignorance of the Jews
and Gentiles did not excuse them, because they might have known better,
and would have known better, if they had been, so far as they might have
been, the faithful Friends of God and Righteousness, and the faithful
Enemies of Sin and Wickedness. With this Limitation the Philosopher’s
Rule ought to be propos’d, which otherwise is not, universally, a safe
Rule of Practice. “Thar which appeareth to thee” (as a faithful Adherent
to God and Righteousness) ‘7o be the best, let that be to thee a Law
inviolable.” "

It is, however, to be observ’d, that some, who are not properly and
Jformally the Upright and Faithful, are such in aptness of Disposition, and
in an initial degree; being such as mean well towards God and Righ-
teousness, who are out of the State and Life of true and saving Religion,
but with abatement of sense. These are they, that are denominated
“Christs Sheep,” Joh. 10. 4, 10. those that “are of the Truth,” Joh. 18. 37.
and Luk. 8. 15. those that have “an honest and good Heart”; which is a
degree of that Integrity, which constituteth the Faithful and Upright in
Heart, simply so called. The Phrase denoteth an honest and good Heart,
in respect of the Word of true and saving Religion, and the receiving
thereof, (an honest and good Heart so far;) by receiving which Honestly,
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Sincerely, and Faithfully (that is, without Vice, or Crime, as to Mind,
Will, or Meaning) the Receiver becomes one of the Faithful and Upright
in Heart, in a plenary Sense, whereas at first he is only so initially, and
by way of preparatory Disposition. The Faithful and Upright, inaplenary
sense, are Religionists of several Degrees. For many holy and good Men,
under the Mosaical Oeconomy, were the faithful Lovers of God and of
Righteousness; yet were very imperfect Religionists, agreeably to that
Oeconomy. Our Saviour’s Disciples, while he was on Earth, that betray
a great deal of Ignorance, Weakness, and many Imperfections at every
turn, were the faithful and sincere Lovers of God and of Righteousness,
but so as to be Religionists of a very mean Rank. And it seemeth rea-
sonable to suppose, touching Cornelius, a Gentile, and a Proselyte, (and
such like,) that God, from the Beginning of the World, having made
Provision in Christ, that his and Christs Religionists should be in the
State of Remission of Sins, Cornelius was imperfectly in this Divine
Condition, before Conversion to Christianity: But, after the Gospel-
settlement was made, his Conversion to Christianity was necessary, both
for the continuance of what he had, and the completion of what he
wanted.

3. The Scripture looketh upon Mankind, antecedently to the State
and Life of true and saving Religion, not as alive, but as dead, or in the
State of the Dead. So in the Oriental Philosophy they call’d those Men
dead, “that are fallen from their Dogmata, are become Aliens from the
discipline of Truth and Virtue, whence the Soul hath her Life, and have
subjected their Mind to the Animal Passions.”**> As, when any one was
ejected out of the Pythagoreans Society, they set up an empty Coffin in
his Place, to signify, that he ought to be look’d upon as Dead. And the
Platonists say, “That the Death of a rational Substance is, to be devoid
of God and of Mind.” The Mahometans use the same way of speaking.
The Hebrews also use this Symbolical way of expressing the Condition
of the Wicked.>*® Our Saviour also useth the same Mode of Expression,
when he saith, Mazth. 8. 22. “Let the dead bury their dead,” i.e. leave it

305. Grotius, Annotationes in Novum Testamentum, note on Matthew 8.22.
306. Ibid.
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to them, who are in a deadly State of Sin, to busy themselves about burying
the Carcases of the Dead. And, as the Jews will not allow the Gentiles, to
be reckon’d amongst the Living, so the Apostle looketh upon the World
of Heathen Sinners, as in the State of the Dead. 1 Pet. 4. 6. “The Gospel
was preach’d to them that are dead, that they might be judgd according to
Men in the Flesh,” i.e. suffer Death, the Death of Mortification, to which
they are sentenc’d by the Gospel, that they who are dead in their Car-
nality, by the Death of it might live Spiritually. And this plain Notion
of the Dead sufficiently explaineth a very obscure Phrase, which this
Apostle useth, speaking of Christ, 1 Pet. 3. 18, 19, 20. “Being put to Death
in the Flesh, bur quicken'd by the Spirit. By which also he preach’d to the
Spirits in Prison, which sometimes were Disobedient, when once the long-
suffering of God waited in the Days of Noah.” If, instead of this Phrase,
the Spirits in Prison, the Apostle had made use of this Expression, #hose
that are in the State of the Dead, there had been no difficulty in his Words;
every Interpreter would have said, those who are in the State of the Dead,
is a Phrase expressive of the sadly-degenerate Condition of Mankind,
who are dead in a moral Sense; that this Generation, those that are in the
State of the Dead, was sometimes disobedient to the preaching of Noah,
(degenerate Mankind were then incredulous, and now are so;) and that
Christ by the Spirit, after his Resurrection, going preach’d to them, not
in his own Person, but by his Apostles, in which sense St. Paul saith, he
came and preach’d, Ephes. 2. 17. If there had been no difficulty in the
Apostlés Words, supposing that he had made use of this Phrase, #hose
that are in the State of the Dead; the difficulty in them must not be
thought great, altho’ the Apostle useth this Phrase, the Spirits in Prison,
(which is of more affinity with #he Spirit that he was speaking of, than
the other;) because the Spirits in Prison, and those that are in the State
of the Dead (vitiously Dead) are plainly equivalent Expressions. Now,
if the Apostle had said, that, by the Spirit, Christ preach’d to those that are
in the State of the Dead, every one would have said, the Apostle is his
own Interpreter, he meaneth nothing but what himself saith in the com-
pass of afew Verses (1 Pet. 4. 6.) that the Gospel was preach d to the Dead;
therefore, when the Apostle saith, that, by the Spirit, Christ preachd to the
Spirits in Prison, every one ought to Interpret his Meaning, by what him-
self saith a few Verses after, that the Gospel was preach’d, Tots vexpots, to
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them that are in the State of the Dead. The Spirits in Prison, in a literal
Meaning, are the Dead in a literal Meaning; the Spirits in Prison, in a
moral Meaning, are #he Dead in a moral Meaning.

The Heathen, the Wicked, tho’ they live the Animal, the Human,
and Human-Social, Life; tho’ they are alive unto Sin, and to their
worldly and fleshly Interests and Concerns; tho’ they are not without
their happy Life, and are alive in their own Conceit; yet they are dead
1. with respect to God and the Life of living to him. Thus the Prodigal Son
was dead to his Father, who gave him over for lost. And, as they are
departed from God, and, therefore, are dead to him; so God is departed
from them, upon which account also they are dead, as the Body is dead,
when the Soul is departed. They are dead, as to the proper Life of the
Soul, the diviner Part, the only truly valuable Life, Excellency and Hap-
piness. 2. The Wicked, in several Respects, resemble the Dead. They are in
a Spiritual and Atheous kind of Darkness. “Weep for the Dead, for he hath
lost the Light; and weep for the Fool, for he wanteth Understanding,” Eccles.
22. 11. They have a lively Sense of their secular Interests, but have 7o
perception of those Things, which are truly Good, or Evil. An holy vital
Warmth and Fervour, Liveliness and Vigour is extinct in them; in Matters
of true Religion, Virtue and Piety, they are torpid and inactive; their
Virtue and Religion is but the Carcass of good Works. They are Vile,
Worthless, Useless. “A living Dog is better than a dead Lyon.” Degenerate
Mankind, in this respect also, resemble the Dead, they are impure and
unclean. 3. They are surrounded by, and are subject to, those Evils, which
are Death to the Soul, deadly Enemies, deadly Sins, deadly Sentence, and
deadly Punishment. The State of the Wicked is a privation of true Light,
Life, Truth, Wisdom, Health, Beauty, Order, Beatitude, Liberty, No-
bility, Vigour, Power, Ease, Rest, Peace, Serenity, Delight, Pleasures,
Goodness, Worth, Usefulness, Innocence, Purity, the Divinity, and Be-
atitude of the Soul; and a position of all the contrary Evils. Thisisa State
of deadly criminal Evils; for which reason they fall into a deadly penal
State, a penal privation of Remission of Sins, Peace and Reconcilement,
Grace and Favour, of divine Alliance and Acceptance, of Election and
Adoption, of the Inheritance, of Freedom and Citizenship in the King-
dom of God; and a position of the contrary.

In our Heathen State, we were related to God as Aliens and Enemies,
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and, therefore, we could have no Rights in the holy City, nor to the holy
Deity thereof. Nor was it possible, that God should look upon us as his
Allies, Subjects, Servants, or Liege-People; but our Estate was that of
Apostates from, Traytors and open Rebels against, our Sovereign Liege-
Lord, which is a State of Death. If any of the Heathen, remaining such,
might be saved, it must be by a Deity; but there is no Deity, whereby
they can be saved, who are not the People of the true God. The true
God, being the Deity of true Religion and Godliness, will certainly pun-
ish the Atheous and Ungodly. And, if it be by a Deity, that Mankind
must be saved, then they must be sav’d by being truly Religious. There-
fore both the Popular and Philosophick-Pagans, that acknowledg’d a fu-
ture Happiness, foully mistook the Way thither; for they rely’d upon
their Mystick-Metaphysical Sanctity, their Téletae and the Hieratick Way,
their Theurgick Method of the Souls Purgation, Liberation, Reduction;
they promis’d themselves a future Happiness, from an Initiation into
their Mystick-Religious Institutions, their Heathen Piety, and Civil-Social
Virtue, of which their Love of their Country was a principal Branch.
But the Virtue of the Heathens is far from being saving: something of
it is found in all Men, for all are in some sort, in some degree, Virtuous,
Honest, Sincere; if, therefore, it was saving to any, all Men would be
saved. The Religion of the Heathen, which should have been saving to
them, was of a contrary Nature, constituting them A-Theists and Anti-
Theists, the main Branches of it being so many mortal Sins. But from
this Hypothesis (without which the necessity of Christianity is not main-
tainable, nor can the Grace of God towards us Christianiz d Gentiles be
duly illustrated without it) a terrible Conclusion will be inferr’d, 7hat
all, who are in the Heathen State, are finally lost; which seemeth to be a
grand Difficulty in Providence, and they that think it so, if they be Wise
and Religious, ought to be allow’d great Liberty of Thought, to salve the
Phaenomenon. We will content ourselves to observe, that this Dispute,
touching the Heathens Salvation, is partly concerning Matter of Fact,
and partly concerning Matter of Right.

If the Salvation of any be call’d in question as Heathens, the Matter
of Factought to be debated in the first place, whether they were Heathens
in this definitive Notion, The Theists, that do not acknowledge the true
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God? Usually, they that plead for the Salvation of Heathens, make them
No-Heathens in Religion and Morality, making them God’s Religionists,
and as good as Christians, and yet suppose, that they plead for the Sal-
vation of Heathens, whereas they alter the Subject of the Question, and
contradict themselves, as well as apparent Matter of Fact. Butsome, also,
of great Learning and Piety, and not guilty of the Folly of Christianizing
gross Heathens, yet have thought the Condition of some of the better
sort of Pagans not desperate, but that their future Happiness is hopeful
upon account of their Heathen Virtue; and some doubt not of the Hap-
pinessof all of them, who were sincere. Touching which Opinion, which
carrieth a great shew of Charity and Goodness, I will only say; That our
Heathen State is certainly the state of Death; that all the better Sort of Pa-
gans are saveable, if any be so; that mere Heathen Virtue is not available to
Salvation; that the Pagans Sincerity is of no better quality, than the rest of
their Virtues; that we are apt to have an extravagant Esteem for their Virtue,
and every one hopeth well touching his particular Favourite; but we are
incapable of pronouncing any Thing touching their future Happiness,
save only, That, in respect of us and our Notices, their Condition is not at
all hopeful; yet, not knowing, what Transactions there may be between
God and their Souls, who, in external appearance, dye gross Heathens;
not knowing, whether Death rendreth every one’s Condition, and par-
ticularly theirs who were never tried with the Gospel, as remediless and
desperate, as it doth theirs, who have been tried with it, and frustrated
that Remedy; 7oz knowing, but that all Ages of the World, as well as that
wherein the Apostles preach’d (Acz. 18. 10.) have afforded many Souls
prepar’d for Christianity, touching whom we may doubt, whether they
will finally perish, or not; nor knowing, what their Condemnation will
amount to, who have been, in all Ages, invincibly Ignorant of Chris-
tianity, and are, therefore, unconcern’d in the Condemnation, which it
denounceth against Hypocrites and Unbelievers; we ought not to be dog-
matical in such abstruse Points, or pretend to fathom the Depths of
Providence.

In order to reconcile the Dispute about the Heathens Salvation, as it
is Matter of Right, so far as the different Opinions about it are recon-
cileable, it is to be consider’d, That all zrue and genuine Theists may be
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call’d Christians in a large sense, as being the Christian-kind of Theists
and Religionists. In this large sense it must be acknowledg’d, that the
Earth and Heavens, the Sun, Moon, and Stars, the Works of Nature,
and of Providence, have always preach’d Christianity to the World of
Heathens; that, from the Beginning of the World, Christianity hath been
the only way to Righteousness and Salvation; for Mankind could never
attain them otherwise, than by being God's Believers and Religionists, the
Men of Faith, and Faithful Religionists, which is to be, in great degree,
Christ’s Believers and Religionists, and thus it may be express’d. The way
to Righteousness and Salvation, from the Beginning of the World, was, to
be Christ’s Believers and Religionists, so far as the being Gods Believers and
Religionists importeth. 1f, therefore, the World of Mankind which was
Heathen, had been God’s Believers and Religionists, (such as the Apostle
speaketh of, Heb. 11. 6.) they could not have fail’'d of a State of Alliance
and Favour, of Righteousness and Salvation, more, or less perfect; for
God, in providing Christ, had made Provision, that his Divine Believers
should be in that Divine Condition. And, as that Divine Condition, which
Divine Believers, in the antient Times, enjoy’d, was founded upon
Christ; so the coming of Christ was reveal’d to these Divine Believers,
and they had Prophetick Notices of it. But those Prophetick Notices
cannot be called the way to Remission of Sins and Salvation, they were
not propos’d as the Condition of a Treaty, or Covenant, nor was the
Knowledge of them requird of those, to whom they were not at all
reveal’d; but different Obligations arise from different Revelations. The
generality of Mankind in these elder Times of the World, antecedently
to any Revelation of the Messias to them, were no farther oblig’d, to be
God’s Believers and Religionists, than according to natural Revelation.
And, because they were notso far his Believers and Religionists, the Apos-
tle looketh upon them as inexcusable, Rom. 1. 20. for nothing hindred
them from being such, but their own Wickedness, wicked Unwilling-
ness, or Averseness from Godliness, nor could they pretend any other
Impotency but the Moral Impotency, which is not an Excuse, but an
Aggravation. “Else how shall God Judge the World?” Rom. 3. 6. If the Ex-
istence of the one true God be fairly notic’d to all Mankind; if they do,
or may easily, know, that his being God consisteth, in having the
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Rights and Dues of his God-head, (as the being King consisteth in having
his Rights and Dues, which to bereave him of, is a making him no King;)
if they are oblig’d to be Virtuous, Good, Just, and Grateful; and cannot
but know, that of Right, and by Obligation, they are his Liege-People,
Subjects, and Servants: Mankind must necessarily be inexcusable, if they
do not serve and glorify him as God, and, if they become not his Believers
and Religionists, which is a relinquishing their Heathenism. The Hea-
then could not plead that they were so destitute of Means, that it was
naturally impossible, for them to be God’s Believers and Religionists, or
that their becoming such would be in vain; for his Parental Providence
towards them demonstrated, that he had not abandon’d all Care and
Concern for their Welfare. Acz. 14. 16, 17. “In times past he sufferd all
Nations to walk in their own Ways. Nevertheless he lef not himself without
witness,” (a Testimony of his Care for their Welfare, and that he had not
abandoned all Concern for it, altho” he suffer’d all Nations to walk in
their own Ways,) “in that he did Good, and gave us Rain from Heaven,
and fruitful Seasons, filling our Hearts with Food and Gladness.” and 1 Tim.
9. 10. “He is the Saviour of all Men,” (taketh care of their Welfare,) “es-
pecially of those that believe” Rom. 2. 4. His Goodness and Patience,
toward the World of Mankind, hath a mighty Tendency to their Re-
pentance, and is design’d to induce them to it; which is an Assurance,
that their Repentance, if not illegitimate, shall not be ineffectual; and,
if God commandeth them the Practice of the Duties of Religion in
order to that End, that so they may obtain a future Happiness, they are
bound to believe, that such Practice will not be in vain. Act. 17. 26, 27.
“They are planted on the Face of the Earth, that they should seek the Lord,
if happily they might feel after him and find him.” Which demonstrateth
God’s Will and Intention to be found of them, if they did faithfully seek
him, and his Willingness to be a God to them: Nor is it possible, that
God should disown and damn any, that is a faithful Religionist towards
him; “But in every Nation he that feareth him and worketh Righteousness,
is accepted with him.” (Act. 10. 35.) “Glory, Honour, and Peace to every Man
that worketh Good, to the Jew first, and also to the Gentile.” Rom. 2. 10.
That is such Gentiles, as Melchizedeck, Job, the Ninevites and Cornelius.
Touching the Salvation of the Heathens, and the Method of obtain-
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ing it, I will only add a wise and good Saying of a Divine of our own.
“If any amongst Heathens had done what he could, in seeking and serving
God, he should either for Christ’s Sake have been accepted with that little
Knowledge he could attain; or else, as Calvin saith in his Comment on
Acts 8. 13. Rather than he should have perish'd, God would have sent an
Angel to reveal further Things to him.”3"

A principal Branch of the Deadliness of our Heathen State, is, our
being the Subjects of Satan’s Kingdom; which implieth, that the Heathen
World of Mankind were under the Imperial Rule and Domination of
Satan, (several ways the Subjects of the Kingdom of Darkness,) con-
stituting his Mundan Empire. His usual Names denote him an Im-
perial Potentate; for he is styled “the God of this World, the Prince of this
World.” Himself and his Angels are called dpyai kai *8éovoiar, which
Names denote them, Principalities and Powers of a mundan Empire,
kooporpdTopes the Rulers of this World. Being fallen from Heaven, their
Residence is now in the Air, where they constitute amongst themselves
a Kingdom, or Empire, consisting of lower and higher Orders, some
being of inferior, and others of superior, Rank and Condition; but all
of them subjected to, and united in, one Imperial Head, their great Lord
and Master, “the Prince of Devils, the Prince of the Power” (or Powers)
“of the Air.” The Wisdom and Justice of Providence, by banishing them
out of Heaven, hath placed them in the Air, in a Region of Vicinity to,
and a Station of Superiority above, Mankind; and, accordingly, maketh
use of them, to do the work of Publick Officers, in the Polity of our
System. But this Power, which the Evil Demons exercise over Mankind,
(by divine Concession, by a probational, or penal Tradition of Men into
their Hands, and sometimes by divine Mandate and Appointment,) is
rather Ministerial than Imperial. 2 Chron. 18. 20, 21. Job 1. 12. and 2. 6.
Psal. 78. 49. Matt. 5. 25. and 18. 34. Luk. 22. 31. 1 Cor. 5. 5. and 10. 10. 1
Tim. 1. 20. Rev. 12. 10. Besides this Power of mere Officers and Execu-
tioners, they have acquird a Power of Empire and Sovereignty over
Mankind; which Power is, morally speaking, in great degree unavoid-
able, supposing their evil Neighbourhood to degenerate Mankind. For,

307. Truman, A Discourse of Natural and Moral Impotency (1675), p. 113.
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as these Aerial Powers are, in Place and Station, superior to Mankind;
so their Spiritual Nature, Angelical Order, Policy, and Strength, is su-
perior to the Human; (spiritual unbody’d Wickedness is paramount to
weak Flesh and Blood, Ephes. 6. 12. they are also vastly numerous and
closely united amongst themselves, which addeth to their Power; and,
therefore, if not confin’d by a higher Power, they can domineer and
lord it over Mankind; and, doubtless, they want not Will to do it, seeing
Empire and Dominion is their great Interest, Design, and Business;
Strength with them is the Law of Justice, and, therefore, as amongst the
Brute-Animals, the Stronger beareth Rule over the Weaker, so the
Stronger Wicked Angels will have the Mastery, and bear Rule, over the
Weaker Wicked Men. They are, also, the most accomplish’d Tempters
imaginable, and have the greatest Advantages to make Men Wicked, (of
themselves prevalently prone to be Wicked;) for they are not wanting in
depth of Malice, in great intellectual Abilities, in knowledge of us and
our Affairs, in large Experience, Cunning, and Dexterity, Activity and
assiduous Diligence, Hypocrisy, Imposture, Closeness, and Secrecy, in
variety of Methods and Artifices; they are furnish’d with all sorts of
Agents and Instruments, assisted with the World’s tempting Objects,
and with the many and great Weaknesses and vicious Inclinations of
Man’s Nature; in their Temptations they are mighty in Operation,
(“working efficaciously, with strong Delusions, carrying Captive,” Ephes. 2.
2.2 Thess. 2. 11. 2 Tim. 3. 26.) sometimes acting the Fox, and sometimes
the roaring Lion, sometimes the old Serpent, and sometimes the bloody
red Dragon; upon all which accounts, what can be reasonably imagin’d,
but that they will inveigle and vanquish the World of Mankind, and
subject them to live under their Domination? As the Holy Ghost saith,
Rev. 12.9. “The old Serpent, called the Devil and Satan, deceiveth the whole
World.” The Heathen World, therefore, must be considered, as Satan’s
mundan Empire, which he reigneth over as an Imperial Potentate, and
which was subject to his Rule and Domination; whence it is plain, that
his magnificent Pretension to our Saviour, was notaltogether groundless,
ordevoid of Truth, “That the Kingdoms of the World, the Power and Glory
of them was his, and at bis disposal.” Luke 4. 5, 6. The Devil and his Angels
are styled, Ephes. 6. 12. “The Rulers of the Darkness of this World,” to
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signify, that they are the Rulers of that Darkness which Heathenism is,
and, consequently, of the dark benighted Heathen World. Agreeably
whereunto, the Doctor of the Gentiles is sent to them upon this Errand,
“to open their Eyes, and to turn them from Darkness to Light, and from the
Power of Satan unto God,” Act. 26. 18. So the Converts to Christianizy,
that were translated into the Kingdom of God’s Son, are said to “be
deliverd from the Power of Darkness” to which they were Subject,
Col. 1. 13. But this subjection to the Power of Darkness, is not to be con-
fin’d to Heathens, commonly so called, it is the common Condition of
Mankind in general, antecedently to the State and Life of trueand saving
Religion, as will appear from an Enumeration of the several Ways,
whereby Mankind are subject to Sazan’s Kingdom and Domination,
which are these three. 1. By way of Penal Subjection. 2. By way of criminal
Subjection. 3. By way of criminal-religious Subjection.

1. All Mankind, antecedently to their being in a State of true Religion,
belong to Sazan’s Kingdom, and are under his Domination, by way of
Penal Subjection. For the Apostle, Hebr. 2. 14. expressly attributeth to the
Devil, the Power, or Empire of Death (76 kpdros) as his Empire. Which
is an Empire agreeable to his name Apollyon, and to those Names which
the Jews give him, the Destroyer, the Angel of Death. This Empire of
Death, which the Apostle attributeth to the Devil, Christ died to destroy,
therefore it must not be understood of temporal Calamities, and bodily
Death only: But, principally, of the penal Death of the Soul, which is
Death everlasting. And, because he had this Branch of his Imperial
Power by the Law, therefore a principal Branch of his Empire was not
by mere Usurpation, but by a legal Settlement of the penal State of
Death upon unrepenting Sinners, by which he had an Authority to de-
tain them under his Power after Death; and even in their Life-time, so
long as they continued ungodly Sinners, and, if God, in Christ, had not
made Provision for their Freedom: This being the State of Death, #o
belong to his Kingdom, and to be under his Domination and Power. I,
without being freed by the Redemption of Christ, Mankind would have
remain’d in the State of Death, then, without this Redemption, they
would have remain’d under Sazan’s Domination and Power by Law. So
far as Christ hath redeem’d them from being in the State of Death, so
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far he hath redeem’d them from being under Sazan’s Domination and
Power by Law, either in this Life, or after their Death. From which plain
and intelligible Explication of a principal Branch of the State of Death,
the Collect for Easter-Day in the Common-Prayer-Book, becometh plain
and intelligible: Almighty God, who, through thine only-begotten Son Jesus
Christ, hast overcome Death, and open’d unto us the Gate of everlasting
Life. The Apostles Accountof Christs Victory upon the Cross, becometh
easy and intelligible, which otherwise is unintelligible, Col. 2. 15. “Hav-
ing spoil’d Principalities and Powers, he made a shew of them openly, tri-
umphing over them in it.”

Not only the Souls of Men, but their Bodies also, are penally sub-
jected to Sazan’s Domination and Power, as appeareth from unques-
tionable Instances of diabolical Possessions and Infestations of the Bod,
which have great Analogy and Agreement with Temptations of the Soul.
For, as all Temptations are not from the Devil; so Bodily Diseases or-
dinarily are from Natural Causes. The Evil Demons are of various Kinds,
adapted to various Imployments, and as their Temptations are various,
so are the Impressions which they make, and the Diseases which they
produce in a Human Body. As some, by their Wickedness of Nature,
tempt the Tempter, invite and draw wicked Spirits to associate with
them: So some are of such a Disposition of Mind and Body, that Evil
Demons as naturally enter into and inhabit them, as in Pestilential times,
People, that are pre-dispos’d, catch the Contagion. Sometimes it is not
discernible, whether a Temptation, be merely Natural, or in part Dia-
bolical: So, in some Cases, it is not by us discernible, whether a Disease
of Mind and Body be merely Natural, or in part Diabolical; and, there-
fore, Diabolical Possession and Infestation is a matter liable, both to
wilful Imposture and innocent Mistake. But, as some Temptations are
manifestly Sazan’s Suggestions, and have the Marks and Characters of
a Diabolical Original: So, in some that are Distemper’d in Mind and
Body, there are evident Marks and Characters of a Diabolical Original
and Infestation; as when they tell People their Secrets, discover such
Things done at a distance, and Things to come, as are beyond human
reach; or when they are oppress’d, afflicted, abus’d, in measure and man-
ner beyond the reach of Natural Causes; or when from the Nature,
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Symptoms, Causes, and Circumstances of a Distemper, it plainly ap-
pears to be nothing better than a Diabolical Possession and Infestation.
By these Indications Demoniacks and Persons acted by an evil Spirit, are
discernible by us, who have no extraordinary Faculty of discerningthem.
Ignorance, Atheism, Fanaticism, and Witchcraft (with other Vices and
Diseases) abound much more in some times than others; so do Diabol-
ical Possessions and Infestations, which Providence might permit to
abound about our Saviour’s Time, to give occasion for his glorious Mir-
acles. If they had not abounded in those Times, it is not reasonable to
believe, that they would have abounded then so much in the Trade of
Exorcists, and that the Jews should generally have entertain’d this Opin-
ion, that their more grievous Diseases were from the Operation of evil
Demons or complicated with them. “Tndeed in this Distemper” (the Ep-
ilepsy) “there appear so obscure Footsteps, or rather none at all, of a mor-
bifick Matter, that we may deservedly suspect here the Afflatus of a maleficent
Spirit.”**8 The much greater partand most eminentsort of Demoniacks,
which our Saviour had to do with, (tho’ not the only,) were Epileptical,
Melancholical, Lunatic, and Maniacal Persons, (as appeareth from the
Gospel,) whose horrible Distempers were either originally caus’d by, or
complicated with, evil Demons. He gave a Demonstration, both of his
Divine Goodness and Power in giving them relief from their hideous
Calamities, rescuing them from under the Domination and Power of
those infernal Spirits, and therefore the Apostles celebrate him for this
God-like Atchievement. Act. 10. 38. “He went about doing Good, and
healing all that were oppressd of the Devil.” His Disciples experimented
the Divinity of his Power, and that his Empire was superior to the Di-
abolical; and, therefore, after he had sent them abroad, they return’d to
him with Exultation and Triumph, Luk. 10. 17. “Lord, even the Devils
are subject to us thro’ thy Name.”

2. All Mankind, antecedently to their being in a State of true Religion,
belong to Satan’s Kingdom, and are under his Domination and Rule,
by way of criminal Subjection. The Devil’s usual Name, “the Wicked and
Evil One,” (Matth. 13. 19. 1 _John 2. 13.) denoteth him the Prince of all

308. Willis, Pathologiae Cerebri et Nervosi Generis Specimen (1667), ch. 2.
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Wicked and Evil Ones; he the Leader, and they the Followers, “that are
turn’d aside after Satan,” Tim. s. 15. He ruleth them in making them
Atheous and Wicked; and, when they become such, their Life isan obey-
ing, pleasing him, doing him Service, and “his Servants they are, to whom
they obey” His Rule and Empire, therefore, is commensurate to the
Reign of Sin. They walk “according to the Prince of the Power of the
Air” which Prince and Power taken collectively are “a Spirit mightily
operative in the Sons of Disobedience,” by way of Inspiration, Afflatus,
internal Motion, Persuasion and Suggestion, Eph. 2. 2, 3. They are an-
imated by the Agency of that great one that is in the World, 1 John 4. 4.
who influences them, not only by tempting Objects, and external
Means, but by internal Operation, “blinding the Mind, putting into the
Heart, filling the Heart” (2 Cor. 4. 4. John 13. 2. Act. 5. 3.) Like a mighty
Pharaoh he commandeth them, and putteth upon them the vilest Prac-
tices, the basest and most painful Drudgeries, and they serve and obey,
not considering what a Master they serve, usually designing only to serve
their own Lusts, in the Fury whereof he hurrieth them like the Swine to
Perdition. He is the Father of their Family, they are a Serpentine Brood
and Race,*® and Devils incarnate; agreeably to which our Saviour saith of
a Miscreant among his Disciples, “Have not I chosen you twelve, and one
of you is a Devil?” Joh. 6. 70. such is a Son of Belial (for Belial is one of
Satan’s Names, 2 Cor. 6. 15.) and such are the Children of the Wicked One
in various degrees, and all that belong to the Synagogue of Satan, who
are necessarily under his Domination, by way of criminal Subjection.

3. Almost the whole World of Mankind were sometime under Sazan’s
Domination and Power by way of criminal-religious Subjection, as being
the Religionists of his Institution, and his religious Worshippers. One
sort of these Diabolical Religionists are Witches and Magicians, whose
Existence has been so well attested by Experience and by Persons of un-
questionable Learning and Veracity, so acknowledg’d by Heathens, by
all wise Laws and Governments, and by the Holy Scriptures, is of Theory
so unexceptionably Rational, and the Objections against it so inconsid-
erable, that, notwithstanding the many Impostures and false Stories of

309. Matthew 3.7, 12.38, 23.33; John 8.44; I John 3.8, 10.
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this kind, he that would reject them all, must be a superlative Believer.
Another Instance of Diabolical Religionists are the Heretical-Pagan-
Ghosticks, that infested the Primitive Church, who invented a Theology
and Religion, which was a mixture of Magick and Demonolatry; upon
which account, some part of them were called Ophitae, Serpent-
Worshippers, others Sataniani, Satan’s Religionists; which is the heavy
Character of the whole World of Heathen Religionists, as appeareth
from the Historical Accounts of Heathen Countries, from their The-
ology and Religion, from the Nature of Christianity, and the Sense of
all Christians, and from this Testimony of the Holy Scripture, which is
also the Acknowledgment of several learn’d Pagans, That what the Gen-
tiles and Gentilizing Israelites sacrific’d, they sacrificd to Devils, not to
God.>'* The Christians usually call’'d their Doctrines, Doctrines of Devils;
their Altars, the Devil’s Altars; their Priests, the Devil’s Priests; their Re-
ligion, #he Devil’s Institution; their Inspirations, Afflatus’s, and Methods
of Divination, Diabolical; their Sacrifices, the Delight of Devils; their
Gods, unclean Demons. Agreeably whereto, the Renunciation of Hea-
thenism at Christian Baptism was compos’d. The Apostle opposeth “the
Cup and Table of the Lord to the Cup and Table of Devils,” in the Heathen
Idol-Feasts, 1 Cor. 10. 21. So the Heathen-Roman Empire is said to be
“subjected to Satan the Chieftain, and to his Angels the Demons, by way of
Religious Subjection”;*'* by the Holy Ghost it is represented as a Demon-
archy, (Satan and his Angels were in reigning Condition, whilst Pagan-
ism flourish’d, but Christianity threw them down, Revel. 12. 8.) And all
that Empire’s Idol-worship is styled #he Worship of Devils, Revel. 9. 20.
Christianity therefore supposeth, that the World of Heathens, thro’ their
own Weakness and Wickedness, and the Artifices of Sazan (Visions,
Prodigies, Oracles, Vaticinations, Healings, and moving the Images)
were seduc’d into an Opinion, that the Evil Demons were Gods, that
they prostituted their Souls to be corrupted by them, were enslav’d by
them, and subjected to their Domination and Power, as the Religionists
of Satan, who had at Rome, and in other Places, as it were, his Imperial

310. Leviticus, 17.7; Deuteronomy 32.17; Psalms 136.37; I Corinthians 10.20.
311. Mede, Clavis Apocalyptica ex Innatis et Institis Visionem (1627), to ch. 6.11.
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Seat and Throne, Rev. 2. 13 and 13. 2. They invited these Evil Demons
to be the Inmates and Inhabitants of their Souls; these they deputed to
be the Guardians of their Life; to these they attributed a mundane Pres-
idency, pay’d divine Honours and a Religious Subjection, managing
both their Civil and Religious Affairs by their Conduct. The learn’d
Writers of the Gentiles do not only inform us, That they worshipp’d
Arimanius, Cacodaemones, Vejoves, whom they knew to be evil Spirits;
but some of their learn’d Theologers were of Opinion, that a consid-
erable part of their Religion was the Religion of Evil Demons, whom
the generality of Pagans ignorantly worshipp’d.?'? Porphyry discourseth
atlarge of Evil Demons, of their Religious Worship amongst the Pagans,
and of their Delight in bloody Sacrifices.>'> Plutarch discourseth, that
the Order of Demons is obnoxious to Passions and brutal Affections,
which are Properties, “of which there are Footsteps and Marks in their
Sacrifices and Mysteries.”>'* And, having enumerated several Rites of their
Religion, ‘the tearing and devouring raw Flesh, and other Discerptions,
Howlings, obscene Speeches in their Sacra, Madnesses excited with noise and
tossing of the Neck,” he saith of them, “They are not the Worship of any
of the Gods, but are instituted to sweeten and appease Evil Demons.”>*
These Acknowledgments of learned Heathens are great approaches to
the Christian Hypothesis, that the Heathen World were Sazan s Religion-
ists, of the Truth whereof we have so many authentick Proofs.

This, therefore, seems to have been the State of the Heathen World.
Abraham was educated in Idolatry, as appears from Jos. 24. 2. When
Abraham was call'd out of Ur of the Chaldeas, the only Country, in
which we have any account that the true Religion was profess’d, was
Salem, afterwards call’d Jerusalem, of which Melchizedek was King and
also Priest of the most high God.>'¢ Job also and his Friends worshipp’d
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the one true God; which appears likewise to have been the legal Estab-
lishment in the Country where he liv'd; for, speaking of worshipping
the Sun and Moon, which he disclaims the ever having been guilty of,
he says, “That were an Iniquity to be punish’d by the Judges,” Job 31. 28.
It seems also pretty plain, from another Passage ( Job 23. 11, 12.) that Job
had something more than the mere Light of Nature to walk by, and that
he was no Stranger to supernatural Revelation; for he saith there of him-
self, “My Foor hath held his Steps, his Way have I kept, and not declin’d,
neither have I gone back from the Commandments of his Lips; I have es-
teem'd the Words of his Mouth more than my necessary Food.” Which
Words some will have to be meant of the Light and Law of Nature,
merely as such, which seems an extremely absurd Construction of the
Place, which is plainly meant of some Law or Doctrine, that was God’s
Word by his Prophets, of which Number /o6 himself seems to have been
One. He must also have been no Stranger to the 7 Precepts of the Sons
of Noah, as they are called, and to the Revelations made by God to
Abraham, if that Opinion be true, which is generally embrac’d by the
most learn’d and judicious Commentators, that /ob was a descendent of
Abraham, probably an Edomite, the Land of Uz being part of Idumea;

Congress of Melchizedek with Abraham, according to Ussher’s Chronology. Now it
is highly probable, that Shem persever’d in the true Religion, having had so great
Opportunities of knowing the State of the World and Mankind from the Beginning,
and the two most exemplary Punishments that ever had been inflicted by God on
Man for Sin, in the Fall of Man and in the Flood; for Methusalem, who was born
243 Years before the Death of Adam, did not die ’till Shem was 98 Years old; and he
himself was a Witness of the Flood. Accordingly we find his Piety particularly taken
notice of, and that he was the most highly favour’d by God among the Sons of Noah.
It is also highly probable, that he liv’d as a Prince among such of his Posterity as were
willing to persevere in the Worship of the true God; which seems perfectly to tally
with the Account we have of Melchizedek, who was King of Salem, and Priest of the
most high God; and it is reasonable to believe, that his Subjects profess’d the same
Religion with himself, and, consequently, that the true Religion was the legal Estab-
lishment in Salem. The greatest Difficulty that seems to offer in supposing Shem to
be Melchizedek, is, his settling in the midst of Canaan’s Posterity. As for the Differ-
ence of the Names, it is easily accounted for, the H. Ghost seeming designedly to
have conceal’d his Parents, Birth and Death, that he might be the more remarkable
Type of the Messiah. See Heb. 7. 3.”
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and that he liv’d before the giving of the Law to Moses. But the first
Mention we find made of the Religion of the Inhabitants of Jerusalem,
after the Children of Israel’s coming into the Land of Canaan, is that
they were Idolaters; as were also the Children of Edom, where we first
find their Religion mention’d, after the Israelites began to have any In-
tercourse with them; which was also the Case of all the other Nations
descended of Abraham, and of the several People inhabiting Arabia and
Canaan. So that, when God gave his Laws to the Israelites, we know not
of any one Nation in the World, where the Worship of the one true God
was profess’d, the Israelites excepted. As for Zoroastres, who set up the
Worship of the one true God in Persia, that was not ’till the Days of
Darius Hystaspes, after the Babylonian Captivity: And that Zoroastres
learn’d that Truth from the Jews, has been render’d highly probable by
several who have treated of that Subject.

It appears from what hath been said, that the Heathens look’d upon
the whole Universe of Rational Agents, consisting of Gods, Demons,
(Good and Bad), Heroes, and Men, as but one Political System; and that
the current Doctrine of the best Sects among them, was Polytheism and
the Worship of Demons. These their Practices were in great measure
owing to their believing God to be the Soul of the World, which prevail’d
universally among the better sort of them; for they could never think it
a Crime to worship what they thought Parts of the Deity. From this
Opinion of God’s being the Soul of the World, even Socrates himself
was not free, and some modern Deists have endeavour’d to revive it.

From what has been said itappears, that the Heathens were universally
ignorant of the one true God, who was an unknown God at Athens. The
best Sects of their Philosophers, as they were Ignorant of many impor-
tant Truths, so they taught many gross Errors, as well with respect to
Religion, as Morality; so that it may justly be question’d, whether the
Heathen Philosophers, in the Main, were of any real Service to the Cause
of Religion and Virtue. The Bulk of Mankind have been always very
careless and inconsiderate, so as not to be at the Pains of discovering
those important Truths, which they might have discover’d by the Light
of Nature; and from the same Causes they were not sufficiently influ-
enc’d by those Truths, which they did come to the Knowledge of, the
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strong Impressions of sensual and present Objects greatly weakening or
destroying the Force of more remote ones, tho” of much greater Con-
sequence. The Prejudices of Education, as it were imbib’d with their
Mother’s Milk, were also so greatand so many, and the perverse Customs
and Opinions of those about them influenc’d them so strongly, as greatly
to obscure and give a wrong Biass to that Natural Reason, which, if it
had been left to itself, would have made a much greater and clearer Dis-
covery of the Law of Nature. The Affairs of the World, the Pursuits of
Ambition, the Baits of Pleasure, and the Desire of Riches, employ so
much of Mens Thoughts and Time, that they cannot attend to the still
and calm Voice of Reason, which is seldom heard in so tempestuous a
Sea. And when once, by such means as these, evil Habits had taken deep
Root in the Minds of Men, to which by an innate Concupiscence, they
had a prevalent Tendency, their Foolish Heart became darken’d, and they
were given up to a reprobate Mind, by which the Light of Nature was, in
great measure, extinguish’d, #he Blindness of their Hearts darkening their
Understandings, and blunting the Stings of Conscience. Amidst so great
Corruptions, arising from such Causes, both within and without, which
had, to so great a Degree as we have seen, benighted the Heathen World,
what Wonder is it, if those few Heathen Philosophers, who gave them-
selves up to search after Truth, and to practice the Truths they discover’d,
made so small a Progress as we find they did, in reforming so degenerate
and corrupt a World? Polytheism, Demonolatry, and Idolatry, we have
seen how universally they prevailed; and that, with respect to the one
true God, the whole Heathen World lay in a State of Atheous Ignorance,
not excepting even the greatest of the Philosophers themselves, who were
also defective, with respect to many of the Branches of Morality, as hath
likewise been shewn. Of Justice, indeed, as it is a Virtue necessary to the
support of Civil Society, they seem to have had very just Notions; but
such Justice is only a Political, not a truly Religious Virtue, a mere Civil
Institution. From what hath been said, I think it plainly appears, that
all their Virtues were of the spurious and illegitimate Kind; and that for
want of the true and solid Foundation of all Virtue and all Religion,
The Knowledge of the true God and his Attributes.

Most of those who call’d themselves Philosophers, were never in ear-
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nest in their pretended Researches after Virtue; they made it matter of
mere Ostentation, and to shew their Parts, and an Affair of as great In-
difference, as Problems in Mathematicks, or Natural Philosophy; think-
ing it sufficient, if they could but amuse the Vulgar, and dispute learn-
edly about it; and accordingly in by far the greatest Number of those
who affected to distinguish themselves by that glorious Title, it reach’d
no farther than the Head, not to the Heart, as is plain from the profligate
Manners of many of them from the Accounts of their Contemporaries.
And how should Mankind be reform’d by such Instructors? They who
were influenc’d by the Truth they taught appear, upon Examination, to
be much fewer than is generally imagin’d. And even those very few, we
have seen that they grossly err’d in most important Points, as well with
respect to God, as the Cause and Cure of the present corrupt Condition
of Mankind, and the End for which our great Creator intended us. No
less Men among them than Plato, Cicero, and Epictetus advise Men to
comply, each with the establish’d Religion of his Country; but was that
the way to enlighten and reform a benighted and idolatrous World? The
Wisest of them have profess’d their Ignorance, how the Deity was to be
worshipp’d, and how those who had done amiss were to be reconcil’d
to him; of which Plato represents Socrates so sensible, as to introduce
him in one of his Dialogues, declaring his Ignorance upon these Heads,
and wishing for the Guidance of a Divine Revelation in such Matters,
for which our wiser modern Deists think there was no occasion. Those
also among the Heathen Philosophers, who have upon some occasions
argued the most strenuously for the Soul’s Immortality, sometimes ex-
press themselves doubtfully upon the Matter. "Tis the Christian Religion
only, which hath clearly brought Life and Immortality to Light. The re-
fin’d Reasonings and long Deductions of acute and speculative Philos-
ophers upon this and other important Points, the Attributes of God,
and the Obligations to Virtue, were too fine-spun, and required too long
and close an Application, to influence the generality of Mankind. None
of them was able to form any thing like a tolerable Scheme with respect
to Providence, the Forming and the Governing the World, the Dignity
and the Corruption of human Nature, whence the Obligation to Virtue
originally arises, and to what it ultimately tends, and the happy Im-
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mortality of the Righteous. All of them were Ignorant of some of these
Truths, and the imperfect Truth they did discover, lies so scatered and
blended with Error, that the greatest Genius among them was never able
to collect them into one Body; and there is so strict a Dependence of
one of these Truths upon another, that it is like breaking a Link in a
Chain, or taking a Corner-Stone from the Foundation of a Building, to
separate one of them from the rest; so close is their Connexion. What
is more; whilst the Hearers of the Philosophers consider’d that these
Instructors were but Men like themselves, the Truths they were able to
discover and support by plain Reason, were able to make but a weak
Impression upon them, for want of sufficient Weight, and because they
were not enforc’d by a Divine Authority. It awakens and rouses the At-
tention and Consideration of Men at another sort of a rate, not only to
have it laid before them, that such a Practice is agreeable to the Dictates
of Right Reason, that it is Beautiful, Honourable, and Decorous, that
we ought to do it, and that such Advantages will naturally and necessarily
attend it; but also to have it clearly made out to ’em, that it is moreover
the Will and positive Command of the Creator and supreme Governor
of the World, to whom they owe what they are and what they have, and
atwhose hands they expectall they hope for; which makesa much deeper
Impression upon them, than barely to have the fitness of the Practice
propos’d to ’em, without the Interposition of the Authority of a com-
petent Legislator, to whom they are under the greatest Obligations in
point of Gratitude, and who will certainly vindicate the Honour of his
Laws.

After all these Considerations, let any impartial Man judge, whether
a Revelation was useful or necessary for the Reformation of Mankind.
No, says the modern Deist; for the Light and Law of Nature, Natural
Religion, and Morality are sufficient, as they have been laid down by
Plato, Aristotle, Cicero, Epictetus, M. Antoninus, and others among the
Antients; by Grotius, Puffendorf, Crellius, Sharrock, Wilkins, Cumberland,
Clark, Wollaston, and others among the Moderns. In answer to this, I
desire that it may be observ’d, That there is a great Difference between
mere natural Reason, and Reason assisted by Revelation, and supernat-
ural Help. Our Reason assents to many Things, when propos’d to us,
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which it could never have found out. The greatest Genius’s among the
Heathen Philosophers, seem to have been extremely sensible of the
Weakness, the Short-sightedness, and the Uncertainty of their Reason-
ings about most important Truths. Let us hear what they themselves say
upon the Point, “Nature gives many Indications of her Will; but we” (saith
Cicero®) “are deaf, I know not how, nor hear her Voice.” “Nature hath
afforded us some small Sparks, which we so quickly extinguish by evil Habits
and false Opinions, that the Light of Nature no where appears.”>'® “We seem
not only blind with respect to Wisdom, but dull and stupid with respect to
those very Things, which in some measure we seem to see.” " “Our Minds”
(saith Aristotle) “with respect to those Things which are naturally the most
plain of all, are like the Eyes of Bats in Day-light.”>*° “Truly” (saith Cicero)
“the so great Dissention of the most learned Men in an Affair of the utmost
Importance [the Nature of the Gods] will stagger even those, who before
thought that they had arriv'd at Certainty in the Point.” And “Twish” (saith
Cicero in the same Discourse) “that I could as easily find out the Truth, as
confute Error.” 32! Even Socrates express’d himself with doubt concerning
a Future State, tho” he seem’d strongly to incline to the Belief of it, and
tho” he brought the best Arguments in support of it, as they are repre-
sented to us by Plato, that we meet with offered by any Heathen Phi-
losopher. Cicero, in his Tusculan Questions, is still more doubtful upon
that Head, tho’ inclining to the same side with Socrazes. Seneca look’d
upon it as a point more desirable, than probable.??? “If (says Cicero®?)
in the Opinion of all Philosophers, no-one has attain’'d Wisdom, we, for
whose welfare you pretend the Immortal Gods have made the best Provision,
are in a most wretched State; for, as there is no material Difference, whether
no Man does enjoy his Health, or no Man can enjoy it; so I do not see that
it is of any consequence, whether no Man is or can be made wise.” What
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wonder then isit, if the bestand wisest of the Philosophers, thus sensible
of their own Ignorance, and of the Weakness of human Reason, with
respect to matters of the utmost Importance, (such as the Nature of the
Deity, how he would be worshipp’d, and a future State; as also the Origi-
nal of Evil, and of the present corrupt Condition of Mankind, of which
they were as sensible, as they were ignorant of the Cause,) should be
sensible of the Want of a Divine Revelation, and earnestly long for it,
as has been already mention’d? Now, whoever would go about rationally
to make a comparative Judgment of assisted and unassisted Reason, let
him compare the Schemes of Natural Religion and of Moralizy, left us
by the Heathens, with those which have been publish’d by Christians.
Plato, Aristotle, Cicero, Plutarch, Epictetus, and M. Antoninus, are clearly
the greatest Heathen Writers upon these Subjects. How defective these
are all, I have already, in great measure, laid before the Reader, some of
them making no more of Virsue and of Religion, than mere Civil and
Political Institutions; all of them conforming to the Idolatrous Estab-
lishments of their several Countries, and advising others to do the like;
Polytheism and the Worship of Demons being essential Parts of the
Platonick and Stoick Theology, as Magick and the Worship of Demons
were of the Pythagorean; and yet these have been reputed the best Sects,
and to have produc’d the greatest Moral Philosophers, which Heathen
Antiquity could boast of. I have already observ’d, that what Truths lay
scatter'd among them, no-one of them had discernmentenough to sepa-
rate from the Errors, tho’ that be a point which that great Genius, Cicero,
seems particularly to have labour’d. Now any one with half an Eye may
see, how much the Systems of Natural Religion and of Morality, de-
liver'd by the above-mention’d Christian Writers and others, exceed
those of the foregoing Heathen Philosophers, some of whom seem to
have been greater Genius’s than any of those Christian Writers I have
now mention’d. To what then must the Advantage of the Christian
Writers upon these Subjects over the Heathen Philosophers be owing?
To the Assistance of Revelation certainly, which has evidently improv’d
our Notices, even of Natural Religion and Morality, as from what I have
already advanc’d, but much more by comparing the above-mention’d
two Sets of Writers, will abundantly appear. Therefore, when modern
Deists, in order to prove, that there was no Necessity or even Usefulness
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of a Revelation, alledge, that Natural Religion and Morality are suffi-
cient, let them confine themselves to any Scheme they please among the
Heathen Philosophers, among whom the latest seem plainly to have
much improv’d from Hints they had from the Christian Religion, to
which they were no Strangers. When once we become assur’d of the
Truth of any Doctrine, tho’ merely from Testimony;, it naturally puts us
upon the Inquiry, to find out Arguments from Reason, in order to prove
that Doctrine; and in such a way, and by such means, it is evident, that
the great Truths of Natural Religion, and the Fundamentals of Morality,
have been more throughly discover’d, and establishd upon better Prin-
ciples, than was ever perform’d by the greatest Genius’s of the Heathen
World, tho’ they were in themselves, perhaps, the greatest the World ever
produc’d. If there had never been any Revelation, with what Vanity can
any of our Modern Deists pretend, that 7hey would have had better No-
tions of Religion, of God, and of Morality, than Plato, Aristotle, Cicero,
&¢c.? And in how many important Points, with respect to these, were
they ignorant, and of how many more were #hey very doubtful? Nay, I
will venture to go one step farther, and to affirm, that I think it highly
probable, That our Inquiries, into the very Frame of Nature and the
Material System of the World, would not have been so successful as they
have been, were it not for the Hints we have receiv’d from a Divine
Revelation, and more particularly this, 7hat the World is the Creature of
God; which is a most important Truth, that the Heathen Philosophers
were not very well acquainted with; of which as great a Philosophical
Genius, and as successful an Inquirer into Nature, as this Age and Na-
tion, or, perhaps, any other, has produc’d, has made no inconsiderable
Use. All our Knowledge of Natural Religion and Morality, is ultimately
resolv’d into our Knowledge of the Frame of Nature; as our Belief of
Reveal’d Religion is founded upon the pre-suppos’d Truth of thatwhich
is Natural. “He that cometh to God, must first believe, that he is, and that
he is a Rewarder of them that diligently seek him.” “That which may be
known of God, is manifest in them; for God hath shew d it unto them. For
the Invisible Things of him are clearly seen from the Creation of the World,
being understood by the Things that are made, even bis eternal Power and
Godhead; so that they are without Excuse.”

To conclude; there seems to me, to be two opposite Extremes, into
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which Men have run. Some cry up Reason, and the Light of Nature, at
such a rate, as to think them alone sufficient Guides, in consequence of
which they think all Revelation useless and unnecessary; whose Mistake
I have at large endeavour’d to shew, and that they who wanted Revela-
tion, were sensible of their being at a loss in most important Points, for
want of it. Others, with a mistaken View of magnifying Revelation and
Faith, undervalue and vilify Reason and the Light of Nature most im-
moderately, as if they were no proper Guides at all, nor fit to be trusted,
in Divine Matters and the Truths of God. But, if that were the Case, how
should we ever come to the Knowledge of God at all? So it is plain
St. Paul thought, by the Passages just now quoted from him. The Belief
of a Revelation is grounded upon the Veracity of God the Revealer, and
we must first be convinc’d by Reason of the Veracity of God, (that he
is Omniscient, and cannot be deceiv’d, that he is perfectly Good, and
cannot deceive,) before we can give a firm Assent to a Revelation, as
coming from him. So the Knowledge of the Being and Attributes of
God, are previously necessary to the Belief of a Revelation. Socinus in-
deed held, that we can no otherwise come to the Knowledge of God,
but by Revelation; but those who have follow’d him in other Matters,
have been wise enough to drop him upon that Head. Beside; without
making use of Reason in Divine Matters, how should we be able to judge
of a Revelation, or a Miracle, and distinguish the True from the False?
Or how should we judge of the Meaning of a Revelation, when we have
it? Without applying our Reason to the Discussion of Matters reveal’d,
how should we come to know, that these Words, “This is my Bod),” are
not to be taken in a literal Sense, or those other Words, “If thine Eye
offend thee, pluck it our?” We must, therefore, either use our Reason in
the Study of the Scriptures, or we have no Reason to study them at all;
nor need we fear any evil Consequences from such a Practice: For all the
Doctrines of Revelation, when freed from the Errors of the mistaken,
and the Imposition of the designing, Part of its Votaries, and taken as
they stand in the Scriptures themselves, free from all human Figments
and unwarrantable Deductions, will stand the test of Reason. Nor do I
know a more disadvantageous Idea, that can be given of the Christian
Religion, than to decry the use of Reason in matters belonging thereto;
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for does not that plainly seem to imply, thatitis an unreasonable Scheme,
as being what will not stand the test of Reason? several Points, indeed,
there are in it, which we cannot comprehend, which yet, that they are
so, we have very good Reason to believe, tho” we cannot solve all Dif-
ficulties, or answers all Objections, that may be started about them; no
more than we can explain all the Difficulties that occur about Se/f*
existence, Eternity and Immensity, which yet, we are very certain, are
Attributes that belong to some Being that really exists. Such are the Dif-
ficulties about the infinite Divisibility of Space, which yet is demon-
strated, and those about Liberty, of which however we have the same
Proof, that we have of our own Consciousness. The Distinction, there-
fore, is very just and well-grounded, between Matters above our Reason,
and contrary to Reason. Propositions of the former Kind, we may give
an unshaken Assent to, as well in Religion as Philosophy; but Propositions
of the latter Kind are equally unintelligible, incredible, and impossible.
Reason, therefore, and Revelation reflect a mutual Light upon one an-
other; Natural and Reveald Religion communicate such Strength and
Firmness of Parts to each other, as do the several Parts of an Arch, out
of which a Stone taken at the Top weakens the whole Frame, as much
as one at the Bottom. Without Natural Religion, Reveal’d Religion is a
Building founded upon the Sand; but by the help of it, it is a House
founded upon a Rock, against which we know who has told us, That #/e
Gates of Hell shall not prevail; notwithstanding all the Assaults of those,
who have taken a great deal of Pains, racking their Brains for Arguments,
and ransacking all Antiquity for Testimonies, in order to invalidate and
depretiate that, which if we wanted, we should, with all their boast’d
Light of Nature, be like a Ship at Sea out of sight of Land, and without
Chart or Compass. And so much for the System of Rational Agents, the
Kingdom of God in the rational World, and the mistaken Notions of the
Heathens, about these Matters, in order to shew, not only the Usefulness
of Revelation, but the Necessity of it, in order to the Reformation of
Mankind, and their Increase of Happiness in this Life, but principally
in that which is to come.
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THE CONTENTS

Chapter I

In the first Chapter, the State of the Question is propos d, and all the Laws
of Nature are reduc'd to that one, of Benevolence towards all Rationals; and
the Sanction of that Law is briefly deduc’d from the Consequences which
attend such a Benevolence, at the Appointment of the Author of Nature.
The Method is also shewn, by which, Conclusions, concerning the Conse-
quences of universal Benevolence, and its several Branches, (such as a di-
vision of Things, and of human Services amongst all Men, Fidelity, Grat-
itude, Self-preservation, and the Care of our Off-spring,) may be reducd ro
some Analogy or Resemblance with those Propositions in the Mathesis Uni-
versalis, which contain the Result of Mathematical Computations. Hence
is inferr'd, that the Truth of these Propositions, and their Impression on our
Minds by the first Cause of all necessary Effects, do both become known to
us by the same way of Reasoning. This is the Subject of the first ten Sections.
In the 11th and 12th, it is prov'd, that Hobbes contradicts both the foregoing
Conclusions, and himself; advancing atheistical Principles, and denying,
that any Divine Laws, properly so call'd, may be learn’d, either from the
Nature of Things, or from the Sacred Scriptures, unless a particular Reve-
lation were made to each Person, that the sacred Writers were inspir'd.
Thence to the end of S 15. is taken up in proving, That the Truth of our
general Proposition is manifestly deduc'd from those Phaenomena of Na-
ture, which are every where known, even to the Vulgar; and that Hobbes
himself must acknowledge thus much, if he will be consistent with himself,
is prov'd § 16. It is afterwards shewn, that from an accurate Knowledge of
those natural Causes, whose Concurrence is necessary to produce certain Ef-
fects, or to preserve them when produc’d, we form distinct Ideas of Things
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Good and Evil, Profitable and Hurtful, and that too, not only to one, but
many. It is prov’d, S 20. That those Philosophical Principles which are em-
brac’d by Mr. Hobbes himself, demonstrate, That all Motions of Bodies are
capable of producing such Good or Evil. From the Knowledge of the finite
Condition of all Creatures, by a like Reasoning, is deduc'd the Necessity of
limiting the Uses of all Things whatsoever, as well as of human Services, to
particular Persons for a certain Time; by means whereof, by the by, is deduc’d
the Origin of Property and Dominion, to the end of S 23. In'§ 24. the chief
Heads of the Laws of Nature are propos'd, and the Rank which they hold,
with respect to one another, hinted at. The Method of deducing them all
[from the primary one, is pointed out. In S 26. is shewn, that the Observance
of these Laws is always rewarded, and their Neglect always punish'd, at the
Appointment of the first Cause, according to that Course of Nature, which
he at first establish’d in bis first forming the World, and by which he still
continues to govern it: And that Hobbes himself does sometimes assert this,
but sometimes denys it, in order to advance the Right of every Man to every
Thing; which is the Foundation of his Politicks, and is confuted in §. 27.
and to the end of the Chaprer.

Chapter 11

In the 2d Chapter is explain d, what is understood by the Word Man, what
by the Word Nature; and, in the 4th Section, are distinctly enumerated
those Faculties of the human Mind, which fit Men, more than other Ani-
mals, to enter into Society with God, and the whole Body of Mankind. Right
Reason is explain’d, from the sth Section to the end of the 10th. The Use-
fulness of abstract Ideas, and of universal Propositions, § 11. and of our
reflex Acts, in order to this End, is pointed out, § 12. Thence we proceed to
the Consideration of the human Body; particularly, that in a Survey thereof
there are proper Motives to persuade us to endeavour the common Good of
Rationals, and our own in subordination to that; because, (1.) Our Bodies
are by Nature Part of the System of the World, which perpetually depends
upon the first Mover, and the Motions of all whose Parts have necessarily
such a mutual Dependence upon one another, in a subordination of some

to others, for the Preservation of the Whole, to § 16. (2.) They are Animals
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of the same kind with other Men, and therefore have their Appetites, which
tend to Self-preservation, equally limited with those of other Men; which
Appetites in them are therefore very consistent with a Permission to others
of the same Species to preserve themselves, § 17. Moreover, the Likeness of
those Images, by which Animals of the same kind are represented, disposes
them to Affections, with respect to others of their own Species, like to those,
by which they are inclind to their own Preservation, S 18. Further, the Love
Animals bear to those of the same Species, is a pleasant Affection; the Exercise
whereof is therefore inseparably united with their Love of themselves, § 19.
The same is likewise prov'd from their natural Propension to propagate their
Species, and rear their Off-spring, § 20, 21. Hobbes’s Objections against
this Argument, from other Animals associating themselves, are answer'd and
retorted, S 22. Finally, the same is prov'd from those Circumstances which
are peculiar to a human Body; such as are, 1. Some Particulars which assist
the Fancy and Memory, and consequently, Prudence. Here is considerd, that
Man has a Brain, in proportion to his Bulk, much greater than other Ani-
mals; a greater Quantity, Purity, and Vigour, of Blood and Animal Spirits;
and a longer Life. 2. Those Circumstances, which either enable Man better
to regulate his Affections, such as the Plexus Nervosus, peculiar to Man; or
make his Government of them more necessary to him, as the Pericardium’s
being continued with the Diaphragm; and those other Causes, which expose
him to greater Hazards than other Animals, in violent Passions, to the end
of S 27. The Propension is observ'd to be greater in Man than in other
Animals, towards propagating his Species, and rearing his Off-spring, § 28.
Lastly, is consider’d the Aptness of the Disposition of the Parts in the whole
Man for Society, especially in his Hands and Countenance; and that the
Advantages of Society and convenient Subordination, and consequently of
Government, may be deduc’d from the natural Union of the Mind with,
and Dominion over, the Bod.

Chapter III

In the 3d Chapter, § 1. Natural Good is defin'd, and divided into Good,
proper to one, and Good, common to many. Such Acts and Habits as promote
the common natural Good of All, are enforc’d by Laws, and are call'd Mor-
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ally Good, upon account of their Agreement with those Laws or moral Rules.
S. 2. The Opinion of Mr. Hobbes, computing Good in the State of Nature,'
solely from the Sentiments of the Speaker, is laid open and confuted, as well
from the Principles of Reason, as from his own Writings. It is shewn, that
he does not only contradict others here, but himself also.

Chapter IV
In the three first Sections of the fourth Chapter, Practical Rules are defin’d

to be Practical Propositions, declaring the Consequences of human Actions;
and it is shewn, that such Propositions, when they point out the proper and
necessary Cause of the design’d Effect, do, without further Trouble, shew the
sufficient and necessary means to obtain that End. The various Forms, to
which those Propositions may be reduc’d, are compar'd with one another;
among which that is preferrd, which considers human Actions as Causes,
and all things depending on them as certain Effects; and that the other Forms
may be allfinally reduc’d to this; all which is easily learn d from Observation.
In'§ 4. this whole Matter is illustrated by a Comparison with Mathematical

Practice.

Chapter V

In the sth Chapter, S 1. the Law of Nature is thus defin d: It is a Proposition,
whose Knowledge we come at by the Light of Nature, declaring those Actions
which promote the publick Good; the Performance of which is naturally
attended with Rewards, their Neglect with Punishments. The first Part
points out the Precept, which is the principal end or effect of the Law; the
latter Part the Sanction, which is the subordinate Effect of the Law. In §. 2.
a Reason is assign’d, why the Law of Nature is here defin'd otherwise than
by the Civilians. In the 3d §, the Law of Nature, according to our Definition,

1. [Maxwell] “Hobbess Notion is, that nothing is good to any Person, but what
he himself thinks so, and which directly and immediately gives some Pleasure to
himself, for Hobbes allows no disinterested Affection, which should make the Hap-
piness of one to be desir’d by another.”
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is shewn to have those Powers, which in the Pandects is ascribed to Laws.
S 4. Publick natural Good, the Effect of human Actions, is farther explaind.
§ 5. The Stoicks are reprehended, for denying what we call natural Good,
to be at all Good, in order to support their Assertion, that Virtue was the
only Good. Hobbes also is shewn to contradict himself; who contends, that
Civil Laws are the only Rules, by which we can distinguish between Good
and Evil: and the difference between natural Good and Evil is farther ex-
plain’d, ro the end of S 9. S 10. The Sanction is briefly handled, as far as
is necessary to explain the foregoing Definition. § 11. Justinian’s Definition
of Obligation is examin'd, and resolv'd into the Will of the Legislator, an-
nexing Rewards and Punishments to his Laws. Therefore in S 12. are traced
the Rewards, that are naturally connected with a Pursuit of the publick
Good; and, in the first place, those which are contain’d in the Happiness of
the human Mind. Here it is prov'd by many Arguments, that the greatest
Happiness of our Mind consists in the Exercise and inward Sense of uni-
versal Benevolence, to the end of § 17. It is afterwards prov'd, that this End
is agreeable to the Will of God, and that he will reward those who co-operate
with him, and punish those who oppose him: and Epicurus’s Assertion, that
the World is not govern'd by Providence, is confuted from Principles known
by the Light of Nature, and often acknowledgd by the Epicureans them-
selves, to the end of S 23. It is also prov'd, that Penalties, besides those in-
Slicted by the Society, await those who attempt any thing against the common
Good, to the end of S 31. In S 32. these Conclusions are illustrated from
opposite Cases. In S 33, 34. from Parallel Cases. In . 35. it is prov'd, thar
God and Men are the chief, and in a manner the general, Causes of that
Happiness, which each Individual necessarily desires; and that therefore they
can never be safely neglected. In S 36. two Objections are proposd. 1. That
the Punishments and Rewards seem uncertain, which we have affirm’d to
be the Sanctions of that Law, which enjoins the promoting the common
Good. Plain Proofs of these Punishments are produc’d to the end of § 39.
In these Sections, the difference of our Method, from that of Mr. Hobbes,
is made apparent; and it is prov'd, that no Man can have a right to claim
any thing as his Property, unless it be first granted, that the Laws of Nature
do, in a State of Nature, oblige to the performance of external Actions con-
formable to them; and that therefore Hobbes does expressly contradict him-
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self, whilst he contends, that in a State of Nature there are natural Rights
binding, with respect to external Actions, and yet denies that the Laws of
Nature do in that State oblige to the performance of external Actions. In
§ 40. it is prov'd, that Rewards or positive Advantages are necessary Con-
sequences of promoting the publick Good; particularly, that Peace amongst
Rationals does not necessarily presuppose War, as Mr. Hobbes asserts; and
that it is a Continuation only of that Concord which is natural among Ra-
tionals, agreeing in the same Means to obtain the same End; but that War
is to be defin’d from its Absence, in opposition to Hobbes. In § 41. greater
Rewards are enumerated, and the Principles of Epicurus’s Natural Phi-
losophy, by which he endeavours ro disprove the Providence of God, are
briefly refuted. In § 43. is prov'd, that a Desire of promoting the publick
Good is the Foundation of all civil Societies; and that therefore all the Ad-
vantages of living under civil Government are to be reckon’d among the
natural Rewards of this Desire. Hence is shewn, § 44. that it may be provd,
that God designs to oblige Men to the performance of such Actions; the whole
Argument being reduc’d to a Syllogism. In S 45. the second Objection is
answer’d; and it is prov'd, thar our Method of deducing the Sanction of the
Laws of Nature, from the Connexion of our Happiness with such actions as
promote the common Good, does not suppose, that we prefer our selves before
all others. The End or adequate Effect of the Law is in all equitable Judg-
ment to be preferr’d to the Sanction, as it respects only particular Persons;
this is explain’d to the end of § 49. § s0. Examines Hobbes’s Reason for
denying, that the Laws of Nature do oblige, in a State of Nature, to the
performance of external Actions, namely, for want of Security. It is prov’d,
that in order to make an Obligation valid, a perfect Security from all Fear
is not necessary, and that Societies themselves do not afford such a Security:
But it is prov d, that even the State of Nature affords a comparative Security,
which is greater than what arises from Hobbes’s State of War. It is shewn,
that its being presum’d by Civil Laws, that Men are good, till the contrary
appears, overthrows Hobbes’s Doctrine, to the end of § s2. In S 53. it is
provd, thar Hobbes acknowledges, that every Man has a Right to commit
Treason, in this, that he affirms it not to be a Transgression of the Law of
the State, but of the Law of Nature. § s4. Proves, that by such Doctrine is
taken away all Obligation, and consequently all use, of Leagues between
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different Empires, as being in a State of Nature and of War, with respect to
one another. § ss. Hobbes destroys the Security of Ambassadors, and of all
Commerce. In § 56. is shewn, that a Commonwealth cannot be fram'd or
preservd by such Men, as Hobbes contends, that all Men are. In § 57. it is
concluded from these Premises, that this is the one Fundamental Law of
Nature, That the common Good of Rationals is to be promoted.

Chapter VI

In the four first Sections are deriv'd from that general Precept, all those Laws
which concern the Happiness, 1. Of different Nations, which have any mu-
tual Intercourse. 2. Of single States. 3. Of any smaller Societies whatsoever,
as of Families and Friends. In S s. is shewn, that the same general Law
directs human Actions of every kind, as well those of the Understanding and
Will, as those of the Body, which are govern'd and determin’d by the Mind.
Hence is prov'd, that by this Law is enjoin’d, in the Understanding, Pru-
dence in all kinds of Actions, as well relating to God as Man; whence arise,
1. Constancy of Mind, and its several Branches. 2. True Moderation, which
comprehends Integrity and Industry. In the Will, from an Union of Pru-
dence with Benevolence, arise Equity, the Government of all the Affections,
and those Virtues which regard the special Laws of Nature. In § 9. is ex-
plain’d the Difference between Actions necessary to this End, (the common
Good,) and Actions indifferent; wherein there is room for Liberty, and for
the Interposition of the supreme Powers.

Chapter VII

In the three first Sections is handled more at large the Origin of Dominion,
as well over Things as Persons; and it is deduc d from that Law of Nature,
which enjoins the making a Division of Rights, and the preserving it when
made. In S 4. is shewn, that this Law is suppos’d in the very Definition of
Justice. Thence is deducd (S s.) the Difference between Things or Persons
sacred, and such as are allotted to common Uses. In'S 6. the Origin of the
divine Dominion is deduc’d from the Judgment of the divine Wisdom,
which is analogous ro, or resembles, this Law of Nature. It is prov'd, that
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these Conclusions of human Reason agree with the Judgment which God
himself makes. The 7th Section renders a Reason, why it was thought proper
to add any thing to the common Doctrine, which derives Gods Right of
Dominion over the Creatures, from his having created them. In S 8, 9. from
the Law of Nature, appointing the introducing and the preserving of Do-
minion, many things are deduc d concerning a plenary Division of Domin-
ion, as well over Things as Persons and their Labours, to be made, (either
by Consent, Arbitration, or Lot,) or to be preserv d: Concerning transferring
Rights by Covenants; the Rise of their obligatory Force, and that it reaches
not to Things unlawful. In § 10. is shewn, that from the same Law is derivd
the Obligation to Benevolence, Gratitude, a limited Self-Love, and the nat-
ural Affection of Parents towards their Children, and to constitute a civil
Power, (S 11.) which may controul that of the Subject: That it is necessary
(S 12.) that the forming and preserving States be enjoin’d by a Law of Na-
ture, obliging to the performance of external Actions, before such States are
Jformed. Whence, in § 13. are deduc’d other Corollaries of the utmost Im-
portance, as well in Things Sacred, as Civil.

Chapter VIII

In § 1. is shewn, that all Obligation to the exercise of moral Virtues flows
immediately from hence, that such Actions are enjoin'd by the Law of Na-
ture. From the Law, requiring the Settlement of private Dominion, or Prop-
erty, in order to the common Good, are inferred (§ 2.) the Duties, 1. Of
giving to others. 2. Of reserving to our selves, those things which are necessary
or highly serviceable to this end. In S 3. is shewn, that the common Good of
the whole System of Rationals ought necessarily in both Cases to be regarded;
and that the Nature of Mediocrity consists in giving no Part more or less,
than a due regard to the whole requires. From the former are deducd (§ 4.)
Precepts; 1. Concerning Gifts, in which Liberality; and, 2. Concerning Ci-
vility or good Manners, in which the Virtues peculiar thereto are conspicuous.
In S 5. Liberality is defin’d, with its subordinate Virtues, Prudence, and
Frugality, and the Vices opposite to these. In § 6. the Virtues relating ro
Conversation or good Manners are defin’d in general; and in particular,
Gravity, Courteousness, laciturnity, Veracity and Urbanity, and the con-
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trary Vices. From the latter part of the Law explain’d in the 2d Section, is
deducd (§ 7.) the Obligation to a limited Self-Love, whose Branches take
care of the Mind, and of the Body, which is chiefly provided for by Tem-
perance; which S 8. is defin’d, and its Parts enumerated: those belonging to
the Preservation of the Individual are here explain’d, as in S 9. are those
that relate to the Propagation of the Species; and it is prov'd, that the same
Law commancds us to take care of the Education of our Children. § 10. Passes
on to the Care of the Means, which are Riches and Honours; whence Oc-
casion is taken to define Modesty, Humility and Magnanimity. In § 11, 12,
13. is explain d the Method of deducing the practical Rules of right Reason,
by which Actions are directed according ro all the Virtues. In § 14, 15, 16,
17. is shewn, that the common Good, as being the greatest of all, is a Measure
naturally fixd and divided into Parts, by means whereof the value of all
things Good and Evil, and consequently the measure of all Affections con-
versant about them, may be naturally ascertain'd and determin’d.

Chapter IX

Deduces Corollaries from what has been already deliverd, which regard,
1. The Decalogue. 2. Civil Laws. The Decalogue is taken into Consideration,
because in that God himself has collected the Fundamentals of the Jewish
Polity. But in the Fundamentals of every Polity it is necessary, that all those
Laws should be comprehended, which naturally oblige all. Tho I deny not,
that in those Fundamentals of the Jewish Polity something is contain’d pe-
culiar to that Nation. But we have purposely omitted that in our Deduction,
which is included in the four first Sections. From our Principles we do deduce
more particularly (S s.) that it is necessary for the publick Good, that So-
cieties with Power Imperial, or Civil Government, be establish’d and pre-
serv'd. The first appearance of Civil Government is to be seen in a Family.
The Power of the Husband over the Wife, of the Fathers over their Children;
and the just Bounds of Imperial Power, are drawn from the Relation which
they bear to this, as to the End intended. In § 7. it is prov'd, that supreme
Powers cannot lawfully be punishd by their Subjects. And (S 8.) that a very
extensive Power is given to Sovereigns, according to these Principles; but that
Hobbes’s Principles overthrow the Foundations of all Government. 1st,
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(S 9.) Because they represent the Nature of Princes as more fierce and cruel
than that of wild Beasts. 2dly, Because he denies ro all, and consequently to
Princes, that right Reason, by which they might determine, according to the
nature of Things, or of Causes and Effects, what sort of Actions are good or
bad to any others besides themselves: And Hobbes’s Argument is likewise
refuted, by which he endeavours to prove, that we ought therefore to obey the
Reason of the Commonwealth, because there is no such thing as Reason which
is right, or which can judge according to a Rule establish’'d and enforc'd by
the Nature of things. It is shewn, (§ 10.) thar Hobbes’s Doctrine of the
Right of every Man to every thing, would not suffer any Man to enter into
Civil Society; and that his Notions excite Subjects to Rebellion: That his
Doctrine, concerning Compacts and Qaths, (S 11.) is dangerous to the su-
preme Powers. It is shewn, (S 12.) that by transferring of Rights to the same
Person, (by which alone Hobbes teaches, that a Commonwealth can be
Jform’d,) no one is bound to yield Obedience to a Prince. (S 13.) That Hobbes
takes away from Princes, all those things, which, for Flattery’s sake, he would
seem to bestow upon them more than other Philosophers have done. He even
accuses them of the worst of Crimes, whilst he contends, that they are bound
by no Laws. He deprives Princes of all Commendation for Wisdom and
Justice; and they themselves, in most States, openly and constantly reject what
Hobbes ascribes to them; the very same things being elsewhere denied them
by Hobbes himself, as is prov'd by undeniable Instances: as also a Confu-
tation of his Opinion, that Compacts do not bind Supreme Powers to their
Subjects, nor to other States. It is lastly shewn, that Hobbes’s Doctrine con-
cerning Treason, encourages Subjects to commit that Crime.



THE INTRODUCTION

SL It concerns us both, friendly Reader, “That you should be briefly ac-
quainted with the Design and Method of this Treatise”; for thence you
will immedately perceive, “What I have perform’d, or, at least, at-
tempted; and what is further to be supply’d from your own Understand-
ing, or the Writings of others.” The Laws of Nature are the Foundations
of all moral and civil Knowledge, as in the following Work will at large
appear. But these, as all other Conclusions, discoverable by the Light of
Nature, may be deduc’d mwo ways; either from those manifest Effects
which flow from them, or from the Causes whence they themselves arise.
I have endeavour’d to discover them in this /azter Method, by arguing
from the Cause to the Effect. To the former Method of proving their Ob-
ligation, (by arguing from the Effect to the Cause,) belongs what has been
written by Hugo Grotius, and by his Brother, in his Posthumous Work,
and by our Countryman Sharrock, who establish them from the approvd
Sentiments of various Authors of different Nationsand Ages, asalso from
a Harmony in the Manners and Laws, it not of all, atleast of the politer,
Nations." Hitherto also is to be referr’d that Work of Selden’s, concerning
the Laws of Nature and Nations, according to the Sentiments of the He-
brews.? And, in my Opinion, all these Authors have deserv’d well of
Mankind. But especially the Work of Hugo Grotius, which was the first
of the kind, I think worthy, both of the Author, and of Immortality.
For a few Slips, and those in Matters, in which the Customs of his Coun-

1. Grotius, De Jure Belli ac Pacis (1625); Grotius, De Principis Juris Naturalis En-
chiridion (1667); Sharrock, De Officiis Secundum Naturae Jus (1660).
2. Selden, De Jure Naturali et Gentium (1640).

247

The Design of
this Treatise.

Two ways of
deducing the
Laws of
Nature.
1. From their

Effects.

This insisted
on by Grotius,
Sharrock, &e.



Useful, tho
objected
against.

First Objection
from insuffi-
cient Induc-
tion.

248 INTRODUCTION

try seem to have biass’d that great Man, will easily obtain Pardon from
a candid Reader.

S§II. Nor, truly, are the Objections, which are usually brought against #is
method of proving the Laws of Nature, (by arguing from the Effect to the
Cause, as Grotius does,) of so great weight, as to prove it altogether fa/-
lacious and wseless; altho I readily acknowledge, that they may so far pre-
vail with candid Inquirers after Truth, as to convince them, Thatitwould
be more useful and safe, to find out a fuller Proof, by searching into the
Causes, which produce in the Mind of Man the Knowledge of the Laws
of Nature. This, however, will more plainly appear, if we briefly propose
those Objections, with the Answers to them.

In the first place it is objected, “That the Induction is weak, which
infers, from the Writings or Manners of a few Men, or Nations, the
Opinion or Judgment of @/l” Now there is scarce any Person so well
acquainted with the Laws and Customs of any one State, that can ever
have a perfect Knowledge of them all; much less that can attain to such
a Knowledge of the Laws of all States, still less, of the inward Sentiments
of each Individual, as may enable him, upon a just Comparison, to con-
clude, what those Notions are, in which a// agree.

To this it is answerd, “That the Judgments made by different Nations
concerning matters of daily publick Practice, (such are Religion, or some
sort of divine Worship in general, and a degree of Humanity, sufficient
to prohibit Murder, Theft, and Adultery,) may with ease be every where
observ’d by any Man, without so profound a Knowledge of their Laws”:
and such Judgments sufficiently declare that they agree in the Laws of Na-
ture; for that which we know by Experience, to be, as it were, naturally
acknowledg’d good by many Nations, we presume, upon account of the
likeness of human Nature, to be likewise acknowledg'd good by the rest;
especially when our Adversaries cannot produce one undoubted Instance,
to prove any Nation to be of different Sentiments. To me, truly, those
Narratives of some few barbarous Americans, and the Hottentots, “That
they have no religious Worship,” seem, not suspected only but, false; for
such a negative Assertion is hardly capable of ever being provd by Tes-
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timony. Therefore Acosta® and some others seem rashly to have form’d a
Judgment concerning those, with whose Language, Manners, and Sen-
timents they could not thorowly acquaint themselves in so short a time.
For we read, that both Jews and Christians were sometimes falsly accusd
by many, of the greatest Impieties, tho their Religion was more holy than
that of other Nations. But, be that as it will, it is manifes, “That those
Truths are with sufficient Clearness propos’d to all, which are readily
acknowledg’d by almost every one, altho the same should be either over-
look’d, or even oppos’d, by some few.” But this Observation will be the
most proper, and of greatest use, when it appears manifestly from other
Proofs than Testimony and Custom, “That these Propositions teach the
true Means to the best End, and that all are indispensably oblig’d to
pursue that End by those Means”; which may be best prov’d by a con-
sideration of the Causes, which suggest such conclusions of Reason to
our Minds.

SIIL. A second Objection is, “That, altho certain Conclusions of Reason
are approv’d of by our own Judgment, and the Practice of many others,
yet the Authority of a known Law-giver is wanting, to give them the
force of Laws to all Men; for otherwise,” (say they,) “whoever holds them
in contempt, has the same Right to reject the Judgment of any others
whomsoever, that they exercise in condemning his Opinion by their
Words and Actions.” To this purpose, both Hobbes and Selden object,
(beside the Antients,) but with very different Views.*

For, as we shall shew in the following Treatise, the Point Mr. Hobbes
aims at, is, “That none should believe themselves oblig’d by the Con-
clusions of Reason, with respect to their outward Actions, before a civil
Magistrate is appointed; and that all his Appointments should be look’d
upon, as the perfectly obligatory Judgments of right Reason.” It is to
this purpose that he athirms, that “The Laws of Nature, altho they are laid

3. Acosta, Historia Natural y Moral de las Indias (1591).
4. Hobbes, Elementa Philosophica De Cive (1647); references are to On the Citizen
(1998), 2.1, pp. 32-33; Selden, De Jure Naturali, 1.6, pp. 75-8s.
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down in the Writings of Philosophers, are no more, for that Reason, to be
look'd upon as written Laws, than the Opinions of Lawyers are Laws, and
that for want of a sovereign Authority”> He would not indeed deny them
the Name of Laws, which he had before vouchsafed to give them, (tho
improperly, as he elsewhere confesses;)° he was willing however to insin-
uate, that they were not promulg'd by a sufficient Authority, tho Philoso-
phers learn them from the Nature of Things, and thence transcribe them
into their Writings. It is nevertheless manifest, if they be already #7uly Laws
made by the Author of Nature, that they need 7o new Authorizy, after they
are set down in writing by any one, to make them become written Laws.

But Mr. Selden denies, “That the Conclusions of Reason, consider’d
barely in themselves, have the Authority of Laws,” upon no other ac-
count, than, in order to shew “the Necessity of having recourse to the
Legislative Power of God, and of proving that God has commanded our
Obedience to them, and, by making them known to us, has proclaim’d
them his Laws.” And indeed he has judiciously, as far asI can judge, given
this Hint to the moral Philosophers, who are wont to consider the Con-
clusions of their own Reason as Laws, without due Proof, that they have
the necessary Form of a Law, or that they are establish'd by God. But
when he is to shew the Manner wherein God might manifest to Man-
kind, these to be his Laws, he proposes rwo ways.” 1. That God himself
pronounc’d them with his sacred Voice to Adam and Noah, injoining
them perpetual Obedience; whence these Preceprs of the Sons of Noah
were handed down to all their Posterity by Tradition only. 2. That God
has endow’d rational Minds with a Faculty able, by Application of their
Understanding, to discover those Laws, and to distinguish them, when
discover’d, from all positive Institutions.

He only transiently Ainzs, in such general Terms, this latter Method,
which however to me seems to want much Explanation and Proof; but
he betakes himself wholly to the former, and endeavours to prove, from

5. Hobbes, On the Citizen, 14.15, p. 161.

6. Ibid., 3.33, pp. 56—57; Hobbes, Leviathan with Selected Variants from the Latin
Edition of 1668 (1994), ch. 15, p. 100.

7. Selden, De Jure Naturali, 1.7—9, pp. 86-108.
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the Traditions of some Jewish Rabbins, “That God gave seven Precepts
to the Sons of Noah, in the observance whereof all Justice amongst Men
should consist.” And truly he has abundantly provd,® “That the Jews
thought that all Nations, altho they did not receive the Laws of Moses,
were nevertheless oblig’d by some divine Laws, whose chief Heads they
look’d upon the Precepts of the Sons of Noah to be.” And this proves at
least, “That, in the Opinion of that Nation, which was not inconsid-
erable either for Numbers or Learning, there are Laws, not made by any
State, that bind all Mankind.” It is likewise to be own’d, that thislearned
Man chiefly aim’d at this Point, and that with good Success; and that the
Knowledge of this Matter is of considerable use in Christian Divinity.
Selden, however, has not sufficiently answer'd his own Objection, which
we before mention’d. For, altho these Jewish Traditions were thorowly
known, and perhaps firmly believ’d, by Aim,° they were not however
manifested to @/l Mankind; and those things which that Nation looks
upon as the greatest Mysteries of Religion, are by many ridicul’d. And
to me truly it seems self-evident, “That an unwritten Tradition of the
learned Men of one Nation, is not a sufficient Promulgation of a Law
of Nature, which is to oblige all Nations.”

SIV. Wherefore, that the Conclusions of Reason in moral Matters might
more evidently appear to be Laws, Laws of God, 1 have thoughtit proper
to make a philosophical Inquiry into their Causes, as well Internal as Ex-
ternal, the nearer and the more remote; for by this Method we shall at
last arrive at their first Author, or efficient Cause, from whose essential
Perfections, and internal Sanction of them by Rewards and Punish-
ments,'® we have shewn that their Authority arises. Most others have
been satisfy’d with saying in general Terms, “That these Conclusions, or

8. [Maxwell] “In the book before-mention’d.”

9. “by him”: Cumberland’s Latin indicates that he meant “by them” (meaning
the Jews rather than Selden); Cumberland, De Legibus Naturae, Prolegomena, a3r.

10. [Maxwell] “The internal Sanction of the Laws of Nature, consists of those
Rewards and Punishments, which are necessarily connected, according to the com-
mon course of Nature, at the Appointment of the first Cause, with the Observance
or Non-observance of those Laws.”
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Actions conformable to them, are taught by Nature”; but to me it seems
necessary, especially at this time, to trace more distinctly, affer what man-
ner the Powers of things, as well without as within us, conspire to im-
print these Conclusions upon our Minds, and to give a Sanction to them.
Our Countryman, the Lord Verulam, has reckon’d such an Inquiry
among the things which are wanting.! This, if solidly perform’d, will
therefore be of very great use; because thence will appear, both how our
Mind is, by the Light of Nature, let into the Knowledge of the Will or
Laws of God, so as that it cannot be free from the warning of Con-
science; and whar that Rule is, whereby the Justice and Rectitude of the
Laws of particular States is to be measured, and their Injustice and Im-
perfection to be corrected and amended by the supreme Authority if
they have at any time deviated from the best and greatest End. Hence
also, (that it may appear, that Morality is not the Artifice of Ecclesiastics
or Politicians,) is further shewn, “That there is something in the Nature
of God, of other Men, and of our selves, which in good Actions affords
present Comfort and Joy, and a well-grounded Expectation of future
Rewards.” On the other hand, “That there are Causes which must nat-
urally produce the most violent Grief and Fear, after evil Actions; so that
the Sentence of Conscience may be justly look’d upon as armed with
Scourges against Impiety.”!?

SV. The Platonists, indeed, clear up this Difficulty in an easier manner,
by the Supposition of innate Ideas, as well of the Laws of Nature them-
selves, as of those Matters about which they are conversant; but, truly,
I have not been so happy as to learn the Laws of Nature in so short a
way.'? Nor seems it to me well advised, to build the Doctrine of narural
Religion and Morality upon an Hypothesis, which has been rejected by
the generality of Philosophers, as well Heathen as Christian, and can never

11. Bacon, Of the Advancement and Proficience of Learning (1640), VIIL3, p. 424.

12. An allusion to Juvenal, Satires, XII1.193.

13. Cumberland’s rejection of innate ideas can be compared with similar positions
in Pufendorf and Locke: cf. Pufendorf, De Jure Naturae et Gentium, 11.3.13; Locke,
An Essay Concerning Human Understanding (1690), 1.
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be provd against the Epicureans, with whom is our chief Controversy. I
was resolv’d, however, not to oppose this Opinion, because it is my earnest
desire, that whatever looks with a friendly Aspect upon Piety and Mo-
rality, might have its due weight; (and I look upon these Platonists to be
favourers of their Cause;) and because it is not impossible, that such
Ideas might be both born with us, and afterwards impress'd upon us from
without.

SVI. Moreover, the same Reasons, which hinder'd us from supposing
innate Ideas of the Laws of Nature 77 our Minds, hinder us likewise from
supposing, without Proof, that these Laws have existed from Eternity in
the divine Mind. 1 have therefore thought it necessary to remove the
Difficulty, and assert and prove the Authority and eternal Existence of
these Conclusions in the divine Mind, in the following Method; assuming
those Notices which we have from Sense and daily Experience, 1 dem-
onstrate, “That the Nature of things, which subsists, and is continually
govern’d, by its first Cause, does necessarily imprint on our Minds some
practical Propositions, (which must be always true, and cannot without
a Contradiction be suppos’d otherwise,) concerning the Study of pro-
moting the joint Felicity of all Rationals: And that the Terms of these
Propositions do immediately and directly signify, that the first Cause, in
his original Constitution of Things, has annex’d the greatest Rewards
and Punishments to the observance and neglect of these Truths.”
Whence it manifestly fo/lows, “That they are Laws,” Laws being nothing
but practical Propositions, with Rewards and Punishments annex'd, pro-
mulg'd by competent Authority. Having hence shewn, “That the Knowl-
edge and Practice of these Laws, is the natural Perfection or most happy
State of our rational Nature,” I 7nfer, “That there must be in the first
Cause, (from whom proceed both this our Perfection, and that most wise
Disposition which we see, every Day, of Effects without us, for the com-
mon Preservation and Perfection of the whole System,) a Perfection cor-
respondent, but infinitely superior, to this Knowledge and Practice of
the Laws of Nature.” For I look upon it as most evident, “That we must
first know what Justice is, and from whence those Laws are deriv’d, in

the observance whereof it wholly consists, before we can distinctly know,
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that Justice is to be attributed to God, and that we ought to propose his
Justice as our Example.” For we come not at the Knowledge of God by
immediate [ntuition of his Perfections, but from his Effects' first known
by Sense and Experience; nor can we safely ascribe to him Astributes,
which from other Considerations we do nor suthciently comprehend.

§VII. Having hitherto shewn, in general, the Difference between our
Method and that of others, I think it proper, 2o shew briefly here the chief
things which are more at large and dispersedly deliverd in the following
Discourse. Having undertaken only, “to deliver the Precepts of moral
Philosophy, and to deduce them from some little Knowledge of Nature
presuppos’d”; what natural Philosophers, especially those who reason
upon mathematical Principles, have often demonstrated, 1 assume, as suf-
ficiently prov’d. But my principal Supposition is, “That all Effects of cor-
poreal Motions, which are necessary, according to the common Course
of Nature, and depend not upon the Will of Man, are produc’d by the
Will of the first Cause”: for this comes to no more than saying, “That
all Motions are begun by the Impression of a first Mover, and are by the
same Impression continued, and perpetually determin’d, according to
certain Laws.” For I thought it superfluous to prove that which had been
already prov'd by most natural Philosophers, and is plainly acknowl-
edg’d by Hobbes himself, whose Doctrine I am now examining. Leviath.

Chap. 12. After he has assign’d the Cause of Religion, among Men, to

their anxious Concern about Futurity, he adds thus, (whetherinsidiously
or no, let others judge;) “The acknowledging of one God Eternal, Infinite
and Omnipotent, may more easily be deriv'd from the Desire Men have ro
know the Causes of natural Bodies, and their several Virtues and Opera-
tions, than from the fear of what was to befal them in time to come: for he
that from any Effect he seeth come to pass, should reason to the next and
immediate Cause thereof, and from thence to the Cause of that Cause, and
plunge himself profoundly in the pursuit of Causes; shall at last come to this,

14. “from his Effects™ a possible mistranscription in the Latin suggests that
Cumberland meant “by their effects” [the perfections].
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that there must be (as even the Heathen Philosophers confessd) one first
Mover; that is, a first and eternal Cause of all things, which is that which
Men mean by the Name of God.” "> But if it be granted, “That every nat-
ural Effect points out God as its Author,” no Man can deny, “That all
such Effects are determin’d by his Will,” unless he is 7nconsistent enough
to acknowledge God the Cause of those Effects, and at the same time to
contend, that he is not @ voluntary Agent.

SVIIIL. Moreover, “Every Motion impress’d upon our Organs of Sense,”
(such Motions are by the Peripateticks call'd sensible Qualities,'®) “by
which the Mind is led to apprehend Objects, and to form Judgments
concerning them, is an Effect plainly natural, and therefore, whatever
second Causes intervene, owes its Original to the first.” And thence it
Jfollows, “That God, by these Motions, as by a Pencil, delineates the Ideas
or Images in our Minds of all sorts of things, especially of Causes and
their Effects. And, by imprinting on us, from the same Object, various
Notions imperfectly representing it, he excites us to bring them together,
and to compare them among themselves; and, consequently, determines
us to form true Propositions concerning things understood by us.” So,
because an Object is sometimes expos’d to sight whole, and at once, and
at other times is view’d narrowly, and by parts; and the Mind perceives
that the Idea of the Whole plainly represents the same thing, with all the
Ideas of the single Parts taken together, it is obliged to form a Proposition
concerning the Sameness of the Whole and all the Parts; or to affirm,
“That the Causes which preserve the Whole, preserve also all its essential
Parts.”

15. Hobbes, Leviathan, ch. 12, p. 64. Maxwell tends to quote from the English
Leviathan, but Cumberland generally refers to the Latin edition of 1668, which is
occasionally different. Where Maxwell’s quotation has, “As even the Heathen Phi-
losophers confess’d,” the Latin edition quoted by Cumberland has, “with the sounder
of the ancient philosophers,” apparently an approving reference by Hobbes to Aris-
totle. Cumberland, De Legibus Naturae, Prolegomena, a4v.

16. “Species sensibiles’: Cumberland, De Legibus Naturae, Prolegomena, a4v.
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SIX. Lastly, upon a diligent Consideration of all those Propositions
which deserve to be rank’d amongst the general Laws of Nature, I have
observ’d they may be reduc’d to one universal one, from the just Expli-
cation whereof all the particular Laws may be both duly limited and
illustrated. This general Proposition may be thus express’d. “The En-
deavour, to the utmost of our power, of promoting the common Good
of the whole System of rational Agents, conduces, as far as in us lies, to
the good of every Part, in which our own Happiness, as that of a Part,
is contain’d. But contrary Actions produce contrary Effects, and con-
sequently our own Misery, among that of others.” Wherefore the whole
of this Treatise is employ’d upon these Heads, which regard either,
(1.) the Marter of this Proposition; that is, the Knowledge of its Zerms,
to be drawn from the Nature of Things; or (2.) its Form, that is, the
joining these Terms in such a practical Proposition as may deserve the
Name of a Law, upon account of the Rewards and Punishmentsannex’d
by the Author of Nature; or (3.) lastly, 7he Deduction and natural Lim-
itation of the other Laws of Nature, by their Respect to the common
Good or happiest State of the whole Body.

§X. To the Knowledge of the Zérms belongs all that we have said in
general of the Nazture of Things, especially of Man, asalso of the common
Good. ButI mustask the Reader’s pardon for sometimes ascribing Reason
to God, and ranking him amongst rational Beings; and that we are some-
times said 70 bear a good Will towards God, or to desire something agree-
able to his Nature, that is, Good. For in the beginning we declare, that
these Expressions are not properly, and in the same Sense said of God,
in which we use them, when we speak of Men. For we suppose in him
absolute Omniscience and Wisdom, which Cicero himself could not
better express, than by the Name of “Reason in its Perfection.”'” Nor do
we imagine, “That we can testify our Love of God, by adding any thing
to his Perfections, which from Eternity were infinite.” Yet it is not to be
doubted, but that in our Actions, Obedience, and Imitation of his Care
of the common Good of Mankind, whose Being is continued from Day

17. Cicero, De Legibus, 1.vii.23.
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to Day by his Favours; and also in our Words, and Thoughts, and Affec-
tions, Honour, Worship, and Love, are more agreeable to his beneficent
Nature, and more acceptable to him, than Neglect or Hatred, or direct
and wilful Opposition.'® For, if we abstractedly compare two rational
Natures between themselves, we must acknowledge a betzer Agreement
when they consent and co-operate, than when they dissent, and the End
propos’d by one of them, is oppos’d by the other. Nor do [ see that it
alters the Case, tho one of these rational Natures should be suppos’d to
be God, and the other, Man. Therefore, as we know by the help of our
Senses, “That it is more acceptable to any Man to be lov’d and honour’d,
than to be hated and despis’d”; so it is evident to Reason, by a manifest
Correspondence, “Thatitis more grateful to the supreme Rational, God,
to be lov’d and honour’d by the Obedience of Men, than to be the Ob-
ject of Hatred and Contempt.” For, as it is certain, that to desire to be
belov'd, implies no Imperfection in Man; in God, it s so far from carrying
any Suspicion of Imperfection, that, on the contrary, it is an Argument
of the Benignity of his Nature, because Men arrive at their greatest Per-
fection, by loving him: which being manifest, both by Reason and Ex-
perience, it thence evidently follows, “That God has inseparably annex’d
the greatest Reward to the Love of himself”; which he never would have
done, if it were not agreeable to his Will to be belov’d."

But the Reader, in perusing the three Chapters of this Treatise, whose
Titles I have just now mention’d, will see, that while we explain the Zerms
(to use a School-Phrase) of the foregoing Proposition, we are not busy’d
about the Interpretation of Words, but about /deas, and the Nature of
those 7hings whence they arise, as far as it is necessary to our present
purpose: And at the same time he will observe, that I directly and im-
mediately explain the Consequences and Necessity of those human Ac-

18. “Beopayia,” Cumberland, De Legibus Naturae, Prolegomena, biv.

19. [Maxwell] “If the Deity be good, he must desire the Happiness of his Crea-
tures; this cannot be among Rationals without kind Affections: Kind Affections can-
not be supposed toward indifferent Agents, where there are none towards Benefac-
tors, and chiefly the Deity. Therefore, if the Deity love his Creatures, he must desire
that they should love him; since, without loving him, they cannot be happy.”
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tions, which are either necessary to the common Happiness of all, or to
the private Happiness of Individuals:?® Altho it seem’d advisable to use
words so general, that they might in a sound Sense be ascrib’d to the
divine Majesty; and that to this very purpose, that by the help of Analogy,
or Correspondence, prudently apply’d, not only our Obligation to Piety,
but the Nature of the divine Justice and Dominion, might thence be
understood.

§XI. As to the Form of the Proposition, (to make use of alogical Term,)
it is manifest, that it is practical, as pronouncing concerning the Con-
sequences of human Action.

It is, however, to be observ’d, that the Proposition (altho the Word
[conduces] be used in the present Tense, because the Observation is col-
lected from things present) is not limited to the present time, but is
equally to be understood of what is future; and, because its Truth chiefly
depends upon “the Whole’s being the same with all its Parts,” is as man-
ifestly true of the furure, (which from other Arguments we prove in this
Treatise,) and with respect to Futurity, it is always by us made use of.

Moreover, this Proposition is the better fitted to our purpose, that it
builds upon no Hypothesis. For it does not suppose Men born either in,
or out of, civil Society. It does not suppose a Relation between all Men
as born of the same common Parents, which the Scriprures teach us; (for
the Obligation of the Laws of Nature is to be demonstrated to those
who acknowledge not the sacred Scriprure:) Nor, on the contrary, does

20. Cumberland, Trinity College MS.adv.c.2.4, Prolegomena, n.p.: “Thatis what
was required by the purpose and intention of my work. For the terms, of which the
general proposition encompassing all natural laws is composed are ideas which rep-
resent the natural efficiency of human actions necessarily required, according to the
present system of things, to procure the good, both public and individual, which
man lacks. And the words are necessary here only as familiar signs, whose purpose is
to recall to mind those ideas, which might be recalled even if we made no use of such
signs. For the nature of things, and of human actions, is sufficient to produce, to
imprint, to perpetuate, and to recall to mind, these sorts of ideas, even if one were
deaf and mute, and consequently not in a state to recognise the usage of such signs,
in which the word consists.”
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it suppose, as does Mr. Hobbes, that “the Earth producd suddenly, like
Mushrooms, the Bulk of Mankind at their full Growth.”*' But our Prop-
osition, and all the Deductions from thence, might be both understood
and acknowledg’d, even by our first Parents, considering themselves in
the Relation they stood in to God, and to the Posterity which might be
born of them; nor is it less easy to be understood by all those Nations,
who are unacquainted with the History of our first Parents.

§XII. Nor shall I think it improper here to take notice, “That the fore-
going Proposition, in the same words it declares the Ciause of the greatest
and best Effect, declares the Means to obtain the best £nd”: for the Effect
of a rational Agent, after he has consider’d it in his Mind, and has re-
solv’d to produce it, is call'd his End; and the Actions or Causes, by
whose Power he endeavours to effect it, are called the Means. So also in
geometrical Problems, the Causes of the geometrical Effects are the pre-
scrib’d Drawings of Lines: But if such Effect is consider’d as a Problem,
whose Solution is requir’d, or is propos’d to us as an End, then the words
of the Problem suggest to the Geometrician, the proper Means to obtain
his End. From this Observation the Method is shewn, “How to reduce
whatsoever the Moralists have said concerning the Means of obtaining
the best End, into 7heorems concerning the Power of human Actions in
producing the Effects propos’d”; in which Form they may more easily be
examind, and if they be true, more evidently demonstrated. In like man-
ner we hence learn, “How easily all Knowledge concerning the Power of
Causes, (which we can any way make subservient to our Purposes,) sug-
gests the Means to attain the End known, and so may be apply’d to
Practice, as occasion requires.” Lastly, it is also hence evident, “That the
Proposition we are treating of, does in this respect, at least, partake of
the Nature of a Law, that it respects an End truly worthy of a Law, #be
common Good of all Beings,” or the Honour of God, in conjunction with

the Happiness of all Mankind.

21. Hobbes, On the Citizen, 8.1, p. 102.
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SXIII. But, at first view, perhaps, these rwo necessary Requisites to en-
force a Law may not be perceiv’d in that Proposition, viz. a competent
Author, and a sufficient Sanction by Rewards and Punishments. But if
it be more closely examin’d, we shall perceive, “That upon this very ac-
count, that the nature of things impresses it upon our Minds, it nec-
essarily points out its Author, THE FIRST CAUSE, as of all Things, so of
all Truths arising from them”; among the principal of which Truths is to
be reputed this true Proposition, which we affirm to contain the funda-
mental Law of Nature. Nor can any one in reason desire, that it should
be more evidently provd, “That God is the Author of this Proposition,”
thanitis provd, “Thathe is the Author of the Nature of Things, whence
the Truth of this Proposition arises.” Wherefore, having come to the
Knowledge of its Author, it only remains that we should shew, “That
there is a sufficient Sanction annex’d by the same Author, and that it is
clearly contain’d in the said Proposition.”

§SXIV. I am not ignorant that a Sanction, in the strictest Sense of the
Word, is call'd by Cicero and Papinian, that Part of the Law, which inflicts
a certain Punishment upon those who have not obey'd what the Law en-
joins.?? But I have thought it proper to use the Word in a more extensive
Sense, so as to take in the Rewards which the Law promises to the Obe-
dient; for by these also are the Laws guarded against the Injury of Men,
and thence are styled [Sanctae] Sacred, according to Marcian’s looser
Definition of the Word Sacred: “That is sacred, which is defended and
guarded against the Injury of Men.”? In which Sense it is, that, upon
account of the Rewards and Punishments wherewith they are confirm’d,
Ulpian, in the following Law, affirms them to be sacred.?* Nevertheless,
if any one is unwilling to depart from the stricter Signification of the
Word, there is no occasion to dispute about it, provided we agree in the
Thing. 1 have added therefore, upon their account, this Proposition,
“Such Actions as are contrary to a Care of the publick Good, whether

22. Cicero, Oratio In C. Verrem, IV.66; Justinian, Digest, XLVIIL.19.41.
23. Justinian, Digest, 1.8.8.
24. Ibid., 1.8.9.3.
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by a Neglect or Violation thereof, bring Evil upon each part of the Sys-
tem of Rationals, but the greatest upon the Evil-doers themselves”; and
this plainly expresses Punishment, without any mention of Reward. But
we have almost wholly employ’d our selves in the Proof of the former
Part of the Proposition, which relates to the Rewards included in Hap-
piness, because hence the latter is evidently demonstrated; and because
the Nature of Punishment includes Evil,?> that is, a Privation of those
good things which our Nature makes necessary to our Happiness; but
these Privations cannot be understood, unless those good things be first
apprehended, to which they are opposd. Finally, the Nature of Things
(whose Footsteps were by us most carefully to be traced in this Treatise)
lays it self out almost wholly, in letting in upon our Minds the positive
Notion of Causes and their Effects by our outward Senses, which cannot
receive Negations and Privations; and we are more early affected with the
love of present, and hope of future Good, than with the hatred or fear
of Evil: for no Man therefore loves Life, Health, or such grateful Motions
to the Nerves and Spirits as we call corporeal Pleasures, or desires their
Causes, that he may avoid Death, Diseases, and Pain; butbecause of their
intrinsic Goodness, or positive Agreement (to borrow a Phrase from the
Schools) with the Nature of our Bod)y. In like manner, no Man therefore
desires the Perfections of the Mind, (such as a more extensive and distinct
Knowledge of the noblest Objects in all respects most agreeably con-
sonant to it self, and the most grateful Perception of Benevolence, of a
well-grounded Hope, and of a Joy in the Prosperity of all Rationals;)
barely that he may avoid the Uneasinesses of Ignorance, Ill-will, Envy
and Commiseration; but because of that superlative Pleasure which we
experimentally find in such Acts and Habits, which is the Reason that to
be depriv'd of them is most ungrateful, and that the Causes of such Pri-
vations are themselves irksome. Hence therefore it is manifest, that even
Civil Laws, when they receive the Sanction of Punishments, Death, for
example, or Forfeiture of Goods, if we closely examine the Matter, do

25. [Maxwell] “See the Notion advanced here by the Author, examin’d in a Note
on chap. 5. § 40.”
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oblige Men to Obedience from a Love of Life, or of that Wealth, which
the Laws shew us, how to preserve thereby. For an Aversion to Death and
Poverty, is nothing but a Love of Life and Riches; as he that by two Neg-
atives says, “That he would not want (that is, not have) Life,” says but
the same thing as if he affirmd, “That he would enjoy Life.” To which
also this may be added, that Civi/ Laws themselves seem to me to be
much more establishd from the End, which as well their Enactors as the
best Subjects regard, viz. the publick Good of the Society; part whereof
falls to the Share of every good Subject, and therefore naturally brings
along with it the Reward of Obedience; much more, 1 say, than by those
Punishments which they threaten; the Fear whereof moves but a few,
and those the worst.

§XV. That the Summary of all the Precepts and Sanctions of the Law of
Nature, is contain’d in our Proposition, and its Corollary concerning the
opposite Behaviour, I thus briefly shew. The Subject (to borrowa School-
Term) of the Proposition is, an Endeavour, according to our Ability, to
promote the common Good of the whole System of Rationals. This includes
our Love of God, and of all Mankind, who are the Parts of this System.
God, indeed, is the principal Part; Men, the Subordinate: A Benevolence
toward both includes Piety and Humanity, that is, both Tables of the
Law of Nature. The Predicate of the Proposition (to borrow another
Phrase from the Schools) is, conducing to the good of every Part, in which
our own Happiness, as of a Part, is contain d. In which, as all those good
Things we can procure to all, are said to be the Effect of this Endeavour,
so among the rest is not omitted that Collection of good Things, whence
our own Happiness arises, which is the greatest Reward of Obedience;
as Misery, arising from Actions of a contrary kind, is the greatest Pun-
ishment of Wickedness. But the natural Connexion of the Predicatewith
the Subject, is both the Foundation of the Truth of the Proposition, and
the Proof of the natural Connexion between Obedience and Rewards,
Transgression and Punishments.

Hence the Reader will easily observe the true Reason, why this practical
Proposition, and all those which may be deduc’d from thence, oblige all
rational Beings who understand them; whilst other practical Propositions,
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(suppose Geometrical ones,) equally impress’d by Nature, and conse-
quently by God, upon the Mind of Man, do not 0blige him to conform
his Practice to them; but may safely be neglected by most, to whom
the Practice of Geometry is not necessary: Which is wholly owing to the
Nature of the Effects, arising from the one and the other Practice. The
Effects of the Practice of Geometry are such as most People may want
without Prejudice. But the Effects of a care of the common Good, do
so nearly concern all, of whom we our selves are a part, and upon whose
Pleasure the Happiness of each Individual does in some measure de-
pend, that such care cannot be rejected, without the hazard of losing that
Happiness, or the Hope thereof: and this God has manifested to us, by
the very Nature of Things, and thereby he has sufficiently promulg d, that
he himself is the Author of the Connexion of Rewardsand Punishments
with our Actions; whence this Proposition, and all others which flow
from thence, commence Laws by his Authority.

SXVI. From the very Zerms of our Proposition, it is manifest, “That the
adequate and immediate Effect of that Practice which this Law estab-
lishes, is, thar which is acceptable to God, and beneficial to all Men; which
is the natural Good of the whole System of Rationals, even the greatest
of all those good things which can be procur’d for them, as being greater
than the like Good of any part of the same System.” Moreover, it suf-
ficiently implies, “That the happiness of each Individual” (from the Pros-
pect of enjoying which, or being depriv’d of it,